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ABSTRACT

This research was initiated to evaluate assumptions regarding rapid police
response as an effective operational strategy and to identify problems and pat-
terns which account for citizen delays in reporting crimes to the police.

To test these assumptions, response time was conceptualized as consisting
of three intervals, citizen reporting, commumications dispatching, and police
travel vime. Variations in these intervals were then analyzed to see how they
affected the probability of making an on-scene arrest, contacting a witness
on-scene, and how they affected recovery from injuries sustained during the com-
mission of Part I crimes.

Additionally, the problems citizens encounter when repofting; crimes, and
the patterns or actions citizens follow prior to reporting were identified aid
analyzed for their effects on reporting delays. Relationships between citizens'
social characteristics and both reporting time and problems and patterns were
analyzed.

To see if the length of response time affected citizen satisfaction, police
Tesponse times were again analyzed, along with other factors considered possible
- determinants of citizen satisfaction. These factors included citizens' social
characteristics, how long citizens expected response to be, citizens' perczptions
of how long response took, and how important citizens thought response time was
to the outcomes of the incident they reported or in which they were involved.

Results indicated that reporting time was longer than either the time taken
‘to dispatch a call or the time taken to travel to a call and nearly as long as
the combined time taken to dispatch and travel to a call. Response time was
found to be unrelated to the probability of making an arrest or locating a wit-
ness for the large proportion of Part T crimes that were discovered after the

crime had occurred. For those crimes imvolving a victim or witness, reporting

iii



time was the strongest time determinant of arrest and witness availability.
Travel time generally had a limited effect on these outcomes, though for some
types of crime the influence was strong. Citizen satisfaction was more closely
related to citizens' expectations and perceptions about response time than ac-
tual response time. Several problems citizens encounter and patterns they fol-
low in reporting crime were ideritified and were found to produce delay in con-
tacting the police. Veluntary actions by citizens explained more delay in re-

porting than did problems ewperienced by citizens in contacting the police.
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PREFACE

Rapid police response has long been an accepted procedure in law enforce-
ment. The need to reduce response time has served as justification for bol-
stering officer strength and for large expenditures on equipment. While it is
not unreasonable to assume that rapid police response will produce more arrests,
more witnesses, fewer serious citizen injuries, and more satisfied citizens,
little empirical data exists which can support that assumption.

The Response Time Analysis study was designed to prrvide a comprehensive
assessment of issues and assumptions regarding the value of police response to
a variety of crime and noncrime, emergency and nonemergency, incidents, Spe-
cifically, two objectives were established for study:

1. Analysis of the relationship of response time to the outcomes of
on-scene criminal apprehension, witness availability, citizen
satisfaction, and the frequency of citizen injuries in cormec-
tion with crime and noncrime incidents.

2. Identification of problems and patterns in reporting crime or re-
questing police assistarce.

This is the second in a series of reports.which examine the nexus between
the time taken by citizens to report crime or request police service, the time
required for the police to process, dispatch, and respond to calls, and various
outcomes related to police response. This volume presents a description of anal-
ysis techniques and discussion regarding findings. Volume I provides a review
of pertinent literature and an overview of the study's methodology, data collec-
tion procedures, and quality contxol system. The Executive Summary concisely
addresses the methods and findings of the Part I crime analysis. Additional

reports, which are currently in various stages of development, will focus upon




the following areas: ‘

1. An analysis of Part II crimes similar to that conducted for Part I

offenses.

2. A prosecution and disposition follow-up of suspects who were ar-

rested either on-scene or through subsequent investigation for both
Part I and Part II crimes. |

3. An analysis of ''general service" calls including traffic, potential

crime calls, e.g., alamms, disturbances, suspicious parties, etc.,
and noncrime medical-~emergency incidents.

4, A summary of results presented in previous reports which provides

an overall assessment of operational implications regarding the
value of police response strategies.

Although technical treatment of data is necessary to perform statistical analy-
sis of relationships studied, emphasis was placed upon preparing a report conducive
to functional interpretation by police administrators. Administrative interpreta-
tion of findings regarding crime and noncrime incidents must include realization
that only citizen generated calls processed through the department's commmications
unit were eligible for inclusion in sample data analyzed. Calls resulting from
officer self-initiated activities, citizen flagdowns, and either walk-in or phone-
‘in self reporting of crimes wére excluded from data analysis.

Unlike the more prestigious experimental reséarch which controls outside fac-
tors which might influence predicted results, the design and implementation of the
project methodology was exploratory. Hence, effort has been devoted to report
all procedures rather than testing hypotheses. It would not have been unprecedent~
ed to report all procedures as if they had resulted from sagacious insight and
logical deduction. This, however, was not the case, and an effort has been made

to report all deficiencies and deviations from the original design, Those instances



where it was discovered after the fact that an alternative procedure might have
produced a more desirable result have been documented. |

It is hoped that while taking admitted limitations of the study into ac~
count, the questions stimulated by this research and the implications cited
within might provoke serious discussion which will help improve police policies
enabling police to more effectively serve the public.

Appreciation is extended to project consultants Dr. Albert J. Reiss, Jr.,
Yale University, New Haven, Comm., Dr. Lee Sechrest, Florida State University,
Tallahassee, Fla., and Dr. Cris R. Kukuk, University of Missouri, Kansas City,
Mo., for their guidance and evaluations during the analysis of the data and pre-

paration of this volume.

Lt. Col. Lester N. Harris
Project Director
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION

The Response Time Analysis study was developed and designed to broaden the
knowledge of the role of police response to calls by taking an in-depth look at
the relationships of response time to various outcomes. The following two ob-
jectives were established for the study:

1. Analysis of the r=lationships of response time to the outcomes of
on-scene arrest, witness availability, citizen satisfaction with
response time, and the frequency of citizens' injuries in commec-
tion with crime and noncrime incidents.

2. Identification of problems and patterns in reporting crime or re-
questing police assistance.

This volume of the study will focus upon the analyses and findings for Part I

crimes only.

Data Base
The Part T crime data used in this analysis were collected between Ma. i 1975
and January 1976, primarily from 56 beat-watches composing the upper 27th percen-
tile of beat-watches in. frequency of robbery and aggravated agssaults based upon
1974 Kar:sas City, Mo., crime statistics. There were 949*eligi'ble Part I crimes

in the data base. Although the data collection design was for the data to be

*A review and verification of the Part I data base showed that one offense was in-
cluded which should not have been, and one case was deleted which should have been
included. The case which was incorrectly included was a supplemental crime ser-
vice call made by an officer accompanied by an observer to take additional infor-
mation about a larceny of auto accessories. The original report had been taken
earlier in the day by another officer. The observed call was misclassified as a
larceny from auto instead of a supplemental crime call. The offense which was de-
leted was a strong-arm robbery. It was originally classified as a ''flag-down,' and
guidelines for inclusion in the data hase excluded any calls not initiated by a
phone call to police by a citizen. Subsequent inspection revealed that response
to the crime had not been instigated by a flag-down but had, in fact, been insti-
gated by a citizen's telephone call. :



gafhered,in the 56 target beat-watches, police officers accompanied by civilian
observers were sometimes dispatched to nontarget beat-watches, i.e., beat-watches
not in the upper 27th percentile; Observed calls from nontarget beat-watches
resulted in 199 of the 949 Part I crimes in the data base or about 21.0 percent
of the eligible crimes, although some of these calls were in beats which were in
the target area during a different watch. Accordingly, data were obtained on 113
caSes'(11.9 percent) which occurred in beats outside of the target beats.

The 949 Part I crimes were divided into three overlapping categories, type
of crime, violent and nonviolent, and discovery and involvement. The type of
crime designation was based upon the FBI Uniform Crime Report (UCR) definitions
of Part I crimes, which include homicide, forcible rape, robbery, aggravated as-
sault, burglary, larceny, and motor vehicle theft. The designations of violent
and nonviolent also adhere to UCR definitions. Homicide, rape, robbery, and aggra-
vatéd assault are classified as violent Part I crimes, while burglary, larceny, and
motor vehicle theft are classified as nonviolent Part I crimes. The designations
of discovery and involvement were created for crime cases since it was assumed
rapid police response would have little effect upon a discovered crime. Discovery
crimes were operationalized as those crimes detected by a citizen after the crime
occurred, imobserved or unreported. Crimes were classified as involvement crimes
if a citizen saw, heard, or became involved at any time during the commission of
the offense. If a crime was witnessed and the witness to the crime reported it to
the police, then the crime was classified as an involvement crime. If thé crime
was witnessed but the witness to the crime did not. report it to the police, and
the crime was subsequently discovered and reported, then the crime was classified
as a discovery crime.

The 949 crimes were divided among the several Part I crimes as presented in

Table 1-1.



Table 1-1

Part I Crime ‘ ~ Number : Percent
Homicide ‘ 0 0.00
Forcible Rape | ' 10 1.05
Robbery 127 13.38
Aggravated Assault 84 8.85
Burglary 352 37.09
Larceny 297 31.29
Motor Vehicle Theft” 79 8.32
Total 949 100.00

Homicide was not represented in the data base because there were no homicides
observed during data collection."dc This is not surprising since there were only
114 homicides in Kansas City, Mo., in 1975, the year of data collection, which ac-
counted for only 0.25 percent of the reported Part I crimes for the city that year.

There were 221 violent crimes accounting for 23.3 percent of the data base and
728 nonviolent crimes making up the remaining 76.7 percent of the data base. Since
by definition violent crimes involve a victim, all 221 violent crimes were also
classified as involvement crimes. The involvement crimes also included 131 nonvio-
lent crimes, 35 burglaries, 91 larcenies, and 5 auto thefts. There were a total of
352 involvement crimes which comprised 37.1 percent of the data base.

There were 597 discovery crimes, 317 burglaries, 206 larcenies, and 74 auto

thefts. Fifteen of the 317 discovery burglaries were detected by alarms. These

*For brevity, from this point on, motor vehicle theft will be referred to as auto
theft.

**The victim of one incident was shot but did not die at the scene of the crime,
and the responding officer classified the offense in his report as an aggravated
assault. Later, however, the victim died. In compliance with study criteria
which classified calls according to the original offense report, the call was in-
cluded in the data base as an aggravated assault.




were classified as discovery crimes since there was no citizen anOlVed in re-
pdrting them. Like other discovery crimes, alarm-detected crimes did not yield
any data about how long it took for the crime to occur. Data on how long it
took for the alarm-discovered crimes to be reported were also unobtainable from
the private alarm services. However, in terms of police responsé and outcomes
such as arrests, it will be noted later that the alarm-detected discovery crimes
were more closely related to involvement crimes. The discovery crimes made up
62.9 percent of the data base.

Once an officer accompanied by an observer arrived at the scene of a call,
it was zometimes discovered that more than one offense had occurred necessitating
more than one offense report being taken. When this occurred, the most serious
offense for which an offense report was written was included in the data sample.
Miltiple offenses occurred in 35 of the Part I crime incidents included in the
data base. For those 35 cases, 33 additional Part I offense reports were written
but these offenses were not included in the data base. |

Of the 35 cases involving multiple offenses, two cases involved three Part I
offenses. Twenty-one cases involved two reports written for the same type of
Part I offense, while in six robberies, one burglary, and one larceny an suto
theft had also occurred. Three cases involved one Part T offense and one Fart II

'offense, and one case involved one Part I offense and a traffic violation.

Social Characteristics

At the end of telephone interviews with victius, witnesses, and callers re-
lated to the eligible Part I crimes , the citizens were asked to arswer 12 questions
' pertaining to such social characteristics as age, race, income, and education. The
information was collected so it could be tested for its relationship to other data, .

e.g., the impact of social characteristics on citizen satisfaction with police re-



sponse time, the relation of social characteristics to the length of reporting
time, etc. Because interviews were considered complete whether or not citizens
answered any or all of the questions on social characteristics, the sample size
varied for each of the 12 variables tested. Statistics for the 12 variables
are provided in Table 1-2.

The first four variables pertained to the citizens' patterns of residency.
Length of residency in Kansas City, Mo., ranged from less than 1 year to 73
years; any amount of time less than 1 year was coded as 1 year. Answers given
in years and months were rounded to the nearest whole number of years. The dis-~
tribution was somewhat skewed; less than 25 percent of those responding had lived
in the city more than 30 years. Twenty-five percent had lived in Kansas City,
Mo., less than 10 years. The median length of residency was 20.5 years. The
second residency variable, length of time at a citizen's current address, varied
from less than 1 year to 50 years, with a median of 3.1 years. Seventy-five per-
cent of the citizeﬁs responding said they had lived at their present address less
than 10 years; 35 percent gave a response of 1 year or less.

The third question asked the citizens to estimate the populatior. of the com-
mmity in which they had lived most of their lives in order to test the assump-
tion that the size of persons commmities influences their attitudes about po-
lice response time and/or perceptions. The population at the time the citizen
lived there was categorized on an ordinal scale with "city over 500,000" at the
top.* Of the 774 persons responding, 72.5 percent said they had lived most of
their lives in a city over SO0,000. The remaining 27.5 percent of the responses
were fairly evenly distributed among the nine responses ranging from 1.3 to 5.3

percent in each category.

*The population of a city was based on its metropolitan population and not on its
specific population within the city boundaries. '



Table 1-2.-- Social characteristics of citizens interviewed for reporting time data.

Mode

Social Characteristic N X Median Range Frequencies
Length Residence in KC,Mo.| 758 | 22.1 years | 205 years n.a <1 to 73 years —
Length Residence ga4a| 6 . 1 year <1 to 50 vea
at Present Address 9 years | 31 years (35.0%) 1 years
Popuiation of Community , 500, 000 rural area
in* Which 774 n.a n.a. and above to —_—
| Citizen Lived Most of Life (72.5%) 500,000 and above
own 46.0%
Tenure 844 n.a na n.a n.a. rent 44.7%
: board 9.4°%
Maritai Status 843 na. na. na. na. ?&rgg?r,ed 29:4%
Type of Work G
(Duncan socio-economic scale) 836 na. 12 (28.0%) O to 99
Age 835 | 37,0 years na. na 13 to 84 yeors s—
, . high schoo!
: . high schoe! | high school g iated | less than 8th grade to
Education 835 compiete —
completed | - completed graduate school
(30.4%.)
_ ' head of household 74.9°
Head -of Household 835 na. n.a. na. na. not head of household 2520/,
‘ $10,000 $15,000 under $2,000
Income (annual-household) | 676 na. to 59 999 to S
$11,999 (11_'4%) $25,000 and over
white 54.8%
Race 834 n.a. na. n.a. na: black 43.6%
other 1.6%
A Y male 56.99/
Sex 844 na. na. na. n.a. female 3.7

n.a.= Not applicable,




The fourth variabie pertained to the stability of persons living arrangements.
An ordinal scale was deviséd according to whether persons lived 1) in their own
home, 2) in rental property, or 3) in a boarding home. Forty-six percent of those
responding lived in their own home, 44.7 percent rented,and 9.4 percent lived in a
boarding arrangement.

The Duncan Socioeconomic Status Sc‘.ale,7'c an ordinal scale of nearly 500 dif-
ferent types of jobs, was used to rate the type of work a citizen did. Occupa-
tions listed in the 1950 U.S. Census of Population are rated from 1 to 99, accord-
ing to conbined educational status and income level with a slight adjustment for
the age ranges in some categories. Seventy-three ratings were used in this study,
with a median rating of 19.4. Twenty-eight percent of those responding were given
a rating of zero because their occupation was not listed on the scale, e.g., home-
makers, students, retired persons, or unemployed; these responses were not included
in the analysis.

Education and income were organiz‘ed into nine educational ranges and 13 in-
come levels. The mean, median, and mode of the response on education all fell
within level four, "high school complete.' Citizens were asked to select the cate-
gory of income which applied to the total ammual household income. The median of
the income level selected was 8.98; the minth category of income ranged from
$10,000 to $11,999.

Ages ranged from 13 to 84 years with a mean of 37.0 years; those persons 12
years and younger were not eligible to be interviewed according to criterion set
by the study. Less than half (46.7 percent) of the citizens interviewed were mar-
ried and shared the same household with their spouse; the remainder who said they

were either single, separated, divorced, or widowed were classified as urmarried.

*Reiss, A., Duncan, O., Hatt, P., and North, C., Occupations and social status.
New York: The Free Press of Glencoe, 1961.




Citizens were also asked to state whether or not they considered themselves
the head of their household; an option was provided for those persons living as
2 couple who said both persons were the head. The vast majority of persons (74.9
percent) classified themselves as the head of a household, including the 3.9 per-
cent who said they shared head of household status.

The citizen's race and sex were obtained from several sources, e.g., personal
observation by the interviewer, information listed on the police offense report, or
on the Attachment A, a form completed during data collection by field observers
which gave certain identifying information about citizens eligible for an inter-
view. Males outmumbered females (56.9 percent). Whites made up slightly more
than half the sample (54.8 percent) and blacks, 43.6 percent; the remaining 1.6
percent of the sample included persons from various minority groups and was not

included in the analysis.

The Analysis Strategy

Because of the diversity of the outcomes being investigated, the analysis
techniques utilized were also varied and diverse. This section discusses rela-
tionships that were being sought in the analysis of each outcome and analysis
techniques which were specific to that outcome.

Chapter Two provides a division of the total response time continumm into
the time taken by citizens to report crimes, the time taken by dispatchers to
process the information, and the time taken by officers to respond to the crime
calls. For the dispatching process and officer responses, exact point times were
obtained. Dispatching times were taken from Commmications Unit tape recordings,
and officer response times were cbtained by civilian observers using digital wat-
ches. The citizen reporting times were constructed from estimates obtained during
subsequent interviews of the citizens who had called police. If the citizens in-

terviewed were not consistent in their estimations of how long it took to report




a crime, the minimum reporting delay cited was employed.

Despite the choice of minimm reporting times given by citizens, scme lengthy
reporting delays were noted, resulting in a skewed distribution of reporting data.
The dispatching and officer response time distributions were also skewed, although
not as severely as the reporting distribution. As these extreme times were not
mistakes but the results of actual crime incidents, they were included throughout
the analysis. Because the skewness is reflected in the means and standard devia-
tions of the response times reported, the median time is suggested as more repre-
sentative of the time taken to report, dispatch, and respond to a crime incident.
Furthermore, logarithmic transformations were used to nommalize the time distribu~
tions so differences in response times among types of crimes could be better an-
alyzed.

The relationship of response time to arrest and the availability of witnesses
is presented in Chapters Three and Five, respectively. The dependent variables of
arrest and witness availability were dichotomous, coded 1 if one or more arrests
were made or one or more witnesses contacted for a call, 0 if not. Response time
was the independent variable of primary concern.

Each crime incident was analyzed, rather than a mmber of cases grouped by
response times. Grouping results in a proportion of cases with an outcome for an
average, instead of a precise time. It also severely restricts the mumber of ad-
ditional factors which can be assessed as predictors since these factors would
have to relate to a group rather than an iricident.

Scattergrams of the arrest and witness data illustrated that both tended to
cluster at the lower ends of the response time intervals, and that fitting a
straight line to this data would be inappropriate and impossible in many cases.
Transformations of the time data were therefore employed to assess the fit of non-

linear fumctions. The possibility that the relationship between response time and



arrest or witness availability might differ by type of crime was also examined.

The strong intuitive appeal of rapid police response, as evidenced by the
emphasis and reliance upon this tactic to gain on-scene arrests, demanded its
thorough evaluation. It was not reasonsble to assume rapid response was the
primary determinant of all on-scene arrests in the sample, so the data were
sampled by excluding arrests stemming from factors other than rapid response.
This procedure was expected to reveal more clearly the relationship between rap-
id response and arrest. The relationship was again assessed for differences a-
mong types of crimes.

Chapter Four presents the results of relating traditional patrol procedures,
designed to minimize response time, with actual response time and with arrest.

As the distance an officer must tiavel to a crime was expected to affect response
time, the officer’s location at the time of dispatch was examined. In addition

to distance, other variables considered included: a) whether the officer was in
or out of the car at the time of dispatch and whether the car was statiomary or
mobile; b) the assigned code of the call; ¢) the number of officers in a car that
responded to the call; d) the type of crime; and e) if two cars responded, whether
the officer arriving first waited for a backup or proceeded to the crime scene.
Finally, these variables, in addition to actual response times, were assessed as
predictors of on-scene arrest.

Chapter Six presents the results of an exploratory effort made to assess the
impact of ré‘sponse on injuries sustained in Part I crimes. Kansas City, Mo., po-
lice officers are often called to the scene of injuries before an ambulance and
are expected to determine the need for an ambulance, render emergency first aid,
supervise and expedite the handling of the injured person, éte. The study was
interested in detemmining, therefore, if an injury incident receiving prompt emer-

-gency field treatment by an officer Yésults in more rapid recovery, fewer impair-
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ments, and the need for less specialized medical treatment compared to an injury
of equal seriousness but receiving a slower response. |

Chapter Seven outlines an attempt which was made to identify the problems
citizens encountered and their volimtary actions or attitudes (patterms) which
resulted in significant delays in contacting police . Tive prceblem and eight pat-
tern variables were identified.

Although the chief objective was to assess the relationship between these
variables and the time taken to report a Part 1 crime offense, several possibie
interrelationships were examined, The social characteristics of the reporting
citizens were examined to determine if they varied by type of c:ime, affected
the types of problems encountered or patterms followed, or directly related to
reporting time. Type of crime was also analyzed for its influence on problems
and patterns and for its impact on reporting time. With these possible inter-
relationships considered, the important determinant§ of reporting time were iso-
lated. As before, the logarithmic transformation was used as the primary depen-
dent variable to normalize the reporting time distribution.

The process of reporting Part I crimes is examined in Chapter Eight according
to the following variables: a) who called the police -- i.e., a victim, a witness,
| or a third party who was not directly involved in the incident but who was request-
ed to call by another citizen; b) whose telephone was used -- i.e., business, per-
sonal (the victim's or someone else's), or pay phone; c) what telephone muber was
used ~- i.e., police emergency, police administrative, or 0" for the telephone
company operator; and d) how the caller knew the number -- i.e., telephone direc-
tory, operator assistance, having the mumber written down, or knowing the number
from memory.

Differences in the social characteristics of the citizens who called police

were sought for each of the four variables. Additionally, the urgency of the call
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being placed was rated according to the following index: 1) whether the inci-
dent was in progress or an injury was involved; 2) whether the crime was violent
(rape, robbery, assault) but with no injuries and not in progress; 3) whether

the crime was nonviolent (burglary, larceny, auto theft) and witnessed; or 4)
whether the crime was nonviolent and not witnessed. Mean differences in this
urgency index were assessed according to the number used and how the caller knew
the mmber. Also, the type of caller variable was examined to see if the length
of reporting time was affected by whether the citizen calling police was a victim,
witness, or a caller not involved in the crime.

Also found in Chapter Eight are the results of a separate experimental anal-
ysis conducted oz the variable of telephone mmber used to contact the police de-
partment.  Staff menbers placed calls to the department at various times of the
day using the Crime Alert and police administrative numbers and "0 for the tele-
phone company operator, who in turn called police. The primary dependent variable
was the time lapsed from the end of dialing until the dispatcher was contacted and
was ready to receive information. Independent variables included the time of day
the call was placed, whether the call was placed in close temporal proximity to
the commmnications unit shift change, and the nessage given to identify the type
of service needed. The time components involved in reaching the dispatcher were
also analyzed to see if they differed in length.

Citizen satisfaction with the officer's response time was examined and is re-
ported in Chapter Nine. Because of the mmber of factors considered and the inter-
~relationships expected, a causal model was developed and tested through path anal-
ysis.  The citizen's expectations and perceptions of police response time was spe-
cifically expected to affect the citizen's satisfaction, along with whether the
citizen thought a faster response would have produced a more favorable outcome to

the incident. A citizen's social characteristics, the type of crime, and the of-
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onse time were considered possible influences' and their direct and

ficer resp

indirect impacts upon citizen satisfaction were analyzed,
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CHAPTER TWO
RESPONSE TIME

Of primary iImportance to the objectives of the study was the meanirgful
division of the total response time continuum into a mumber of time intervals
which could then be related to incident outcomes. Also of interest were the
component processes in each of these intervals which would provide descriptive
information on the total response process.

Accordingly, the total response time continuum, from the point when either
the citizen's involvement in the crime was ended or the citizen discovered the
crime to the point when an officer began his on-scene investigation, was divided
into seven independent components. These components were then conceptually com-
bined to form three main response time intervals, the reporting, dispatch, and

travel intervals, which were used to assess the study's objectives.

Response Time Components

While not considered a part of the response time continuum, data were col-
lected on how long a citizen was detained during the commission of a viclent
crime, i.e., crime occurrence. By interviewing victims of and witnesses to vio-
lent crimes, it was possible to get an estimate of how long a citizen was detained
during the commission of violent crimes. This component of time was not related
to study objectives, but occurrence time data were included for descriptive pur-
poses.

Figure 2-1 illustrates the seven components of the response time contimnm
used in the study:

1. From the time a citizen was free from involvement in a crime or

discovered a crime until initial comnection between the citizen

and a police dispatcher. If the crime was reported by a witness
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Time Measurements
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Crime Discovery |lnitial Information|Dispatcher | Dispatch fiicer Arrival
Begins or End of |Connection|Available |Calls Car |Terminates|Responds to
to involvement to to to to to Investigation
Detainment|to Initial Information | Dispatcher | Dispatch Officer Arrival Initiated
Ends* ‘Connection|Available |Calls Car | Terminates| Responds
,Occurrence,
T 1
I Reporting 1
; KX
} Dispatch %
(o Travel |
| 1
* The point when the citizen was no longer aled The overlap of the dispatch and travel intervals indicates that in some

being physically detained by the suspect
marked the end of involvement for violent
crimes.

Figure 2 -1.-- Conceptual model
intervals of the total response ti

czses an officer began responding to a call before the dispatch was
terminated; operationally ending the dispatch interval and beginning the
travel interval. i

of response time components and response time
me continuum.



who had been on scene, then the witness' involvement was con-

- sidered over when the witness left the scene. If it was re-
ported by a witness who was no!: on scene, the witness' involve-
ment was considered terminated 1 minute after the witness first
witnessed the crime. If pulice were contacted during the com-
mission of the crime, either by a victim or a witners on scene,
the total component was arbitrarily estimated to take 1 minute.
When police were notified by means of a private alarm company,
this interval could not be obtained.

From- the time of initial cornection until the dispatcher under-
stood the nature of the incident and location to which the of-
ficer should be dispatched.

From the time when the dispatcher understood the nature of the
incident and the location to which an officer should be dis-
patched wuntil the end of the transmission in which the dis-
patcher requested the location of a specific car with an ob-
server or any car in the vicinity, and a car with an observer
answered that call by giving its location.

From the end of this initial transmission until a specific car
with an observer was assigned to the call. The end of this in-
terval was determined by wheri the dispatcher gave the time over
the air, terminating the dispatch.

From the time a car was assigned to a call until the officer
began responding to the call. Because information concerning
a call was often broadcast before the dispatcher called for a

specific car or before the dispatch terminated, an officer
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could have begun responding to a call before either of these

times. Consequently, negative values for ‘this interval indi-
cated the officer responded to the incident before being of-

ficially dispatched.

6. From the time an officer began responding umtil arrival at the
dispatched location. This component was considered over when
an officer exited from the car at the dispatched location, If
the officer remained in the car, the component was considered
over when the officer had contact with a citizen with some
knowledge of the crime or when the officer was at the actual
scene of the crime,

7. From the time when the officer arrived at the dispatched loca-
tion, until the investigation of the incident was initiated.
The investigation was considered initiated if the officer con-
tacted any citizen directly involved with the incident, or when
the officer arrived at the incident scene, whichever came first.
This component could also result in negative values if another
officer arrived at the scene and began an investigation before

the observed officer. This situation is known in Kansas City,

L1d

Misesouri, Police Department vernacular as a 'busted call."

Response Time Intervals

Once the seven components of response time had been identified, they were
conceptually combined into three' intervals which were used as factors in analy-
zing thé relationship of response time to outcomes. Those three intervals were
labeled reporting, dispatch, and travel (Figure 2-1).

Reporting Time. Reporting time was made up of the first two time components

17



‘and began when a citizen was free from involvement in a crime or had discovered
a crime and ended when a dispatcher had been contacted and knew the nature of
the crime and the location to which the officer was dispatched.

. Dispatch Time. This interval began when the dispatcher knew the nature

of the crime and dispatched location and ended when the dispatch to t’le ob-
served field officer terminated or when the officer began responding to the
call, whichever came first. - Since an officer could respond before a car was
officially dispatched, this interval may have included only part of the compo-
nent which began with the initial transmission and may not have included any
part of the component which began when a car was officially assigned.

; Travel Time, This interval began when the dispatch ended or the officer
began responding to the call, whichever came first, and ended when the officer
began his on-scene investigation. Again, depending on when the officer began
to respond, this interval may have included only part of the component which
began vﬁth initial transmission and may not have included any of the component
which began when a car was officially assigned. This interval always included
the three components which began with the officer's response and ended with in-

itial investigation.

Response Time Data

The occurrence time, as well as the times for the seven response time com-
ponents for all Part I crimes, involvement crimes, and discovery crimes, are
given in Table 2-2. Several statistics are provided for each time division:
median (Md) time, mean (X) time, and standard deviation (SD), as well as the
minimm Min) and maximm (Max) time values for each of the components listed.

Because of the skewness of the time distributions, the median time is

probably the most representative single measure of the time taken in each step
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Table 2 - 2.-- Time statistics for each response time component for the categories
of all Part I crimes, involvement crimes, and discovery crimes.

Occurrence:|Discovery |Initial Informationiligpatcher |Dispatch Offticer Arrival
Crime Crime or End of |Connection {Available |Calls Car |Terminales|Responds to *XTotal
Begins to || Involvement to to to to to Investigationi| Response
Category Detainment || to Imitial  |Information|Dispaicher | Disp. ch ~|Officer Arrival initiated Time
Ends Connection|Available | Calls Car | Terminates] Responds
Md 1:58 5:28 014 2:30 0:19 0:03 421 0:23 18:50
X 17:17 3:44:27 0:23 4:39 0:22 035 5:01 0:30 3:57:50
All SD || 2:49.09 | 37:54:56 035 6:22 0:11 1:53 3:09 1:34 || 38:15:41
Part T Min. 1:00 e 1:00 0:03 012 0:06 -5:23 0:00 -10:51 2:24
Crimes Max, || 41:45:00 }[929:00:00 . 10:59 53:29 1:41 29:07 25:55 26:27 |} 999:10:58
N 220 935 829 889 897 836 946 348 918
% — 46.1 2.1 19.2 24 2.1 27.1 1.0 100.0
Md 1:58 437 0:14 2:00 0:20 0:01 3:31 0:18 12:53
X 17:17 4058 022 3,19 0:24 0:19 415 0:14 50:04
Involvemnent] ‘SO || 2:49:09 || 4:04:48 0:28 4:22 0:14 1:26 2:42 2:07 || 4:07:12
] Min. 1:00 1:00 0:03 0:12 0:06 -5:23 0:00 —10:51 2:24
Crimes Max. 41: 45:00 1] 48: Q0:00 5:06 34:27 1:41 11:45 17:45 26:27 48:05:13
N 220 346 343 324 328 348 351 352 339
%o — 41.7 2.8 20.2 3.6 0.7 327 -1.8 92.9
Md — 9:44 0:14 2:53 0:18 0:05 4:48 0:27 22:41
X - 5:32:15 0:23 5:25 0:20 0:45 5:28 0:40 5:47:47
Discovery | SD — 47:35:32 0:39 7:09 0:09 2:05 3:18 1:06 || 47:59:41
Min. —_— 1:00 0:04 0:14 0:07 ~-0:54 0:00 —4:.37 -3:52
Crimes Max. — 999: 00: 00 10.59 5% %9 1:.24 29:07 25:55 10:53 {{999:10:58
N — 589 586 565 569 588 595 586 579
%o — 48.6 1.6 18.6 1.7 2.8 23.9 2.6 99.8
%*

KX

Occurrence time estimates were not included in total response times.

Actual reporting delay exceeded 999 hours inone incident of discovery larceny. 999 was used for computational purposes.




of the response process. This skewness probably resulted from several extreme
but valid values in the distribution, especially in the occurrence times ‘and
the component from discovery or end of involvement ‘iuntil initial commection.
Also contributing to the skewness was the use of the fastest times mentioned
by citizens for their reporting interval, and a floor effect (component times
could not be nega*‘v,;é', except in two cases).

Due to equipment malfunctions, inability to locate victims or witnesses,
and other problems in data collection documented in this study, component times
were occasionally unavailable. Consequently, the exact sample size (N) on which
each of the statistics was based, is provided. Finally, the proportion each com-
ponent is of the total time (percent) is listed. For each incident, the individ-
ual times were divided by the time for the total response continuum. The means
of these scores are the statistics rerporte:‘:‘l.iC Response time data for each type
of crime is found in Appendix A, Tables A-1 through A-6.

Based upcn proportions found in Table 2-2, 92.4 percent of the total response
time continuum for Part I crimes was made up of only three of the seven time com~
ponents. The component from discovery or end of involvement in a crime until in-
itial commection comprised nearly half (46.1 percent) of the continuum. = The medi-
an reporting time for this component was almost five-and-one-half minutes with a
minimm of 1 minute and a maximm of over a month (999 hom*s)ﬁ* to report an in-
cident. The time component from the time the nature and location of the call was
understood by the dispatcher until the dispatcher first called for the observed

patrol car, made up 19.2 percent of the continum with a median of 2 minutes, 30

*Due to rounding errors and unequal sanple sizes, these percentages do not always
sum to 100 percent.

#**Because such lengthy delays were unforeseen, the maximum value which could be
coded was 999 hours. Values greater than 999 hours were treated as 999 hours.
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seconds. The component from the time the officer began his response wntil ar-
rival at the dispatched location made up 27.1 percent of the continuum and had
a median of 4 minutes, 21 seconds. ' Each of these three components corresponded
with one of the three conceptualized time intervals, the reporting, dispatch,
and travel imtervals.

Statistics for the reporting, dispatch, and travel intervals for all Part
I crimes, involvement crimes, and discovery crimes are illustrated in Table 2-3.
Reporting, again, comprised nearly half of the total continuum (48.1 percent)
with a median time of 6 minutes, 17 seconds. Dispatch represented 21.0 percent
of the continuum with a 2 minute, 50 second median time, and travel represented
30.9 percent of the continuum with a 5 minute, 34 second median time. Response
time statistics by type of crime may be found for these three intervals in Ap-
pendix A, Tables A-7 through A-12,

Comparisons of the total response time continum by type of crime are shown
in Figure 2-4. These proportional bar graphs are based upon the median time of
the total interval. As a group, discovery crimes resulted in ‘longer response
times, with discovery auto thefts showing the longest median time. Involvement
incidents, conversely, were consistently related to shorter response time.

When campared as a group, violent involvement crimes had shorter response
times than nonvioient crimes. This comparison was not consistent, however, when
these crimes were compared individually., Involvement burglaries, a nonviolent
crime, had a shorter total response continuum than either assault or rape, twr
of the three violent crimes represented in the study. Robberies, a violenl crime,
had the proportionally shortest response continuum, less than nalf that of dis-
covery auto theft, which had the longest contimuwm.

The proportion that each of the three response intervals make up of the total

continum is illustrated for each crime category in Figure 2-5. The bar graphs
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Table 2 - 3.-- Time statistics for response time intervais for the categories of all

Part I crimes, involvement crimes, and discovery crimes.

Crime .
Reporting Dispatch Travel Total
Category
Md 6:17 2:50 5:34 18:50
Al X 3.46:42 4:56 6:11 3:57:50
sD 38: 1528 6:23 3:53 2:24
Part T Min. | 1:04 0:16 0:06 2:24
§ Max.| *999:00:10 53:48 3013 999:10:58
Crimes N 018 931 048 918
% 48.1 21.0 30.9 100.0
Md 5:09 2:16 4:00 12:53
| X 41:38 3:38 4:56 50:04
Involvement sSD 4:07:28 4:49 3:26 4:07:12
’ Min. 1:04 0:16 0:06 2:24
Crimes Max. 48:00:53 43:31 30:13 48:05:13
N 338 344 . 352 339
%o 44.5 22.3 33.2 100.0
Md 10 11 3:19 6:14 22:41
X 5:34:33 5:42 6:56 5:47:47
Discovery SD 47:57:07 7:03 3:57 47:59:41
_ Min. 1:05 0:32 0:26 3:52
Crimes Max. 999:00:10 53:48 30:07 999:10:58
N 580 587 586 579
%% 50.2 20.2 29.6 100.0

X

Actual r*eporting delay exceeded S99 hours in one incident of discovery larceny, 999
was used for computational purposes,




Part I Crimes 18:50

Involvement Crimes 12:53

Discovery Crimes 22:41
Violent Crimes 11:58

Nonviolent Crimes 14:48

Citizen-Discovered Crimes 23:09

e e o ot S o e b e e o o o e e

Rapes 13:.42
Robberies 11:34
Aggravated Assaulis 12:17

Involvement Burglaries 11:44

Involvement Larcenies 17:07

Inyolvement Auto Thefts 14:40

Discovery Burglaries 23:21

Discovery Larcenies 22.18

Discovery Auto Thefts 24.46
Figure 2 -4.-- Proportional comparison of total response time

continua for each crime category based upon median times.
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Figure 2 -5.-- Proportional comparison of response time

for each crime category.
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given are proportional both withiin and between types of crime, permitting com-
parisons of any interval for the samé crime or any of the other crimes. Of
particular interest is a comparison of a time interval among the categories

of crime. Proportionally, reporting time was at a minimum for involvement
burglary and at a maximm for discovery larcemy. Dispatching was at a minimum
for robbery and at a maximm for discovery auto theft, and travel was at a min-
imum for assault and at a maximum for discovery burglary.

To test the significance of the difference depicted by the proportional bar
graphs, type of crime dummy variables were entered into multiple regression, an
analysis of variance technique. Variables for rape, aggravated assault, involve-
ment burglary, involvement larceny, involvement auto theft, discovery burglary,
discovery larceny, and discovery auto theft were employed as predictors of report-
ing time, while the same variables plus one representing alarm-detected incidents
were used in the regressions involving dispatch and travel time. Robbery cases
were the reference group in each of the analyses. In an effort to normalize the
distributions of the time data, logarithmic transformations of the three response
time intervals were used in addition to the linear forms. The results from the
logarithmic forms are reported and summarized in Appendix A, Tables A-13, A-14,
and A-15.

This analysis indicated that the type of crime was a significant predictor
of the time taken to report (F = 9.71, df = 8/894, p <.001), to dispatch (F =
7.57, df = 9/920, p < .001), and to travel to an incident (F = 19.62, df = 9/920,
p < .00L). To test the interrelaticnships among the types of crime, t-tests of
the mean differences among times were camputed. The assumption of equal group var-
iances was assessed by an F-test, and where the variances were found to differ sig-
nificantly, a sgparate-variance’estimate was employed rather than the pooled vari-

ance normally used. The results of these comparisons are summarized in Appendix A,

25



Tables A-14, A-15, and A-16 for reporting, dispatch, and travel intervals, re-
spectively.

The results for reporting time generally suggested that involvement crimes,

specifically robbery, aggravated assault, involvement burglary, and involvement

larceny, were reported more rapidly than the discovery crimes, discovery burglary,

discovery larceny and, in two categories, discovery auto theft. The only differ-

ences among involvement cases were due to more expeditious reporting in involve-

ment burglaries than in either assault c:r involvement larceny incidents, while

no significant differences were found among types of discovery crimes.
Significant mean differences in dispatch time occurred among the involvement

crimes of robbery, aggravated assault, and burglary and the discovery crimes of

burglary, larceny, and auto theft, with the exception of the nonsignificant dif-
ference between involvement burglary and discovery larceny. Involvement larcen-
ies showed a significant difference from discovery auto theft cases only. These
differences were all due to more rapid dispatching for involvement incidents com-
pared to discovery incidents. Among involvement crimes, only robberies differed
from involvement larcenies with robbery receiving more rapid dispatching. Among
discovery crimes, discovery larcenies showed faster dispatch time than discovery
auto thefts. Crimes detected by an alarm were dispatched more quickly than in-
wolvement larcenies or any of the groups of discovery crimes,

Finally, robbery, assault, and involvement burglary cases showed shorter mean
travel intervals than involvement larceny, involvement auto theft, and discovery
burglaries, larcenies, and auto thefts. The single exception to this generaliza-
tion was the lack of difference between assault and involvement auto theft inci-
dents.

In very general terms, the findings suggest that involvement crimes were re-

ported more rapidly, received more prompt dispatching, and resulted in faster
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travel than incidents that were discovered. Only rape and involvement auto
theft cases consistently deviated from this pattern, although the differences
between involvement larceny and the discovery incidents were not always found
to be significant. For rape and involvement auto theft, however, the nonsig-
nificance of the differences may be due in part to the limited sample size of
each, rather than any real lack of effect. Finally, alarm-detected incidents,
although technically considered discovery cases since they lacked direct citi-
Zen involvement, more closely resembled involvement incidents with respect to
dispatch time and showed significantly shorter mean times than the involvement

larcenies and each of the dlscovery groups.
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CHAPTER THREE
ARREST

One of the fundamental but basically untested assumptions of policing is
that rapid response can and does increase the probability of criminal appre~
hensions. Attention has usually been directed at how decreases in police com-
mmication and travel tinxe affects arrest with virtually no indication of how
citizen reporting time relates to response and arrests. This section will fo-
cus on the relationships citizen reporting time and police commmication and

travel times have to arrests.

The Arrest Sample

For the purpose of this study, arrest was defined as the tramsporting of
a suspect to any specific location for the purpose of booking, questioning, or
identification. The definition excluded referrals to other agencies such as al-
cohol detoxification or mentai health centers. This volume is limited to on-scene
arrests, defined as arrests made before the initial investigation by a field offi-
cer waw toncluded.  Apprehensicns of suspects in flight from or adjacent to the
incident scene are considered on-scene arrests only if they were made before the
conclusion of the initial investigation. Also, on-scer? arrests were included
in the sample only if the arrests were directly related to the Part I crimes for
which the officer wrote the offense report. An arrest made for a parole viclation
or on a previous warrant was not included in the sample, even if the arrest was
made on scene, since it did not relate directly to the Part I crime for which the
offense report was taken by the officer.

The remaining arrests, made after conclusion of the initial investigation,

were considered subsequent arrests and were not included in the sample for anal-
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ysis. Out of vhe total 949 Part I crime calls analyzed, 113 calls, or 11.9 per-
cent, resulted in the arrest of 173 suspects on scene.

After an examination of the arrest sample made it apparent many of the ar-
rests resulted from factors other than rapid response and would probably have
been made regardless of rapid response, a subsample of response-related arrests
was created. This had two potential bemefits. First, it more clearly defined
the impact of response time by specifying the proportion of on-scene arrests
which could be attributed to rapid actions. Secondly, it more clearly revealed
the relationship of response time to arrest by excluding arrests resulting from
other explicit sources. '

Four exclusionary factors were established to segregate response-related
arrests from arrests resulting from other factors. Any arrest resulting from any
one of the four factors was excluded from the response-related arrest subsamplej‘
Arrests were excluded frar the response-related subsample if:

1. The suspects were apprehended by private citizens prior to police

irvolvement; 60 arrests in 45 calls were excluded for this reason,

2. The suspect's name or address was provided by the victim or a wit-

ness; 55 arrests in 38 calls were excluded for this reason.

3. The suspect was rendered totally immobile by injuries received

during the commission of the crime; one arrest in one call was ex-
cluded for this reason.

4. The suspect turned himself over to the police; three arrests in

three calls were excluded for this reason.

*These four factors were not mutually exclusive so some of the arrests were disal-

lowed for more than one reason. Figures which indicate the mumber of arrests dis-

allowed for a particular reason may include arrests already excluded for one of the
other three reasons. A net total of 119 arrests from 87 incidents were segregated

from the response-related subsample.
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Of the 113 calls resulting in 173 arrests, 35 incidents (31.0 percent)
resulted in 58 arrests which could be related to response. In the remaining
69 percent of the calls in which arrests were made, the arrests could not be
directly related to response time.

It was understood that the response time of the officer may have had a
limited effect upon some of the arrests which were excluded from the subsample,
For example, victims might be more prone to press charges against a known sus-
pect, e.g., husband, wife, neighbor, if contacted by the police soon after the
incident; a suspect might be more likely to turm himself over to the police if
they arrived quickly; a suspect apprehended by a private citizen might have es-
caped if police had not arrived rapidly to secure him. However, it was also un-
derstood that in these cases, the effect of rapid response was secondary to an-
other factor which led to the arrest of a suspect. To allow for comparisons be-
tween those arrests made because an officer responded rapidly and those arrests
in which responsehrhad a secondary effect, if any effect at all, arrest results
are repcrted for both the total arrest sample and the response-related axrest
subsample.

Table 3-1 illustrates the distribution of incidents with arrests by type
of crime. TFor analysis, the term arrest refers to an incident or case with one
or more arrests. While discovery crimes comprised a large proportion of the to-
tal Part I crime sample, on-scene arrests in discovery cases were rare. Arrests
were made in 2.2 percent of the discovery cases. The discovery crimes were di-
vided into two subgroups, those discovered by individuals and those discovered
by alarms. Alarm cases which were considered to be discovered in progress in-
stead of after the crime occurrence like crimes discovered by individuals, pro-

duced very different statistical results than those discovered by individuals.
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Table 3-1.-- Part I crime data base with number of incidents, incidents with drrests,
incidents with response-related arrests, and percentages of each by type of crime.

, . Incidents with Incidents with
Type of Crime Data Base Arrests Resp:r@fgggselated
N Percent N Rate* N Rate
Involvement Crimes 352 37.0 100 28.4 27 7.7
Violent Involvement 221 23.3 45 20.4 12 5.4
-Rapes 10 1.1 3 30.0 1 10.0
Robberies ‘ 127 13.4 10 7.9 6 4.7
Aggravated Assaults 84 8.9 32 38.1 5 6.0
Nonviolent Involvement 131 13.8 55 42.0 15 11.5
Burglaries 35 3.7 16 45,7 12 34.3
Larcenies a1 0.6 38 41.8 2 2.2
Auto Thefis 5 0.5 1 20.0 1 20.0
Discovery Crimes 597 62.9 13 2.2 8 1.3
Citizen Discovered 582 61. 3 6 1.0 1 0.2
Burglaries 302 31. 8 5 1.7 1 0.3
Larcenies 206 21.7 1 0.5 ) 0.0
Auto Thefts 74 7.8 @) 0.0 O 0.0
Alarm Detected 15 1.6 7 46.7 7 46,7
Burglaries 15 1.6 7 46.7 7 406.7
All Part I Crimes 949 - 113 11.9 35 3.7

*Percent of all cases by crime type.




Of the incidents discovered by alarms, 46.7 percent resulted in response-related
arrests. While this is a high pi -centage of arrests, it should be remembered
the Part I crime sample included only calls in which an offense report was writ-
ten and so does not reflect the large mmber of alarm instigated calls in which
no apparent crime was committed.

Because of the possible conceptual and statistical bias which the alarm
calls might have injected into the results for discovery cases, they were ex-
cluded from further analysis of the response time arrest relationship. The only
conclusion in regard to aiarm—detected incidents is that in the small proportion
of alarm cases in which there is evidence of a crime, alarm detection provides a
_potentially powerful tool for criminal apprehension.

Alarm calls in involvement cases did not appear to present the same diffi-
‘eulties for analysis as alarm calls in discovery cases. Eight involvement crimes
were reported to the police by an alarm company affer a customer alarm was acti-
vated. Seven of the eight were commercial robberies while in the eighth case the
holdup alarm was used to report a shoplifting incident. In those cases, tripping
the alarm could be taken as analogous to calling the police since the victim had
the option of calling. An alarm has the obvious advantage of being a less con-
spicuous method of contacting the police and might be used when phoning would be
impossible. However, in all eight cases, the reporting citizen noted he did not
push the alarm until after the suspect had left, and in one case, the victim in-
dicated that because she had been locked up in a back room, the suspect had been
gone from the scene 5 minutes before she was able to activate the alarm. - For
those cases which are reported after the crime occurrence, as all in the sample
were, telephoning would have the advantage of making pertinent suspect informa-

. tion available to the police that the alarm company could not possibly know.
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In a nlnth involvement case, a commercial burglary, the suspect was seen by
the victim and two witnesses but police were alerted by an alarm tripped by the
burglar during the commission of the crime, |

Of the discovery crimes which remained after the alarm cases were excluded,
only 1 percent resulted in arrest and only 0.2 percent resulted in arrests re-
lated to rapid response. The nonviolent crimes of burglary, larceny, and auto
theft were included in both the discovery and the involvement categories since
they were scmetimes discovered and sometimes witnessed. These crimes had a 42.0
percent arrest rate when witnessed compared to 1 percent when discovered. This
42.0 percent arrest rate for nonviolent involvement crimes dropped to 11.5 percent
for response-related arrests. TInvolvement cases as a whole, those cases with a
vietim or witnéss, had an arrest rate of 28.4 percent and a response-related ar-
rest rate of 7.7 percent. The violent involvement cases of rape, robbéry, and
aggravated assault had an arrest rate of 20.4 percent with a response-related ar-
rest rate of 5.4 percent.

At first the differences between arrest rates and response-related arrest
rates may seem surprisingly large. A closer examination of some of the individual
categories can illustrate some of the factors which affect these differences.
Within the nonviolent involvement crime sample, larceny had an arrest rate of
41.8 percent and a response-related arrest rate of 2.2 percent. Thirty of the
38 larceny arrests, however, occurred in shoplifting cases in which the suspect
was apprehended prior to police involvement so the arrests could not be consid-
ered response related. Aggravated assault, a violent involvement crime, had an
- arrest rate of 38.1 percent and a response-related arrest rate of 6.0 percent.
The difference in arrest rates for aggravated assaults was due to the large num-
ber of arrests in which the suspects were relatives or neighbors of the victim

and were identified by name or address.
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The single category which displayed the highest rate of response-related ar-
rests was involvement burglaries with 12 arrests in 35 cases for a response-related
arrest rate of 34.3 percént The reader should remember, however, that for all
crime categories the response-related arrest rate percentages are computed from

a subsample of cases with arrests. When these arrest rates are computed for the
entire sample of calls, then a different picture is reflected. The response-related
arrest rate of 34.3 percent for involvement burglaries becomes only 3.7 percent when
computed for the total sample,

| To test the significance of the variation of arrest rates between the types

of crime, dummy variables representing the 10 basic crime categories were en-

tered into multiple vegression. This analysis of variance technique involved

the categories of rape, assault, involvement burglary, involvement larceny, in-
volvement auto theft, discovery burglary, discovery larceny, discovery auto theft,
rand alarm-detected crimes with robbery cases as the reference group. Type of

crime was found to explain a significant amount of the variation of both arrest
rates (F = 37.75, df = 9/920, p < .001) and response-related arrest rates (F =
26.87, df = 9/920, p < .001). (Appendix B, Tables B-1 and B-2.)

T-tests of the difference in the proporticn of arrest and response-related
ari'est cases within each category were performed. Again the assumption of equal
group variances was assessed, and separate-variance estimetes were employed when -
the assumption was not met. The results of these group comparisons are illustrated
in Appendix B, Tables B-3 and B-4, for all arrests and response-related arrests,
respectively. Alarm-detected incidents, as expected, showed a significantly
greater proportion of cases with an arrest than most other groups, especially for
the response-related subsample. Differences among the discovery crimes, other

than alarm incidents, were not found, while differences between involvement types
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of crime were rare. Most of the differences, however, appeared to stem from a
general difference in rate between those crimes discovered by and those directly
involving a citizen, with involvement crimes resulting in the highest rates.

As type of crime was found to be a significant predicteor of both arrest and
the time taken to report, dispatch, and travel to an incident, it was necessary
to control for the effect of type of crime when assessing the impact of response
time on arrest. The:more general effect of the differences between crimes dis-
covered and those involving a citizen, affecting both times and arrest, was as-
sessed first. The presumably more limited impacts of the violent-nonviolent di-

vision and specific crime categories were subsequently analyzed.

The Arrest-Response Time Relationship

Reporting Time. The arrest-response time relationship was analyzed using an

analysis of covariance tectlnique in multiple regression. The three chief response
time intervals, reporting, dispatch, and travel were treated as covariates with
the type of crime entered as a factor. The factor-covariate interaction was as-
sessed in all cases. Inspection of the data strongly indicated that linear regres-
sion might not produce the best fit with the observed data, and consequently three
common types of data transformations were used in addition to the linear function;
a logarithmic, a reciprocal, and a polynomial transformation. The logarithmic and
reciprocal transformations consistently produced better fitting curves with the
reciprocal of reporting and logarithm of dispatching and travel times providing
the best results in nearly all cases.

The reporting interval, for all groups assessed, explained a greater propor-
tion of the arrest sample variance than either the dispatch or the travel times.
The variance explained by the dispatch interval did not reach significance for

any group tested, and variance explained by travel time was significant in only
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some of the categories assessed. Generally, the response time relationships were
strengthened when only the response-related arrests were analyzed. Furthermore,
if only those arrests which failed to meet the four selection criteria of a
response-related arrest were utilized, no relationship between either reporting
or dispatch and the nonresporise-related arrests was found. Regression with trav-
el time indicated, on the other hand, that the proportion of cases involving
nonresponse-related arrests increased as travel time increased, an effect oppo-
site to that assumed for response. This finding substantiated both the need for
and the adequacy of a response-related arrest subsample.

Entering the involvement-discovery variable into multiple regression analysis
of all Part I crimes indicated it was a powerful predictor of both arrests (F =
195.43, Beta = 0.422) and response-related arrests (F = 48.86, Beta = 0.227) with
a much g::eater proportion of both samples being found in involvement cases (Appen‘: '
dix B, Tables B-5 and B-6). This variable was then employed as a factor in analysis
of covariance to indicate possible differences in the reporting-arrest relationship
between involvement ’and discovery cases. The significari factor-covariate inter-
action effect (F = 7.56, Beta = 0.168) indicated the reciprocal transformation
closely fit the data for iﬁvolvement crimes but that no relationship existed be-
tween reporting and arrest for discovery incidents (Appendix B, Table B-7). For
response-related arrests only, the factor-covariate interaction was even stronger
(F = 20.60, Beta = 0.292), firther strengthening the finding that rapid reporting
predicts arrests in involvement incidents but that apprehensions in discovery crimes
are both rare and random with respect to reporting time (Appendix B, Table B-8).
Employing the b's from the analysis of covariance provided predictive equations
for the relationship between reporting and irvolvement arrests of both samples.

These equations are illustrated in Figure 3-2. As an estimate of arrest probabil-
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ity in involvement cases, the predicted proportion of cases with an arrest dropped
rapidly then leveled off as reporting time increased.

Since only involvement incidents showed a relationship between the time taken
to report and on-scene arrests, further analysis employed only those cases. A
violent-nonviolent dummy variable proved to be a significant factor in predicting
arrest (F = 23.65, Beta = -0.256) and response-related arrest (F = 4.07, Beta =
-0.109) for involvement cases with the greater proportion of arrests being found
for nonviolent calls (Appendix B, Tables B-9 and B-10). When entered into multiple
regression, with reporting time as a covariate, both showed significant main effects
(reporting: F = 6.31, Beta = 0.131; violent-nonviolent: F = 23.95, Beta = -0.256)
and no significant interaction (Appendix B, Table B-1l). Consequently, the curves
were found to be the same in shape, differing only in position along the '"Probabil-
ity of Arrest' axis (Figure 3-3). The estimated probability of arrest was higher
for nonviolent involvement calls at all lengths of reporting compared to that for
violent-nonviolent incidents. The relationship with the response-related subsample
varied somewhat from that found for all arrests. While the main effect of reporting
was significant (F = 18.76, Beta = 0.375), the main effect of the violent involvement
factor was not significant if the‘ interaction, which was significant, was assessed
(F = 4.76, Beta = -0.228) (Appendix B, Table B-12). Consequently, both the height
on the probability axis and the shape of the predictive curve differed between
groups. As depicted in Figure 3-4, the probability of a response-related arrest
in a nonviolent involvement incident was higher, but dropped more rapidly as the
time taken in reporting increased. The violent involvement cases produced a lower,
flatter predictive curve.

The involvement cases were also divided into specific types of crime, robbery

and assault from the violent crime category, and burglary and larceny from the non-
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I —
violent Part I crimes. Rape and auto theft cases were not included in the anal-
ysis because of insufficient sample size. Robbery cases were used as the refer-
ence group and assault, burglary, and larceny were entered into the regression
analysis as dummy variables. As predictors of arrest, all three categories showed
an effect which differed from robbery cases (assault: F = 19.33, Beta = 0.256;
burglary: F = 21.31, Beta = 0.258; larceny: F = 34.84, Beta = 0.345) (Appendix B,
Table B-13). For response-related arrests, only burglary differed significantly
from the reference group (F = 37.22, Beta = 0.342) (Appendix B, Table B-14). All
differences were due to the separate categories predicting a higher proportion of
arrests than found for the reference robbery group. In multiple regression with
the reporting interval, reporting time showed a significant main effect (F = 6.48,
Beta = 0.133) as did each of the types of crime variables (assault: ¥ = 20.90,
Beta = 0.265; burglary: F = 20.14, Beta = 0.249; larcenyk: F = 37.56, Beta = (0.356)
with no significant factor-covariate interactions (Appendix B, Table B-15). The
robbery and assault curves are illustrated in Figure 3-5, along with the curve for
all violent involvement erimes.  Since no interaction was found,; the curves run
parallel with greater probability of arrest predicted for assault cases compared
to robbery. The équations relating reporting time to on-scene arrests for burglary
and larceny cases were essentially identical to that for all nonviolent involvement
incidents, and a single curve representing all three is depicted in Figure 3-6.

For response-related arrests, reporting provided a main effect (F = 7.21,
Beta = 0.208) over all crime categories (Appendix B, Table B-16). Assault, as a
factor, showed neither a main effect nor an interaction with reporting when robbery
was the reference group, and consequently, the predictive curves for these groups were
identical. The curve is shown in Figure 3-7. Larceny, likewise, did not differ

from the robbery reference group in main effect or in interaction with reporting,
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while burglary produced an interaction only (F = 9.20, Beta = 0.293). Illustrat-
ed in Figure 3-8 are the curves relating the probability of a response-related
arrest to reporting for larceny and burglary involvement cases. The arrest prob-
ability for burglary cases is higher, but falls more rapidly with increasing re-
porting time, according to the regression on observed data.

Travel Time. Although dispatching time was never found to be significantly
related to either the arrest sample or the response-related arrest subsample,
travel was related in some cases, especially to the latter group. The
involvement-discovery factor produced a significant inte:action with travel (F =
- 19.15, Beta = -0.446), but only for response-related arrests (Appendix B, Table B-17).
As was true with the reporting interval, travel predicted arrests for only involve-
ment crimes. When the violent-nonviolent factor was introduced to the regression |
of the response-related involvement arrest sample, a factor main effect (F = 32.43,
Beta = -0.893), a covariate main effect of travel (F = 44.66, Beta = -0.599) and a
significant interaction of the two (F = 23.65, Beta = 0.752) was found (Appendix B,
Table B-18).  The predictive equation indicated that the interaction was due to
differing influences of travel cn’on—scene arrest between the violent and the
nonviolent involvement groups. Figure 3-9 illustrates the nearly flat regression
curve for violent crime incidents and the strong, but rapidly declining impact of
travel on nonviolent involvement cases. The curve for all involvement crimes is
also included in Figure 3-9.

When the specific crime categories of robbery, assault, burglary, and larceny
are considered, only for burglary cases did travel significantly relate to arrest,
Both for all arrests and response-related arrests. For both arrest groﬁps, the
burglaiy factor main effect was significant (all arrests: F = 21.30, Beta = 0.597;

response-related arrests: F = 48.22, Beta = 0.873), as well as its interaction
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with travel (all arrests: F = 8.49, Beta = -0.378; response-related arrests: -
F = 22.13, Beta = -0.595) (Appendix B, Tables B-19 and B-20). The curve for
each arrest sample is illustrated in Figure 3-10. Travel was found to be a
powerful predictor of arrests in involvement burglaries with an unusually high
probability of arrest for short travel time. This finding is consistent with
the high proportion of involvement burglary cases resulting in arrests, espe-
cially those in the response-related category. Over one-third (34.3 percent)
of all response-related arrests were found in this group. Since no significant
relationships between travel and on-scene arrests were found for robberies, ag-
gravated assaults, and involvement larcenies for either sample, it is probable
that the travel-arrest relationships found for all involvement and nomviolent
involvement cases was primarily due to the strong association in involvement
burglary incidents. The nearly flat predictive curve for all violent crimes
further supports this assumption. It is not surprising that involvement burg-
laries resulted in such a high rate of response-related arrests because these
offenses were witnessed during the commission of the crime and reported to the

police soon after they began.

Response Time Interrelationships

As longer periods of reporting significantly limited the probability of an
on-scene arrest, it was clear that delay in reporting could also severely limit
the potential impact of travel on arrests. Thus, if reporting time was lengthy,
the probability of malung an arrest attributable to response should be so low as
to preclude the possibility of arrest, regardless of travel time. Conversely,
under ideal conditions of rapid citizen reporting, the full impact of travel time
on arrest should be apparent. To investigate these propositions, involvement

cases were divided into three groups of equal size according to the time taken
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in reporting them. One-third included those incidents reported quickly (1 to 2
rm'r;utes; N = 114), one-third in: *aded cases reported less rapidly (3 to 9 min-
utes, N = 117), and one-third included cases with lengthy reporting delays (10
minutes or longer, N = 113). Réciprocal, logarithmic, and linear forms of dis-
patch and travel times were employed in multiple regression with arrests and
response-related arrests while controlling for the length of reporting time.

Dispatch tﬁne was found to be unrelated to the probébility of arrest or
response-related arrest at any length of reporting. Travel, however, vas found
to be associated with response-related arrests, and the type of association var-
ied somewhat with the time taken to report the crime. When reporting was rapid,
a logarithmic transformation produced the best fitting curve (reporting of 2 min-
utes or less: F = 4.51, Beta = -0.197), while for the intemmediate reporting
times, the reciprocal of travel was significant (reporting of between 3 and 9
minutes: F = 8.59, Beta = 0.264) (Appendix B, Tables B-21 and B-22).

The predictive curves based cn these findings are illustrated in Figures 3-11,
along with the curve derived without controlling for reporting time. As illus-
trated, rapid citizen reporting enhanced the probability of arrest based on of-
ficer travel time for all lengths of the travsl interval. When travel time was
at its minimum, those cases reported promptly showed a probability of arrest 10
percent higher than that of the general curve., This difference, though decreasing,
was maintained over the range of time. When an intermediate delay in reporting
(3 to 9 minutes) was analyzed, travel time predicted response-related arrests in
roughly the same proportion of cases as when both the reporting interval and the
travel interval were short. However, the esﬁimated probability of arrests dropped
rapidly for this group so that it soon predicted fewer incidents with response-related
arrests than either of the other curves. When the reporting interval exceeded 10

mimites, no relationship between travel and response-related arrest was found.
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It should be noted that the variance explained (R square) by the predictive
equations found in this section was not great. However, this was largely due to
the units of analysis chosen, the individual case. The small degree of variance
explained indicated that on a case by case basis, response times were not strbng
predictors of arrest. For separate incidents, which either do or do not have an
arrest, a predicted proportion of cases with arrests cammot be sensitive to the
ﬁumerous factors unrelated to respomse time which may impinge on the outcome of
the individual incident. If cases are grouped by minutes, for instance, a tech-
nique employéd in earlier studies, mich of this wvariation is removed and a dra-
matic increase in variance explained results. Such a techmique does not, how-
ever, improve prediction in individual cases. Ccnsequently, the curves presented
might best be representative of the probable outcome of a large group of cases and

not highly predictive of isolated incidents.
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CHAPTER FOUR
THE EFFECIS OF PATROL PROCEDURES ON
RESPONSE TIME. AND CRIME OUTCOMES

A number of patrol procedures in the Kansas City, Missouri, Police Depart-
ment are based on the assumption that rapid police response time is essential
to produce a favorable outcome for a crime incident. Part of the rationale in
beat design is to distribute officers throughout the population to minimize the
distance an officer must travel to an incident. ' Dispatching procedures indicate
that the officer nearest the scene be digpatched to minimize the distance trav-
eled, and consequently, the travel time. Since most field officer cars have only
one officer, ‘two one-officer cars are generally dispatched to potentially danger-
ous situations; however, a two-officer car is dispatched, when available, to min-
imize the time delay waiting for a backup car. When twc one-officer cars are dis-
patched, the officer arriving first may ''bust the call," (e.g., respond to the
incident scene before arrival of the backup officer) if the situation demands im-
mediate action. - Officers respond Code One, with lights and siren, to calls for
- which rapid response is deemed necessary by the dispatcher. The use of walkie-
talkies provides officers the flexibility to leave their car without losing com-
mmication with the dispatcher. Each of these procedures has a potential impact
on officer response to an incident, and consequently, to its eventual outccme.

To assess the effects of these procedures on response time, several variables
were identified which could then be divided into two basic categories, factors
which were expected to affect distance traveled to a call, and factors which were
expected to affect the time taken to travel to the incident scene. The main vari-
able expected to affect distance was the location of an officer relative to the
location of a dispatched call at the time of dispatch. Additionally, the effect

of type of crime on distance traveled was tested.
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Since the distance traveled to a call was expected to affect travel time,
all factors that were potentially related to distance might also have an iIﬁpact
on time. Additional factors which were expected to affect the time required to
travel to the incident scene were as follows: a) whether a one or a two-officer
car was dispatched to the incident; b) whether the call was busted; c¢) whether
lights and sirens (Code One) were authorized in response to the call; d) whether
the officer was in or ocut of the car at the time of dispatch; and e) if the offi-
cer Wés in the car, whether the car was stationary or mobile.

The effects of patrol procedures on crime outcomes, specifically the proba-
bility of arrest, were analyzed through a path-amalysis of the causal model il-
lustrated in Figure 4-1. Travel time, distance traveled, and the variables po-
tentially affecting them were assessed as predictors of the probability of arrest.
Whether the crime could be viewed on routine patrol and this variable's interac-
tion with whether the call was busted were also examined. Busting a call was ex-
pected to result in more arrests when the need for this action was known (i.e.,
 could be seen). Finally, as reporting time had previously been established as a
significant predictor of arrest, its effect in addition to these other factors
was assessed.

This model may be formally expressed as a system of recursive equations as

follows:
D = a+blIOB-+b2TOC+e
TT = a+b3IOB+b41%+b5CODE-I-b6Nb/K3+b7BC’+b810C+b9D+e

D+ b,y TOC+ e

PV+bl7 IBCPV+b18 'I'I‘+b19 20
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k3
where: D = distance traveled

IOB = in or out of beat

TOC = type of crime

1T = travel time

I0C = in or out of car

CODE = Code One or Code Three call
NMC = one or two-officer car

BC =  busted call

A = arrest

R = reporting time

PV = call in patrol view or not
IBCPV = interaction of busted call with in or out of patrol view

The b's represent the path coefficients for the variables involved, the g_'s
constants, and the e's the residual variation.

The officer's location relative to the incident at the time of dispatch, sym-
bolized as '"in or out of beat" (IOB) was fomind to have a number of dimensions.
Six were identified from various data sources which were as follows:

1. Whether the officer was in or out of the assigned beat.

2. Whether the officer was dispatched in or out of the assigned beat.

3. Whether the officer was dispatchied in or out of the beat in which

the officer was located.
4. Whether the officer was dispatched to the correct beat in which

the incident occurred.

*The data for distance traveled must be interpreted with some caution.  The observ-
ers were unable to obtain this data from the officers' odometers; therefore, esti-
mates of the distance traveled were obtained by tracing on a city map the most
likely route to be taken between locations. The accuracy of the data assumes the
coder was always aware of one-way streets and that the officer did not take unusual
shortcuts through alleys or parking lots.
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5. Whether the officer was in the actual beat of the incident at

the time of dispatch.

6. Whether the incident was in the officer's assigned beat.

The correlations between the second and the last dimensions and between the
third and the fifth dimensions exceeded .95. The differences between these meas-
ures was due to whether the officer was given the correct beat (variable 4), and,
as incorrect information was provided in only 20 of the 949 Part I crime incidents
(2.3 percent), the intercorrelations were quite high. As these factors were meas-
uring essentially the same dimension and interchanging these variables did not al-
ter the findings, only the results for the fifth and sixth variables are provided.

A logarithmic tranéform.ation for travel time and a reciprocal transformation
of reporting time were used throughout the model since they were previously found
to provide the best relationship to arrest. Alternative transformations were also
examined but did not substantially change the findings. For the analysis of type
of crime, dumy variables for rape, assault, involvement burglary, larceny, and
auto theft, and discovery burglary, larceny, and auto theft were entered into
multiple regression. Robbery incidents were the reference group. After the in-
itial multiple regression indicated which variables were significant within an
analysis, a second regression was run using only the significant variables. This
allowed for the use of the same cases when determining the path coefficients for

the arrest and response-related arrest models.

Distance Traveled

The four variables indicating the officer's lncation relative to the incident
and the type of crime varisbles were considered possible predictors of the distance
an officer would have to travel to a call (Appendix C, Table C-1). The only varia-

ble found significantly related, whether the officer was in the actual beat of the
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incident at the time of dispatcl-i“, was entered into a final regression (F = 34.43,
Beta = 0.212) (Appendix C, Table C-2). This result indicated that the distance
traveled was significantly longer if the officer was dispatched to a beat other
than the one in which he was located. The lack of difference in travel time and
the probability of arrest that were previously noted were probably due more to
field actions than the dispatcher's ability to assign cars closer to the incident

for involvement than discovery incidents.

Of the factors entered into the initial analysis (Appendix C, Table C-3),
several factors long held to affect travel time did show significant impacts and
were entered in a final analysis (Appendix C, Table C-4). Those factors were dis-
tance (F = 23.49, Beta = 0.150); whether the officer was located in the best of
ocaurrence (F = 62.99, Beta = 0.247); and dispatching an officer to an incorrect
beat (F = 4.82, Beta = 0.067). |

Travel time tended to be shorter if the dispatched car was in motion at the
time of dispatch than if it was stationary but occupied by an officer, and shorter
if the car was stationary and occupied than if the officer was out of the car at
the time of dispatch (F = 30.50, Beta = -0.168). Travel time was also shorter for
calls in which officers responded using red lights and siren (Code One) than if no
emergency equipment was employed (Code Three) (F = 9.34, Beta = 0.100).

When more than one car was dispatched to a eall, travel time was shorter when
the first officer to arrive responded to the crime scene without waiting for his
Backup car, busting the call (F = 55.16, Beta = -0.260). While two-officer cars
eliminate the dela'y‘ of waiting for a backup, they were not found to have signifi-
cantly quicker response to the incident scene than two one-officer cars or a

one-officer car busting the call. This may be due to officers in one-officer cars

58




e

e AT

— <2




busting calls in which the delay for the arrival of a backup car was expected to
be long.

Finally, type of crime was found to be a significant predictor of travel
time. As noted previously, in general, involvement incidents resulted in more
rapid field response than discovery incidents. The single exception was involve-:
ment larcenies, which received significantly longer travel intervals than the

reference group of robbery.

Arrest

Of the variables entered into the initial analysis of all arrests (Appendix C,
Table C-5), four were found to be significant predictors of arrest. Type of crime
and reporting time were both significant predictors of arrést and so entered into
the final analysis (Appendix C, Table C-6). However, since they were dealt with -
in detail elsewhere in the report, they will not be reviewed here. Reporting time
was controlled in this analysis (Appendix C, Table C-6).

The other two factors found to significantly affect arrest were whether a
crime was committed in patrol view (F = 7.80, Beta = -0.299) and the interaction
of this varigble with whether the call was busted (F = 5.58, Beta = 0.368). The
regression equation indicated that the proportion of cases with an arrest was
greatest when the crime was in patrol view and the call‘was busted, and least
when it was in view but not busted. This indicated officers were able to tell by
viewing the situation whether busting a call would result in an on-scene arrest.
Figure 4~2 illustrates the direct and indirect raiationships to arrests.

For the subsémple of response-related arrests, the initial regression (Appen-
dix C, Table C~7) determined that type of crime, reporting time, and travel time
showed significant effects on the probability of making a response-related arrest
(Appendix C, Table -8). Thé only other variable found sighificantly related to
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response-related arrests was whether emergency equipment was énployed in response
to the call (F = 5.63, Beta = -0.084). Responding to a call Code One, i.e., with
red lights and sirens, resulted in more response-related arrests than responding
Code Three, i.e., without red lights and sirens. Figure 4-3 summarizes all of
the significant direct and indirect relationships between patrol strategies and
response-related arrests. The effect coefficients used in the two models can be

found in Table 4-4.
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TABLE 4~
Table of Effect Coefficients of
Significant Variables on Arrests
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Causal®
Independent Dependent Simple
Variable Variable r Direct Indirect Total
1) Rape Reporting 0.011L -0.031 None -0.031
Time#*
2) Robbery Reporting Ref. Reference Group
Time Group
3) Assault Reporting 0.0% -0.045 None ~-0.045
Time
4) Involvement Reporting 0.156 0.054 None 0.054
Burglary Time
5) Discovery Reporting -0.158 -0.325 None -0.325
Burglary Time
6) Involvement Reporting 0.092 -0.053 None -0.053
Larceny Time
7) Discovery Reporting -0.160 -0.317 None -0.317
Larceny Time :
8y Involvement Regorting -0.027 -0.051 None -0.051
Auto Theft Time .o
9) Discovery Reporting -0.02 -0.151 None -0.151
Auto Theft Time
10) Officer's Location Distance 0.212 0.212 None 0.212
is in Beat of Traveled
Incident
11) Officer's Location Travel 0.256 0.247 0.032 0.279
is in Beat of Time
Incident
12) Distance Traveled Travel 0.208 0.150 None 0.150
Time#ick
13) Dispatched to Travel 0.031 0.067 None 0.067
Incorrect Beat Time
(Beat of Inecident)
14) In or Out of Car Travel -0.173 ~-0.168 None -0.168
Time
15) Code of Call Travel 0.234 0.100 None 0.100
Time _
16) Busted Call Travel -0.394 -0.260 None -0.260
Time



17)
18)
19)
20)
21)
22)
23)
2)
25)

26)

28)

29)

30)

31)

32)

Independent
Variable

Rape
Robbery
Assault

Involvement
Burglary

Discovery
Burglary

Involvement
Larceny

Discovery
Larceny

Involvement
Auto Theft

Discovery
Auto Theft

Officer's Location
is in Beat of
Incident

Distance Traveled

Dispatched to
Incorrect Beat
(Beat of Incident)

In or Out of Car

Code of Call

Busted Call

Reporting Time

Dependent

o

Variable

Tyavel
T
Travel,
Time
Travel
Time
Travel
Time
Travel
Time
Travel
Time
Travel
Time
Travel
Time
Travel
Time
Response~
Related
Arrest
Respornse~
Related
Arrest

Response-
Related
Arrest

Response-
Related
Arrest

Response-
Related
Arrest

Response-=
Related
Arrest

Response-
Related
Arrest
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Simple

-0.024
Ref.
-0.168
~0.169
0.198
0.091
0.094
0.013
0.048

~0.049

-0.007

-0.118

0.200

0.223

Direct

0.018

Reference Group

0.012

-0.043

0.271

0.172

0.199

0.027

0.156

-0.026

0.037

-0.061

-0.084

0.051

0.119

Causal

Indirect

None

None

None

None

None

None

None

None

-0.035

-0.015

-0.008

0.021

-0.012

0.032

None

Total

0.C18

0.012

~0.043

0.271

0.172

0.199

0.027

0.156

-0.061

-0.096

0.083

0.119
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33)

34)

35)

37)

38)

41)

42)

43)

4h)
45)

46)
47)

Indenendent:

AL ITAR

Variable
Travel Time
Rape
Robbery
Assault
Invol%ement

Bizrglary

Discovery
Burglary

Involvement
Larceny

Discovery
Larceny

Involvement
Auto Theft

Discovery
Auto Theft

Officer's Location
is in Beat of

Incident

Distance Traveled

Dispatched to
Incorrect Beat
(Beat of Incident)

In or Out'of Car

Code of Call

Dependent
Variable

Response-
Related
Arrest

Response-
Related
Arrest

Response~
Related
Arrest

Response-
Related
Arrest

Response-~
Related
Arrest

Response-
Related
Arrest

Response-
Related
Arrest

Response-
Related
Arrest

Response-
Related
Arrest

Response-
Related
fxrrest

Arrest

Arrest
Arrest

Arrest
Arrest

Simple
r

-0.247

- -0.016

Ref.

Group

0.035

0.444

-0.121

-0.027

-0.090

-0,009

-0.052

-0.009

-0.030
0.041

-0.021
-0.137

Causal

Direct | Indirect Total
-0.124 None -0.124
-0.010 -0.006 -0.016
Reference Group
-0.015 ~0.007 0.022
0.404 0.012 0.416
-0.001 -0.072 -0.073
0.002 -0.023 —0,020
-0.006 -0.062 ~(: 068
0.005 -0.009 -0.004
-0.014 0.037 0.023
-0.007 None -0.007
-0.020 None -0.020 |
0.029 None 0.029
-0.023 None -0.023
-0.057 None -0.057



Causal

Independent Depgndent Simple
Variable Varisble t Direct Indirect Total
48) Busted Call Arrest 0.200 -0.161 None -0.161
49) Incident in Arrest -0.080 -0.299 None -0.299
Patrol View
50) Interaction of Arrest 0.110 0.368 None 0.368
Variables 48 and 49
51)  Travel Time Arrest -0.151 -0.025 None -0.025
52) Reporting Time Arrest 0.207 0.083 None 0.083
53) Rape  Arrest 0.021 0.036 -0.003 ~0.033
54) Robbery Arrest Ref. Reference Group
Group.
55) Assault Arrest 0.212 0.208 -0.004 0.204
56) Involvement Arrest 0.246 0.255 0.004 0.259
Burglary )
57) Discovery Arrest -0.202 ~-0.007 -0.027 -0.034
Burglary
58) Involvement Arrest 0.289 0.323 -0.004 0.319
Larceny
59) Discovery Arrest -0.161 -0.000 -0.026 -0.026
Larceny .
60) TInvolvement Arrest -0.017 0.005 -0. 004 0.201
Auto Theft
61) Discovery : Arrest -0.099 -0.007 -0.013 0.020
Auto Theft ‘
#* Total causal effect is computed from the partial betas
**% Reporting Time is a reciprocal transformation
wik Travel vime is a logarithmic transformation
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CHAPTER FuvE
WITNESS AVATLABILTY

Analysis of the relatirnship between response time and the availability of
witnesses determined if shortening response time increased the probability of a f
witness being contacted at the scene, The inportai‘ca of this analysis depends
upon the assumption that if witnesses leave the scene before the police arrive
there is less chance they will be subsequently found and pertinent informatior
will be lost.

This study defined witness availability as contact between the field offi-
cer and at least one witness to the crime, other than the victim; before the con-
clusion of the initial investigation. Information on whether a witness had been
contacted was drawn from two sources: the offense report completed by the field
officer and the instxrument used by the observer. A variable was created which
identified whether contact with a witness had been noted on either source. Since
observers had been instructed not to ask citizens any questions pertaining to their
name or relationship to the crime, but only to record information given to the
field officer, the rmumber of cases with witnesses available from each source was
correlated rather strongly (.712). Much of the discrepancy may have been due to
the officers' recording the names of witnmesses not actually contacted during the
initial investigation. Cf the 197 Part I crimes for which contact with a witness
was known, 171 were listed on an offense report and 168 were noted by the observer.

In 130 of the 197 cases (66 percent) with witnesses available at the scene,
there was only one witness contacted. Involverent cases were much more likely to
have a witness and to have more witnesses per crime incident (Table 5-1). Of the
352 involvement cases in the data base, 171 (48.6 percent) had at least one wit-

ness available at the scene. This compared to 26 of the 597 (4.4 percent) dis-
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Table 5 -1.-- Part I crime data base with number of incidents,
incidents with witnesses, and percentage by type of crime,
Data Base Incidents witn
Type of Crime Witnesses
N N Percent
Involvement Crimes 352 171 48.6
Violent Involvement 221 110 49.8
Rapes 10 3 30.0
Robberies 127 61 48.0
Aggravated Assaults 84 46 54.8
Nonviolent Involvement 131 61 46.€
Burglaries 35 22 62.9
lL.arcenijes o1 36 39.6
Auto Thefts 5 3 60.0 ‘
Discovery Crimés 597 26 4.4
Burglaries 317 14 4.4
Larcenies 206 11 5.3
Auto Thefts 74 1 1.4
All Part I Crimes 949 197 20.8

68




covered Part I crimes in the data base. The 171 witnessed involvement cases
were made up of 110 of the 211 (52.1 percent) violent cases and 61 of the 131
(46.6 ;‘mcenty) nonviolent crimes. The 26 discovered crimes with witnesses were
made up of 14 burglaries, il larcenies, and 1 auto theft. In those instances,
the witness returned to the scene after seeing police arrive and provided in-
formation ebout the crime.

The three principal response intervals, reporting, dispatch, and trawvel,
were eniered in an analysis of covariance teshnigue in multiple regression to
examine the relationship between response time intervals and witness availability.
Since the initial inspection of the data suggested that linear regressicn might
not produce the best fit with the observed data, two types of data trensformations
of the response time intervals were made, a logarithmic and a reciprocal transfor-
mation. The two transformations and the linear term were then entered into the
regression equation as covariates. The type of crime and dichotomy of violent
and nonviclent crimes were treated as factors, and the effects of the several
factor-covariate interacrion term.é were measured. Witness availability was not
related to any of the response time intervals in discovery cases, so further
analysis of the witness-response time relationship was limited to involvement
cases. Summary statistics showing the relationships of witness availability to

the reporting and travel intervals are given in Appendix D.

Witness Availability and the Reporting Interval

The relationship between reporting time and witmess availability was stronger
than for any other interval. The logarithmic transformativn of the reporting inter-
val explained the greatest proportion of the variance (F = 21.92, Beta = -0 ;247)
(Appendix D, Téble D-1). The curve illustrating the relationship between reporting

time and witness availability for all involvement casgs is shown in Figure 5-2. As
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feporting time increased, the probability of a witmess belng contacted decreased
from a high of 64.7 percent for the shortest reporting time in the sample, 1
minute, 4 seconds, to a low of 34.8 percent for a reporting time of 30 minutes.

A dunmy variable differentiating violent and nonviolent crimes was entered
into multiple regression amalysis for involvement cases but did not effect the
relationship between the reporting interval and witness availability. Predic-
tion of witness availability from reporting time waz not improved by entering
the violent-nonviolent variables, indicating no significant difference between
the two subsamples. The possible variation in the relationship between the re-
porting interval and witness availability was created for the types of crime and
entered into multiple regression amnalysis with the logarithmic transformation of
reporting, using robbery cases as a reference group. None of the variables pro-
duced a significant main effect, indicating that witness availabiljty does not
vary significantly by type of crime. The interaction effects between the report-
ing interval and the several dummy variables also failed to reach a level of sig-
nificance. The relationship between the reporting interval and witness gvaila-

bility did not appear to differ by type of crime for involvement crimes.

Witness Availability and the Dispatch Interval

The linear terms and logarithmic and reciprocal transformations for the dis-
patch interval were entered into multiple regression to test the strength and
statistical significance of the relationship between this interval and the fre-
quency with which a witness was contacted by the officer dispatched to a Part I
involvement crime. The dispatch interval failed to explain a significant amount
of variance at the .05 confidence level. Introduction of the variable differen-
tiating violent-nonviolent crimes, or of the dummy variables for the different
typ‘es of crime failed to produce a significant relationship between the dispatch

interval and witness availability.
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Since the impact of the dispatch interval might be significant cnly for
fast reporting times, an assessment was made of the strength and significance
of the relationship between the dispatch interval and witness availability for
various 1er1gthé of reporting time. The total mumber of involvement cases was
divided both into thirds and halves, according to tii. length of reporting time.
Dumy variables, corresponding to the groups of thirds and halves, were entered
into regression analysis with the linear term and the two transformations of the
dispatch interval, andgthe various interaction effects were assessed. None of
the interaction effects between dispatch and the dummy wvariables for lengths of
reporting time reached a level of significance. Each third and each half of the
involvement cases was then analyzed separately to determine if a significant re-
lationship existed between dispatch and witness avajlability in the wvarious groups.
No main effects were significant. The dispatch interval still failed to be a sig-

nificant predictor of witness availability.

Witness Availability and the Travel Imterval

The strength of the relationship between travel time and witnmess availability
for all involvement cases was nearly identical when either the linear term or the
logarithmic transformation of travel time was used. Since the linear term is a
more direct fimction, it was selected for further analysis of covariance (F = 4.42,
Beta = -0.114) (Appendix D, Table D-2).

When the violent-nonviolent variable was entered into multiple regression
analysis for involvement cases, the relationship between witness availability and
travel time changed. The violent-nonviolent variable failed to provide a signif-
icant main effect, indicating no significant difference between the two subsamples
in the average probability of a witmess being available. Measurement of travel
time did not improve prediction of witness availability for nonviolent involvement

incidents, but for violent incidents alone, the relationship was significant
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(F = 7.85, Beta = +0.186) (Appendix D, Table D-3). This indicated the relation-
ship between travel tlme and the probability of locating a witness for all involve-
ment crimes was due to the relationship between time and witness availability for
{vmlent incidents. The analysis for all involvement and for violent involvement
cases determined that the probability of a witness being contacted decreased as
travel time increased. Analysis of covariance provided predictive equations for
the relationship between travel and witmess availability for both groups in the '
sample. The two equations are illustrated in Figure 5-3. |
In comparing the two lines, the probability of a w‘.’r‘;’}tness being contacted for
violent involvement cases with short travel times was g;éater than for all involve-
ment cases, but dropped rapidly as travel time increased. When travel time was
less than 3 minutes, 26 seconds (38.9 percent of the involvement cases), the equa-
tion for all :involvemerit cases predicted a lower probability of contacting a witmess
than the equation for violent cases. For longer travel times, the probability of a
witness being contacted in relation to a violent crime was less than the probability
for all involvement cases. For the two longeSt travel times measured, the equation
for violent cases predicted a probability cf 0 percent, indicating that witness
availability was due to factors other than travel, while the slope of the predic-
tive line for all involvement cases was more gradual with the probability never
dropping below 8 percent. |
The possible variation by type of crime between the travel interval and witness
. availability was also analyzed. Dummy variables were created for the types of crime
and entered into multiple regression analysis with the linear term for travel time,
‘using robbery cases as a reference group. Interaction effects between the travel
interval and the several dummy variables failed to reach a level of significance.
The relationship between the travel interval and witness availability did not appear

to differ by type of crime for involvement cases.
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Since the impact of the travel interval could also potentially decrease
with an increase in reporting time, an assessment was made of the strength of
the relationship between travel time and witnmess availability for various inter-
vals of re{:ortmg time. Dummy variables, corresponding to the groups of thirds
and halves, according to the length of reporting time, were again entered into
regression analysis with the linear term and the two txgnsformations of travel
time, and the various interaction effects were assessed. None of the interac-
tion effects between travel and the dummy variables for lengths of reporting
time reached a level of significance.

Each third and each half of the imwolvement cases were then analyzed sepa-
rately to determine if a significant relationship existed between travel and
witness availability in the various groups. No main effects were significant.
The travel variable no longer reached a level of significance for any of the
groups. This loss of significance can be explained by the fact it is more dif-
ficult to establish significance with the reduced number of cases, or by the

fact the relationship between travel time and witness availability was not strong

for all involvement cases, and the significant relationship may have depended upon

a few cases with long travel times.

Conclusions drawn from this analysis of the relationship between response
time intervals and witness availability should be tempered by one consideration.
The extent of the officers' efforts to search for witnesses may affect the
witness-response time relationship. A departmental policy which stressed the

location of witnesses might increase the impact of rapid response.
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CHAPTER SIX
CITIZEN INJURY

Rapid police response has been cited as a means of reducing both the frequen-
cy and severity of citizen injury. TFor example, it has been assumed that officers
vho arrive quickly may intercept a violent crime in progress or settle a dispute
before it escalates into an injury-producing confrontation. For those cases in
which injuries are sustained before the police are called, rapid response is also
presumed to limit the potential impairments of the injury by expediting the hand-
ling and transporting of the injured person. While no data were collected on the
nunber of injuries avoided through rapid police intervention, this section will
present an exploratory effort to test the impact of reporting, dispatch, and travel

times on injuries sustained in Part I crimes.

The Injury Saaple

Injuries were sustained in 105 of the 949 Part I crime incidents (11,1 per-
cent) with a total of 114 citizens being injured. No injuries to field officers
were reported in the Part I crime sample. All injuries were found in violent
crime incidents and were distributed as follows: 7 of 10 rape cases, 29 of 127
robbery cases, and 69 of 84 aggravated assault cases included at least one injury
to a citizen. Overwhelmingly, injuries occurred in situations involving a weapon;
in 95 of the injury cases or 90.5 percent, at least one individual sustained an
injury inflicted by a weapon. Sixty-four of the total 105 injury cases (61.0
percent) required the hospitalization of one or more injured parties.

In 13 of the 64 incidents which required the hospitalization of an injured
citizen, the citizen was taken to the hospital prior to the time the police were
called. Thus, in 92 of the 105 injury cases prompt, adequate treatment could be

dependent upon rapid citizen reporting and police action, and consequently, only
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these cases were included in the analysis of responsé time to injury relationship.
, Data concerning the type and leﬁgth of hospital treatment were obtained for
45 of the 51 field injury cases resulting in hospitalization. In a majority (25)
of the cases, only emergency room treatment was required, while for those admitted
to the hospital, length of stay ranged from overnight (4 cases) to over a week

(6 cases). One individual died from injuries received in a Part I crime incident
after being hospitalized.

Seriousness of the 92 field injury cases was assessed by two separate varia-
bles. First, the degree of injury was noted by the field observers based upon
the citizen's reported and apparent impairment. Second, the observers also re-
corded the type of field treatment administered by the officer from no treatment
to emergency first aid and transportation to a hospital. The correlation between
these two variables was + .563.

A seriousness of field injury index was developed by summirng the scores of
these two 'variables. As each variable's score could range from 1 to 4 with 4
indicating the most serious injuries, the combined index could vary from 2 to 8.
No case had a seriousness rating of 8 which would have indicated injuries that
resulted in death prior to hospitalization. A minor injury for which no treat-
ment was given (a score of 2) occurred in 31 cases or about 33.7 percent of the
total mmber of field cases. The average seriousness rating for the 92 field
injury cases was 3.99.

Nineteen of the field injury cases, or about 20.7 percent of the incidents,
were dispatched as Code One callsé; that is; lights and sirens were authorized in
response to these incidents. The correlation between the code of the call and
the seriousness index was + .462, indicating that Code One calls were rated as

more serious than non-Code One calls. Both the seriousness index and the code
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of the call correlated with the type of hospital treatment, -+ .514 and + ,370,
respectively, indicating longer hospital stays with increasing sericusness

scores for Code One incidents.

Response Time and Injury

One significant assumption underlying the presumed importance of response
in injury cases has been that citizen reporting and police dispatch and travel
are sensitive to the demands of the situation. Thus, incidents involving seri-
ous injuries require expedient reporting and rapid police response if these ac-
tions are to affect injury outcomes. To test this assumption, the seriousness
index was employed as a predictor of the reporting, dispatch, and travel inter-
vals in regression analysis. To allow for the possible effects of skewness in
the distributions, logarithmic transformations of the time were also used. The
results presented are based o the logarithmic forms.

The seriousness of me:y :Lnan incident was not found to be a significant
predictor of the time taken to report the incident (F = 0.04, Beta = 0.022) (Ap-
perdix E, Table E-1). The dispatch and travel intervals, on the other hand,
were significantly associated with seriousness (Dispatch: F = 5.42, Beta =
-0.245; Travel: F = 11.77, Beta = -0.343), such that increasing ratings of in-
jury seriousriess predicted increasingly shorter dispatch and travel times (Appen-
dix E, Tables E-2 and E-3). It was considered probabie that the code assigned to
the call produced the differences noted in travel times. The assigned code was
found to be significantly related to travel time (F = 13.03, Beta = -0.359) but
not to reporting time (Appendix E, Table E-4). When both the code and the seri-
ousness index were entered concurrently in multiple regression, both main effects
were found to be significant with travel (Code: F = 5.35, Beta = -0.255; Travel:
F =4.20, Betau= ~0.226) , but nic interaction was found (Appendix E, Table E-5).
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Thuvs, tfével was affected by both the code and by the other dispatched cues
. to the seriousness of the incident. |

An assumed effect of response has been that if two injuries are equ.g,l,_in
seriousness, the incident receiving more prompt emergency field treatment may
result in more rapid recovery, fewer chronic impairments, less specialized med-
ical treatment, etc. Operationally, this was tested by analyzing the effect of
response time on the type of hospital treatment required while controlling for
seriousness. To allow for possible deviations from linearity, logarithmic and
reciprocal forms of the reporting, dispatch, and travel t:imes~x _were also entered
into multiple regression as predictors of the type and lengtﬁ of hospital treat-
ment, after the variation due to the seriousness of the injury was assessed.
Possible seribusness by response time interactions were assessed. The assigned
code and its interaction with the times were also evaluated as predictors of hos-
pital stay to indicate nossible differences between Code One and non-Code One
calls. Only code (F '=‘5.11, Beta = 0,340) and sericusness (F = 10.07, Beta =
0.453) proved to be significant predictors of hospital stay, with Code One calls
and more serious injuries requiring longer hospitalization (4ppendix E, Tables
E-6 and E-7). Reporting, dispatch, and travel times were not significantly re-
lated to hospital treatment either as main effects or in interaction with any
other predictor for the linear or any of the tramsformed times. .

The analysis of the response time to injury relationship was hampered by
several limitations of the data. First, only a small nunber of cases (51) in-
volved the hospitalization of a citizen who was not hospitalized prior to po-
lice contact. The majority of cases for which the type of hospital treatment
was known (25 of 44) received emergency room treatment only, resulting in lim-
ited variation in the dependent variable. The necessity of controlling for the

seriousness of the injury, which was a significant predictor of length of hos-
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pital stay, undoubtedly further restricted the variability of the dependent
variable. The small applicable sample combined with the limited variation in
the type of hospital treatment greatly reduced the chance cf detecting possible
response-related effects on injury outcome. |

Subsequent analysis of the noncrime medical emergency data collected for
the study, e.g., vehicular and other casualty calls, might make the effect of
response time on injuries more clear. These findings will be reported in future

volumes.
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CHAPTER SEVEN
PROBLEMS AND PATTERNS IN REPORTING

One of the major limitations of much of the previous research énd thinking
on the topic of response time has been the assumption that crimes are reported
without significant delay, often while they are occurring. Data from the present
study suggest that such an assumption is untenable. The time taken to report an
incident comprised nearly one-half of the total time from when a citizen's involve-
ment in a crime had ended or the crime was discovered uncil on-scene investigation
had begun. Over one-half of all Part T crimes were reported more than 6 minutes
after the end of involvement or discovery, while less than 7 percent of the inci-
dents (60) could possibly have been reported in progress.

As a result of this delay, the time taken to report a Part I Crime incident
appeared to be the mediating time factor in the probability of an on-scene arrest
and the availability of witnesses. The reporting interval consistently explained
more variance in the outcome measures than did either dispatch or travel time.
Also, the length of reporting time was found to affect the relationship between
travel and arrest in that progressively longer periods required to report an in-
cident negated the effect of even rapid police responses.

The centrality of the reporting issue emphasized the need to describe both

the patterns used and the problems encountered before and during the process of

- contacting the police. Generally, problems were conceived to be wncontrollable

hindrances encountered, while patterns were defined as volmtafy actions taken
prior to or in the process of reporting and the attitudes which affected them.
Information pertinent to the problems and patterns in reporting was largely ob-
tained from interviews with the citizens who called the police. Occasionally,

other inmvolved citizens provided additional data on the actions of the reporting

s
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party. The offense report and the Tape Content Analysis Instrument were also

potential sources of information on problems and patterns.

The Problem and Pattern Sample

Eight pattern and five problem variables were identified. Six of the pat-
terns describe actions which were taken pricr to contacting the police while the
two remaining patterns represent frequently given explanations for hesitation in
reporting. The five problems indicate hindrances encountered prior to or in the
process of telephoning the police. Since these eight patterns and five problems
were recorded only if they were related to a postponement in contacting the po-

lice, they were expected to relate to the reporting interval.

Patterns in Reporting

The eight patterns that were identified are as follows:

1. Delay due to talking to another person. This pattern was the most

frequent, occurring in 448 cases or nearly one-half (47.2 percent)
of all Part I crime incidents. The most common reason for this de-
lay, given in 274 cases, was to obtain advice, assistance, or ad-
ditional information. A second prevalent response (133 cases) in-
dicated that a second party was contacted to obtain permission to
use a telephone to call the police.

2. Delay due to investigating the incident scene. Generally, this

pattern occurr:ed when citizens tried to emumerate missing articles,
search for missing property, assess property damage, etc., prior to
contacting the police. It occurred in 170 cases (17.9 percent),
making it the second most prevalent pattern.

3. Delay due to telephoning another person or receiving a call. This

pattemn occurred in 98 cases or approximately 10.3 percent of the
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Part I crime sample. The most common response related to this
pattern indicated that citizens telephoned others to get advice,
assistance, or additional information concerning the' incident
prior to reporting it to the police. This response was found

in 50 other cases. An interesting, although infrequent response
(6 cases), was that a second party was called to get him to tele-
phone the police.f

Delay due to waiting or observing the situation. Often, the re-

sponse of waiting or observing the situation appeared to be re-
lated to a search for additional information about the seriousness
of the incident and the need for police assistance. This response
also oecasionally indicated pericds of indecision and inactiirity
relative to reporting. This pattern was found in 8L incidents or
in about 8.5 percent of the cases.

Delay due to being unsure about police agsistance. This pattern

was given as an explanation for delay in 70 cases or about 7.4
percent of all Part I crimes analyzed. The most frequent response,
found in 27 cases, indicated that the citizen was unsure that the
police could help because there was no proof or because nothing
could be done to rectify the situation. A second frequent response
(24 cases) was that the police might think the incident was umimpor-
tant or would not want to help.

Delay due to chasing the suspect, This action was taken in 65 cases

or about 6.8 percent of the sample, Of possible interest is the
fact that the suspect was caught by the citizen in 26 of the 65 in-
cidents.

Delay due to apathy. Typical responses comprising this particular
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pattern variable included statements indicating that the citi-
zeni did not think that the incident was personally important
(32 cases), that he did not want to get involved (5 cases),
that he did not want to take the responsibility of calling the
police (11 cases), etc. This variable was identified in 62
cases (6.5 percent).

8. Delay due to contacting security. With only 48 cases (5.1 pex-

cent of the total sample) reporting this pattern, this was the
least frequent of the eight pattern variables. In over half of
these cases (25), the citizen indicated it was company policy
to contact a superior or security guard prior to reporting to

the police. In seven cases, the security guard completed his

report before placing the call to the police department.

Problems in Reporting

The five problem variables, all of which were related to delays in reporting
from general unavoidable hindrances, were as follows:

1. Delay due to public commmication problems. This problem occurred

in 211 cases (22.2 percent) and so was the most frequently identi-
fied reporting hindrance. Overwhelmingly, this variable was based
upon a single difficulty; no telephone was immediately available

to repor‘t the incident, and so the reporting party had to seek a
phone. This problem was found in 179 cases. A number of other pub-
lic commmication problems were cited, none of which occurred in
more than five cases each, including inoperative telephones, busy
lines (citizen's end), no or incorrect change for a pay phone,
trouble dialing the telephone, trouble finding the correct number,

calling the wrong police G2 artment, umcooperative operators, etc.
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2. Delay due to not being informed or being misinformed about the

incident. This second most frequent problem was noted in 106
cases (11.2 percent). In 102 of those cases, the citizen indi-
’ cated that the delay was due to the fact that they were not im-

mediately informed of the crime, the crime being discuvered by

or involving another citizen who subsequently informed them.

‘* In the remaining four cases, the citizen mistakenly believed
A the police had already been contacted, and the delay resulted
from this erroneous assumption.

3. Delay due to fear or emotional shock. Fear of reprisal by the

suspect and emotional stress rere cited as reasons for not re-
porting immediately in 100 cases (10.5 percent). Emotional up-
set was given as the cause of delay in over four times as many
cases as fear of reprisal from suspects.

4. Delay due to police commmications problems. Sixty cases or

about 6.3 percent of all Part I crimes involved some type of po-
lice department commmication problém. A variety of difficul-
ties were reported; however, no one issue was prevalent. Dif-
ficulties cited included uncooperative dispatchers (9 cases),

no answer at the department (4 cases), line busy (department's
mmber, 3 cases), phone not answered promptly (9 cases), police
did not respond to the first call (4 cases), trouble commmicating
with the dispatcher (15 cases), etc.

5. Delay due to injury. This problem was recorded when physical in~

juries or the necessity of either giving first aid of tramsporting
an injured party to the hospital precluded immediate reporting.

This was the least frequently identified problem variable and was
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found in 57 cases or about 6.0 pe«rcent.*

The frequency of occurrence of the various problems and patterns probably
understates their actual presence in Part I crime incidents, depending upon the
subjectivity of the variable. For example, delay due to injury is a relatively
objective problem variable and was noted regularly in several potential sources
of information including the offense report, the field observer's instrument, and
the citizen interview. Variables such as apathy, however, are much more subjec-
tive and depended entirely upon the citizen's proclivity to report such an atti-
tude.

Type of Crime and Problems and Patterns

Since the type of crime has been found to exert a significant influence on
reporting times, its effects on the frequency of problems and patterns was assessed.
To assess the possible influences of the type of crime on the type and frequency of
problems encountered and patterns used, dummy variables representing eight of the
basic crime categories were entered into multiple regression. The categories
employed in this analysis of variance were as follows: rape, aggravated assault,
involvement burglary, involvement larceny, involvement auto theft, discovery burg-
lary, discovery larceny, and discovery auto theft. Robbery cases became the refer-
ence group, and alarm-detected incidents were excluded from the analysis as report-
ing times in these cases were unknown and information on problems and patterns was
unavailable.

The variance explained in five of the eight delay-related patterns was signif-

icant. They were delay due to chasing the suspect (F = 41.05, df = 8/925, p < .00L),

*The sun of all the cases with responses indicative of all problems or patterns does
not necessarily equal the total number of cases with a specific problem or pattern.
For example, two public commmication difficulties could have occurred in a case,
adding one to the frequency of each of the individual difficulties; however, this
sase would only be counted once toward the total mumber of cases with a public com-
munication problem,
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delay due to investigating the incident scene (F = 8.44, df = 8/925, p < .001),
delay due to waiting or observing the situation (F = 6.35, df = 8/925, p < .001),
" delay due to contacting security (F = 3.28, df = 8/925, p < .010), and delay due
to apathy (F = 4.70, df = 8/925, p < .010) (Appendix F, Tables F-1 through F-5).
Four of the five problem variables were also significantly influenced by the type
of crime. They were delay due to mJury (F = 58.65, df = 8/925, p < .001), delay
due to fear or emotional stress (F = 8.08, df = 8/925, p < .00l), delay due to:
public commmication problems (F = 6.76, df = 8/925, p < .001), and delay due to
not being informed or misinformed about the incident (F = 2.72, df = 8/925, p <
.001) (Appendix F, Tables F-6 through F-9).

For those problems and patterns showing significant type of crime effects,
t-tests of the proportional differences between crime categories were made. As
before, separate-variance estimates were used when group variances were found to
differ significantly. These results are given in Appendix ¥, Tsbles F-10 through
F-18. An effect that recurs throughout much of this analysis was a difference be-
tween involvement and discovery incidents, while differences between two types of
involvement or two types of discovery crimes were more rare.

Delays due to chasing a suspect occurred with greater frequency in the in-
volvement crimes. Such a difference is not surprising since suspects were rarely
seen in discovery cases. Within the involvement category alone, the pattern was
particularly prevalent in involvement larcenies which showed a significantly
higher frequency than rape, rcbbery, assault, and involvement burglary. Addi-
tionally, a significantly greater proportion of robbery cases included tl’lﬁié‘pat-
tern than assault cases (Appendix F, Table F-10). |

The proportion of cases with a delay resulting from investigating the inci-
dent scene was greater for the discovery cases than for robbery, assault, or in-

volvement larceny, as illustrated in Appendix F, Table F-11. The only other sig—
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nificant difference occm:fed between discovery burglary, which showed the higher
proportion, and discovery larcenies. Imvestigating the incident scene appeared
to be a pattern limited largely to discovery cases, especially discovery burg-
laries.

Waiting or observing the situation was a pattern that also appeared to be
strongly comected with involvement larceny incidents (Appendix F, Table F-12).
A greater proportion of these cases showed this pattern than the robbery, assault,
and discovery burglary, larceny, and auto theft categories. Also, significantly
more discovery burglaries inwvolved waiting or observing the situation than did
discovery auto thefts.

The differences with regard to delay due to contacting security were quite
simple (Appendix F, Table F-13). This delaying pattern occurred more frequently
- in discovery larceny cases than in robbery, assault, or discovery burglary inci-
dents.

The final pattern variable affected by the type of crime was delay due to
apathy. Apathy was more frequently given as an explanation for reporting delay
in discovery larceny cases than in robbery, assault, discovery burglary, or dis-
covery auto theft incidents and more :i_ﬁ involvement burglary and inyolvanmt auto
theft (Appendix F, Table F-14).

As a group, violent involvement crimes showed a greater proportion of cases
with delays due to injuries than either the discovery or the nonviolent crime
categories (Appendix F, Table F-15). Rape, robbery, and assault showed signifi-
cantly higher frequencies of this problem than involvement larceny, and rape and
assault showed higher frequencies than involvement burglary. The only signifi-
cant difference within the violent crime category occurred between assault and
robbery with assault showing a higher frequency of the injury problem.

Delay due to fear of reprisal or emotional shock appeared to be related to
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two types of crime, rape and robbery (Appendix F, Table F-16). Rape cases showed
a proportionally greater frequency of this problem than robbery, assault, involve-
ment larceny, discovery larceny and auto theft. The robbery proportion signifi--
cantly exceeded that of involvement 1ar¢eny and discovery burglary, larceny, and
auto the€t.

P.iiic commmication problems that were cited as resulting in reporting de-
lay occurred m thé greatest proportions in robbery cases. The robbery category
was found to differ significantly from the assault, the involvement burglary, and
the discovery groups. Other differences in the frequency of this problem occurred
between involvement larceny amd disccrvery‘burglary, and between discovery larceny
and discovery burglary with the larceny categories showing the greater relative
frequency of occurrence (Appendix F, Tablé F-17). |

Delay due to not being informed or being misinformed about the incident was
found to be more prevalent in discovery burglary and larceny cases than in robbery
and involvement burglary calis (Appendix F, Table F-18).

The Effect of Social Characteristics on Problems and Patterns

In addition to problems and patterns, the social characteristics of the in-
volved citizen or the citizen discovering the crime might influence the reporting
delay. This effect could either be direct or indirect, affecting reporting time
by influencing the problems encountered and patterns used. Finally, if citizens
with certain social characteristics tend to become involved in particular types
of crime, social characteristics could covary with type of crime as a predictor
 of reporting delay. To test these possible relationships, specific analyses were
made. First, the possible commection between type of crime and social character-
istics was assessed. Secondly, the relationship between social characteristics

and problems and pat‘terns was investigated. Finally, the impact of these predic-
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tors, i.e., type of crimed;'social characteristics, problems and patterns, on the

reporting interval was assessed.

Social f‘baracteristir’:s and Iype of Crime

Analys:.s of variance Wlth type of crime dummy variables entered into Im;l.'l.t:L-~
ple regress:.on was again used to predict the social characteristics of the citi-
zens who became irwolved in Part T crimes. Robbery cases were the reference group
ﬁm the other eight basic crime categories, excluding alarm-detected incidents,
represented in the regression equation. Type of crime was found to covary with
the type of citizen; specifically, type of crime predicted whether the respondent
owned, rented, or boarded (F = 3.39, df = 8/831, p < .010), marital status (F =
2.69, df = 8/831, p < .010), whether or not the respondent was the head of the
household (F = 3.01, df = 8/831, p < .010), income (F = 2.07, df = 8/83L, p < .010),
race (F = 6.50, df = 8/831, p < ,001), and sex (F = 2.70, df = 8/831, p < .010)
(Appendix F, Tables F-19 through F-24). Although statistically significant, the
relationships found were not strong, as the variance explained was rather low.

T-tests were used to assess the differences between crime categories for
those social characteristics related to type of- crime,  Separate-variance esti-
mates were used when warranted by the F-test of the group variances, rather than
using the pooled-variance estimates.

Generally, citizens involved in robbery and assault incidents were more like-
ly to board than to rent, and more likely to rent than to own than citizens in-
volved in larceny and auto theft cases or discovery burglary and larceny incidents
(Appendix F, Table F-25). |

A similar pattém of differences was found for marital status (Apbenc‘i‘ix F,
Table F-26). ' In general, a disproportionate mmber of mmmied persons were
persons involved in robbery and assault calls compared to those involvedr in burg-

lary and larceny or who discovered a larceny.
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Discovery burglaries more frequently involved heads of households than
robberies, assaults, involvement burglaries, or discovery larcenies. The only
other significas t difference was fuund between involvement larceny and involve-
ment burglary, with involvement larcenies showing the higher proportion of heads
of households (Appendix F, Table F-27). |

Only a single comparison between crime categories yielded a significant
difference in income (Appendix F, Table F-28). The income of individuals dis-
covering a larceny was higher than those involved in assault incidents.

Differences in the race of the involved citizen are illustrated in Appendix
F, Table F-29. White persons were found to be more frequently present in dis-
covery larceny cases than in robbery, assault, involvement auto theft, discovery
burglary, or discovery auto theft cases. A greater proportion of white individ-
uals were also involved in larcenies than in assaults.
| Finally, a disproportionately larger number of males were involved in lar-
cenies relative to the mmber in involvement guto theft and discovery burglary,
while a greater proportion of females was found in involvement auto theft, com-

pared to discovery larceny and discovery autc theft cases (Appendix F, Table F-30).

Social Characteristics and Problems and Patterns

Twelve social characteristics were assessed as potential predictors of each
of the 13 problem and pattern variables through regression analysis. In addition
to these main effects, all two-way interactions were tested. Nonlinear relation-
ships were considered possible; for example, public commumnication problems might
be more prevalent for the very young and the very old, and virtually absent for
the ages in-between. To allow for this possible effect, polynomial forms of
length of residence in Kansas City, Mo., length of residence at the present ad-
dress, population of the city where the respondent lived most of his life, the

Duncan socioeconomic rating of the type of work, age, education, and income were
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also entered into multiple regression. Those separate variables, interactions,
or polynomials which were found to be significantly related to a problem and
pattern variable were concurrently assessed in a final multiple regression on

that variable.

Multiple regressions involving such a potentially large mumber of inter-
correlated variables typical of social characteristics, are vulnerable to the
problems of high multicollinearity. To assess possible difficulties, a correl-
ation matrix of the social characteristics variables was computed. Only the
correlations between length of residence in Kansas City, Mo., and length of
residence at the present address (r = .568), length of residence in Kansas City,

Mo., and age (r = .625), and length of residence at the present address and age

(xr = .534) exceeded the .5 level. However, two or more of these variables were
not found to be related to any single problem or pattern variable, and were not
entered concurrently into multiple regression.

Six of the eight pattern variables and two of the five problem variables
were found to be related to the social characteristics of the involved citizen.
Although the relationships were statistically significant, again, the amount of
variance explained by social characteristics was not great in any case.

Delay due to talking to another person was affected by two social charac-
teristic factors, length of residence at the present address (F = 5.21, Beta =
-0.109); and whether the involved individual was the head of the household (F =
5.19, Beta = -0.087) (Appendix F, Table F-31). This pattern occurred less fre-

quently when the head of the household was involved and with increasing length
‘of residency at the same address, |

Whether the respondent owned, rented, or boarded (F = 4;85, Beta = -0.193G;,
race (F = 4.96, Beta = —0.234) and sex (F = 6.17, Beta = -0.313) affected the

frequency of delay due to chasing the suspect. Also, significantly related to
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this pattern were the polynomial form of the Duncan socioceconomic index ranking
squared (F = 4.26, Beta = -0.273) and the ipteractions of whether the respondent
owned, rented, or boarded with the Duncan ranking of the type of work (F = 5.23,
Beta = 0.322), whether the respondent owned, rented, or boarded with sex (F =
5.00, Beta = 0.281), age with income (F = 5.92, Beta = ~0.403), and income with
race (F = 6.30, Beta = 0.259) (Appendix F, Table F-32).

Because of the mumber and complexity of factors which affect the probability
of delay due to chasing a éuspect, the influence of an individual variable was
obscured. However, in general, this pattern was more prevalent for males of
both races who owned their residence thin for those who rented, and more preva-
lent for those who rented than for those who boarded. Females showed virtually
no difference along the cwn-rent-and-board dimension. The probability of this
pattern occurring decreased with age and income for whites while the probability
increased for blacks with increasing income. Finally, a nonlinear effect with
the Duncan socioeconomic rating of the type of work was identified, The propor-
tion of cases predicted to involve delay from chasing a suspect increased umtil
a ranking of about 45 on the index was reached, then the predicted proportion de-
clined.

Delay due to investigating the incident scene was predicted by the population
of the city where respondents had lived most of their lives (F = 10.75, Beta =
-(0.948), this variable squared (F = 11.47, Beta = 0.982), length of residence at
the present address (F = 8.15, Beta = -0.166), and this variable m interaction
with the Duncan ranking of the type of work (F = 6.59, Beta = 0.165) (Appendix F,
Table F-33). Delay due to investigation increased in frequency with increasing
length of residency at the same address and a Duncan ranking above 40, while de-
creasing in frequency for increasing lengths of time at the same address for Dun-

can ratings of 40 or less. Also, a decrease in the occurrence of this pattern
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corresponded with an increase in‘ the population of the city where the respondents
had lived most of ‘their lives, although the size of the }:reduction became smaller
with increasing population. L

Population of the respondent's hometown (F = 6.78, Béta = -0.343), education
(F = 8.85, Beta = -0,436), their interaction (F = 4.92, Bata = 0.420), and the
interaction of thé Dunecan index rating of the type of work with sex (F = 5.59,
Beta = -0,190) proved to be significant predictors of the delay due to waiting or
observing the situation (Appendix F, Table F-34). Tzicreasing hometown population
and education separately predicted decreasing probabilities of this pattern. The
interaction of these two variables was related in the opposite direction but the
interaction was not strong enough to reverse the decreasing probability of this
pattern over the range of values coded. For females, a higher rating of the
respondent's work on the Duncan socioeconomic index also related to reduced prob-
ability.

Apathy was also found to have social characteristic predictors. The Duncan
ranking of type of work (F = 16.48, Beta = 0.354), whether the respondent was the
head of the household (F = 4.29, Beta = 0.104), their two-way interaction (F =
112.14, Beta = -0.319), whether the respondent owned, rented, or boarded (F = 4.73,
| Rata = 0.196), education (F = 7.00, Beta = 0.268), and their two-way interaction ;
(F = 8,45, Beta = -0.355) were significant predictors (Appendix F, Table F-35).
Heads of households were less likely to show apathy and less affected by the Dun-
can ranking of their work than nonheads of households, who showed increasing fre-
quencies of delay due to apathy with higher job rankings. Further, owners of
their residences showed a lower predicted probability of this pattern than ren-
ters or boarders. Increasing levels of education, however, resulted in fewer oc-

currences of apathy for renters and boarders, but a higher frequency for owners.
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The first of two problem variables affected by social characteristics was
delay due to fear or emotional upset. The significant predictors were length of
residence in Kansas City, Mo. (F = 4.10, Beta = 0.461), whether the respondent
owned, rented, or boarded (F = 4.12, Beta = 0.111), whether the respondent was
the head of the household (F = 8.87, Beta = -0.212), and the interaction of
length of residence in Kansas City, Mo., and population of the city where the
respondents had lived most of their lives (F = 4.65, Beta = -0.494) (Appendix F,
Table F-36). The predicted frequency of this problem increased with length of
time in Kansas City, Mo., but this increase was offset by the interaction of the
length of time with hometown population, if population was 500,000 or more. The
predicted occurrence also increased along the own-rent-board dimension from owners,
who were least likely to encounter this problem, to boarders. The strongest pre-
dictor, whether the respondent was the head of the household, indicated that de-
lays due to fear or emotional upset were more prevalent for nonheads of households.

Finally, delay due to police commmication problems were more frequently re-
ported by blacks than whites (F = 4.33, Beta = 0.074) (Appendix F, Table F-37).
This was the only significant predictor of this problem.

While social characteristies were not found to be strongly related to either
the type of crime or the problems and pattérns identified for an incident, their
relationships to reporting time were assessed both separately and in conjunction
with these additional variables. The problems and patterns, on the other hand,
were in some cases strongly associated with the type of crime, suggesting that

concurrent assessment of these factors was more appropriate.

Predictors of Reporting Time

Social characteristics were assessed as predictors of reporting time by

employing each of the social characteristic variables in a separate regression
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aﬁalysis. All two-way interactions and the appfoPriate polynomiale were also
tested. Those showing significant relationships in these computations were then
entered concurrently in multiple regression. Finally, the patterns followed,
the problems encountered, and the type of crime were added to allow for their
effects. As before, the results from the logarithmic transformation of the re-
porting interval are presented.

+Considered the large number of potential socié.l characteristics predictors,
the contribution of these characteristics, in terms of the reporting variance ex-
plained, was quite small. Without controlling for the type of crime or the prob-
lems or patterns, one main effect, marital status (F = 4.08, Beta = 0.170), and
the interaction of the own-rent-board dimension with education (F = 4.48, Beta =
~0.344) were significant (Appendix F, Table F-38). The results indicated that
the reporting interval decreased for boarders compared to renters, and renters
relative to owners with increasing education; that is, increasing education had
the greatest impact on boarders in reducing reporting time, less on renters, and
the least on owners. Also significant was the difference in marital status, with
married individuals reporting more rapidly than uwmarried persons. When the type
of crime and problem and pattern variables were entered into the multiple regres-
sion eqration with the social characteriétic variables, only marital status, of
the social characteristic predictors, was significantly related to the time taken
to report (F = 11.14, Beta = 0.192) (Appendix F, Table F-39).

The effect of encountering a problem or choosing a pattern of action or in-
teraction in the process of reporting was also assessed by testing the strength
of these variables as predictors of the reporting interval. In addition to the
13 problem and pattern variables that were separately entered into regression to
examine possible main effects, all two-way interactions were assessed. Those

main effects and interadtions which singly proved to be signifiéafrt predictors
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of reporting time were then entered concurrently into multiple regression with
the type of crime variables. Thus, the resulting effect of a variable or inter-
action accounted for the effect of the crime category, as well as that of all
other significant problem and pattern predictors. Although the effect of the
social characteristic variables was not expected to be great, these factors were
also assessed. |

The problem and pattern v;_triablés proved to be strong predictors of time.
Eight main effects were found to be significant contributors to reporting delay
involving six of eight pattern variables, and two of five problem variables.
Only two interactions were found that predicted longer reportingyt:‘me than the
additive influence of each variable. Three other interactions were significant;
however, the interactions predicted less delay than the sum of the effect of the
separate variables. The significant variables and interactions that predicted
reporting delay are listed in order of the variance explained. They were
delays due to apathy (F = 32.57, Beta = 0.197); not being informed or being mis-
informed about the incident (F = 23.69, Beta = 0.243); telephcning another per-
son or receiving a call (F = 23.56, Beta = 0.160); contacting security (F = 12.01,
Beta = 0.114); being unsure of the police (F = 10.52, Beta = 0.102); interaction
of waiting or observing the situation with being unsure of the police (F = 7.76,
Beta = 0.103); investigating the incident scene (F = 6.86, Beta = 0.081); inter-
action of waiting or chserving the situation with police cormum‘.catidn problems
(F = 6.12, Beta = 0.083); waiting or observing the situation (F = 4.35, Beta =
0.084); and injury (F = 3.96, Beta = 0.069) (Appendix F, Table F-40).

The three interactions which predicted faster reporting times than the com-
bined influences of the separate interacting variables were interaction of tele-
phoning another person or receiving a call with contacting security (F = 14.22,

Beta = -0.125); interaction of apathy with police communication problems (F =
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10.37, Beta = ~0.106) ; and interaction of public commmication problems with not
being informed or being misinformed about ‘the incident (F = 8.22, Beta = -0.096)
(Appendix F, Table F-40).

With the social characteristic factors also entered into the equation, the

relationships, as expected, were not greatly altered. Of the significant prob-

lem and pattern variasbles, only the main effect of delay due to injury, the

weakest predictor, was found to be nonsignificant. The additional variance ex-

plained by adding the social characteristics was minimal (Appendix ¥, Table F-39).
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CHAPTER EIGHT
PROCESS OF REPORTING

In addition to the patterns citizens followed and the problems they encoun-
tered before or during the process of reporting Part I crimes to the police, it
was suspected the actual process citizens utilized to contact the police might
have some effect upon the length of the reporting interval. Four elements of
the reporting process were identified during the citizen interviews. They are

" as follows:

1. Who called the police.

2. Whose telepnone was used.

3. What telephone mumber the caller used.

4. How the caller knew the mumber used:

Citizen-callers interviewed during the study were classified as either a vic-
tim-caller, a witmess-caller, or a caller. For purposes of clarity, the term
"citizen—caller" will be used for all citizens interviewed who called the police,
whereas ''caller" will apply only to citizens interviewed who called the police but
were neither victims nor witnesses to a crime, according.to the criteria set by

the study.

The Process of Reporting Sample

The majority of citizen-callers were victims (70.3 percent); another 8.8 per-
cent were witnesses and the remainder were callers only, 20.9 percent. For 225
of the Part I crimes in the sample, the citizen-caller was not interviewed
(Table 8-1). Interview completion rates can be found in Appendix G, Table G-1, .
The 724 citizen-callers interviewed were asked whose telephone they used to
call the police. Of the 716 responses, all but eight fell into the four following

categories (Table 8-2):
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Type of Citizen Caller

Victim - caller
Caller

Witness - caller
No citizen caller
interviewed

Telephone Used

TABLE 8-1

Absolute
Frequency

509
151
64
225
949
TABLE 8-2

Absolute
Frequency

1, Citizen - caller's own telephone 349
2. Citizen - caller's business tele-
phone 202
3. Someone elgse's telephone 105
4. Pay telephone 52
5. Other 8
6. Not specified 233
949
TABLE 8-3
Absolute
Telephone Mumber Used ~ Frequency
1. Crime Alert 236
2. Telephone System Operator 190
3. Police Switchboard Operator 174
4, Other 9
5. Not Specified 340
949
TABLE 8-4
Absolute
How Knew Telephone Number Frequency
1. Memory 204
2. Telephone Directory 118
3. Number written down 115
4. Operator Assistance 80
5. Other 5
6. Npt Specified 427
949

100

Relative
Frequency
70.3 %

20.9 %
8.8%

Missing
100.0 %

Relative
Frequency

48.7 %

28.2 %
4.7 %
7.3 %

MlSSE go
100.0 %

Relative

Frequency
38.7 %
3.2 %

28.6 7%
1.5%

Missing
100.0 %

Relative
Frequency

39.1 %
22.6 %
22.0 %
15.3 %
1.0 %

Missing
100.0 %




1. The respondent's own home telephone, used in nearly half of
the recorded responses, 48.7 percent.
2. A telephone at the citizen caller's place of business, 28.2
percent.
3. A telephone belonging to somecne else, 14.7 percent.
4. A pay telephone, 7.3 percent.
The rerﬁainjng 8 cases, 1.l percent, involved various responses. In four cases,

a witness-caller or caller used the victim's telephone and in the remaining four

cases, the citizen-caller used various types of phones after first attempting
unsuccessfully to use a pay telephone. Only the first four categories (98.9
percent of the sample) were included in the analysis. |

Citizen-callers were also asked what telephone 'nmrber they dialed, and 609
(84.1 percent) replied. Of those, 600 dialed one of three mumbers; the Crime
Alert number (38.7 percent), the police administrative mumber (28.6 percent), or
the telephone company operator (31.2 percent) (Table 8-3). Of the remaining nine
cases (1.5 percent), four citizens said they were comnected by the telephone com-
pany's directory assistance operator, and three citizen-callers dialed a special
wpublished number to reach the dispatcher.

Those citizen-callers who dialed the Crime Alert number or police administra-
tive number were asked how they knew the telephone mumber. There were 530 citizens
eligible for the question, including 115 who remenbered using one of the two num-
~ bers but did not remenber which of the two nmumbers they had used. Of the 522 cit-
izens answering the question, 517 gave one of the fbllcw:img answers (Table 8-4):

1. The citizen-caller or someone with him knew the mumber from mem-

ory, 204 cases (39.1 percent).
2. The citizen-callér locked for the mumber in the telephone direc-

tory where it is listed on the inside cover and alphabetically
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under Kansas City, Missouri, Police Department, 118 cases
(22.6 percent).

3. The citizen-caller had the mmber written down near the tele-
phone, had it written on a piece of paper carried by the cit-
izen, or had a Crime Alert decal printed by the police depart-
ment attached to the telephone, 115 cases (22.0 percent).

4. The citizen-caller obtained the police mumber from the tele-

phone company operator, 80 cases (15.3 percent).

Social Characteristics and Process of Reporting

Each of the four elements within the reporting process were analyzed for
proportional variation in social characteristics among categories. A series
of t-tests was used to determine whether differences in social characteristics
were significant at the 0.0l confidence level. As befcre, separate-variance es-
timates were used when group variances were found to differ significantly. Some
significant variation in social characteristics was established among the vari-
ous categories of telephones used to call the police, most frequently between
those using a business telephone and those using either their own home phone or
someone else's telephone (Appendix G, Tables G-2, G-3, and G-4). Those us:Lng a

business telephone were more likely to be married, have a job with a higher Dun-

can socioeconomic index rating, and have more education. A greater proportion of
those using a business phone were white than those using any other category of
telephore, Those using a business phone had lived at their present address

longe on the average than those calling on their home t¢lephone. Citizen-callers
ﬁsing business phones had higher mean incomes than those calling on a pay phone or
on somecne else's phone and tended to be older than citizen-callers using pay

phones. - Persons using a business telephone were more likely to be males and to

own their home than citizen-callers using someone else’s phone. Citizens calling
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on their own phone had lived at their present address proportionally longer
and were more likely to own their home than those using another person's tele-
phone.

No significant variaticn in social characteristics between those calling
the police on the Crime Alert exchange and citizen-callers using the police ad-
ministrative nurber were established through t-tests. Both of those categories
of citizen-callers, however, differed significantly from persons who contacted
the dispatcher through the telephone company operator (Appendix G, Tables G-5
and G-6). Citizen-callers using the Crime Alert or administrative numbers had
lived at their present address longer on the average, had jobs with higher aver-
age socioeconomic status, had more education and higher mean incomes. Those who
used the Crime Alert number had lived in Kansas City longer, were more likely to
own their home and be the head of the household. Citizens calling on the Crime
Alert exchange were also older and mors likely to be white than persons calling
the police through the telephone company operator.

Some significant variations between the muber used and social characteris-
tics were found (Appendix G, Tables G-7, G-8, and G-9). When asked how they knew
the telephone number, those who said they referred to the telephone directory
were more likely to come from smaller commmities than those giving any other
response. Citizen-callers who knew the numb. o from memory and those with the
mumber written down had lived in Kansas City, Mo., longer on the average than
persons who used the telephone directory. When comparing citizen-callers who
used the directory with thoée asking the operator for the correct mumber, those
using the directory were more likely to own their home and were on the average
more educated. They tended to have jobs rated high on the socioeconomic scale
and to have higher incomes. Whites Were moire‘ likely to use the telephone direc-

tory while blacks more often called the telephone company operator for the mumber.
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When comparing social characteristics of persons calling the operator
for the number with citizen-callers wto had the muber written down, the lat-
ter had lived in Kansas City, Mo., and at their present address longer, were
older, were more likely to be married, and on the average had jobs rated higher
on the socioceconomic scale. Whites were more likely to have the muber written
down than to call the operator. A greater proportion of those who knew the
‘number from memory were males than those who had the number written down.

A few differences in social characteristics were established between types
of citizen-callers. Victim-callers were more likely to bz male and to be heads
of their households than witness-callers (dppendix G, Table G-10). Callers were
more likely to be heads of households than witness-callers and had higher mean
incomes than victim-callers.

T-tests were also used to determine if significant proportional differences
occurred in the four reporting process variables between involvement and discov-
ery crimes and between violent and monviolent incidents. The proportions for the

categories did not vary significantly along either dichotomy.

Urgency of Call and Process of Reporting

When a 'teiephone exchange is designated for police emergency calls, the as-
sumption is made that citizens can distinguish between calls which warrant use
o the emergency number. To test thlS assumption, Part I crime incidents were
divided into four categories according to an urgency of call index based on the

following criteria:

1. Calls made while the crime was still in progress and incidents in
which a citizen was injured were considered the most urgent unless
the citizen was transported to the hospital before the police ser-
vice was requested. In-progress cali;s were defined‘as calls made

for police service while the crime was occurring as listed on the
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offense report by the officer. Sixty crimes were reported in
progress, including 15 discovery alarm cases. The alarm cases
were defined as discovery cases because a citizen was not in-
volved in reporting the crime, however, they were considered

in progress because the alarms were believed to have been acti-
vated during thé commission of the crime. There were also 92
incidents involving injuries. Because some of the calls involv-
ing injuries were also reported in progress, a total of 140 cases
were assigned to this category of urgency.

2. Violent crimes which were not reported in progress and which did
not have an injured citizen at the scene were ra:t)lced second in
urgency. This category included 122 violent crimes.

3. Nonviolent involvement crimes which were not reportéd in progress
or which did not have an injured citizen at the scene were ranked
third. There were 111 calls in this category.

4, Discovery Part I crimes, excluding crimes detected in progress by
alarm, were considered least wrgent. There were 576 calls in this
category.

Variation in the telephone number used and how the citizen-caller knew the
mmber was examined according to the urgency of a call. Analysis of variance was
used to determine whether variation was significant at the .05 confidence level.
No significant variation was established for the mumber used; indicating citizens
did not differentiate between the telephone mmbers available to call the police
about a Part I crime based on the urgency of the incident.

To assess the differences between how the citizen knew the telephone mumber
they used to contact the police, t-tests were run. Citizens reporting less urgent

calls were more likely to find the telephone mumber in the directory rather than



have the number written down (t = 3.76, p < .001) or knew it from memory (t =
5.12, p < .001). Citizen-callers who knew the mumber from memory generally
reported crimes requiring a more urgent resporise than persons who obtained
the number from the telephone operator (t = -2.59, p < .010). 'One possible
explanation is that citizens reporting more serious crimes may have been vie-
timized in the past or may have worked in a place of business vulnerable to
serious crime, They would then be more likely either to know the 'telephc;ne

number from memory or have it written down and available.

Type of Caller and Reporting Time

The role of the type of citizen-caller was estimated for its impact on re-
porting time. The logarithmic transformation of reporting time was tested for
variation between incidents reported by the three kinds of citizen-callers.
Analysis of variance determined that variation among categories was significant
at the .0l4 confidence level. A series of t-tests reaffirmed that the logarith-
mic transformtion of reporting ti’me was significantly shorter for witness-callers
than for either victim-callers (t = ~2.84, p < .005) or callers (t = -2.81, p <
‘.OOS). The mean values of reporting time for victim-callers and callers were
comparable, and t-tests did rot establish significant variztion between the two
types of callers.

Differences in reporting time associated with the type of citizen-caller
could have resulted from differences in the problems and pattems in reporting
or the type of crime being reported. In other words, i+ is conceivable that the
shorter reporting time of witness-callers could be explained either by the kind
and frequency of problems and patterns of reporting that they experienced or the
type of crime they reported. To examine this possible explanation, the logarith- ‘

mic transformation of reporting time was entered as the dependent variable in
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miltiple regression analysis. Independent variables included the five prdblems
in reporting variables, the eight patterns in reporting variables, and dummy
variables for the type of citizen-caller and for the type of crime. Witness-
callers and robbery cases were used as reference groups for their respective
dumy variables. Although the strength of the relationship was reduced, the
type of citizen-caller continued to be a significant predictor of reporting time
when controlling for the 13 problem and pattern variables and controlling for the
type of crime being reported (victim-caller: F = 10.25, Beta = 0.183; caller:
F = 3.96, Beta = 0.110). |
» Therefore, although it appeared that the problems and patterns of reporting
differed for witness-callers when compared to victim~-callers and callers and that
the type of crime explained part of the variance in reporting time, other factors
as yet unidentified contributed to differences in the length of the reporting in-
terval. It is possible patterns or problems in reporting crime that were not
identified during the citizen interviews operated to lengthen the reporting time
of victim-callers and callers when compared to witmess-callers, Since callers,
who were not witnesses to the crime, were dependent upon victims for notification
of and information about the crime, scme additional factors may have delayed ac-
tion by the victim.

The four variables presented are descriptive of the process used to report
Part I crimes to the police. No clear-cut generalities can be drawn from the
data. Differences in social characteristics between those using different tele-
phone mumbers or different kinds of telephones are either random or self-evident,
e.g., those using a business telephone tend to have characteristics suggesting
greater stability and higher status in the commmity than persons using other
types of telephones. More significant is the preliminary findings that citizens
fail to distinguish the urgency of a call when selecting a telephoné mmber to
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call the police. Further examination of the processes may have implications

for implementation of 911 systems or other irmovations aimed at reducing re-

porting delays.

- Test Call Analysis

One of the variables assessed in the analysis of the process of reporting
was the telephone nunber used to reach the dispatcher. The following analysis
was aimed at determining the average length of time required to contact a police

dispatcher by telephone when calling for police service. The average time was

determined for each of the three numbers citizens most commonly used. Initially,
the results of the test call experiment were to be used as an independent eval- ]
uation of responses from citizens who indicated they experienced long delays be-
tween the time they called for police service and the time the dispatcher an-
swered and received their request for service. Since citizens indicated exper-
iencing long delays in orly a small mumber of cases, the test call data were
never used for such an evaluation. The analysis of the data therefore sought
only to determine if there were significant differences in the length of time
required to contacﬁ a dispatcher using the three numbers.

Four independent variables were entered into analysis. They were as follows:

1. The telephone number used.

2. The message given to identify the type of service required.

3. The time of day the call was nade, a.m. or p.m.

4, Whether the call was placed within 15 minutes before or 15

minutes after the Commmications Unit shift change.

For some cases, the total elapsed time was subdivided into three consecutive

intervals to measure the average time required to complete each step in the proc-

ess of reaching a dispatcher. Statistics were generated for each interval within
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the four categories. Analysis of variance was used to determine the statistical
significance of variation between categories.

The three numbers tested:

1. The Crime Alert mumber, a direct line to the police dispatcher.

2. The police administrative mmbér which comnects the caller to a

police switchboard operator who then routes the call to the dis-
patcher through one of several extensions.

3. The telephone company operator, who uses the Crime Alert mumber

after hearing the reqﬁest for service.

When calls were placed using either the police administrative number or the
telephone company operator, then one of three messages were used to identify the
type of incident which had hypothetically occurred. The messages, designed to
convey differing levels of urgency, were as follows:

1. I want to report a robbery going on, (get me the police).

2. I want to report a burglary, (get me the police).

3. I want to report an illegally parked car, (get me the police).

Only when calling the telephone compary operator did the caller say, ''get me
the police.”

Since calls were placed nine times a day, between 7 a.m. and 1 a.m., the calls
could be divided into a.m. and p.m. hours to determine if the time of day the call
was placed had any effect upon how quickly the call was handled.

Because some interest centered on whether calls placed close to the hour of
Commmnications Unit shift change would be answered more slowly, data collection
was designed so that three times as many calls were placed in the hour immediately
following the three shift changes than during the other 15 hours. In retrospect,
this appeared to have created a potential bias in the sample. Also, through sub-

jective observations, it appeared that dispatcher respcnse time might be more
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affected by activities occurring 15 minutes before until 15 minutes after shift
change. Roll call, ammouncements, and dispatcher updating, which are held in
the dispatching area 10 minutes before shift change, along with personal ac-
tivities the new diépatchers follow in getting organized once at the console,
seemed to have more effect upcon dispatching response time than activities occur-
ring during the hour following shift change.

To compensate for this bias, a sampling procedure was used to select one-
third of the cails made sfuring the l-hour periods following the Commmications
Unit shift change to be used in analysis. A variable was also created to differ-
entiate those calls placed within 15 minutes before until 15 minutes after shift
change from all other calls. '

4 Besides the calls eliminated as a result of the sampling of shift change
calls, test calls were eliminated from the data base for two other reasons. Calls
made during the instrument design phase of the study were excluded so the calls in
the data base would more accurately reflect the time intervals of those calls made
by citizens during data collection. A second group of calls was eliminated after
one of the test caller's procedures came under question. The calls made by this
person were submitted to a verification procedure and amy calls which could not be
verified were excluded from the data set.

A total of 657 of the original 1,751 test calls were excluded, 133 pretest
calls,, 183 unverified calls, and 34l sampled calls, leaving 1,094 calls in the

test call sample.

Measurement of Intervals

R

The intervals measured differed according to the telephone mumber used to con-
tact the dispatcher. A call placed on the Crime Alert mmber would yield only one

interval. This interval, total time to reach the dispatcher, was measured for all
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three numbers used. Because calls placed through the police administrative
- switchboard and the telephone company operator required intermediary commm-
ication before being commected with the dispatcher, three additional intervals
were measured for those calls:
1. From the time the caller completed dialing until either the |
police switchboaid or. telephome company operator answered.
2. TFrom the time the call was initially answered until the
caller completed the message requesting police service.
3. From the time the message was completed until the dispatcher
answe‘red‘and‘ was ready to receive information. |
Figure 8-5 illustrates the points-in-time measured for eac'ii telephone num-
ber used and the mean of each point-in-time for the three types of test calls.
Whenever the police switchboard or telephone company operators asked the
caller‘ fdr additional information after the message was cozr)pleted, the time taken)
to exchange this information was meésured. Sixty-four (5.85 percent) of the 1,09
test calls analyzed had this additional message interwval. The mean time for this
interval was 15.71 seconds but the i'ange from which the mean was computed varied
from 1.30 seconds to 3 minutes, 37.09 seconds. It was appropriate, therefore, to
eﬁaluate the impact of this interval by its median, which was only 5.92 seconds.
Ih v32 test ’ca.lls, contact with the dispatcher was delayed more than 5.92 seconds

due to the exchange of additional information between the caller and an operator.

Analzsis

Each of the four test call intervals was entered as a dependent variable in
analysis of variance with the four independent variables to determine the statis-
‘tical significance of variation between categories. The main effects, two-way,

three-way, and four-way interactions were assessed. The F statistic was used to
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Figure 8 -5.-- Results of test call experiment for “Crime Alert” police sw1tchboard operator,
and telephone company operator.



determine which effects were significant at a confidence level of .05 or better.
Table 8-6 presents the main effects and interaction effects which explained
‘significant variation.

Two variables, the telephone number used and the time of day the calls were
placed, produced significant main effects and interaction effects. The telephdne
muber used rgsulted in significant variation for all four intervals. The w}aria- :
tion is evident in Table 8-7 which shows the intervals for the three telephone
numbers used to reach the dispatcher. Although the police switchboard operator
Maed the call on the average slightly slower than the telephone cdripany oper-
ator (Interval 1), the dispatcher answered calls placed from the administrative
switchboard after the message was complete 7.5 seconds sooner than calls placed
through the telephone company operator (Interval 3). Some of the exmfa time may
have been due to the fact the telephone company operator had to dial a“‘}seven digit
mmbef, whereas the police administrative operator only had to plug them phone
; lines into a switchboard comection for the call to be directly relayed to the
dispatcher . The xanges for Interval 3 varied considerably. The interval for
calls placed through the police switchboard ranged from 1.28 seconds to 3 minutes,
42.97 seconds. Calls placed through the telephone company operator had a much
shorter range, 2.41 seconds to 1 mirute, 49.40 seconds. - :

The total time to reach the dispatcher was shortest for calls placed through |
‘the Crime Alert mumber (X = 19.91 seconds); it was more than 10 seconds shorter
than calls placed through the administrative switchboard and more than 18seconds
shorter than calls placed through the telephone company operator. Calls placed
through the police switchboard were nearly 8 second’; shorter +han’ those plaééd;
through the telephone company operator.

The variable differentiating between a.m. and p.m. calls produced a signif-
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Table 8 -6.-- Analydis of variance of test call experi QJment data,
_ “Interval 1: Interval 2 : Interval 3: Total : ,
! . End of Dtalmg Call is Answered| Message Overall Time
Main & Interaction | 44 to Completed to Reach
Effects I Callis Answered| Message to Dispatcher
, Completed Dispaticher
, Answered
I/
Phone F 531 9454 , 2946 28.73‘
~ Number Df 17682 11 682 171 682 1/ 687
Used p <020 < Q01 < .001 < 001
AM. F 681 1593
or Df n. s n. s 1/ 682 11687
P. M. P < 009 < 014
Phone F 542 6.95 6.00
Number ' ,
; ; . -
Used / Df 1 /682_‘ 1/ 682 n s 1/.68
AM or PM, P < 019 < .008 < 014

F=F statistic from analysis of variance.

P =Probability that F score occurr‘ed by chance (P must be Ie:s than 05 to be s:gnlflcant)
ns = Not significant. : : !
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Table 8 =7. -~ Test call experiment mterval times for “Cmme Alert” pollce switchboard
operator, and telephone company operator.

lEntSW?'S‘ :" lnt‘ervailé\z : g }\r}terva! 3 '(T)otal :” ;
nd of Dialing Call is Answere essage verall time
giﬁ%@iﬂe to , to Completed. to Reach
Used Call is Answered Message to Dispatcher
] Completed Dispatcher
Ah‘swered
X 1991
e <
glrethe égD Does not apply. | Does not apply. | Does not apply. 0102.791;/502:5 403
N 346
) X 1043 256 17.51 3039
swinee | sb 538 - 1.03 2019 21.21
Operator | R {0:0201 to 05156 | 0:0034 to 008.17 | 00128 1o 34297 |00508 to 40203
N 351 - 351 351 354
Totebhah X | 9.61 373 2501 3819
o, | sP 374 197 1832 1724
Operator | Rg | 00150 to 0:3206/0:0082 to 0:117.40| 00241 to 14940 |00784 to 20342
: N 334 334 - 334 336
Al X 10.03 313 2147 2942
Test SD 4.67 1.67 18.78 ‘ 20,06
Calls Rg [O:01.50 to 05156800034 to 0:1740| 0:01.28 to 3:4297 | 0:02.79 to 4.02.03
N 685 685 685 1036




_icant variation at the 0.001 level for the interval from message completed to
dispatcher ready for information (Interval 3), and for the total time to reach
the dispatcher (Total Interval). The mean time for Interval 3 was 22.63 sec~
onds for calls placed between noon and midnight and 19.09 seconds for calls
placed from 7 a.m. to noon. The mean t:une for the Total Interval was 30.30
seconds for calls placed between noon and midnight and 28.20 secondé for calls

“placed from 7 a.m. to noon.
| Significant interaction between the variable differentiating a.m. and p.m.
calls and the variable defining the mumber used, .occurred foi: three of the four
intervals. The variation between mrhing and evening calls by the number used
was a half-second or less for Interval 2 but had no substantive meaning since
Interval 2 measured only the length of time taken by the caller to state the
message. The interaction between the two variables for Interval l and for the
Total Interval is evident in Table 8- 8. For both a.m. and p.m. calls, the po-

- lice switchboard operator answered calls more slowly than did the telephone com-

pany operator (Interval 1), but the mean time for the telephone company operators
to answer increased with p.m. calls, whereas the mean time for the police switch-

board operator to answer decfeased after noon. As a result, the difference be-
tween the mean time of Interval 1 for p.m. calls for the two mumbers used was
negligible, only 0.14 seconds. During morming hours, the police switchboard opex-
ator answered callé‘ori the averagevz seconds slower than the telephone company op-
erator. '

The interaction between the two variables was more pronounced for thé Total

Interval. For both a.m. and p.m. calls, the caller reached the dispatcher most
quickly when using the Crime Alert mumber, followed by the police switchhosrd

operator. The mean time to reach the dispatcher was longest for calls piaced _
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Table 8 -8.-- Test call mean times by number used and time of day.

Overall time to reach dispatcher (Total)

Telephone Company Operator

Telephone Number Used A. M. P, M.
Crime Alert X 20.43 19 .62
Police Switchboard Operator| X 30.57 30.30
Telephone Company Operator] X 33. 51 40.99
End of dialing - Call is answered (Interval 1)
Te!ephoné Number Used A. M, P. M.
Crime Alert X n.a. n.a.
Police Switchboard Opé}ator X 11.12 10.07
X 9.10 9.92

n.a. = Not applicable.




theough the telephéi:é company operator. The difference in meam. times for the
three numbers used was gréater for p.m. calls than for calls placed in the
morning. The dispatcher answered calls made through the Crime Alert mumber
‘or through the police switchboard operator slightly more quickly between noon
and midnight. However, the total time to reach a dispatcher through the tele-
phone company operator increased by more than 20 percent during the same hours,
from a mean time of 33.51 seconds for a.m. calls to a mean time of 40.99 seconds
for p.m. calls.

; The proximity of the call to shift change did not produce a significant main
effect or interaction effect with any of the other three independent variables.
The message given produced a significant variation in the length of time taken
by the caller to state the message (Interval 2). This variation could be ex-
plained by the fact the message was 1engthened by four words, "get me the police,"

~ when calling the teléphone company operator and so the variation had no substan-

tive meaning for the experiment.
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N CHAPTER NINE /
5 CITIZEN SATISFACTION

The policing commmity has long considered it essential to respond as
rapidly as possible to most Part I crime calls to maintain citizen satisfaction
with police response. To test this aséumption, the study analyzed not only the
relationship of dispatch and travel time to citizen satisfaction but a number of
other factors suspected of having some influence on citizen satisfaction. These
other factors included the social characteristics of the inwvolved citizens; their
expectations of thow long response time would be, along with their perceptidns of
how long it took; the type of crime involved; and citizens' perceptions of how
important rapid respoﬁse was for dealing with the particular crimes in which they

were involved.

The Level of Satisfaction with Response

Data on citizen satisfaction were obtained from the citizeﬁ interviews. Cit-
izens were asked, "How satisfied were you with the time it took the police officer
to arrive after you called? Were you ... very satisfied, nbderately satisfied,
slightly satisfied, slightly dissatisfied, moderately dissatisfied, very dissat-
isfied?" | |

In general, most citizens in the Part I crime sample expressed some degree of
~satisfaction with police response, and a large proportion were ''very satisfied."
Approximately 86.8 percent of the respondents were satisfied, being composed of
70.2 percent who indicated they were very satisfied, 14.7 percent who were moder-
ately satisfied, and 1.9 percent who were slightly satisfied. The remaining 13.3
percent who @@ressed dissatisfaction were distributed as follows: 5.2 percent
slightly dissatisfied, 2.4 percent moderately dissatisfied, and 5.7 percent very

dissatisfied.
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\\\1 " The Causal Model

The factorsﬂméught to affect citizen satisféction were organized into a
cauéal model illustrate‘d in Figure 9-1. The model can be formally stated as a
- series of recursive equations as follows:

| l)'TI.‘=a-I‘-bl‘TOC+e

2) DI=a+b,TC+e '

3) IRT=a+‘b3 SC-E<b4’IOC+b5 Tr+b6ﬁr+e

4) (P-E)/E=a-l‘-b7 SC+b8TOC+b9TI'+b10]I['+b11 IRT + e

5) €S =a+by, SC+byy T0C +by, TT +byg DT + by IRT +bl7 (P-E)/E + e

where: SC , = Social characteristics of the involved citizen
TOC = “Type of crime
TT = Travel time
DT = Dispatch time
IRT =" TImportance of response time

(P-E)/E = Perceptions and expectations index
Cs = (itizen satisfaction
The Q‘s represent the path coefficients, the a's constants, and the e's resid-
ual variation. |
This model was analyzed through successive multiple regression analysis of
each equation listed above. By examining the path coefficients, it was possible
to obtain the total effect that an independent variable had on citizen satisfac-
tion by examining both its direct effects and its‘indirect effects through other |
variables. The results relative to each equation will be presented in the sec-

tions that follow.

Dispatch and Travel Time

- As a preliminary analysis indicated that linear forms of both dispatch and

travel time provided the best fit of the observed‘satisfaction data, these forms
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were used throughout the analysis of the model. Iogérithmic and recipfé‘bal
transformations were considered before the linear variable was accepted.
Equations 1 and 2 indicate that type of crime was expected to affect both
the dispatch and the travel 1nte17val a relatlonshlp noted in other sections of
this report: = As before, dummy varlableq represent:mg rape, assault, mvolvement
burglary, larceny and auto theft, discovery burglary, larceny and auto theft in-
cidents were entered into multiple regression analysis, while robbery cases were
- the reference group. The results of these ar_)alysgs are given in Appendix H,
Tables H-1 and H-2, for dispatch and travel t:me, ‘respectively. In general, the
findings substantiate the “previously noted difference between invclvement and .
discovery crimes, with involvement incidents receiving more rapid dispatching |
and faster travel times than discovery cases. Again, involvemen‘; 1arceniés were

the exception to this generalization.

Jmportance of Response Time

The dependent variable in equation 3, the Importance of Response Time (IRT), |
was based upon the question, "If the police had arrived more quickly, do you
thirk it would have made a difference in the cutcome of the incident?" The cit-
izen's perception of the importance of rapid response for the specific incident
was considered to be a potentially important determinant of satisfaction. If a
citizen thought a faster response could have improved the outcome of the incident,
4satlsfact10n might be less than if response time was considered irrelevant to
; the outcome or was considered fast enough.

Citizens indicated in 826 cases whethei they thought faster response time
would have made a difference in the outcome of the crime. In 707 of these cases
(85.6 percent), respondents indicated that. they felt a faster response would not

have altered the result of the incident. ’lne., primary reasons given by citizens
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who believed the situation did not warrant a faster response werg as follows:
1. The crime had already been committad and the suspects were gone
(64.7 percent).
2. The incident had gone undetected for a period of time (15.4 per-
cent) . |
3. .Response was already fast enocugh (7.5 percent) .*
In the remaining 119 calls (14.4 percent), respondents thought that a faster re-
sponse could have changed the outcome of the incident. The reasons given for
holding thiis opiniorn were as follows:
1. A suspect might have been appwehended (74.8 percent).
2. The presence of the suspect warranted a faster response (5.0 per-
cent).
3. The length of response gave the suspect time to flee (3.4 percent) .*
The impact of social characteristics on a dependent variable in the model was
assessed according to the following procedure: 1) The main effect of each of the
12 social characteristics was assessed in a separate regression equation. 2) All
two-way interactions were tested in separate regression equations. 3) All appro-
priate polynomial forms of the social characteristics were assessed in separate
regression équations. 4) A1l factors found to be significant in steps i, 2, or 3
were then entered concurrently into a multiple regression equation which also in-
cluded other potential predictors of the dependent variable. 5) The significant
factors from Step 4 were assessed in a final multiple regression analysis. The
results from Steps 4 and 5 will be presented' for each of the dependent variables .
of the model.

The results of the initial analysis (Step 4) are presented in Appendix H,

*The reason for the opinion was unspecified, ambiguous, or contradictory in the
remaining cases. :
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| Table H-3. No social ché:jacterf;stic was éignificant when controlling for other
social characteristic variables, type of crime, dispatch, and travel time. Al-
so, neither of the response time intervals was significantly ;:elated‘ to whether
the citizen thought a faster response could ha\f;? éhéiaged the éut:come of the in-

cident. This result is not surprising, as a citizen could think the incident

R S :

did not warrant a faster resp;:‘nse,because respmse was fxrelevi t, whether re-
sponse was fast or slow, or because it was already fast enough.

The only predictors of whether citizens thmjght.a faster response: would have
made a difference were the type of cvime dummy variables. Findings of the final
régression equation (Step 5) are ﬁi‘egmted in Appendix H, Table H-4. The re-
sults indicate that citizens discovering a Part I crime believed that a faster
response would not have changed the incident outcome. While only 7.6 percent of
the citizens in discovery crimes thought a faster response would have improved the
situation, 26.1 percent of the individwals in involvement crimes thought a faster
response could have made a difference. These findings indicated most citizens
could distinguish between a crime incident in which the length of regponse might
effect the outcomes realized (involvement crimes) and incidents where few, if ‘any,

outcomes would be realized, regardless of the length of response time.

Perceptions and Expectations

The citizens' expectations of police response time were measured from the
question, "About how long did you expect it to teke the police to arrive after
the call was made?" The average expectation of response time was 23 minutes with
a standard deviation of 3 hours, 46 mimutes, The variability of the data was due
to a few extreme values, e.g., a victim of a larceny who waited a week to report
the crime stated he expected the police to take about a week to respond to it.

~ The median time of 10 minutes for police response time was probably more repre-
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sentative of citizens' expectations in general,.*

' A citizen's perception of police resporise time was indicated by askiijg,
"sbout how long did it take the police to arrive after the call was made?'"' Re-
spenses to this inquiry yielded a mean time of 14 minutes with a standard devia-
tion of 45 minutes. The medién time was 10 minutes, 16 seconds.

Perceptions of response time that were included in the analysis, as actual
response time may be of less importance in determining satisfaction than percep-
tions; that is, how quickly the police actually arrive may not be as important
as how quickly the citizen thought they giot there. Additionally, the difference
between perceptions and expectations may be a strong determinant of citizen sat-
isfaction. If citizens perceived police response to be longer than they expected
it to be, they might be less satisfied than if they perceived response to be

shorter than expected. Finally, the magnitude of the citizen's expected time
| may mediate thwe effect of the difference. Citizens might be more dissatisfied |
if they expected police response to take 10 minutes and perceived that it took
15 minutes, than if they expected a response of 60 minmutes and perceived that it
took 65 mimutes. In the latter case, the additicpal delay after the expected
time of police arrival comprised a smaller proportibn of the total expected re-
sponse time than in the former.

To test these assumptions, a perception-expectation ratio was computed by
dividing the difference between expectations and perceptions by expectations
((P-E)/E). The mean of this ratio was 0.399, indicating that perceived response
time was 1.399 times longer than expected, ‘on the average. However, the median

of 0 for the ratio indicated that in half of the cases, perceived response

*Unfortimately, expectations were assessed after tbr. “yeident had occurred, so
that polic: resporise to the crime may have influenced this measure. However,

assessing expectations free from the effects of responw would require citizens
to estimate their feelings in a hypothetical situatic:. :Such responses would
have their own limitations.
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time was equal to or shorter than the time the citizen had expected.

‘Variables con. ;iered potential influences on a citizen's perceptions and
expectations of police response time included the social characteristics of the
citiéen, type of crime: police travel and dispatch tﬁne, and whether the citizen
rhouéht a faster police response timé could have made a difference in the crime
outcome (Step 4). These factors were employed in the regression equations for
expectations, perceptions, and the expectation-perception ratio.

A single social characteristic, the socioeconomic rating of the respondent's
work on the Duncan index, was significantly related to the response the citizen
expected (Appendix H, Table H-5). As both the first (F = 5.86, Beta = -0.482)

and the second degree forms of the variable (F = 11.53, Beta = 0,623) were sig~
nificant, the relationship was nonlinear. The expected time for police response
decreased with increasing ratings of type of work up to a ranking of 54. Above
54, however, increases in the expected time were associated with increasingly
higher placements on the scale, Thus, relatively longer police response times
were expected by those ranked both low and high on the scale compared to those
ranked between the extremes, Type of crime was also significantly related to
expectations, with citizens discovering crimes generally expeci::’ng longer re-
" sponse times than respondents who were involved in a Part I crime.

- Several factors were found to be associated with the citizen's perception
of police response time (Appendix H, Tuble H-6). Not surprisingly, actual dis-
patch (F = 77.39, Beta = 0.403) and travel times (F = 7.20, Beta = 0.128) were |
~ related to time peréeption. Longer periods of time taken to dispatch and to
,travel to the incident were associated with longer p@éfceived times. As the ef-
fect of actual variatidﬁs in police response time are acgounted for by thege
variables, other factors significantly related to t1me perception indicate sourcec:

of distortion between actual and perceived times.
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Marital status proved to be a significant predictor of perceived police re-
sponse time with unmarried persons exaggerating the time for response compared
to married individuals (F = 4.32, Beta = 0.143). ' The belief that a faster re-
sponse might have made a differerice in the incident's outcome was related to
longer perceived tJ’mes‘ (F = 15.92, Beta = 0.188). The citizen's belief in the
urgéncy of the incident probably resulted in this overestimation of response
time that could not be accounted for by actual time variations. Finally, re-
spondents in discovery crimes and involvement larcenies showed a tendency to
exaggerate police response time compéréd« to the estimstions made .y citizens
in the other types of crime.

- The initial analysis (Step 4) of the potential predictors of the
petiception-expectation ratio were performed (Appendix H, Table H-7). Significant
fuctors included the interaction of marital status and sex, dispatch and travel
time, whether a faster response could have had an effect on the incident's out-
come, and‘type of crime. These variables were entered into the final multiple
regression analysis (Step 5) (Appendix H, Tabla H-8). !

Longer actual response times, as indicated by the digpatch (F = 15.82, Beta
= (0.158) and travel (F = 12.20, Beta = 0.141) intervals, were associated with ar
increase in perceived time relative to expected time. As actual response times |

were found to affect perceived, but not expected times, this result was consis-

" tent. Also, the belief that a faster response might have improved the final dis-

position of the incident was related to perceiving response to be longer than ex-
pected (F= 70.76, Beta = 0.334). This belief was also associated with the exag-
geration of perceptions, but had no effect on expectations, resulting in the dis-
crepancy between perceived and expected times. In this final analysis, no crime
category was significantiy different from the reference group, nor was the inter-

action of marital status and sex significant.
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Citizen Satigfactiqn
AlL the *;7ariables discussed preva.ously,/mcludmg the citizens’ social

characteristics, their expectations and perceptions of response t:Lme ‘(the’;/})ratio) ,
" whether they felt a faster response could have alt&ed the incident's outcome,
actual dispatch and travel times, and type of crime, were taken as potential pre-
dictors of citizen satisfaction, and the results of this initial analysis (Step 4)
are presented in Appendix H, Table H-9. The sig;;:xificant factors, plus those fac-
tors found to be significant ip previous analyses, were then employed in the final
multiple régression equat/.on, and the results are sumarized in Appendix H, Table
B-10. | |

.- Actwal dispatch and travel times were related to satisfaction, with longer
delays in police arrival producing greater dissatisfaction (Dispatch: F = 23.95,
Beta = (0.150; Travel: ¥ = 3.95, Beta = 0.062) The belief that a faster response
could have improved the outcomes was also related to greater dissatisfaction (F =
98.35, Beta = ’0.319) . Again, the feeling of urgency, wirich apparently resulted
in the overestimation of response time, produced greater dissatisfaction with re-
sponse.

Citizens discovering a burglary were significantly more dissatisfied with po-

lice reéponse than respondents in other crime categories (F = 5.71, Beta = 0.108).
It may be that the trauma of discovering a residence burglary* resulted in a ‘1eve1
of dissatisfaction that could not be accounted for by differences in actual response
time, perceptions, or expectations. The strongest predictor of citizen satisfac-
tion, however, was the relative discrepancy between perceived and expected response
time (F = 229.12, Beta = 0.489). According to this analysis, if a citizen per-
ceived the response took longer than expected, the citizen was dissatisfied. Ad-

ditionally, if the difference between expectations and perceptions was large com-

*0f the 352 burglaries in the Part I crime \samprwle, 276 (78.4 percent) were residence
burglaries.
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pared to the total expected time, the citizen was even more dissatisfied.

As the effect of a variable may be either direct or indirect; the impact of
each of the predictors of citizen satisfaction is presented in the decomposition
Table 9-2. The effect coefficients, which are presented in this table, indicate
the amount of change in citizen satisfaction that is due to a change in a selected
independent variable, either through a direct path to satisfaction, or‘by influ-~
encing infervening variables. These relationships are illustrated in Figure 9-3.

Again, the most important factor affecting citizer:L’ satisfaction was the dis-
érepancy between a citizen's bpercéptions and expectations of police resﬁcns,e. .

The factor had a strong dizect effect on satisfaction and was, in turn, affected
by each of the other factors in the model, except social characteristics,

The second most important determinant of satisfaction was whether the respon-
dent thought a faster response could have altered the outcome of the incident.
Citizens who thought the situation warranted faster response a) were less satisfied
with response, and b) tended to overestimate response time, increasing the discrep-
ancy between perceived and expected response, which resulted in more dissatisfaction.

Actual dispatch and travel showed somewhat weaker, but significant impacts on
citizen satisfaction through much the same path; increasing actual response time
increased dissatisfaction both directly and indirectly, by increasing the discrep-
aney beﬁween perceived and expected response. As a group, discovery burglaries
had a higher level of dissatisfa;ction than other crime categories. However, a
large proportion of the respondents in discovery burglaries indicated that a

| faster reéponse could not have influenced the outcome, an effect that was related
to increased satisfaction. - The conflicting direction of effects tended to cancel,
sd that the total effect of discovery burglaries was only slightly positive (to-
ward increasing dissatisfaction).  Socizl chéracteristics were not found to have

significant direct or indirect effects on citizen satisfaction with police response.
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TABLE 9-2
Table of Effects
of Significant Variables on

Citizen Satisfaction

Independent
Variables

Rape

Robbery

Assault

Involvement Burglary
Discovery Burglary
Involvement Laréeny
Discovery Larceny
Involvement Auto Theft
Discovery Auto Theft
Travel Time
Dispatch Time

Faster Response Time
Could Make a Difference

Perceptions and

Expectations

* Reference Group

Simple T

-0.025

0.022
0.007
0.087
-0.022
-0.032
-0.031
~0.040
0.180
0.263

- 0.475

0.640
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Direct

0.012

*

0.030

0.016
0.108
-0.006
0.063
-0.013
-0.019
0.062
0.150

0.319

0.489

Casual
Indirect

~0.037
%
0.012
-0.002
-0.052
0.043
~0.084
~0.019
-0.055
0.069
0.077

0.163

Total

~0.025
%
0.042
0.014
0:056
0.037
-0.021
-0.032
-0.036
0.131
0.277

0.482

0.489
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Appendix A

Summary Statistics for Response Time
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Table A ~1.-- Time statistics for response time components.

Occurrence:|| Discovery - | Initial Information. | Dispatcher | Dispatch Officer Arrival
Crime Crime or End of |Connection |Available Calis Car | Terminates | Responds to *¥*Total
Begins to || Involvernent 1o to ta to to investigation|| Response
Category | Detdginment || to Initial Information | Dispatcher | Dispaich Officer Arrival Initiated Time
Ends Connection | Available Calls Car | Terminates | Responds
Md 1:58 5.28 014 2:30 019 003 421 0:23 18:50
X 17:17 3:44:27 0:23 4:39 022 0:35 501 0:30 3:57:50
Al SD 2:49:00 || 37:54:56 0:35 6:22 0:11 1:53 3:09 134 || 38:15:41
Part I Min. 1:00 1:00 0:03 0:12 006 ~5:23. 0:00 -10:51 2:24
Crimes Max. 41:45:00 [|%999:00:00 10:59 53:29 1:41 29:07 2555 26:27 999:10:58
N 220 935 929 889 897 936 846 948 o18
% —_— 46.1 21 19.2 24 2.1 27.1 1.0 100.0
Md 1:58 437 0:14 | - 2:00 20 0:01 3:31 0:18 12:53
X 17:17 40:58 0:22 319 024 | 0119 4:15 014 5004
sSD 2:49:09 4:04:48 Q.28 4:22 014 1:26 2:42 2:07 4:07:12
Invalvernent Min. 1:00 1:00 0:03 012 0.06 —-5:123 oo —1051 2:24
Crimes Max. 414500 || 48:0000 5:06 34:27 1:41 11:45 17:45 26:27 || 48:0513
N 220 346 343 324 328 348 351 352 339
% i 41.7 28 20.2 3.6 Q.7 32.7 -1.8 99.9
Md - 44 0:14 253 0:18 C05 4:48 0:27 22:41
X —_ 5:32:15 0:23 5:25 020 045 528 0:40 8:47:47
Discovery | SD — 47:35:32 0:39 7:09 o000 2:05 3:18 1:06 47:59:41
. Min. -_ 1:00 Q.04 014 007 -0:54 0:00 — 437 352
Crimes Max. —_ 999:00:00 10:59 53:29 1:24 29:07 2555 10:53 il 99910:58
N — 589 586 565 569 588 505 596 579
%o — 48.6 1.6 18.6 17 2.8 23.9 2.6 S9.8
*

Actual reporting

delay exceeded 999 hours inone incident of discovery larceny,

Occurrence time estimates ‘were not included in- total response times.

999 was used for computational purposes.
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Table A - 2.-- Time statistics for response time components.

—

e

Occurrence:{| Discovery | Initial Information| Dispatcher | Dispatch Otficer Arrival
Crime Crime or End of | Connection | Avatlable Calls Car [ Terminates | Responds to o Total
Category Begips to Involverneniti o ’LQ to to to » Investigation Response
Detainment || to tnitial involvement| Dispatcher | Dispatch Officer Arrival Initivted Time
Ends Connection] Available Calls Car | Terminates | Responds )
Md — 9:51 0:15 2:55 0:18 0:05 4:51 0:28 23:09
. X — 5:40:54 0:23 5:30 0:20 0:46 5:28 0:41|| 5:56:48
~imes SD — 48:12:09 0:39 7:13 0:09 2:06 3119 1:00)| 48:37:15
D:s.,covered Min. — 1:00] 0:04 0:14 0:07 ~Q:54 0:00 -4:35 3:52
%Ibi,tizens Max. - 3’(.999.00'- 00 1059 5379 1:24 29:07 2555 9:05}| 999: 10:58
N — 574 571 551 555 573 580 581 564
%o - 48.5 1.6 8.5 1.6 2.9 22.9 2.8 99.8
_ Md _— —— 0:07 141 0:24 0:03 4.27 0:00 —_—
Crimes X - — 0:09 1:46 0:23 0:06| 507 013 —
Detected SD —_ — 0:06 0:38 0:05 0:18 2:50 3192 -
By Min. — — 0:05 035 012 - 0:23 2 iO’l —4:37 —_
Alarms | M — — 0:27 311 0.27 042 1255 10:53 —
N - — 15 14 14 15 15 15 —_

Actual reporting delay exceuded

99 hours inone incident of discovery larceny.

999 was used for vomputational purposes.
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Table A -3.-- Time statistics for response time components.

p

Initial

Occurrencel| Discovery Information | Dispatcher | Dispatch Officer Arrival
Crime Crime or End of |Connection|Available | Calls Car | Terminates | Responds to Total
Begins to Involvement to to to to to Investigation|| Response
Category Detainment || to Initial Information| Dispatcher | Dispatch | Oificer Arrival Initiated Time
Ends Connection | Available Calls Car | Terminates| Responds
Md —_— 9:47 013 2:53 018 0:04 4:59 0:34 23:21
; X — 4:04:34 17 5:37 019 0:42 5:40 049 4:19:31
Discovery | gp — 22:25:10 014 7:39 008 2:11 3:33 1:02 22:34:16
Burglary Min. —_ 1:00 004 0:22 0:07 -0:53 0:00 -1:55 3:52
{no alarms) Max. -— 248:23:00 1:46 53:29 1:07 2907 25:55 9:05 248:38:58
N —_ 299 298 289 291 299 302 302 295
. %o — 48.8 - 1.2 18.3 1.6 2.8 23.7 35 89.9
Md —_— 9:58 017 2:46 0:17 0:07 4:47 018 22:18
e X e 9:41:55 0:28 4:59 0419 0:47 5:23 0:33 9:59:26
Discovery | sp — 75:54:05 055 6:30 0:09 1:39 3:06 0:58 || 763840
Larceny Min. — . 1:00 - 0:06 0:14 0:07 ~0:54 0:00 ~4:35 5:31
(no alarms) | M- —=%§59:00:00 10:59 42:05 1:24 10:46 16:52 7:50 || 999:10:58
N - 205 202 186 197 203 206 208 201
/o — 52.8 17 17.3 14 2.9 21.9 1.9 99.9
Md —_ 9:42 017 3:48 0:26 Q:02 4:26 0:24 24:46
. X —_— 46:31 0:39 6:33 0:28 1:03 4;:54 0:31 1:01:36
Discovery | sp — 2:51:06 0:51 7:15 0:12 2:48 2:49 0:48 25421
Auto Theft | Min, — 1:00 0:06 0:48 0:08 ~-0:32 0:45 -1:18 7:42
(no alarms) Max. — 20:00:00 4:33 35:29 1:10 15:08 13:38 4:00 20117:45
i N —_ 70 71 66 67 71 72 73 68
%fo _— 43.2 - 3.2 23.4 2.4 3.2 21.9 ] 2.1 99.4

* Actual reporting delay

exceeded 999 hours inone incident of discovery larceny. 999 was used for computational’ purposes.
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Table A - 4.-- Time statistics for response time cdmponents.
Cccurrence:}] Discovery |Initial information | Dispatcher \Dispatch Officer Arrival
Crifne Crime or End of |Connection |Available | Calls Car |Terminates | Responds to * Total
Begins to || Involvement to to to to to Investigation|| Response
Category Detalnment || to Initial Information | Dispatcher | Dispatch | Cificer Arrival Initiated Time
‘ Ends Connection | Available Calls Car | Terminates ] Rgsponds
Md 1.58 4:25 0:13 1:46 021 0:00 318 0:10 11:58
) ¢ 1717 28:10 023 2:59 0:25 3:58 -0:08 3544
Violent | SD 2:49:09 1:55:18 0:33 4:19 015 2:43 1:49 1:56:59 |
Min. 1:00 100 003 0:1% OB 0:20 —-10:51 2:24
Involvement | Max, | 44:45:00 || 15:56:00 506 34:27 1:41 17:45 5:32 16:07:18
N 220 218 213 201 204 220 221 212
/o —_ 44.3 - 3.0 19.4 4.1 34.8 ~-5.3 100.3
Md e 4:49 0:14 2:31 0:20 4:23 0:29 14:48
X _— 1:02:46 0:21 3:51 023 4:42 050 1:14:01
Nonviolent | SD — 6:13:15 0:16 4:26 0:11 : 2:39 2:25 6114:16
. Min. _ 1:00 0:05 0:12 0:08 -2:12 0:00 ~2:25 4:06
involvernent | pmax. — 48:00:00 1:36 28:31 0:56 11:45 14:46 26:27 480513
N e 128 130 123 124 131 \ 13 131 127
{ % —_— 37.5 2.4 21.5 2.8 1.9 "@9.3 4.1 Q8.5

Occurrence time estimates were not in¢luded in total response times.
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Table A -5.-- Time statistics for response time components.

Occurrance:| Discovery | initial Informationj Dispatcher | Dispatch Officer Arrival
Crime Crime or End of = | Connection| Available | Calls Car | Terminates | Responds to X Total
Begins to Involverment to to to to to Investigationj| Response
Category Detainment || to Initial information| Dispatcher | Dispatch | Officer Arrival Initiated Time
Ends Connection |A¢ailable Calls Car | Terminates| Responds
Md 15:00 5:45 0:15 3:42 0:23 - -0:01 3:20 0:29 13:42
X  37:83 33:47 0:17 3:13 0:26 0:05 4:08 0:22 42115
SD " B5.46 1117:49 0:09 1:51 0:12 0:45 2:26 1:04 1:17 :58
Rape Min. 1:00 1:00 08 0:44 0:14 ~1:00 1:80 ~2:17 6:29
) Max. 3:00:00 4.00:00 034 5:57 0:46 2:00 9:54 1:35 4:08:05
N ] °] 10 ] -9 10 10 1G 9
°fo — 47.2 1.7 hioke] 3.8 G.4 281 1.4 102.5
Md 2:02 4:13 O:14 1:44 0:22 —0:01 3:19 0:07 11:34
X - 4:57 18:47 0:27 2:54 0:25 0:10 4:07 —-0r24 2515
sSD 9:54 1:11:03 0:40 - 3:53 014 1:13 2:51 2:00 110:47
Robbery. | Min. 1:00 1:00 0:03 0:13 0:06 —-5:23 0:20 —-10:51 2:24
: Max. 1:30: 00 12:0C-00 5:06 .25:30 1:21 6:48 17:45 416 12:10: 57
N 127 127 122 16 118 124 126 127 123
% — 42.8 3.5 19.9 4.3 -~0.2" 39.5 —-9.3 100.3
tMd 1.29 4:30 0:12 1:42 Q:19 0:02 2:56 018 12. 17
X 33:44 42:05 0-17 3:04 0:25 014 3:44 0: 14 51: 08
Aggravated| SD 4:32:56 2:43:48 0:18 5:08 017 056 23z 1:30 2:46:40
Assault Min. 1:00 1:00 005 0:22 Q7 =128 o582 ~8:058 3:25
Max. 41:45:00 15:56:00 1:51 34:27 41 6:06 13:17 5:32 16:07:18
N 84 82 81 76 77 83 84 84 80
o —_— 46.5 2.4 18.5 4.0 0.2 285 0.0 100:1

* . .
Occurrence time estimotes

were not included in total response times,
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Table A-6.-~- Time

statistics for response time components.

Occurrenced] Discovery |Initial Information | Rispatcher | Dispatch Officer Arrival
Crime Crime or End of - {Connection |Available |Calls Car | Terminates| Responds 1o Taotel
Begins to Involvement! to ‘1o to to to Investigation|] Response
Category Detainment || to Initial | Information| Dispatcher | Dispatch | Otficer Arrival Initiated Time
Ends Connection| Available  {Calls Car | Termingies] Responds
Md — 215 019 2:16 0:22 —0:05 2:42 018 144
X — 4:22 023 2:52 0:22 —0:02 2:59 1:05 11:57
Involvernent| SO — 406 015 2:11 009 023 1:46 4:29 645
Min, —_ 1:00 008 0:12 0:08 — Q44 0:11 —2:19 4:086
Burglary Max. e 185:00 1:19 10:15 0:47 0:54 855 26:27 34:51
N - 35 35 1 32 32 35 35 35 35
A _ 33.9 3.7 26.7 3.8 ~0.9 27.2 4,8 98.5
Md — 5:06 012 2:26 018 0:05 454 035 17:07
X — 1:14: 20 020 4:10 022 046 5:19 045 1:27:06
Involvermnent S.D‘ — 7:07:58 017 5:02 0:12 2:11 2:42 o055 7:09:20
Min, — 1:00 0:05 0:14 008 —2:12 000 — 2:25 4:56
Larceny ) max. — 48:00:00 1:36 28:31 056 11:45 14:46 424 || 48:05:13
N —_— 89 90 86 87 21 91 91 88
% — 38.9. 1.8 19.5 2.3 3.0 300 3.9 99.4
Md — 3:00 0:23 330 040 010 5:47 15 14:40
X — 5:16:45 0:23 4:37 033 0102 5:39 024 5:29:15
Involvement| SP — 1028:50 010 337( 012 019 1:13 027 || 10:32:56
Min. — “1:00 013 N8 017 ~0:16 4:07 0:04 9:01
Auto Theft | Max. - 21:00:00 0:36 10:09. - 044 0-28 7:20 1110 21:18'38
N - 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 4
%lo — - 382 2.4 19.9 4.3 141 33.0 1.1 100.0
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Tabie A-7.-- Time statistics for response time intervals.
crime Reportin Dispatch Travel Total
orti a r* =
Category ep g ispatc ave ota
Md 6:17 2:50 5:34 18:50
» X | 3:46:42 4:56 6:11 3:57:50
All SD 38:15:28 6:23 3:53 38:15:41
Part I Min. 1:04 0:186 0:06 2:24
ori Max.| %999:00:10 53:48 30:13 $99:10:58
rimes N 918 931 948 918
°fo 48 .1 21.0 30.9 100.0
Md 5:09 2:16 4:00 12:53
X 41:38 3:38 4756 - B50:04
, SD 4:07.28 4:49 3:26 4:07:12
nvolvement | \in. 1:07 0:16 0: 06 2:24
Crimes Max. 48:00: 53 43: 31 ~30:13 48:05:13
N 338 344 352 339
/o 44.5 22.3 33.2 « 100.0
Md 10: 11 3:19 6:14 22: 41
X 5:34: 33 5:42 6: 56 5:47:47
S SD 47:57: 07 7:03 3:57 47 :59: 41
Discovery Min, 1: 05 0: 32 0: 26 3: 52
Crimes Max.| 999:00: 10 53: 48 30: 07 999:10: 58
N 580 587 596 579
%o 50.2 20.2 29.6 100.0

used for computational purposes.

Actual reporting delay exceeded 999 hours in one incident of discovery larceny. S99 was
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Table A -8.-- Time statistics for response time intervals.

Crime .
Reporting Dispatch Travel Total
Category
; Md 10:13 3:24 6:21 23109
Crimes X 5:43:24 5:47 6:58 5:56:48
Discovered SD 48 34:36 7:07 3:57 48: 37:15
5 Min. 1:05 0:32 0: 26 3:52
v Max.| %999: 00:10 53: 48 30:07 | 999: 10:58
Citizens N - 565 .. 572 ‘ 581 564
o 51.2 20.0 28.8 100 .0
Md — 1157 4:42 —
Crimes X —_— 2:03 5:29 —
Detected sD - 0: 39 3:49 T
Min. _— 0: 46 2:01 —
By Max. — 3: 24 14:37 —
Alarms N — 15 15 I

°fo

———

used for computational purposes.

* Actual reporting delay exceeded 999 hours in one incident of discovery larceny. 899 was
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Table A~ 9.-- Time statisticé’for response time intervals,
crime. Reporti Dispatch’ Travel Total
' spatcn- rav
Category eporting isp ave ~ Tota
Md 10:11 3:14 6:37 23:21
. X 4:06:19 5:55 7:13 4:19:31
Discovery SD 22:34:00 7:33 4:08 22:34:16
Burg]ary Mlﬂ 1:05 C:35 1:04 3:52
| ) Max.| 248:23:13 52:48 30:07 248:38:58
(no alarms N 295 298 302 295
o 50.0 19.7 30.3 100.0
Md 10:18 3:03 6:12 22:18
' X 9:47:24 5:13 6:45 9:59:26
Discovery SD 76:38:34 6:27 | 3:37 76:38: 40
Larceny Min, » 1:07 ‘D: 32 0:26 5:31
( larrs) Max.| %999:00: 10 43:14 20: 36 999:10: 58
ho.alarms,. N 201 203 206 201
o 54,6 18.5 27.0 100 .1
Md 10: 11 4:31 5:40 24: 46
) X 47:.42 6:bH2 6:35 1:01:36
Discovery SD 2:52:20 7:00 4: 01 2:54: 21
Auto Theft Min. ‘ 1:09 - 1:06 O: 45 7:42
| Max.|  20:00: 13 35:43 22: 01 20:17:45
~(no alarms) N 69 71 73 68
o 46.4 25.8 27.S 100.1

“Actual reporting delay exceeded 999

‘used for computational purposes.

7

hours in one incident of discovery larceny. 999 was
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Table A-10.-- Time statistics for response time intervals.

Crime
Reporting Dispatch Travel Total
Category :
Md 5:06 2:00 3:31 11:58
~ X 28:25 3:12 4111 35:44
Violent sSh 1: 56:25 4:15 2:50 1. B6:59
Min. 1:.04 0:23 0:06 2:24
Involvement Max. 15: 56: 10 34:42 18 ;20 16: 07:18
N 211 214 221 212
°lo 47.3 21.3 31.4 100.0
Md | 5:11 2:46 5:48 14:48
X | 1. 03:34 4:22 6:10 1. 14:01
Nonviolent SD 6. 14:44 5.33 3:57 6:-14:16
| Min. 1:086 0:16 0:11 4 :06
Involvement Max. 48: 00:53 43:31 30:13 48:05:13
N 127 130 131 127
°lo 39.9 23.8 36.3 100.0
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Table A -11.-- Time statistics for response time intervals,

crime Reporting Dispatch Travel Total
Category eporting ispatc ravel ota
Md 6: 11 3.46 4:10 13:42
X 34:02 3:.30 4:-42 42:15
: SD 1:17:46 1:48 2:37 1:17:58
Rape Min. 1:08 1: 01 1:51 6:29
Max. 4:00: 086 " 6:07 10: 36 4:08:05
N 9 10 10 o :
°fo 48.9 20.0 31.1 100.0
Md 4:18 1:55 3:27 11:34
X - 18:12 3705 4:04 25:15
SD 1:10: 16 3: 562 2:52 1:10:47
Robbery Min. 1:04 0. 23 0:06 2:24
> Max. 12:01:07 25: 42 18;: 20 12:10: 57
N 122 122 127 123
%% 46.2 21.6 32.2 100.0
Md 508 2: 00 " 3:34 12:17
X 43. 23 3: 20 4:19 51:06
Aggravated SD 2:45: 43 4. 58 2:49 2:46: 40
Assault Min. 1: 05 0: 38 1:03 3:25
Max. 18:56: 10 34: 42 13:17 16:07:18
N 80 82 84 80
°/o 48.8 21.1 30.1 100.0
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Table A -12.-- Time statistics for résponse time intervals.

W

Crime ' . . .
Category Reporting . . Dispatch Travel Time
Md 2:29 2:35 2:49 11:44
| X 4:45 3:02 4:11 11:57
Involvement sD 4:09 2:07 4:57 645
Min. 1:08 0:49 0: 11 4:06
Burglary Max. 15:09 10:40 30:13 34:51
N 35 35 35 35
%% 37.7 29.3 33.0 100.0
Md 5: 14 - 2:50 6:31 17:07
| X 1. 15:26 4:50 6:56 1: 27:06
Involvement.... sD 7:10:24 6:27 3:20 7:09:20
- 1 Min, 1:06 0:16 1:04 4:56
Larceny Max.| 48:00:53 43:31 20: 09 48: 05: 13
N 88 90 01 88
~| %o 40.8 21.7 37.6 100.1
§ Md 1:48 3:54 6:02 1440
S X 5: 17:07 5:086 6:16 5:29:15
Involvement SD 10 28:51 3:38 1:25 10; 32:56
Min. 1:13 1:57 4:27 9:01
Auto Thefty = IMax.| 21:00:23 10134 7:44 21: 18:38
| N 4 A 5 4
) 40.7 23.7 35.7 100.1




TABLE A-13*

Dependent Variable: Reporting Time, Logarithm

Independent Variables B Beta F Simple
Rape , 0.20878 0.02817 0.725 -0.01080
Assault : 0.09846 0.03801 0.930 -0.08027
Involvement Burglary -0.18939 -0.04966 1.937 -0.13022
Discovery Burglary 0.41274 0.26296 29.195 0.11805
Involvement Larceny 0.10995 0.04430 1.227 -0.07947
Discovery-Larceny Q.51888  0.29321 40.587 0.16783
Invol'vement Auto Theft 0.31500  0.02842 0.763 0.00245
Discovery Auto Theft - 0.28887 = 0.10425 7.303 0.00035
Constant 0.93420

Multiple R: 0.28275 Sample: All Part I Crime

R Square: 0.07995 N: 903

F 9.71072 Reference Group: = Robbery

TABLE A-14

Dependent Variable: Dispatch Time, Logarithm

Independent Variables B Beta F Simple r
Rape 0.16189  0.04345 1.655 -0.00262
Assault 0.04423 0.03180 0.655 -0.10058
Involvement Burglary 0.08303 0.04007 1.281 -0.04451
Discovery Burglary 0.23944  0.28331 33.900 0.11778
Involvement Larceny 0.14621 0.10960 7.563 -0.02124
Discovery Larceny 0.20064  0.21014 20.954 0.03864
Involvement Auto Theft 0.30115 0.05584 2.975 0.02411
Discovery Auto Theft 0.36080 0.24135 39.550 0.13672
“Alarm -0.02564  -0.00819 0.060 -0.06410
Lonstant 0.53766
Multiple R: 0.26256 ‘ Sample: All Part I Crime
R Square: 0.0689% ' N: 930
F: v 7.56848 Reference Group: Robbery

*While all times in the Figures of this report are given in minutes to aid inter-
pretation, all statistics in all of the following regression tables are based on
time recorded in opne-hundreths of an hour.
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| TABLE A-15

i
4

Dependent Variable: Travel Time, Logarithm

Independent Variables B Beta F Sinpie ¢
Rape 0.01745 0.03835 1.507 ~0.03382
Assault 0.03991  0.03916 1.103 ~0.17357
Tnvolvement Burglary -0.02164  -0.01425 0.180 -0.15250
Discovery Burglary 0.28744  0.46421 101.005 0.20498
Involvement Larceny 0.27921  0.28569 57.023 0.08839
Discovery Larceny 0.26054 0.37247 73.054 0.10855
« Involvement Auto Theft 0.27987 0.07083 5.313 0.02002
Discovery Auto Theft 0.23051  0.21047 33.377 0.02895
Alarm 0.15351  0.06693 4. 446 -0.02113
Constant 0.40127
Miltiple R: 0.40127 Sample: All Part I Crime
R Square; 0.16101 N: 930
F: 19.61807 Reference Group: Robbery
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Table A-16. -~

T-test of mean differences for reporting time (Logarithm).

Type of : Aggravated |{Involvernent!involvement | Involvement| Discovery | Discovery | Discovery
obb
Crime Rope Roblery Assault | Burglary Larceny | Auto Theft | Burglary Larceny {Auto Theft Alarms
Rape 1.08 0.48 1.72 0.45 -0.19 -0.79 ~1.12 -0.37
p<L.284 p<.632 p<.120 p< 652 p<.853 p< 432 p<.263 p<.713
-1.15 2.37 -1.35 ~-0.45 -6.14 -6.79 -3.35
Robbery )
p<.251 n<.020 p<,i79 p<.686 p<.001 p< 001 p<.001
Aggravated 3.01 ~0.12 -0.31 -3.35 -~4.53 ~1.84
Assault . | p<.003 p<.807 p<.780 p<.001 p<.001 p<.068
involvement -3.30 -0.71 ~7.87 ~8.37 ~5.00
Burglary p<.001 p<527 p<.001 pP<.001 p<.00t
Involverment, -0.29 -3.79 ~4.66 -1.81
Larceny p< 791 p<.001 p<.001 p<.072
Involvement -0.14 ~0.49 0.04
Auto Theft E p<.899 p<.827 | p<.973
Discovery —~1.47 1.45
Burglary p<s142 p<.150
Discovery 2.48
Larceny p<.014
Discovery
Auto Theft
Alarms

The .01 level of statistical significance was required for inclusion of the mean or proportional difference in the text.

p=Probability that the difference is due t6 chance,
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Table A-17.-- }T—test of mean differences for dispatch time (Logarithm).

Typ'e of Rape Robbery Aggravated | Involvement | Involvement | iInvolvement| Discovery | Discovery | Discovery Alarms
Crime Assault Burglary Larceny |Auto Theft| Burglary Larceny |Auto Theft
Rape 1 .39 1,11 0.81 oM -0.89 —0.59 -0.30 —1.77 1.98
p<.167 p<.269 p<.432 p<.909 p<.391 p<b555 p< 763 p<.080 p< .069
Rob -0.90 -1,49 -2.72 -1.84 -5.61 -4.54 -6.91 0.51
obbery p<.369 p<.140 p<.007 p<.068 p<.001 p<.001 p<.001 p< 616
Aggravated| ~0.63 —1.80 ~1.74 ~4.58 —3.46 -5,95 1,33
I e .
Assault | p<.530 p<.074 p<.085 p<.001 p<.0M p<.001 p<.191
Involvernent, -1.00 -1.68 ~3.07 -2.21 —-4.22 1.83
Burglary p<.321 p<,102 5<.003 p<.031 p< 001 p<.075
Involvernent -0.81 -1.87 - 1.05 -3.56 2.91
Larceny p<.421 p<.062 p<.292 p<.001 p<.005
Involvernent 0.33 0.56 -0.4 2.24
Auto Theft p<.739 p<.579 n<.682 p<.076
Discovery : 1.05 -2.43 5.82
Burglary p<.,296 p<.016 p<.001
Discovery -3.1 4,71
Larceny p<.002 p<.001
Diswvéry 6.90
Auto Theft p<.001
Alarms i

- 'The .01 level of statistical significance was required for inclusion of the mean or proportional difference. in the text,
p=Probability that the difference is due to chance.
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Table A - 18.~-~ T-lest of inean di'ffere’hces for travel time(Logarithm).

Involverent

involvement

Involvement

Discovery

Discovery

Discovery

Type of ' Aggravated
. Rape Robber i Alarms
Crime P Y Assoult Burgary . Larceny | Auto Theft Burglary Larceny | Auto Theft a
Rape 1.04 0.73 1.38 —-2.28 ~1.55 —-2.31 —-1.92 ~1.24 —0.45
; p<.298 p<.489 ‘ P82 p<.025 P 145 p<.021 p<«<.056 p<. 219 p<.8655
Robbery -147 0.19 ~7.45 -5.28 -8.77 764 ~4.90 -1.76
p<.245 p<.847 p<,001 p<.001 p<.001 p<.001 p<.001 p<.081
Aggrovoted 1.06 -6.28 -1.92 -7.98 -663 -4.09 ~1.46
Assault p<.292 p<.001 p<.059 p<.001 p<.001 p<.001 p<.146
Involvemert] ~4.88 ~4,14 ~5.24 ~4.71 -3.94 -1.79
Burglary k_p( 001 P <001 p<. 001 p<.001 P< .00 p<080
Involvement 0.01 -0.20 0.72 1.32 1.97
Larceny p<.992 p<<.838 p<.472 p<.189 | p<.052
Invalvernent — 0.06 02.19 0.41 1.57
Auto Thefi p<.949 p<.851 p<.682 p<.136
Discovery 1.26 1.65 2.08
Burglary p<.210 p<.10% p<.038
Discovery 0.94 1.61
Larceny p<.346. p<.108
Discovery 0.20
Auto Theft p<.371
Alarms
3

p=Probability that the difference is due to chance,

The 01 level of statistical significance was required for inciusion of the mean or proportional difference in the text,




Appendix B

summary Statistics for Arrest
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Dependenit Variable: . Arrest
Independent Variables B Beta F Simple r
Rape 0.21803 0.06936 5.662 0.05809
Assault 0.28389 0.2482¢ 50.931 0.23543
TInvolvement Burglary 0.37518  0.22023 49,334 0.20604
Discovery Burglary -0.06518  -0.09383 4.760 ~-0.21726
Involvement Larceny 0.34026  0.31029 77.272 0.30578
Discovery Larceny -0.07704  -0.09816 5.829 ~-0,18651
Involvement Auto Theft 0.11803 0.02662 0.862 0.01829
Discovery Auto Theft -0.08197 = -0.06670 3.851 -0.10503
Alarm 0.38470 0.14948 25.475 0.13716
Constant 0.08197

Multiple R: 0.51930 Sample: All Part I Crime

R Square: 0.26967 N: 930

F: 37.74580 ! Reference Group:  Robbery

TABLE B-2

Dependent Variable: Response-Related Arrest

Independent Variables B Beta F Simple r
Rape 0.05082 0.02754 10.823 0.03417
Assault 0.01180  0.01757 0.235 0.03814
Involvement Burglary 0.29368  0.29368 80.912 0.31716
Discovety Burglary -0.04582  -0.11236 6.279 -0.12368
Involvement Larceny -0.02696  -0.04188 1.298 -0.02651
Discovery Larceny -0.04918  -0.10675 6.358 -0.10450
Involvement Auto Theft 0.15082  0.05795 3.769 0.06273
Discovery Auto Theft -0.04918  -0.06818 3.711 -0.95642
Alarm | © 0.41749  0.27635  80.308 0.28864
Constant | 0.04918 e

Maltiple R: =~ 0.45625 | Sample: All Part I Crime

R Square: 0.20816 N: - 930

F: 26.87279 Reference Group: Robbery .
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Table

B-3.-- T-test of proportional differences for arrests.
Typev Aggravated | Involvement|involvement [involvement | Discovery | Discovery | Discovery
of Rape Robbery Alarms
Crime Assault Burgldry Larceny |Auto Theft| Burglary Larceny | Auto Theft
Rabe 1.43 —0.50 -0.90 ~-0.71 - 0.39 1.85 1,93 5.56 ~0.81
P p<i86 p<.621 p<383 p< 477 Pp< 705 p< .097 p<.086 p< .001 p< 426
Robbar -5.17 -4.26 -5.92 ~0.60 2.48 3,02 2.50 ~2.86
y P <-001 p< .00 p <001 p<580 | p<.014 | p<.003 | p<.013 | p<.02
Aggravated -0.77 —0.49 0.81 6.77 7.03 6.71 — 0.62
Assault p<. 444 p<.624 p<.421 p< 001 p <.001 p<.001 p< .536
Involvermnent| Q.40 1.08 514 5.29 7.82 -0.06
Burglary p<.691 p<,288 p<.001 p<.001 p<001 p<.952
involvement 0.96 7.64 7.91 7.24 -0.35
Larceny p<.340 p <001 p<.001 p<,001 p< 725
{nvoivernent| 0.e2 0.98 4.25 -1.03
Auto Theft p<.411 p<.385 p <001 p<.317
Discovery 1.33 1.1 ~3.37
Burglary ‘\ p</185 p<.266 p<.005
Discovery 060 -3.46
Larceny p<.550 p<.004
Discovery -7.96
Auto Theft p<.001
Alarms

p=Probability that the difference is due 1o chance,

The. .01 level of statistical significance was required for inclusion of the mean or proportional difference in the text.
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Table B-4.-- T-test of proportional differences for response-related arrests.
Type R Rob Aggravated involvement { Involvernent { Involvermnent | Discovery { Discovery | Discovery A
Cr?igno ‘ape obbery Assault Burglary Larceny jAuto Theft Burglary | Larceny |Auto Theft tarms
Rape 0.73 0.49 ~1.88 0.77 ~0.50 0.97 4.76 2.83 ~2.00
p<,469 p«<.625 p<.073 p<.460 p<B622 p<.359 p<.001 pP<.006 p<.057
Robber —0,39 -3.54 1.03 -0.76 2.29 3.19 1.91 ~3.1
Y p<.696 | p<.00 p<302 | p<.48B9 | p<024 | p<002 | p<058 | p<007
Aggravated ~3.32 1.24 ~0.70 2.5 3.60 215 -3.00
Assault. | p<.002 p<.216 p<.524 p<.035 p< 001 p<.033 p<.009
Involvement 3.87 0.63 417 10,32 6.6 -0.82
Burglary p<.001 p<.536 p<.001 p<.001 p<.001 p<.419
Involvernent| —~0.89 1.18 214 1,28 -3.31
Larceny p< 425 p<.240 | . p<033 n<.202 p<.005
Involvement 0.98 714 4.25 -1.03
Auto Theft p<.381 p<.001 p<.001 p<.317
“Discovery 0.83 0.49 -3.47
Burglary p<.408 p<.621 p<.004
Discovery 0.0 -13.36
Larceny p < 1000 p<.001
Discovery -7.96
Auto Theft p<001
Alarms

The .01level of statistical significance was required for inclusion of the mean or pm.:»ortlonal dlfference in the text,

p=Probability that the dlfference is due to chance,




Dependent Variable: Arrest

Independent Variable
Involvement-Discovery

Constant
Mailtiple R: 0.42238
R Square: 0.17841
F: 195.43051

TABLE B-5

Dependent Variable: Response-Related Arrest

Independent Variable
Involvement-Discovery

Constant -
Multiple R: 0.22691
R Square: 0.05149
F: 48.85606

Dependent Variable: Arrest

Independent Variables

Reporting Time,
Reciprocal

Involvement-Discovery

Interaction of
Variables 1 and 2

Constant
Multiple R: 0.43802
R Square: 0.19186
F: 71.06383

B Beta F Simple ¥
0.27516 0.42238 155.431 0.42238
-0.00887 ,‘
Sample: All Part I Crime
N: 902
Reference Groun: Discovery
Crimes
TABLT B-6
B Beta F Simple r
0.07988 0.22691 48.856 0.22691
0.00000 :
Sample: All Part I Crime
N: 902
Reference Group: Discovery
Crimes
TABLE B-7
B Beta F Simple r |
-0.03060 -0.01425 0.088 0.20445
0.20573 0.31580 53.737 0.42238
0.37503 0.16777 7.558 - 0.36590
0.01197 ‘

Sample:  All Part I Crime

N: 902

Reference Group: Discovery
- Crimes
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TABLE B-8

Dependent Variable: Response-Related Arrest

Independent Variables B Beta F Simple r
Reporting Time,

Reciprocal , 0.00000 0.00000 0.000 0.22622
Involvement-Discovery 0.01188 0.03374 0.551 0.22691
Interaction of ‘

Variables 1 and 2 0.24214  0.29234 20.598 0.31463
Constant 0.00000

Multiple R: 0.31565 Sample: All Part I Crime
R Square: __ 0.09964 N: 902
F: 33.12500 Reference Group: Discovery
Crimes
- TABLE B9

Dependent Variable: Arrest

Independent Variable B Beta F Simple r
Violent-Nonviolent ~0.23876  -0.25642 23.648 -0.25642
Constant 0.43307
Multiple R: 0.25642 Sample: Involvement Crime
R Square: 0.06575 N: 338
F: 23.647% Reference Group: Nonviolent
Crimes
TABLE B-10

P
i

Déi}pendeat Variable: Response-Related Arrest

Independent Variable ; B Beta F Simple r
Violent-Nonviolent ~0.06124  -0.10940 4,070 ~-0.10940
Constant ’ 0.11811 :
Multiple R: 0.10940 Sample: Involvement Crime
R Square: 0.01197 : N: X
F: 4,06982 Reference Group: Nonviolent
 Crimes
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Dependent Variable: Arrest

Independent Variables

Reporting Time,
Reciprocal

Violent-Nonviolent

Constant o .
Multiple R: 428812
R Square: 0.08301
F: 15.16371

Dependent Variable:

Independent Variables

Reporting Time,
Reciprocal

Violent-Nomnviolent

Interaction of
Variables 1 and 2

Constant
Multiple R: 0.27525
R Square: 0.07576
F: 9.12665

Dependent Variable: Arrest

Independent Variables

Assault

Burglary

Larceny

Constant
Multiple R: 0.35474
R Square: 0.12584
F: 15.40312

TABLE B-11

Response-Related Arrest

B Beta ¥ Simple ¥
0.34254 0.13138 6.306 0.13210
-0.23841  -0.25605 23.952 -0.25642
0.36689
Sample: Involvement Crime
‘N: 338
Reference Group: Nonviolent
Crimes
TABLE B-12
B - Beta F Simple r
0.58792 0.37508 18.762 0.22530
0.01101 0.01967 0.062 -0.10940
-(.37285 -0.22822 4,761 0.02887
0.00453
Sample: Involvement Crime
N: 338
Reference Group: Nonwviolent
Cri
TABLE B-13
B Beta F Simple T
0.26803 0.25640 18.325 0.08489
0.37518 0.25816 21.313 0.13423
0.34985 0.34509 34.837 0.20119
0.08197
Sample: Robbery, Assault, Bur-
- glary and larceny In-
volvement Crimes
N: 325
eference Group: Robbery
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/TABLE B-14

Dependent Variable:  Response-Related Arrest

Independent Variables B Beta F Simple r
Assault 0.01332 0.02153 0.136 -0,03093
Burglary 0.29368 0.34164 37.215 0.34671
Larceny -0.02645 -0.04411 0.568 -0.12393
Constant 0.04918
Multiple R: 0.35107 Sample: Robbery. Assault, Bur-
R Square: 0.12325 glary and Larceny In-
F: 15.04172 volvement: Crimes
‘ N: 325
Reference Group: Robbery
TABLE B-15

Dependent Variable: Arrest

Independent Variables B Beta F Simple r
Reportirng Time,

Reciprocal . 0.34579 0.13276 6.478 0.11717
Assault 0.27682  0.26470 20.897 0.08489
Burglary : 0.07637 0.24934 20,142 0.13423
Larceny 0.36124  0.35632 37.559 0.20119
Constant ; 0.01125

Multiple R: 0.37840 Sample: Robbery, Assault, Bur-
R Square: 0.14318 glary and Larceny In-
F: 13.36900 : viplvement Crimes
N: 325
Reference Group: Robbery
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TABLE B-16

Dependent Variable: Response-Related Arrest

Independent Variables : B . Beta ¥ Simple r
Reporting Time, :

Reciprocal 0.32114  0.20845 7.209 - 0,22863
Assault 0.05923 0.09576 1.289- -0.03093
Burglary 0.08637 0.08884 0.898 0.34671
Larceny - 0.01943  0.03240 0.156 -0.12393
Interaction of Ll ,

Variables 1 and 2 ' -0,21080 -0.08753 1.037 -0.00198
Interaction of -

Variables 1 and 3 0.85022 0.29252 9,204 0.41730
Interaction of

Variables 1 and 4 -0.20576 = -0.05008 1.134 -0.05206
Constant ~-0.01649

Multiple R: 0. 44505 Sample: Robbery, Assault, Bur-
R Square: 0.19807 glary and Larcenv In-
F: 11.18497 volvement Crimes
N: 325
Reference Group: Robbery
TABLE B-17

Dependent Variable: Response-Related Arrest

Independent Variables B Beta F Simple r
Travel Time, Logarithm 0.00000 - ©.00000 0.000 -0.19992
Involvement-Discovery 0.22089  0.62745 34.396 0.22691
Interaction of ‘ o
Varisbles 1 and 2 -0.17237  ~0.44563 19.146 0,11833

Constant 0. 00000
Maltiple R: 0.29941 Sample: All Part I Crime
R Square: 0.08965 N: 903
F: ‘ 29.47653 Reference Group: Discovery

Crimes
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TABLE B-18

Dependent Variable: Response-Related Arrest

Independent Varisbles B Beta F  Simpler
Travel Time, Logarithm -0.51471  -0.59893 44,659 ~0.20057
Violent-Nonviolent -0.50002 -0.89324 32,432 ~0.10940
Interactions of
Variables 1 and 2 0.46418 0.75243 23.647 ~0.11629
Constant 0.59493
Multiple R: 0.36103 Sample: Involvement Crime
R Square: 0.13034 N: 338
F: 16.68619 Reference Group: Nonviolent
Crimes
TABLE B-19

Dependent Variable: Arrest

Independent Variableé B Beta : F Simple r
Travel Time, Logarithm -0.01858 . -0.01315 0.027 -C.00774
Assault 0.52150 0.49867 9.913 0.08489
Burglary 0.86699 0.59659 21.301 0.13423
Larceny 0.12515 0.12345 0.327 0.03912
Interaction of
Variables 1 and 2 ~0.32602  -0.26095 2.58L 0.03912
Interastion of ,
Variables 1 and 3 -0.69551 -0.37849 8.487 0.04272
Interaction of :
Variables 1 and 4 0.22773 0.23471 1.045 0.20873
Constant 0.09552 '
Multiple R: 0.41227 ' Sample: Robbery, Assault, Bur-
R Square: 0.16997 ' glary and Larceny In-
F: 9.27312 volvement Crimes
N: 325
Reference Group: Robbery
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TABLE B-20

Dependent Variable: Response-Related Arrest

Independent Variables B Beta F Simple r
?’5 Travel Time, Logaritim -0.071910  -0.02286 0.087 -0.23233
% Assault 0.15709 0.2539% 2.715 -0.03093
Burglary 0.75073 0.87334 48,215 0.34671
" Larceny 0.12103  0.20182 0.924 -0.12393
Interaction of
Variables 1 and 2 -0.18441  -0.24954 2.493 -0.06803
Interaction of )
Variables 1 and 3 -0.64641  -0.59469 22.131 0.18830
Interaction of
Variables 1 and & -0.14079 -0.24531 1.205 -0.13228
Constant 0.06311
Multiple R: - 0.46276 : Sample: Robbery, Assault, Bur-
R Square: - 0.21415 glary and Larceny In-
F: 12.34073 \ : volvement Crimes
N: 325
Reference Group: Robbery
TABLE B-21

Dependent Variable: Response-Related Arrest

Independent Variable B Beta T Simple r
Travel Time, Logarithm -0.21858 -0.19682 4.513 -0.19682
Constant 0.32532

Multiple R: 0.19682 Sample: Involvement Crimes

R Square: 0.03874 With a Reporting Time

F: 4.,51328 of 2 Mimutes or Less

i N: o 114
TABLE B-22

Dependent Variable: Response-Related Arrest

Independent Variable B Beta F Simple r
Travel Time, Recirzvocal 0.57002 0.26365 8.591 0.26365
Constant -0.03813 -
Multiple R: - 0.26365 Sample: Involvement Crimes
R Square: 0.06951 With a Reporting Time
F: 8.59123 Between 3 & 9 Minutes
- N: 117 .
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~ TABLE C-1

Dependent Variable: Distance Traveled

Independent Variables

Officer In or Out of
Assigred Beat™

Dispatched to Incorrect
Beat (Beat of Incident)

Officer's Location is in
Beat: of Incident ‘

Incident is in Officer's
Assigned Beat

Rape

Assault

Involvement Burglary

Discovery Burglary

Involvement Larceny

Discovery Larceny

Involvement Auto Theft

Discovery Auto Theft

Constant
Multiple R: 0.23769

R Square: 0.05650
F: : 3.58788

B

-0.03230

0.31336
0.73571

0.24525
-0.38765
-0.24163
-0.30272

0.10905

0.33588

0.08125

-0.57972

-0. 04681
0.76491

Beta F ‘
-0.00899
0.02629
0.18738  18.548
0.06798 2.756
-0.01947 0.273
-0.03774 0.720
-0.03447 0.712
0.02860 0.266
0.05466 1,465
0.01862 0.127
-0.01685 0.212
-0.00721 0.026
Sanple:
N.

Référence Group:

TABLE C-2

Dependent Varisble: Distance Traveled

Independent Variable

Officer's location is in
Beat of Incident

Constant
Multiple R; 0.21222

R Square: - 0.04504
F: 34.42827

B

0.83324

0. 86404

164

Beta

0.21222

Sample:
N:

F

34.428

 Simple r

0.06560

‘ga.k\\ 0201\:'700
A

| 0.21222

013820
-0.02612
-0.03851
-0.03525
0.03242
0.05645
~0.00426
~0.00872
~0. 04596

All Part I Crime

732
Robbery

Simple r

0.21222

All Part I Crime

732



TABLE C-3

Dependent Variable: Travel Time, Logarithm

Independent Variables B Beta F Simple r
Officer In or Qut of .
Assigned Beat 0.03066 0.05455 2.716 0.15169
Dispatched to Incorrect )
Beat (Beat of Incident) 0.12676 0.06799 5.023 0.03056
Officer's Location is in -
Beat of Incident 0.12960 0.21105 32.981 0.25601
Incident is in Officer's . ,
Assigned Beat 0.02215 0.03926 1.299 0.05092
In or Out of Car -0.06481  -0.16963 31.004 -0.17287
One or Two Man Car 0.00730 0.00853 0.078 0.00966
Code One or Code Two 0.18050 0.10730 10.583 0.23376
~Busted Call -0.19077 -0.25884 54.082 - -0.39432
Distance Traveled 0.02309 0.14765 22.531 0.20753
Rape -0.06177 0.01983 0.405 -0.02403
Assault , 0.01017 0.01015 0.071 -0.16814
Involvement Burglary -0.06012  ~-0.04377 1.634 ~0.16912
Discovery Burglary 0.16199 0.27164 28.121 0.19764
Involvement Larceny 0.16535 0.17205 18.988 0.09122
Discovery Larceny 0.13810 0.20233 17.823 0.09366
Involvement Auto Theft 0.14239 0.02647 0.753 0.01282
Discovery Auto Theft 0.16041 0.15788 15.802 0.04772
Constant -1.14968
- Multiple R: 0.59582 ; Sample: All Part I Crime
R Square: 0.35500 N: 732
F: 23.11604 Reference Group:  Robbery
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Dependent Variable:

TABLE C-4

Travel Time, Logarithm

Independent Variables B
Officer'es Lecation is in

Beat of Incident O,_,':i'SLZS
Distance Traveled 0.02345
Dispatched to Incorrect. ‘ n

Beat (Beat of Incident) 0.12410
In or Out of Car ‘ ~0.06404
Code One or Code Two 0.16851
Busted Call -0.19183
Rape 0.05596
Assault 0.01205
Involvement Burglary ~0.05902
Discovery Burglary 0.16137
Involvement Larceny -0.16496
Discovery Larceny 0.13565
Involvement Auto Theft 0.14333
Discovery Auto Theft 0.15819
Constant -1.11763

Multiple R: 0.59309
?Square: 0.35176 -

© 27.79047

166

Béi:a F
0.24708 62.992
0.14991 - 23.491
0.06656 4.821

-0.16762 30.499
0.10017 9.342
-0.26027 55.157
0.01797 0.335
0.01203 0.100
-0.04298 1.576
0.27060 28.298
0.17164 19.041
0.19874 17.372
0.02664 0.764
0.15569 15.601

Sample:

N .

Simple r

0.25601
0.20753

0.03056
-0.17287
0.23376
-0, 39432
-0.02403
-0.16814
-0.16912
0.19764
0.09122
0.09366
0.01282
0.04772

All Part T Crime

732

Reference Group: Robbery



TABLE C-5

Dependent Variable: Arrests

Independent Variables ; B Beta F ~ Simple r
Officer Ir or Out of
Assigned Beat -0.00805 -0.01359 0.147 -0.00703
Dispatched to Incorrect
Beat (Beat of Incident)  0.05374 0.02735 0.697 0.04141
Officer's Location is in
Beat of Incident 0.00601 0.00929 0.053 -0.00863
Incident is in Officer's : ~
Assigned Beat -0.01823  -0.03066 0.690 0.01952
In or Out of Car ~-0.00833  -0.02068 0.385 -0.02068
One or Two Man Car 0.01318 0.01462 0.199 0.00380
Busted Call -0.12827  -0.16514 2.023 0.19975
Distance Traveled -0.00338 = -0.02053 0.366 -0.03031
Code of Call ~-0.10696  -0.06033 2.872 -0.13724
Travel Time -0.02403 -0.02280 0.322 -0.15131
Report Time 0.00174 0.08490 5.938 0.20688
Officer Could View Crime ;
on Routine Patrol -0.18447 -0.30374 8.007 -0.08008
Interaction of
Variables 7 and 12 0.12730 0.37721 5.817 0.11045
Rape 0.11799 0.03595 1.163 0.02140
Axvanle ' 0.22235 0.21071 26.690 0.21214
Involvement Burglary 0.37049 0.25596 48.250 0.24600
Discovery Burglary -0.00345 -0.00548 0.009 -0.20163
Involvement Larceny 0.32689 0.32274 56.335 0.28922
Discovery Larceny -0.00023  -0.00032 0.000 -0.16073
Involve.ent Auto Theft 0.03540 0.00624 0.037 -0.01715
Discovery Auto Theft -0.00986  -0.00921 0.046 -0.09882
Constant 0.31180
Multiple R: 0.51734 Sample: All Part I Crime
-+ R Square: 0.26769 N: 732
F. 12.35890° Reference Group:  Robbery
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TABLE C~6

Dependent Variable: Arrests

Independent Variables B Beta  F Simple r
Reporting Time | 0.00170 ~ 0.08307  5.736 0,20688
Officer's Location is in o
"Beat of Incident ~0.00480  -0.00742 0.046 -0.00836
Distance Traveled ~0.00333  -0.02022 0.360  -0.03031
Dispatched to Incorrect ‘ "
Beat (Beat of Imcident)  0.05672  0.02887 0.781 0.04141
In or Out of Car -0.00928  -0.02304 0.483 -0.02068
Code One or Code Two -0.10150 -0.05725 2.636 -0.13724
Busted Call -0.12518  ~0.16116 1.934 0.19975
Travel Time ~0.02639  -0.02504 0.391 -0.15131
Patrol View. ~0.18163  -0.29906 7.803 -0.08008
Interaction of Patrol
View with Busted Call 0.12426  0.36820 5.577 . 0.11045
Rape 0.11971  0.03647 1.208 £ 0.02140
Assault 0.21990  0.20839  26.313 | 0.21214
Involvement Burglary 0.36894 0.25489 48,047 0.24600
Discovery Burglary -0.00438  -0.00697 0.015 -0.20163
Involvement Larceny 0.32667  0.32252  56.836 0.28922
Discovery Larceny -0.00009  ~0.00013 10.000 -0.16073
Involvement Auto Theft 0.02863  0.00505 0.024 -0.01715
Discovery Auto Theft -0.00743  -0.00694 0.026 -0.09882
Constant 0.31277
Maltiple R:  0.51633 Sample: All Part I Crime
R Square: 0.26660 N: 732
F: : 14.39923 Reference Group: Robbery
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TABLE C-7

Dependent Variable: Response-Related Arrests

Independent Variables B Beta F Simple r
Officer In or Qut of

Assigned Beat 0.00816 0.02442 0.473 -0.01430
Dispatched to Incorrect

Beat (Beat of Incident) 0.03413 0.03080 0.882 0.02784
Officer's Location is in :

Beat of Incident -0.01506  -0.04126 1.051 -0.04914
Incident is in Officer's ,

Assigned Beat 0.00618 0.01843 0.249 0.04104
In or Qut of Car ~0.01485  ~0.06539 3.838 -0.00739
One or Two Man Car 0.01748 0.03438 1.096 0.03534
Busted Call -0.06544 = -0.14937 1.651 0.19974
Distance Traveled -0.00029  ~-0.00309 0.008 -0.03843
Code of Call -0.08530  -0.08530 5.728 -0.11754
Travel Time -0.07233 -0.12168 9.149 -0.24690
Report Time 0.00137 0.11848 11.536 0.22280
Officer Could View Crime

on Routine Patrol -0.05338 -0.15582 2.102 0.01927
Interaction of :

Variables 7 and 12 0.05531 0.29057 3.443 0.16859
Rape , -0.01529 -0.00826 0.061 -0.01562
Assault . -0.00786 -~0.01320 0.105 0.03480
Involvement Burglary 0.33315 ° 0,40806 122.331 0.44357
Discovery Burglary 0.00552 0.01556 0.075 -0.12115
Involvement Larceny 0.00615  0.01077 0.063 -~ -0.02743
Discovery Larceny 0.00304 0.00748 0.020 -0.09017
Involvement Auto Theft 0.02256 0.00705 0.047 -0.00900
Discovery Auto Theft -0.00517  ~0.00855 0.039 -0.05182
Constant 0.07550

Miltiple R: 0.51567 ‘ Sample: All Part I Crime
R Square: 0.26592 N: : 732
F: 12.24741 Reference Group: Robbery
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TABLE C-8

Dependent Variable: Response-Related Arrests

Independent Variables B Beta F Simple v
Reporting Time 0.00138  0.11892  11.712 v 0.22280
Officer's Location is in ~
Beat of Incident -0.00953  ~0.02612 0.564 -0.04914
Distance Traveled 0.00048  0.00521 0.024 -0.03843
Dispatched to Incorrect
Beat (Beat of Incident)  0.04061  0.0366% 1.266 0.02784
In or Out of Car -0.01392  -0.06130 3.414 -0.00739
Code One or Code Two -0.08377 -0.08377 5.631 -0.11754
Busted Call 0.02236  0.05104 1.674 0.19974
Travel Time -0.07397  -0.12443 9.663 -0.24690
Rape -0.01938  -0.01047 0.099 -0.01562
Assault -0.00880  -0.01479 0.132 0.03480
Involvement Burglary 0.32955  0.40364  120.551 0.44357
Discovery Burglary ~-0.00024 -0.00069 0.000 +0.12115
Involvement Larceny 0.00185  0.00323 0.006 -0.02743
Discovery Larceny -0.00223  ~0.0055( 0.011 ~0.09017
Involvement Auto Theft 0.01756  0.00549 0.028 -0.00900
Discovery Auto Theft -0.00830  -0.01375 0.104 -0.0518
Constant 0.01189 .
Miltiple R: 0. 50957 , Sample: All Part I Crime
R Square: 0.25966 N: 732
! 15.67335 Reference Group: Robbery
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Appendix D

Summary Statistics for Witness
Availabilyity
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Dependent Variable: Witmess - Availability

Independent Variable B Beta F Simple T
Beporting Time, Logarithm -0.20635  ~0.24748 21.920 -0.24748
Constant 0.69840
Multiple R: 0.24748 Sample: Involvement Crime
R Square: 0.06124 N: 338
F: 21.92046
TABLE D-2

Dependent Variable: Witness - Availability

Independent: Variable B Beta ¥ Simple r
Travel Time -0.00991  -0.11398 4,422 -0.11398
Constant 0.57903
Multiple R: 0.11398 Sample: Involvement Crime
R Square: 0.0129¢% N: 338
F: : 4, 42238
TABIE D-3

Dependent Variable: Witness - Availability

Independent Variable B Beta F Simple r
Travel Time -0.01976 ~ -0.18597 7.846 0.18597
Constant 0.63561 -~
Multiple R: 0.18597 ~Sample: Violent Crime
R Square: 0.03459 N: 221
F: © 7.84582
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Summary Statistics for Injury
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TABLE E-1

Dependent Variable: Reporting Time, Logarithm

~ Independent Variable - B Beta F Simple r
Seriousness Index ‘ 0,00739 et J’;:’.",2232 0.041 0.02232
~ Constant o 0.94746 |
Multiple R: 0.02232 : Sample: Field Injury Cases
R Square: 0.00050 ‘ N: 85
F: 0.04138
TABLE E-2

Dependent Variable: Dispatch Time, Logarithm

Independent Variable B Beta F Simple r
Seriousness Index -0.03817  -0.24475 5.416 -0.24475
Constant 0.70401 '
Multiple R: 0.24475 Sample: Field Injury Cases
R Square: 0.05990 N: 87
F: 5.41617
TABLE E-3

Dependent Variable: Travel Time, Logarithm ‘
Independent Variable B Beta F Siimple r

Seriousness Index -0.05804 -0.34348 11.771 -0.34348
Constant 0.98876 S
Mualtiple R: 0.34348 Sample: Field Injury Cases
R Square: ~. 0.11798 N: 90
F: 11.77051
TABLE E-4

Dependent Variable: Travel Time, Logarithm

~ Independent Variable B Beta F Simple ©
Assigned Code of Call -0.25611  -0.35913 13,031 -0.35913
Constant '0.61132 ,
Multiple R: - 0.35913 Sample: Field Injury Cases
R Square: 0.12898 N: ‘ - 90
F: 12.03051
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TABLE E-5

Dependent Variable: Travel Time, Logarithm

Independent Variables B Beta F Simple x

Seriousness Tndes -0.03815  -0.22579 4,200 ~0.34348
Assigned Code of Call -0.18176  -0.25487 5.351 -0.35913
Constant 0.94780 |
Multiple R: 0.41120 Sample: Field Injury Cases
R Squzre: 0.61909 N: 90
F: 8.85194
TABLE E-6

Dependent Variable: Type and Length of Hospital Stay

Independent Variable B Beta F Simple r
Assigned Code of Call 0.87069 . 0.34046 5.113 0.34046
Constant 2.37931
Multiple R: 0.34046 Sample: Field Injury Cases
R Square: 0.11591 N: . 41
F: 5.11333
TABLE E-7

Dependent Varizble: Type and Length of Hospital Stay

Independent Variable B Beta F Simple r
Seriousness Index 0.60742 0.45303 10.071 0.45303
Constant ~-0.59558
Multiple R: 0.45303 Sample: Field Injury Cases
R Square: 0.20523 N: 41
F: 10.07097
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TABLE F-1

Dependent Variable: Delay Due to Chésing‘Suspect

Independent Variables
Rape

Assault

ﬁayaléément Burglary
Discovery Burglary
Involvement Larceny
Discovery Larceny
Involvement Auto Theft
Discovery Auto Theft
Constant k

Maltiple R: 0.51185

R Square: 0.26199
F: 41.04726

Simple r
-0.02845
-0.07127

0.05681
~-0.18906
0.47769
-0.11504
~0.02006
-0.08023

All Part T Crime

934

Reference Group: Robbery

B Beta F
-0.12598  ~0.05095 3,049
-0.11408  -0.12826  13.637
0.01687  0.01259 0.162
-0.12598  -0.23159  29.409
0.31358 = 0.36544  108.037
-0.11142  -0.18155  20.214
-0.12598  -0.03613 1.582
-0.12598 -0.13373  15.380
0.12598

Sampie:

N-

TABIE F-2

Dependent Variable: Delay Due to Investigating Incident Scene

Independent Variables
Rape
Assault
Tnwolvement Burglary.
Discovery Burglary

. Involvement Larceny

Discovery Larceny
Involvement Auto Theft
Discovery Auto Theft
Constant

Multiple R: - 0.26083
R Square: 0.06803
8.44060

F:

B
-0.04724
0.00037
0.15276
0.24746
0.02968
0.14208
~0.04724
0.19600
0.04724
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Beta F
-0.01260 0.148
0.00028 0.000
0.07519 4.570
0.29998 39.075
0.02281 0.333
n 15267 11.319
~0.00893 0.077
0.13720 12.820
Sample:

M-

Simple »
-0.04907
-0.10949
0.00920
0.20188
-0.08948
0.01007
-0.03461
0.04655

All Part I Crime

934

Reference Group: Robbery




TABLE F-3

Dependent Variable: Delay Due to Waiting or Observing the Situation

Independent Variables B Beta F Simple r
Rape 0.26850  0.09819 8.815 -  0.07884
Assault 0.05184  0.05270 1.792 -0.00379
Involvement Burglary 0.13993 0.09443 7.087 0.05939
Discovery Burglary 0.04466  0.07423 2.352 ~0.02595
Involvement Larceny 0.21026 0.22155 30.915 0.18099
Discovery Larceny 0.03647  0.05372 1.378 -0.03546
Involvement Auto Theft 0.16850  0.04369 1.802 0.02953
Discovery Auto Theft -0.01798 -0.01726 0.199 ~0.07631
Constant: 0.03150

Multiple R: 0.22809 Sample: All Part I Crime

R Square: " 0.05203 N: 934

F: 6.34552 Reference Group: Robbery

TABLE F-4

Dependent Variable: Delay Due to Contacting Security

Independent Variables B Reta F Simple r
Rape 0.07638 0.03560 1.130 0.02290
Assault -0.01172  -0.01518 0.145 -0.05622
Involvement Burglary 0.00495 0.00426 0.014 ~0.02039
Discovery Burglary 0.00287 0.00608 0.015 -0.07796
Involvemerit Larcetiy 0.04231 0.05683 1.983 0.02164
Discovery Larceny ~0.08803 0.16530 12.719 0.14518
Involvement Auto Theft -0.02362  -0.0078L 0.056 ~0.01708
Discovery Auto Theft 0.04395 0.05376 1.886 - 0.02149
Constant 0.02362

Multiple R: 0.16621 Sample: All Part I Crime

R Square: 0.02763 ' CN: 934

F: 3.28489 ; Reference Group:  Robbery
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TABLE F-5

Dependent Variasble: Delay Due to Apathy

Independent Varisbles
Rape

Assault

Involvement Burglary
Discovery Burglary
Involvement Larceny
Discovery Larceny
Involvement Auto Theft
Discovery Auto Theft

» Constant :
Mualtiple R: 0.19767
R Square: 0.03907

F: 4.70143

Dependent Variable: Delay Due to Injury

Independent Variables
Rape

Assault

Involvement Burglary
Discovery Burglary
Involvement Larceny
Discovery Larceny

Involvement Auto Theft

Discovery Auto Theft

Constant
Maltiple R: 0.58012
R Square: 0.33654
F: : 58.65196

Simple r
-0.02774
-0.03873
0.03797
-0.05560
-0.01509
0.14859
0.09832
-0.07822

All Part I Crime

934

Reference Group: Robbery

B Beta F
-0.04724  -0.01953 0.344
-0.01153  -0.01325 0.112

0.06704  0.05115 2.051
-0.00089  -0.00167 0.00L
0.00770  0.00917 0.052
0.08868  0.14769 10.274
0.35276  0.10340 9.955
-0.04724  -0.05126 1.735
0.04724
Sample:
N:
TABLE F-6
R Beta F
0.18976  0.08159 8.696
0.36595  0.43736  176.383
-0.11024  -0.08746 8.686
-0.11024 -0.21540 28.301
-0.11024  -0.13656 16.782
-0.11024  -0.19094 24.870
-0.11024  -0.03360 1.523
-0.11024 -0.12438  14.801
0.11024
Sample:
N .
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Reference Group:  Robbery

Simple r
0.10385
0.54520

-0.05030

-0.17623

-0.08376

-0.13561

-0.01870

-0,07478

All Part I Crime

934




TABLE F-7

Dependent Variable: Delay Due to Fear or Emotional Upset

Independent Variables B Beta F Simple r
Rape 0.37165  0.12371 14,192 0.16585
Assault -0.04978  -0.04606 1.388 0.07270
Involvement Burglary -0.14263 -0.08761 6.187 -0.01363
Discovery Burglary -0.15219 = -0.23023 22.950 -0.06910
Involvement Larceny -0.16241  -0.15577 15.499 -0.04371
Discovery Larceny -0.16524 . -0.22158 23.775 -0.07563
Involvement Auto Theft -0.02835 ~0.00669 0.043 0.02205
Discovery Auto Theft ~-0.17429 -0.15225 15.742 -0.05029
Constant ' 0.22835

Multiple R: 0.25563 Sample: - All Part I Crime

R Square: 0.06535 N: 934

F: 8.08392 Reference Group: Robbery

TABLE F-8

Dependent Variable: Delay Due to Public Commumnications Problems

Independent Variables B Beta F Simple r
Rape 0.08268 0.02035 .0.380 0.06819
Assault -0.17923  -0.12262 9.735 0.00916
Involvement Burglary -0.24589 -0.11167 9.945 -0.02571
Discovery Burglary -0.28818 -0.32235 44,507 -0.15997
Involvement Larceny -0.15359 -0.10891 7.496 0.02972
Discovery Larceny -0.16975 -0.16831 13.570 0.02756
! Involvement Auto Theft -0.41732  -0.07282 5.022 -0.03963
Discovery Auto Theft -0.24165 -0.15608 16.366 .=0.03524
Constant 0.41732
Multiple R: 0.23497 Sample: All Part I Crime
R Square: 0.05521 N: 934
F: 6.75673 Reference Group: Robbery
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TABLE F~9

Dependent Variable: Delay Due to Not Being Informed or Being Misinformed
' About the Incident

Independent Variables
Rape ‘

Assault

Irvolveiment Burglary
Discovefy'Burglary
Involvement Larceny
Discovery Larceny
Involvement Auto Theft
Discovery Auto Theft

Constant
Multiple R: 0.15167

R Square: 0.02300
F: 2.72237

B
0.35276
0.03609

~0. 01867
0.08852
0.06265
0.09839

-0.04724
0.04735
0.04724
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Beta F
0.11446 11.622
0.03255 0.663

-0.01118 0.096
0.13053 7.058
0.05857 2,096
0.12861 7.662

-0.01087 0.108
0.04032 1.056

Sample:
N:

Simple r
0.09397
-0.02989
-0.05282
0.04854
~-0.00373
0.05390
-0.02625
-0.01747

All Part I Crime

934

Reference Group: Robbery
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Table F-10.

due to chasmg suspect.

- T-test of proportional drfference between types of crime for delay

Type 1 Aggravated | Involvement | Involvement | involvement | Discovery | Discovery | Discovery
Cr(‘)i‘;'ne Rape Robbery Assault Burglary | Larceny |Auto Theft | Burglary Larceny |Auto Theft | Alarms
—-1.19 -0 34 -1.26 ’ -2.77 0.00 0.00 -0.38 0.00
Rape p<.235 p<.732 p<.214 p<.007 p<1000 | p<1000 p<.702 p <1000
3.58 -0.26 -5 22 0.84 6.58 3.63 3.25
Robbery p<.001 p</ p<i0l | p<.401 | p<.001 <001 | p<.001
Aggravated ~2.14 ~7.97 0.24 1.90 - -0.18 0.94
Assault p<.039 p<.001 p<.809 p<.058 p<.861 p<.350
Involverment ~3.73 0.89 7.07 2.12 3.48
Burglary p<.001 p<.37% p<.001 p<.041 p<.001
Involvement 1.96 15.35 8.02 7 .57
Larceny ‘ p<053 p<.001 p<.001 p<.001
Involvernent 0.0 -0.27 00
Auto Theft p<1000 p<.787 p <1000
Discovery b -2.11 0.0
Burglary p<.035 P<1000
Discovery 1,04
Larceny p<.298
Discovery %
Auto Theft
Alarms

*

The .01 level of stattstlcal significance was requlred for mclu5|on of the mean or proportional dlfference in the text.
p= Probability: that the difference is due to chance.
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Table F -11.

- T-test of proportional difference between types of crime for‘ delay
due to mvestlgatmg the incident scene,

Type : Aggravated| Involvement|involvement| Involvement| Discovery | Discovery | Discovery
of Rape Robbery A Bural L Alarms
Crime ssault urglary arceny Auto Theft Burglary Larceny |Auto Theft
Rape —0.70 - 0.70 -~ 1.55 —-0.90 0.00 -2.04 ~1.52 -1.77
ap ) p<.486 p<486 p<130 p<.368 p<1000 | p<.042 p< 130 p<.080
—~0.01 - 215 -0.88 0.49 -7 .64 ~4,27 -3.65.
Robbery p<.990 p<.038 p<.382 p<622 | p<.001 p<.001 p<.001
Aggrovated ~2 10 -0 80 049 ~7 .03 —3.94 —~3.53
Assault p<.042 p<.424 p<.622 p<.001 p<<.001 p<.001
Involvement 1.66 1.09 ~1.17 015 ~0.50
Burglary p<,104 P<.283 p <.241 p<.882 p < .620
involvement 0.64 ~5 66 -2.87 -2.89
Larceny p<.525 p<.001 p<<.005 . p< 005
Involvemnent —-1.44 ~1.08 -1.25
Auto Theft p<,151 p<.283 p<,215
Discovery 2.78 088
Burglary p<.0086 p<.381
Discovery -0.99
Larceny p<325
Discovery
Auto Theft

Alarms

p=Probability that the difference is due to chance,

The 01 level of statistical significance was required for inclusion of the mean or proportional difference in the text.
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Table F-12.-- T-test of proportional difference between types of crime for delay
due to Wcutlng or observing the situation.
Type Rape Robber Aggravated | Involvement| Involvement | Involvement | Discovery | Discovery | Discovery Al
Cr?r;e ap ey Assauit Burglary Larceny |Auto Theft Burglary Larceny (Auto Theft arms
Rape 175 1.39 0.88 0.40 0.39 1.46 1.51 1.87
p<itg p <194 p<382 p <689 p<.705 p< 179 p< a6 p<.095
~1.52 -2.10 —4.40 ~0.84 ~2.05 -1.55 0.87
Robbery p<.131 p<.042 p<.001 p<.448 p <,041 p< 421 p< .384
Aggravated ~1.23 -2.91 -0.88 0.22 0.46 2.10
“{ Assault p<.223 p< 004 p<.381 p<.829 p<.648 p <.038
Involvement -0.85 -0.15 1.43 1.54 2.39
Burglary p <.399- p<.833 p<.160 p <430 p<.022
involverment 0.21 348 359 4,84
Larceny p<.833 p<.001 p<.001 p<.001
nvolvement 0.862 . 0.66 083
Auto Theft pP<.570 p <.547 p < 405
Discovery 0.35 3,07
Burglary p< 728 p<.002
Discovery 2.46
Larceny p<.015
Discovery
Auto Theft
Alarms

*
The .01 level of statistical significance was required for inclusion of the mean or proportional difference in the text.

p=Probability that the difference is due to chance.
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Table F -13.-- T-test of proportional difference between types of crime for delay
due to contacting security.

Type 1 Aggravated | Involvement| Involvement {involverment | Discovery | Discovery | Discovery Alarm
c f";n e Rape Robbery Assault Burglary Larceny |Auto Theft | Burgiary Larceny |Auto Theft s
Rape 0.76 0.87 0.69 0,40 0.69 © 073 -0.11 0.37
p<.468 p<.4C4 pP<.506 p<.691 pP<.500 pP<483 p<.809 p<.713
Robber ‘ 0.65 ~0.17 —~1.44 0.35 -0.17 -3.41 -1,36
Y p<.516 | p<.868 p< 153 p<.731 p<.864 p<.001 p<.177
lAggravated ~0.54 —-1.88 0.24 -0.97 -3.99 —1.76
Assoult p<.593 p<.062 p<.809 p<.335 p<.001 pT,082
Involverment ~0.,96 0.37 ¢.07 -2.30 —0.95
Burglary p<.337 p<.7M p<.943 p<.024 p< 344
Involvement! 0.59 1.42 —1.34 -0.04
Larceny p<.558 p<.158 p< 182 p<<.967
Involvernent -0.37 -0.79 -0.59
Auto Theft p<.713 p<. 431 p<.554
Discovery -3.57 -1.33
Burglary p<.001 p< 86
Discovery 1.20
Larceny p<.23N
Discovery
Auto Theft
Alarms

*

The .01 level of statistical significance  was required for inclusion of the mean or proportional difference in the text.
p = Probability that the difference is due to chence.
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Table F

due to apathy.

~-14 . -~ T;‘»'Ltes’c of proportional difference between types of crime for delay

Type Rape Y Robbery Aggrovated {Involvement | involverrent | Involvernent | Discovery | Discovery | Discovery Alarms
Crf?:ne 1 Assault Burglzry Larceny |Aute Theft | Burglary Larceny | Auto Theft
Rape -0.70 -0.6C - 1.11 -0.75 -2 .40 -0.69 -1.25 C.c0
p< 486 p<.549 p< 273 p< 452 p< 032 p<.488 p<.213 p< 1. 000
o 0.40 ~1,18 -0.26 -} ~1.44 C.04 -2.91 1.91
Robbery p< 887 | p<as2 | p<.799. | p< 224 p< 968 | p<o004 | p<.058
Aggravated -1.35 - 0. 61 ~1.48 -0.42 =3.18 1.85
Assault p<L325 p< 099 p< 232 p<.729 p<.002 p<.102
Involvement 1.00 - 1.869 1.22 -0.35 3.06
Burgiary p< 325 p<.098 ps.232 . p<.729 p<.003
Involvament ~1.40 0.33 | -2.39 2.08
Larceny | p<.234 p<.739 p< . 018 p< . 041
Invoivemnertt 1.44 1.67 6.93
Auic Theft pL.223 p<. Q886 p<.001
Discovery | -3.34 1.89
Burglary p <00t p< .0B9 -
Discovery 3.40
Larceny p<. 001
Discovery
Aute Theft
Alarms

S

p=Probability that the difference is due 10 ¢honce.

The .01 level of statistical sig;aificance was required for nclusion of the meah or proportional difference in the text.
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Table F-15. -~ T~test of proportional difference between types of crime for delay

due to injury.

Tgfpe Rape Robbery Aggravatied ln\éolve[ment In\l/olvement Zw;)lv?rrefr;t Dli35c0\l/e:y Dliic:;/:ry Aliifco"\r/:rf); Alarms
Crime Assault urglary Larceny uto- The urglary rceny o The
R 1.22 -1.05 3.79 6.18 1.36 11.34 9.35 5.56
ape p<.250 | p< .295 p<.001 p<.001 p<.196 p< 001 p<.001 p<.001
Robbery ’ ~5.95 2.07 3.34 0.78 6.10 5.04 3.01
p<.001 p< .04¢ p<.001 p< 436 p< 001 p<.,001 p<.003
lAggravated 5.59 9.04 2.11 16.53 13.64 8.15
Assault p<,001 p<. 001 p< .038 p< 001 p<.001 p<.O0M
Involverment, 0.00 Q.00 .00 0.00 0.00
Burglary p<1.000 | p<1.000 | p< 1.000] p<1.000 | p<1.000
Involvement Q.00 0.00 C.00 0.00
Larceny p<1.000 p<1.000 [ p<1.000 | p<1.000
involvement 0.00 0.00 C.00
Auto Theft p< 1. 000 p< 1.QC0 p<1.000
Discovery 0.00 0.00
Burglary p< 1.000 | p<1,000
Discovery 0.00
Larceny p<1.000
Discovery
Auto Theft
Alarms

* The O1 level of statistical significance was reduired for inclusion of the mean or proportional difference in the text.
p=Probability that the differéence is due to chance,
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Table F-16.-- T-test of proportional difference between types of crime for delay

due 1o emotional shock.

Type bb Aggravated | Involvement | involvement |Involvement |} Discovery | Discovery | Discovery Al
Crgrfne Rape Robbery Assault Burglary Larceny |Auto Theft Burglary Larceny |Auto Theft arms
‘R 2 .64 315 13,02 3.23 1.47 3.19 3.27 3.30

ape p<.009 | p<.002 p<.012 | p<.01G | p<.185 | p<.ot1 |'p<.010 | p<.0v9
Robber 0.87 2.34 3.56 0.15 3.77 4.02 3.80
Y p<.386 p« .022 p<.00 p<.883 p<.001 p<.001 p<.00t1
iAggravated 1.486 2,27 -0.12 2.29 2.55 2.51
Assault p<.149 p< .024 p<.905 p<.024 p<.012 p< .013
Involvement] 0.38 ~0.78 0.20 0.49 0.62
Burglary p< 702 p<.439 p<.842 p<.621 p< .533
Involvement ~0.66 -0.33 0.09 0.32
Larceny p<.543 p<.744 p<.927 p<.752
Involvement| 0.62 .68 0.72
Auto Theft p<.570 p<.533 p<.509
Discovery 0.56 0.66
Burglary p<.574 p< .510
Discovery 0.28
Larceny p< .781
Discovery
Auto Theft
Alarms

* The .01 level of statistical significance was required for inclusion of the mean or proportional difference .in the text.

p= Probabity that the difference is due to chance,
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Table F-17.-- T-test of proportional difference between types of crime for delay

due to public communications problems.

Type Rape Robber Aggravoted | Involvement Involvernent | Involvemnent| Discovery | Discovery | Discovery Alarms
Cr?i:ne e Y Assault Burglary L.arceny |Auto Theft ] Burglary Larceny {Auto Theft
Rape 0.51 1.78 2.20 1.57 2.08 2.21 1.78 2.40
p<.814 p<.078 p<.033 p<.119 p<.058 p<.054 p<.076 p<.019
Robber 2.71 272 2.36 1.88 6.00 3.29 3.86
OeTY p<.007 p<007 p<.019 p<.063 p<.001 p<.001 p<.001
'Aggmvcted 0.80 -0.39 1.24 2:15 -0.17 ©.96
Assoult p<.427 p<.698 p<.220 p<.033 p<.865 p< .339
Involvement - 1,09 0.99 0.69 -0.98 -0.05
Burglary p<.280 p<.328 p<.488 p<.329 pP<.957
Involvernent 1.32 2.68 0.29 1.35
Larceny } p<.189 p<.008 p<.768 P<.180
Involvement; -0.86 -1.28 -1.02
Auto Theft n<.391 p<.203 p<.3M
Discovery -3.31 ~1.04
Burglary pP<.00 p<.300
Discovery 1.26
Larceny p<.208
Discovery
Auto Theft
Alarms

* The 01 Jevel of statistical significance was required for inciusion of the mean or proportionul difference in the iext.

p=Probability that the difference is due to chance.
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Table F-18.-- T-test of proportional difference between typés of crime for delay
due to not being informed or being misinformed.

DI i o
Ty?e Rape Robbery Aggravated | involvement | Involvement | Involvement! Discovery iscovery iscovery Alarms
Croime Assault Burglary Larceny |Auto Theft | Burglary Larceny | Auto Theft
Rape 2.15 1.91 2.24 1.74 1.70 1.61 2.17 1.83
p<.060 p<.086 p<.049 p<.112 p<.113 p<.143 p<.031 pP<.097
Robb -1.01 0.48 ~1.65 0.49 -3.24 ~3.,17 -1.29
obpery p<.314 p<.633 p<.101 p<.622 p<.001 p<.002 | p<.229
lAggravated 1.31 -0.59 0.67 -1.45 | -1,59 | .0.25
Assault Cp<la2 p<.556 p<.507 p<.149 p<.113 p<.805
Involvernert -1.86 0.37 ~-3.09 -3.10 -1.48
Burglary p<.065 p<.711 p<.003 p<.003 p<.142
Involvement 0.78 -0.64 -0.83 0.32
Larceny p<.439 p<.521 p<.407 p<.750
Inyolverment] -0.88 -0.92 -0.71
Auto Theft p<.378 p<.359 p<.478
Discovery -G.31" 0.95
Burglary p<.753 p<.343
Discovery 1.11
Larceny p<.268
Discovery
Auto Theft
Alarms

* The 01 level of statistical significance was required for inclusion of the mean :or proportional difference in the text.

p= Probability that the difference is due to chance.




TABLE F-19

Dependent Variable: Whether the Citizen Owned, Rented, or Boarded

Independent Variables B Beta - F " Simple r
Rape ‘ -0.13051  -0.02186 0.383 0.01069
Assault 0.00048 0.00021 0.000 0.09107
Involvement Burglary -0.23792 '-0.06480 3.030 -0.01247
Discovery Burglary -0.25080 -0.18191 12.656 -0.06178
Involvement Larceny -0.27923  -0.12514 8.919 ~0.04230
Discovery Larceny -0.23889  -0.15462 10.140 -0.03793
Involvement Auto Theft -0.83051  -0.09865 8.060 ~-0.07611
Discovery Auto Theft -0.22113 - -0.09060 - 4.943 - -0.01221
- Constant 1.83051
Multiple R: 0.17778 Sample: All Part 1 Crime
R Square: 0.0316l ' N: 840
F: 3.39017 Reference Group: Robbery
TABLE F-20

Dependent Variable: Marital Status

Independent Variables B Beta F  Simple r
Rape ' -0.14407  -0.03135 0.781 ~0.00774
Assault 0.04607 0.02571 0.384 0.09448
Involvement Burglary -0.23666 -0.08374 5.021 -=0.04671
Discovery Burglary -0.12043  -0.11334 4.886 ~0.01613
Involvement Larceny -0.20817 -0.12120 8.303 -0.06372
Discovery Larceny -0.17286  -0.14533 8.893 -0.06962
Involvement Auto Theft -0.04407 -0.00680 0.038 0.01007
Discovery Auto Theft -0.06594 = -0.03510 0.736 0.02475
Constant 0.64407 -

Multiple R: 0.15911 Sample: All Part I Crime

R Square: 0.02531 N: - 839

F: 2.69458 ' Reference Group: Robbery
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TABLE F-21

Dependent Variable: Whether the Respondent was the Head of the Household

Independent Variables B Beta F Simple ¥
Rape 0.01356. - 0.00340 0.009 -0.01209
Assault 7 -0.01501  -0.00959 0.053 -0.05314
Involvement Burglary '  -0.1308% -0.05339 2.031 -0.08096
Discovery Burglary 0.14812 0.15995 9.742 0.13952
Involvement Larceny 0.10577 0.07056 2,813 0.03280
Discovery Larceny 0.03314  0.03196 0.430 -0.03497
Involvement Auto Theft 0.11356 0.02020 0.334 0.00938
Discovery Auto Theft 0.00106 0.00065 0.000 ~0.03994
Constant 0.68644

Multiple R: 0.16872 Sample: All Part I Crime

R Square: 0.02847 N: 832

F: 2.01445 Reference Group:  Robbery

TABLE F-22

Dependent Variable: Income

- Independent Variables B Beta F Simple
Rape 0.44058  0.01613 0.827 -0.00537
Assault -0.60840 -0.04765 0.141 -0.10174
Involvement Burglary -0.99275 -0.04843 0.881 -0.07933
Discoverw Burglary 0.70993  0.09566 0.003 0.02519
Involvement Larceny 1.08619  0.09110 1.169 0.04645
Discovery Larceny 1.12729  0.13742 2.145 0.08674
Involvement Auto Theft 0.09053  0.00211 3.060 -0,01158
Discovery Auto Theft 0.57643  0.04679 4,914 -0.00074
Constant 7.15942

Multiple R: 0.16464 Sample: All Part I Crime
R Square: 0.02711 N: | 602
F: 2.06531 Reference Group:  Robbery

193




TABLE F-23"

Dependent Variable: Race

Independent Variables B Beta F Simple
_ Rape ' -0.00442  -0.00098 0.001 0.01248
Assault 0.12244  0.06761 2.689 0.01981
Involvement Burglary -0.11981 -0.04232 1.294 -0.02178
Discovery Burglary 0.01763.  0.01672 0.106 0.11054
Involvement: Larceny -0.13956  -0.08061 3.713 -0.05046
Discovery Larceny -0.25037 -0.21089 18.749 -0.20716
Involvement Auto Theft 0.29558 = 0.04639 1.784 0.05617
Discovery Auto Theft -0.05827 -0.03173 0.597 0.00109
Constant 0.50442
Multiple R: 0.24598 Sample:  All Part I Crime
R Square: 0.06051 N: 817
F: 6.50492 Reference Group:  Robbery
TABLE F-24

Dependent Variable: Sex

Independent Variables B Beta F Simple r
Rape 0,07627 0.01669 0.222 0.01477
Assault ' 0.05514  0.03096 0.557 0.02792
Involvement Burglary 0.09479 0.03374 0.816 0.03133
Discovery Burglary 0.07082 0.06706 1.712 0.08618
Involvement Larceny - =0.10322 -0.06045 2.068 -0.07284
Discovery Larceny . ~-0.03629 -0.03070 0.397 -0.05025
Involvement Auto Theft 0.57627 0.08945 6.584 0.08849
Discovery #.ito Theft -0.10065 ~0.05427 1.755 -0.06444
Constant 0.42373 ' ‘

Multiple R: 0.15908 Sample: All Part I Crime

R Square: 0.02531 , N: 840

F: 2.69693 Reference Group: Robbery
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Table F -25.-- T-test of proportional difference betwesn types of crime for tenure
(own-rent-board).

Involvement.

Type R Robb Aggravated|involvement | Involvement Discovery | Discovery| Discovery Al
Cr?r‘;\e ape obbery Assault Burglary Larceny .[Auto Thefi Burglary Larceny |Auto Theft arms
R -0.55 ~0.61 0.42 0.76 2.28 0.864 0.49 0.38
ape p<.581 p<.545 | p<.676 p<.451 p<.040 | p<.519 p<.624 p<,705
Robb . 0.00 1.56 3,01 2.57 3.35 2.93 1.99
ery 5<.996 | p<.129 p<.003 | p<.011 p< 001 | p<.004 | p<.048
Aggravated 1.62 2.83 2.92 3.21 2.58 1.93
Assault, p<108 p<.005 p<.005 p<.001 p<.0OM p<.056
Involvement 0.31 1,88 0.1 0.01 ~0.10
Burglary p<.761 p<.069 p< . 913 p< 994 p<.917
Involvement 2.14 - 0.3%8 - 0.46 -0.54
Involvernent - 2.28 - 1.94 -1.92
Auto Theft p<.025 p<.054 p<.059
Discovery - 0.20 - 0,31
Burgary P<.843 | p<.755
Discovery - 0,18
Larceny p<.858
Discovery
Auto Theft
Alarms

* The .01 level of statistical significance was required for inclusion of the mean or proportional difference in the text,

p = Probability that the difference is due to chance.

&
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Table F~-26.--

T-test of proportional difference between types of crime for marital

status.
Type Aggravated | Involvement | Involvement | Involvernent | Discovery | Discovery | Discovery
Cr‘ci);ne Rape Robbery Assauit Burglary Larceny |Auto Theft | Burglary Larceny |Auto Theft Alerms
Rape -0.90 -1.19 0.49 0.38 -0.34 -0.15 0.18 -~0.46
P p<.368 p<.238 p<.625 p<.705 p<.738 p<.884 p<.860 p<.648
Robb -~0.65 2.29 2.92 0.20 2.21 2.99 0.87
r
onaery p<.519 | p<.024 | p<.004 p<.842 | p<.028 p<.003 | p<.384
Aggravated 2.63 3.21 0.41 2.53 3.21 1.35
Assault p<.010 p<.002 p<.B80O p<.012 p<.002 pP<.179
Involvernent] - 0.26 ~0.78 -1.15 ~0.62 .~1.49
Burglary p<.79% p<.442 p<.250 p<.536 p<.139
Involverrent -0.71 -1.37 -0.53 ~1.69
tarceny p<.480 p<.172 p<. 600 p<.083
Inveiverment 0.34 0.57 0.09
Auto Theft p<.736 p<.571 p<.925
Discovery 1.1 -0.79
Burglary p<.287 p<.433
Discovery ~1.48
Larceny 3<.140
Discovery
Auto Theft
Alarms

* The .01 level of statistical significance ‘was required for inclusion of the mean or proportional difference in the text.

p = Probability . that the difference is due to chénce.
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Table F~27.-- T-test of proportional difference between types of crime for head of

household.
Type B Hobb Aggravated|Involvement|involvement | lnvolvement Discovery | Discovery | Discovery Al
Cr?rfne ape onery Assault Burglary Larceny [ Auto Theft| Burglary Larceny |Auto Theft arms
Rape 0.09 0.18 0.78 ~-0.66 -0.39 -1.11 -0.13 0.08
p<.930 p<.859 p<.441 p<.512 p<.705 p<.268 p<.8%54 p<.938
Robb 0.21 1.30 -1,63 -0.53 -3 .06 -0.62 ~0.01
obbery p<.832 | p<.197 | p<.1068 | p<.594 | p<.003 | p<.537 | p<.988
Aggravated 1.06 ~-1.66 - 0.59 -2 .68 -0.75 -Q,20
Assault p<.292 p<.0899 p<.558 p<.009 p<.452 p<.844
Involvement| —2.43 -1.01 -2 .79 -1.74 -1.20
Burglary p<.017 p<.322 p<.009 p<.083 p<.223 -
Involvement] ~0.04 ~0.86 1.22 1.42
Larceny p<.967 p<.389 p<.222 p<.158
Involvement ~-0.21 0.3% 0.52
Auto Theft p<.838 p<.694 p<.605
Discovery 2.89 2.35
Burglary p<.004 p<.021
Discovery 0.49
Larceny pP<.626
Discovery
Auto Theft
Aldrms

* The 01 level of statistical significance was required for inclusion of the: mean or proportional difference in the text.

p = Probability that the difference is due to chonce,




86 L

Table F - 28.-- T-test of proportional difference between types of crime for income.

Type Aggravated!| Involvementjinvolvement | Involvement| Discovery| Discover Discover
obbe ggravate en covery y Y| Al
Crci):n,e Rape R Y Assault Burglary Larceny |Auto Theft| Burglary Larceny | Auto Theft arms
0.35 0.82 1.00 ~0.54 0.16 - 0.24 -0.62 -0.1
Rape p<.724 | p<.416 | p<.326 p<.588 | p<.879 p<.809 | p<.536 p<.916
Robber 0.89 1.04 -1.72 ~0.05 ~1.47 -2.23 ~0.86
Y p<.373 | p<.301 p<.088 | p«.961 | p<.144 | p<.027 | p<389
Aggravated 0.39 ~2.48 - 0,37 -2.39 -3.086 ~1.64
Assault p<.699 p<.015 p<.712 pP<.017 p<.003 p<.105
Involvement -2.27 - 0.57 -2,03 -2.53 -1.59
Burglary p<.026 p<.574 p<g. 044 p<.013 p<.116
Involvernent! 0.57 0.74 ~0.08 0.76
Larceny p<.57C pL.462 p<.938 p<.449
involvement] - 0.35 - 0.61 -0.26
Auto Theft ;<719 p<.542 p<.798
‘ .
Discovery - 1.13 0.25
Burglary p<.261 p<.803
Discovery 1.00
Larceny p<.320
Discovery
Auto Theft
Alarms

X The 01 level of statistical significance was required for inclusion of‘the mean or proportional difference in the text.
p=Probability that the difference is due to chance.
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Table F-29.-- T-test of proportional difference between types of crime for race.
Tg?e R Rob Aggravated|involvement) Involvement| Involvement | Discovery | Discovery Discovery
Grime ape obbery Assault Burglary Larceny [Auto Theft| Burglory | Larceny |Auto Theft Alarms
Rape -0.03 —-0.76 0.61 .82 -1.09 - 0.4 1.72 0.31
p<.979 p<449 p<.543 p<.415 p<.297 p<.891 p <.088 p < .754
Robbery ~1.60 110 1.88 —1.29 ~0.31 4.53 0.75
| p<.112 p<.274 p<.061 p< 199 p<.753 p<.001 p<.457
Aggravaied 2.14 3.20 —~0.77 1.54 5.80 2.10
Assault p< O35 p<.002 p<.444 p< 124 p<.001 p<.038
Involvernent S oss ~1.74 ~1.34 1.40 | -0.53
Burglary S 859 p<.083 p <182 p< 162 p<.597
Involvement ) ~-1.95 ~2.41 179 - 0,97
Larceny p< 055 pP< 016 p< 075 p<.,333
Involverment 123 2.76 1.53
Auto Theft p<.219 p<.0086 p< .30
Discovery 6.07 1.10
Burglary p<.001 p<.273
Discovery ~-2.93
Larceny p<,004
Discovery
Auto Theft
Alarms g

*

The .01 jevel of statistical significance was required for inclusion of the mean or proportiohal difference in the iext.
p= Probability that the difference is due to chonce.
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Table F - 30.-- T-test of proportional difference between types of crime for sex.

Type Aggravated {Involvement |Involvement|involvement| Discovery | Discovery | Discovery
Crci);q e Rape Robbery Assault Burdiary Larceny ' {Auto Theft | Burglary Larceny -|Auto Theft Alarms
Rape 0.46 0.2 ~0.10 1.12 —-208 0.03 0.71 1.09
p<.643 p<.802 p<.923 p<.265 p<.058 pP<.973 pP<.480 p<.280
~-0.74 ~0.89 1.46 ~2.59 -1.29 0.63 1.34
Robbery p<.463 p<.374 p <147 p<.011 p<.198 p<.529 | p<.183
Aggravaoted -0.35 1.99 - 2.30 -0.23 1.34 1.86
Assaull p<.729 p<.049 p<.024 p<.814 p<.183 p <.085
Involverment 1.85 -209 0.24 1.30 1.77
Burglary »<.068 p<.046 p<.813 p <195 p<.080
Involvement -3.22 -2.75 —-1.03 -0.03
lLarceny p<.002 p <.006 p<.304 p<.574
L_ N
. {Involvement 2.25 2.80 3.19
Auto Theft p<.025 p<.006 p< 002
Discovery 2.29 2.51
Burgiary p<.022 pP<.013
Discovery 0.93
Larceny p<.353
Discovery
Auto Theft
Alarms

* The .01 level of statistical significance was reguired for inclusion of the mean or proportional differeace in the text.

p= Probability that ihe difference is due to chance.



TABLE F-31

Dependent Variable: Delay Due to Talking to Another Person

Independent Variables
Residence in K.C., Mo.
Residence at Present

Address
Hometown Population
Own-Rent~Board
Head of Household
Constant
Miltiple R: ~  0.16429

R Square: 0.02699
F: 3.80605

B Beta
0.00030 0.00935

-0.00608 -0.10871
-0.01481  -0.07860
0.01347  0.01734
-0.09820  -0.08746
0.75177

Sample:

N:

201

F
0.034

5.208
3.587
0.177
5.193

Simple r
~0.09410

~0.11515
-0.09070

0.06367
-0.08141

All Part I Crime

692
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Dependent Variable:

F.

Independent Variables

(1) Own-Rent-Board

(2) Sociceconomic Rating

(3) Age
(&) Education

(5) Head of Household

(6) Income

(7) Race

(8) Sex

Variable 2 Squared

Interaction of
Variables 1 and 2

Tnteraction of
Variables 1 and 8

Interaction of
Variables 2 and 3

Interaction of
Variables 3 and 6

Interaction of
Variables & and 5

Interaction of
Variables 6 and 7

Constant

Multiple R: 0.24284
R Square: 0.05897
: 2,36456

TABLE F-32

B
~0.07364
~0.00286

0.00200
-0.01090
-0.09572

0.01255
-0.11256
-0.15143
-0.00004

0.00179
0.07562
0.00007
-0.00057
0.02094

0,01512
0.21339

202

Delay Due to Chasing Suspect

Beta F Simple r
~0.19015 4,854 0.02767
~0.29930 1.121 0.01834

0.12149 1.888 -0.02230
~0.09866 0.972 0.05234
~0.15980 2.148 0.03379

0.18455 1.706 0.03749
~0.23388 4,958 -0.01161
-0.31295 6.168 -0.06256
-0.27302 4,260 -0.01806

0.32168 5.227 0.05928

0.28146 4.999 - ~0.02674

0.29525 3.366 0.00223
-0.40273 5.921 -0, 00906

0.24655 2.977 0.06866

0.25920 6.296 0.06202

Sample: All Part I Crime
N: 582




TABLE F-31

Independent Variables B
Residence in K.C., Mo. 0.00030
Residence at Present
Address ~0,00608

Hometown Population -0.01481
Own-Rent-Board 0.01347
Head of Household -0.09820
Constant 0.75177

Miltiple R: *  0.16429

R Square: 0.02699

F: 3.80605

201

Beta
0.00935

-0.10871
-0.07860

0.01734
~0.08746

Sample:
N:

 Dependent Varisble: Delay Due to Talking to Another Person

F
0.034

5.208
3.587
0.177
5.193

Simple r
-0.09410

-0.11515
-0.09070

0.06367
-0.08141

All Part I Crime

692




TABLE F-33

Dependent Variable: Delay Due to Imvestigating Incident Scene

Independent Variables B Beta F Simple r
(1) Present Address -0.00809  -0,16580 8.146 ~0.03994
{2) Hometown Population -0.12897 . -D.94824 10,752 0.01412
(3) Marital Status ~-0.03627 -0.04578 0.565 -(0.02128
(4) Sociceconomic Rating ~0.00052  -0.03256 0.301 0.05730
(5) Education -0.01268  -0.06927 1.478 -0,00810
(6) Income 0.00515 0.04510 0.666 0.04928
(7) Sex -0.12216 -0.15190 1.513 0.01970
Variable 2 Squared 0.01048 0.98155 11.471 0.03395
Interaction of
Varisbles 1 and 4 0.00020 0.16510 6.587 0.07714
Interaction of
Variables 3 and 7 0.07679 0.08829 1.073 0.02759
Interaction of
Variables 5 and 7 0.01770 0.12140 1.164 0.03241
Constant 0.52460 -
Multiple R: 0.21111 Sample:  All Part I Crime
R Square: 0.04457 N: : 551
F: 2.28570
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Dependent Variable: Delay Due to Waiting or Obsexving the Situation

Independent Variables

(1) Residence in K.C., Mo,
(2) Hometown Population
(3) Index Rating

4) Age

(5) Education

(6) Income

(7Y Sex

Interaction of
Variables 1 and 5

Interaction of
Variables 2 and 5

Interaction of
Variables 3 and 7

Interaction of
Variables 4 and 6

Constant
Multiple R: 0.21329
R Square: 0.04549
F: 2.07533

TABLE F-34

B
-0.00012
-0.03623

0.00160
~0. 00404
-(). 06064
-(0.01092

0.06180

0.00023
0.00550
-0.00262

0.00041
0.53918

204

Beta ¥
-0.00584 0.002
-0.34281 6.784

0.13018 3.308
~0.19771 3.538
-0.43585 8.850
~0.12467 1.015

0.10138 2.170

0.06225 0.249

0.42013 4,921
~0.18993 5.588

0.22275 2.230

Sample:
- N:

Simple
~0.01154
-0. 04601
0.02389
-0.02788
-0.02186
0.06059
-0.02571

0.02105
-0.01388
-0.06678

0.0606L

All Part I Crime

491




Dependent Variable:

Independent Variables
(1) Residence at Present

Address
(2) Cwn-Rent-Board

(3) Socioeconomic Rating

(4) Age
(5) Education

(6) Head of Household

(7) Race

Interaction of
Variables 1 and &

Interaction of
Variables 2 and 5

Interaction of
Variables 3 and 6

Interaction of
Variables 3 and 7

Interaction of
Variables 5 and 7

Constant

Multiple R: 0.20715
R Square: 0.04291
F: 2.93307

TABLE F-35

Delay Due to Apathy

B

0.00649
0.07767
0.00363
0.00027
0.03176
0.06179
0.05668

-0.00010

~0.01935

-0.00321

~0.00054

-0.01248
-0.15035

205

Beta F
0.21888 3.458
0.19637 4,728
0.35392 16.475
0.01635 0.094
0.26844 7.002
0.10430 4,293
0.11016 1.555

-0.20895 2.515
-0.35511 8.453
-0.31937 12.140
-0.03821 0.390
-0.12220 1.614
Sample:
N:

Simple

0.03050
-0.04238
0.08546
0.01233
0.00427
-0.00200
-0.03657

0.00658
-0.05193
0.02271
-0.01213

-0.05667

All Part I Crime

798
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TABLE ¥-36

Dependent Variable. Delay Due to Fear or Emotional Upset

Independent Variables B Beta F Simple r
(1) Residence in K.C., Mo.  0.H0991 0.46075 4,098 -0.01635
(2) Hometown Populatiomn ¢.01703 0.14849 3.013 -0.04985
(3) Own-Rent-Board 0.06034 0.11091 4.119 0.11102
(4) Marital Status 0.22295 0.33996 2.881 0.03649
(5) Age 0.0@223 0.10149 1.143 ~-0.01844
(6) Head of Household -0.16955 -0.21152 8.868 -0.19645
(7) Imcome -0.00099 = -0.01044 0.040 ~-0.06583
(8) Sex 0.03874 0.05907 1.135 0.12779
Interaction of '
Variables 1 and 2 -0.00101 -0.49446 4,650 -0.04623
Interaction of :
Variables 1 and 4 ~-0.00016  -0.00784 0.003 -0.01917
Interaction of
Variables 2 and 4 -0.02106  -0.30479 3.309 -0.00885
Interaction of
Variables &4 and 5 -0.00265 ~0.17299 0.958 -0.00370
Interaction of
Variables 4 and 6 0.07526 0.11546 0.895 -0.02430
Constant -0.09456
Multiple R: 0.28503 Sample: = All Part I Crime
R Square: 0.08124 N: 490
F: 3.23763
TABLE F-37

Dependent Vatiable: Delay Due to Police Commmications Problems

Independent Variables B Beta F Simple r
Residence at Present
Address -0.00166  -0.05658 2.574 - ~0.07468
Marital Status 0.03115 0.06108 2.934 0.08324
Race 0.03808  0.07432 4,325 0.09474
Constant 0.04765
Multiple R: (.12787 Sample: All Part I Crime
R Square: 0.01635 N: 819
F: 4,.51579
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TABLE F-38

Dependent Variable: Reporting Time, Logarithm

Independent Variables
(1) Residence in K.C., Mo.

(2) Residence at Present
Address

(3) Cwn-Rent-Board

(4) Marital Status

(5) Socioeconomic Ratihg
(6) Education

(7) Income

Variable 5 Squared
Variable 6 Squared

Interaction of
Variables 1 and 4

Interaction of
Variables 1 and 7

Interaction of
Variables 2 and 4

Interaction of
Variables 3 and 6

Constant
Multiple R: 0.22379

R Square: 0.05008
F: 2.03989

B
-0.00871

0.00515
0.18717
0.24768

-0.00634

-0.08633

-0.00150
0.00009
0.01553

~-0.00412
0.00112
-0.00358

-0.05223
1.28379

207

Beta F

-0.18080 1.389
0.05741 0.591
0.15516 1.857
0.16995 4,075
-0.21626 2.307
-0.25849 0.885
-0.00720 0.007
0.21871 2.419
0.49795 3.816
~0.08795 0.524
0.21063 2.727
-0.03103 0.145
-0.34439 4,483

Sample:

N: '

Simple r
-0.03043

0.01547
-0.05277
0.02176
0.03785
0.03195
0.07221
0.06351
0.04692

-0.04490
0.05340
-0.02340

-0.03476

All Part I Crime
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. Dependent Variable:

Independent Variables
Rape
Assault
Involvement Burglary
Discovery Burglary
Involvement Larceny
Discovery Larceny
Involvement Auto Theft
Discovery Auto Theft
(1) Telephoning Delay
(2) Talking Delay
(3) Chasing Delay
(4) Investigating Delay
(5) Waiting-Observing
Delay
(6) Contacting Security
(7) Apathy Delay
(8) Being Unsure of the
Police
(9) Injury Delay
(10) Fear-Emotional Upset
' Delay
(11) Public Commmications
Delay ‘

(12) Police Commmications
Delay

(13) Not Being Informed-
‘ Being Misinformed

(14) Residence in K.C., Mo.

(15) Residence at Present
Address

(16) Own-~Rent-Board

(17) Marital Status

(18) Socioeconomic Rating
(19) Education

TABLE F-39

B
-0.13654
-0.07071
-0.26633

0.31370
0.06751
0.37985
-0.19564
0.26569
0.39006
0.08403
0.02354
0.16209

0.22761
0.38806
0.55820

0.26947
0.20737

-0.03042
~0.01338
0.09724

0.53413
0.00181

0.00489
0.0521L
0.29820
0.00030
~0.02275

208

Reporting Time, Logarithm

Beta
-0.01842
-0.02729
-0.06983

0.19986
0.02720
0.21465
-0.01765
0.09588
0.16181
0.05703
0.00809
0.08607

0.08786
0.11591
0.19031

0.09659
0.06503

-0.01297

-0.00764

0.03290

0.23259
0.03450

0.05429
0.04384
0.19233
0.00968
-0.06325

0.376
0.521
4.615
18.112
0.484
24,340
0.366
7.339
23.889
3:208
0.055
7.672

4,747
12.212
29.713

9.263
3.440

0.181

0.059

1.124

21.524
0.106

1.256
0.341

11.144

0.011
0.145

Simple r
~(,01080
-0.08027
~0.13022
$,18805
-0.07947
0.16783
0.00245
0.00035
0.22829
0.06552
-0.09450
0.13809

0,19989
0.06986
0.25686

0.19623
~0.00175

~0.06163
~0.09095
0.05731

$.20453
~0.01354

0.00879
-0.04548
0.02236
0.02015
0.03612




Independent Variables
(20) Incoms

Interaction. of
Variables 1 and 5

Interaction of
Variables 1 and 6

Interaction of
Variables 2 and 13

Interaction of
Variables 3 and 5

Interaction of
Variables 4 and 5

Interaction of
Variables 4 and 6

Interaction of
Variables 5 and 7

Interaction of
Variables 5 and 8

Interaction of
Variables 5 and 9

Interaction of
Variables 5 and 12

Interaction of
Variables 6 and 7

Interaction of
Variables 7 and 10

Interaction of
Variables 7 and 12

Interaction of
Variables 11 and 13

Variable 18 Squared
Variable 19 Squared

Interaction of
Variables 14 and 17

Interaction of
Variables 14 and 20

Interaction of
Variables 15 and 17

Interaction of
Variables~16 and 19

Constant

B
-0.00527

0.05672
-1.05247
-0.15235
-0.30815

0.15384
-0.23741

0.17132

0.69873

0.63719

0.78525
~-0.01310
-0.28075
-0.98881

-0.47164
-0.00001
0.00601

-0.00753
0.00017
-0.00547

-0.01803
0.64944
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Beta
-0.02004

0.01077
-0.12539
~0.05498
-0.04158

0.02393
-0.02620

0.02665

0.10869

0.05748

0.08666
-0.00102
-0.02195
-C.10913

~0.09878
-0.02218
0.17663

-0.14584

0.02776

-0.04616

~0.10937

F
0.127

0.077
14.047
1.170
1.550
0.500
0.675
0.470
8.608
3.247
6.598
0.001L
0.476
10.865

8.679
0.059
1.309

3.677

0.089

0.777

1.178

Simple r
0.04858

0.25329
-0.03533
0.12946
-0.04770
0.17550
0.01234

0.25124

- 0.24295

0.12019

- 0.14251

0.04986
~0.01971
¢ 02626

-0.00075
0.04814
0.05121

-0.02689

0.03652

-0.03417

-0.02252



Multiple R:
R Square:
F:

0. 58066
0.33716
9.04991
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Sample:  All Part I Crime
N: 516
Reference Group: Robbery




TABLE F-40

Dependent Variable: Reporting Time, Logarithm

Independent Variables B Beta F Simple r
Rape -0.08321.  -0.01123 0.142 -0.01080
Assault -0,06251 -0.02413 0.408 -0.08027
Involvement Burglary -0.24825 ~0.06509 4,075 -0.13022
Discovery Burglary 0.32730 0.20852 19,916 0.11805
Tnvolvement Larceny 0.06324  0.02548 0.429 -0.07947
Digcovery Larceny 0.39432 0.22282 26.599 0.16783
Involvement Auto Theft -0.10384  -0.00937 0.104 0.00245
Discovery Auto Theft 0.29512 0.10650 9.149 0.00035
(1) Telephoning Delay 0.38574 0.16002 23.557 0.22829
(2) Talking Delay 0.08148 0.05530 3.119 0.06552
(3) Chasing Delay 0.04173 0.01433 0.174 ~0.09450
(4) Investigating Delay 0.15253 0.08100 6.864 0.13809
(5) Waiting-Observing
Delay - 0,21714 0.08382 4,350 0.19989
(6) Contacting Security 0.38285 0.11435 12.005 0.06986
(7) Apathy Delay 0.57880 0.19733 32.567 0.25686
(8) Being Unsure of the
Police 0.28575 0.10243 10.522 0.19623
(9) Injury Delay 0.22148 0.06945 3.962 -0.00175
.(10) Fear-Emotional Upset
Delay -0.01389 -0.00592 0.038 -0.06163
(11) Public Commmications
Delay ~-0.00906  -0.00517 0.027 -0.09095
(12) Police Commmications
Delay_ 0.11492 0.03888 1,585 0.05731
(13) Not Being Informed-
Being Misinformed 0.55765 0.24283 23.694 0.20453
Interaction of
Variables 1 and 5 0.10799 0.02050 0.281 0.25329
Interaction of
Variables 1 and 6 -1.05175 -0.12530 14,223 ~-0.03533
Interaction of
Variables 2 and 13 -0.18885 -0.06815 1.828 0.12946
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Independent Variables B Beta Fo Simple r
Interaction of

Variables 3 and 5 -0.32024  -0.04321 1.687 -0.04770
Interaction of
Variables 4 and 5 0.19587 0.03047 0.810 0.17550
Interaction of .
Variables 4 and 6 -0.15867 © -0,01751 0.308 0.01234
Interaction of ;
Variables 5 and 7 0.12518 0.01947 0.253 0.25124
Interaction of
Variables 5 and 8 0.66090 0.10280 7.757 0.24295
Interaction of
Variables 5 and 9 0.62104 0.05602 3.096 0.12019
Interaction of
Variables 5 and 12 0.74950 0.08272 6.118 0.14251
Interaction of
Variables 6 and 7 0.05186 0.00405 0.016 0.04986
Interaction of
Variables 7 and 10 -0,24211  -0,01893 0.355 -0.01971
Interaction of
Variables 7 and 12 -0.96322 - -0.10630 10.373 0.02626
Interaction of
Variables 11 and 13 -0.45777  -0.09587 8.221 ~0.00075
Conjtant 0.74576
Multiple R: 0.56824 Sample: All Part I Crime
R Square: 0.32289 N: 903
F: 11.81278 Reference Group:  Robbery
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Appendix G

Summary Statistics for Process
of Reporting
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Interview Completion Rates

Using information gained by the observers and tape analysts, victims of
incidents and citizens who contacted police about incidents were interviewed
to get information about the length of crifme occurrence, the length of time
taken to report the crime, problems encountered and patterns followed during
this reporting delay, and socio-demographic information about victims of crimes
and about the persons reporting crimes,

Citizens interviewed were divided into three groups, victims, victims who
called police, or victim-callers, and witmesses who called police and citizens
who called police only, or witness callers/callers. Field procedures did not
allow field observers to question citizens about their relationship to a crime

so observers got victim identities from police offense reports and relied upon

police officer inquiries to get the identities of the citizens who called police
about the incidents, if those citizens were not also the victim.

Through tape content analysis, it was detexmined that in 20 to 25 percent of
the Part I cases, police inquiries had not accurately determined the name of the
person who initially called police about the incident. In soms cases, somecne
else had cr.tacted police; in some cases the victim was listed as calling the
police when it had been the victim's spouse who had contacted the police; and in
some cases the listed caller had not been the first person to contact police about
the incident. A caller was not considered eligible for an interview unless their
call had instigated the police response to the incident.

Completion rates were computed for the follow-up interviews based upon cor-
rected field information. If the person originally listed as the citizen-caller
was later determined not to be the citizen-caller, he was excluded from the com-

putation. However, citizens determined through tape analysis to be the actual
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citizen-caller, but who ccilld not be located by interviewers,‘ were considered
eligible citizen-callers and included in the computation. To be eligible for
an interview, citizens also had to be 12-years-of-age or older, must not be a
suspect: to the offense committed, and must have been at the scene of the inci=
dent when police arrived.

There were 1,097 eligible citizens. Follow-up interviews were completed
for all but 101, or for 90.8 percent of the citizens. Figure G-1 gives the fre-
quencies of citizens intersﬁewed by type of crime.

Of the 101 citizenss;lot interviewed, 3 were not interviewed because of in-
sufficient identification by field observers; 73 were not interviewed because
the interviewers could not locate the citizens by phc:ne or in person; 9 could
not remember the incident; 1 citizen refused an interview, and 15 were not inter-
viewed for miscellanecus reasons. The citizens who could not be located were
listed as such only after it was determined they had given incorrect names and
addresses to the of’ficer or had moved without leaving a forwarding address.

The follow-up completion rate by incident, i.e., percent of those cases for
which either a victim-caller phone survey or both a victim and e}"\‘g\imess—cal‘ier
survey was completed, was 68.4 percent. The difference between méxdent and cit-
izen completion rates was primarily due to incidents where a victim or witness-
caller were not at the incident scene when police arrived, making them ineligible
for an interview and so preventing an interview from being completed for that
particular incident.

The follow-up completion rate by incident for each type of crime were 60.0
percent for rape, 65.4 percent for robbery, 40.5 percent for aggravated assault;,
71.3 percent for burglary, 71.7 percent for larceny, and 78.5 percent fqr'v'éeto

theft.
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" Table G-1.-- Completion results for citizen follow-up interviews.

Witness

Victim
Crime
Category S ,
Eligible Competed Percent Eligible | Competed Percent

Rape 8] 8 88.2 8 8 100.0
Robbery 123 114 92.7 43 38 88.4
‘Aggravated | | ~
Assault 76 62 81.6 38 32 84.2
Burglary 300 279 03.0 76 87 88.1
Larceny 271 251 93.0 70 62 88.6
Auto Theft 76 68 89.5 8 8 1000

Total 855 774 80.5 243 215 88.5
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Table G - 2.-- T-test of proportional difference byetween types of telephones used
for length of residence, tenare(own-rent-board), marital status, and type of work,

Length of residence of pres\ént address

Tenure (own-~rent-board)

Ll

Type Of, Pay Own Home | Business Other . Pay Own Home | Business Other
Telephohe Telenh Telenh Teleph Person's Teleph Teleoh Teleph Person's
Used elephone | Telephone elephone Telephone elephone elephone elephone Telephone
Pay -1.95 ~0.10 0.09 3.37 2.47 -0.37
Telephone p<.0B2 p< 818 p<.932 p< 001 p< 014 p<.716
Own Home 3.81 3.27 -0.95 -5.12
Telephone < 001 p<.001 p<.343 p<.001
Business Q.27 -3.77
Telephone p<.789 p<.001
QOther
Person's
Telephone

Marital Status Type of Work
Type of Pay Own Home| Business | Other , Pay Own Home| Business Other .
Telephone z Person's . ‘ Person's -
Used Telephone | Telephone | Telephone Telephone Telephone | Telephone | Telephone Telephone
Pay 0.63 2.86 -0,76 ~0.19 -4.61 1.46
Telephone - p<.527 p< .005 p< 451 p<.848 pP<.001 p< 147
Own Home 3.94 -1.98 -7.19 2.27
Telephone pP<.001 p<.048 p<.001 p<.024
Business ~-4.81 8.17
Telephone p <.001 p<.001
Other
Person's
Telephone
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Table G -3.-- T-test of proportional difference between types of telephones
used for age, education, head of household, and income.

Telephone

Age Education
;y,pe h%fn Pay Own Home| Business gzt:gn‘s Pay Own Home | Business S;rsfn’s
elephone \

Used Telephone | Telephone | Telephone Telephone Telephone | Telephone | Telephone Telephone

Pay -3.09 -2.68 ~1.29 0.81 | -1.79 1.50

Telephone p<.002 p<.008 p<.,198 p< 417 p<.075 p< 135

Own Home i 1.49 2.37 -4.44 1.10

Telephone i | P < 137 p<.018 p<.001 p<.273

Business \t 1.38 425

Telephone p<.168 p<.001

Other

Person’s

Telephone

Heaod of Household Income
_]W:ylpe :f Pay Own Home | Business gthern Pay Own Home | Business (}get;‘:gn’s
elephone : erson's

Used Telephone | Telephone | Telephone Telephone Telephone | Telephone | Telephone Telephone
| Pay 0.0%9 -2.54 -0.08 0.42 —-2.99 1.867

Telephone p<.929 p<.013 p<.929 p<.676 p<.005 p <.099

Own Home -5.33 -0.25 =7.49 2.13

Telephone p <.001 p<.800 p <.001 p<,034

Business 3.29 7.87

Telephone p <.Q01 p<.001

Other - ’

Person's




Table G ~4.-- T-test of proportional difference betwéen types of telephones
used for race and sex.

Race Sex
% ‘loeeph?;ne Pay Own Home| Business i?etr;;'s Pay Own Home| Business 'S;:fc:n's
i I |

Used Telephone | Telephaone | Telephone Telephone Telephone | Telephone » Telephone Telephone
Pay -0.79 2.64 ~1.31 ~3.27 1.48 -1.686
Telephone p< 430 p<.009 p<.192 p<.001 p< 141 p<.099
Own Home 5.72 -Q.94 850 1.81

| Telephone p<.001 p<.350 p<.001 p<.072
Business —5.34 —4.38
Telephone p<.001 p <001
Other - o T
Person's
Telephone
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Talile G -5.-- T-test of proportional difference between telephone numbers used for

Length of residence in K.C., Mo.

Length of residence ot present address

length of residence, tenurelown-rent-board), type of work, education, and age.

Tenure (own -rent ~board)

Telephore || crime Police Telephone Crime Police Telephone Crime Police Telephone
Number | Switchboard] Company Alert Switchboord) Company Alert Switchbodrd] Company
Used Alert Operator | Operator er Operator | Operator er Operator | Operator
Crime 1.18 3.37 0.786 3.63 ~1.19 ~-3.31
Alert p<.240 p<.001 p< 448 p<.Q01 p< .223 p<-001
SPO"tngb ) 2.03 2.64 -1.88
witchboar
<044 <.009
Operator P R p< .061
Telephone
Company
Operator
Type of work 7 Educotion Age
Telephone ; | Police Telephone . Police Telephone ; Police Telephaone
Number C;‘lme Switchboard Company i:‘me Switchboard Company ir]mte Switchboard| Company
Used Alert Operator | Operator ert Operator | Operator er Operator | Operator
Crime 1,00 3.90 0.26 3.70 0.46 3.09
Alert p<.319 p<.001 p<.794 p<.001 p< 646 p<.002
Police
Switchboard 269 323 2.40
Operator p< 007 p<.001 n<g 017
Telephone
Company
Operator
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Table G -6.-- T-test of proportional difference between telephone numbers used for
head of household, income, and race.

Head of household

Income Roce
Telephone : Police Telephone . Police Telephone : Police Telephone
Number ifg:f Switchhoard| Company iqumte Switchboard] Company ill”mle Switchboard Company
Used Operator . | Operator er Operator | Operator er Operator | Operator
Crime 1.64 3.77 -0.66 3.22 ~-1.34 -3.66
Alert p< 101 p<.001 p< 512 p<-001 p<.183 p<.001
Police ‘
. 2.00 3.64 -2.10

Switchboard

Operator p<.047 p<.001 p<.036
Telephorie

Company:

Operator




¢ce

Table G~-7.~-- T~test of proportional difference between ways telephone number
known for length of residence, population of community, and tenure(own-rent-board),

Length of residence in Kansas City, Mo,

Length of residence ot present address

How Citizen Telephone | Number Telephone Telephone | Number Telephone
Knew g Written Memory Company Direct Written Memory Company
Number Directory | pown Ope "ator reciory | Down Operator
Telephone —3.08 ~2.96 0.35 -1.45 -0.37 1.64
Directory p<.002 p<.003 p<.730 p<.148 p<. 711 pP<.102
Number 0.76 3.74 1.31 3.11
ﬁiﬁe“ p<.448 | p<:001 p< 191 p<.002
Memo 3.92 2.03

, r
Y p<.001 p<.043
Telephone
Company
Qperator
Populot‘io'bn of community of longest residence Tenure (own-rent-board)
How Citizen Number Telephone | * | Number Telephone
Knew gc?lep ?one Written Memory Company g?r:z’zf’:e Written Memory Company
Number reciory Down Operator y Dovar Operator
Telephone -2.88 -3.27 ~3.40 ~0.32 ~0.03 —-2.82
Directory p<.004 p <001 p<.C01 p<.748 p<.975 p<.005
\r/\lvquer ~0.05 -0.64 0.35 ~-2.29
Dg:Nnen p £.964 p<.B25 p<.728 p<.023
X : = - O v 67 -3.19
Memory \p <501 p<.002
Telephone '?.’;:\: yyﬁjfr
Company ’
Operator
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Table G -8.-- T-test of proportional difference between ways telephone

number known for marital status, type of work, age, and education.

Marital stotus

T ype of work

How Citizen Telephone | Number Telephone Telephone | Number Telephone
Knew Director Written Memory Company Director Writien Mermory Caompany
Number Y | Down Operator Y | Down Operator
Telephone 0.53 0.66 ~2.,16 1.91 1.82 487
A-Directory P <.598 p<.B11 p<.032 p<.058 p <.069 p<.001
Number 0.06 ~264 ~0.42 3.12
Wiitien
Down p<.954 | p<.009 p< 877 | p<.002
Memor —2.05 3.80
4 p< 003 p <.001
Telephon®
Company
Operotor
Age Education
HOV‘/’;:‘;,‘\C itizen Telephone | Number Telephone Telephone | Number Telephone
Kngw: Di Written Memory Company . Written Memory Company
Number Irectory | pown Operator Directory | pown Operator
Tetephone ~1.64 -0.,44 2.27 1,32 2.16 3.29
“Directory p< 102 p< 6680 | p<.024 p<.189 p<.031 | p<.001
\];’vlﬂ?eer: 1.48 3.81 0.6 1.97
Down £<,139 p< Q01 p< 539 p<.051
M . 290 1.8686
emory p < .004 p< .099
Telephone
Cormpany
QOperator
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Table G -9.-- T-test of proportional difference between ways telephone
number known for head of household, income, race, and sex,
Head of household

Income
How Citizen Number Telephone Number Telephone
Knew ]{;glepf;one Written Memory Company ’[gglephone Written Memory Company
Number irectory | pown Operator irectory | pown Operator
Telephone 1.50 -1.20 1.68 0.66 1.81 3.34
Directory p<.135 p<.233 p<.085 p<.510 p<.071 p<.-001
\l/\lvur}j(?ter - —2.,76 0.29 0.90 2.41
ritten
Down p<.006 p<L 772 p<.368 p<.017
Memor 2.7 2.00
Y p < .008 p< .046
Telephone
Company
Operator
Raoce A o Sex
How Citizenl| Telephone | Number Telephone Telephone | Number Telephone
Knew . written Memory Company . Writien Memory Company
Number Directory | pown ' Operator Directory | pown Operator
Telephone -0.77 ~1.93 -553 -1.23 1.23 -0.58
Directory p< 441 p<.,054 | p<.001 p< .220 p<.221 p<L .B77
\;\'/U”;f:g ~1.08 -4.73 2.62 0.54
ri
Down p<.282 p<-.001 p < 009 p<.586
M -4 .13 -1.70
o
emory p < .00 2<.090
Telephone
Compaony
Operator
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Table G ~-10.-- T-test of proportional difference between types of

head of household, income, and sex.
Head of household

citizen-callers for

Income Sex
Type 1{ Victim Witness Victim Witness Victim Witness
of Calier Caller Caller

Coller Caoller } Caller Caller Caller Coller

Caller
Victim 5.69 1.26 -0.18 —-2.91 -3.56 -1,086
Caller p < .00 p<.207 p<.859 p<.004 p < .001 p<.290
Witness -3,91 -1.70 2 .49
Caller p<.0M p<. 91 p< .014
Calier




Append ix H

Summary Statistics for Citizen
Satisfaction
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Dependent Variable:

Independent Variables

Rape
Assault

Involvement Burglary

Discovery Burglary
Involvement Larceny

Discovery Larceny
Involvement Auto Theft
Discovery Auto Theft

Congtant

. Mualtiple R:
7 R Bquare:
F.

0.21847
0.04773
3.51486

Dependent Variable: Travel Time

Independent Variables

Rape
Assault

Involvement Burglary

Discovery Burglary

Involvement Larceny

Discovery Larceny

Involvement Auto Theft
. Discovery Auto Theft

Constant

Multiple R:
R Square:
B OF

0.29360
0.08620
6. 61483

TABLE H-1

Dispatch Time

B Beta F Simple r
0.00789 0.01048 0.059 -0.03128
0.00656 0.01770 0.133 -0.07159

-0.00502 -0.00889 0.040 -0.06585
0.04295 0.20259 11.488 0.08266
0.03381  0.09848 3.935 0.00892
0.03253 0.13846 5.852 0.00833
0.09480  0.05671 1.85% 0.03829
0.07682 0.20741 18.240 0.13399
0.05050 ‘

Sample: All Part I Crime
N: 570
Reference Group: Robbery

TABLE H-2

B Beta F Simple
0.00702  0.01447 0.117 -0.05356
0.00607  0.02542 0.285 . -0.12026
0.01820  0.04995 1,310 -0.04071
0.04989  0.36504  38.870 0.18628
0.04356  0.19686  16.387 0.05471
0.03547  0.23424  17.455 0.02499
0.05668  0.05260 1.667 0.02247
0.04065 ~ 0.17030  12.814 0.03675
0.07127

Sample: All Part I Crime
N: 570
Reference Group: ~ Robbery
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Dependent Variable:

Independent Variables
Rape

Agsault e
Involvement Burg .7
Discovery Burglary
Involvement Larceny
Discovery Larceny
Involvement Auto Theft
Discovery Auto Theft

(1) Length of Time in
K.C., Mo.

(2) Length of Time at
Present Address

(3) Population of Life
Residency

(4) Own, Rent or Board
Residency

(5) Marital Status

(6) Socioceconocmic Status

(Duncan Index)
(1) Age

.x8) Education

(9) Head of Household
(10) Family Income
(11) Race

(12) sex

Length of Time in
K.C., Mo., Squared

Socioeconomic Status
Squared

Age Squared

Travel Time

Dispatch Time

Interaction of
Variables 1 and 3

TABLE H-3

B
-0.20663
-0.01723
-0.01127
~0.24184
-0.01987
~0.17273
-0.27563
~-0.16673

0.00122

-0.01115

~0.04496

-0.21690
-0.02887

-0.00076
0.00428
-0.07788
0.04495
0.00341
0.08620
0.06310

-(0.00002

~0.00001
0.00514
0.41830
0.29902

0.00855

Beta
~0.08711
-0.01364
-0.00503
-0.33373
-0.01665
-0.21093
-0.05858
-0,13780

0.05382
-0.26041
-0.35517

-0.38284
~0.04189

~0.05422
0.17397
-0.49622
0.05372
0.03389
0.12524
0.09130

-0.05214

-0.03281
0.35285
0.07918
0.09356

0.03944
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Faster Response Time Could Make a Difference

F
2.448
0.047
0.007

15.123
0.060
7.014
1.128
4,354

0.006
0.297
1.413

2.438
0.275

0.073
0.169
2.136
0.025
0.225
0.205
0.145

0.084

0.032
1.241
2,038
3.108

0.003

Simple ¢
-0.00490
0.11213
0.03929
~-0.16976
0.11826
~0.08535
-0.02914
-0.01373

0.00579
-0.07876
~0.03554

0.05204
-0.01280

-0.13086
-0,08750
-0.17638
-0.05873
-0.07973

0.06890

0.05492

-0.02648

-0.13256
-0.16199
0.00056
0.06864

-0.01299
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Independent Variables B Beta F Simple
Interaction of
Variables 1 and 9 "~ 0.24820 0.11910 0.310 ~-0.03736
Interaction of
Variables 2 and 3 0.07356 0.15924 0.111 -0.08766
Interaction of
Variables 2 and 4 0.14745 0.04816 0.143 -0.02834
Interaction of R ‘
Variables 3 and 4 2.43455 . 0.50010 3.485 0.04612
Interaction of
Variables 3 and 7 -0.04825 - -0.23515 0.236 -0.10490
Interaction of
Variables 3 and 11 1.00598 0.13831 *0.486 0.06012
Interaction of 7
Variables 4 and 9 -0.53860 -0.01291 0.005 -0.02067
Interaction of
Variables 4 and 12 1.85980 0.04956 0.074 0.07242
Interaction of
Variables 5 and 12 -0,23841 -0.00323 0.001 0.01524
Interaction of
Variables 6 and 11 -0.02031 -0.01144 0.013 -0.07255
Interaction of
Variables 7 and 9 -0.34832 -0.19567 0.613 -0.11243
Interaction of ’ ;
Variables 7 and 11(}_ ) -0.14809 - -0.08055 0.263 0.03191
Interaction of B
Variables 8 and 9 1.94179 0.16466 0.682 -0.11707
Interaction of ,
Variables 8 and 11 -1.95070 ~-0.15458 0.885 -0.03568
Interaction of
Variables 9 and 12 ~4.14192  -0.05455 0.122 -0.01019
_COIIStant 1.76702
Multiple R: 0.42177 Sample:  All Part I Crime
R Square: 0.17789 N: 374
F: 1.75212 Reference Groap:  Robbery
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TABLE H-4

Dependent Variable: Faster Response Time Could Make a Difference

Independent Variables B Beta F  Simple r
Rape -0,19885 -0.07065 2.709 -0.02284
Assault -0.00340  -0-00245 0.003 0.10355
Involvement Burglary .+-0.02107  -0.00997 0.051 0.05601
Discovery Burglary . -0.21094 -0.26614  20.007 ~0.13947
Involvement Larceny "1 -0.06808  ~0.05305 1.152 0.05797
Discovery Larceny -0.18435  -0.20990 13.572  -0.07193
Involvement Auto Theft -0.29885 -0.04782 1.334 -0.02620
Discovery Auto Theft -0,18521 -0.13378 7.658 -0.03876
Constant 1.29885

Multiple R: 0.23744 Sample:- All Part I Crime

R Square: 0.05638 N: 570

F: 4.18982 Reference Group: Robuexry
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Dependent Variable:

Independent Variables
Rape

Assault

Involvement Burglary
Discovery Burglary
Involvement Larceny
‘Discovery Larceny
Inyvolvement Auto Theft
Discovery Auto Theft

(1) Length of Time in
K.C., Mo.

(2) Length of Time at
Present Address

(3) Population of Life
Residency

(4) Own, Rent or Board
Residency

(5) Marital Status
(6) Socioeconomic Status

(Duncan Index)
(7 Age
(8) Education
(9) Head of Household
(10) Family Income
711) Race
(12) Sex

Length of Time din
K.C., Mo., Squared

Sociceconomic Status
Squared

Age Squared

Travel Time

Dispatch Time

Faster Response Time
Could Make a Difference

Expectations

B
0.02533
0.03040

-0.03940
0.10638
0.06442
0.09658
0.11750
0.22281

0.01193
-0.01215
-0.01100

0.04195
0.00789

-0.00439
-0.00196
-0,03578

0.28972

0.00175
-0.12350
-0.01890

0.00001

0.00008
0.00505
~0.25030
0.03183

0.00659
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Beta
0.01645
0.03706

~0.02710
0,22611
0.08313
0.18167
0.03846
0.28366

0.80839
-0.40125
-0.13380

0.11404
0.01763

-0.48217
-0.12304
-0.35114

0.53323

0.02683
-0.27638
-0.04212

0.01987

0.62303
0.53428
-0.07298
0.01534

0.01014

0.088
0.348
0.210
6.708
1.522
5.148
0.490
18.396

1.449

0.711

0.202

0.217
0.049

5.855
0.085
1.074
2.491
0.142
1.006
0.031

0.012

11.534
2.863
1.738
0.084

0.035

Simple ¢
-0.05217
-0.08367
~0.09633
0.09598
~-0.06380
0.02991
-0.02341
0.18418

-0.13013
-0.11665
-0,04730

0.02992
-0.02649

0.15955
~0.09453
0.12845
0.02575
0.05444
-0.00540
-0.07046

~0.12245

0.21384
0.14972
0.00419
0.09544

-0.05096




Independent Variables B Beta F Simple r
Interaction of

Variables 1 and 3 - -0.133530 -0.94799 1.880 -(.12669
Interaction of ,
Variables 1 and © 0.05511 0.04073 0.037 -0.08370
Interaction of ‘
Variables 2 and 3 0.10754 0.35859 0.570 ~0.1128%
Interaction of
Varisbles 2 and 4 -0.01320 -0.00664 0.003 -(. 10691
Interaction of
Varisbles 3 and 4 -0.08778 -0.02777 0,011 -(.00817
Interaction of
Varisbles 3 and 7 0.04426 0.33227 0.476 ~{.09385
Interaction of ;
Variables 3 and 1l 0.89912 0.1904 0.829 0.00119
Interaction of
Varisbles 4 and 2 -3.82931 -0.14139 0.807 0.02879
Interaction of
Varigbles & and 12 -1,14894  -0.04716 0.067 -0.05996
Interaction of
Variables 5 and 12 -%4,36349  -0.09102 0.428 -0.05559
Interaction of
Variables 6 and 11 0.12674 0.10997 1.181 0.08386
Interaction of
Variables 7 and 9 -0.43273  -0.37442 2,264 -0.04985
Interaction of
Varisbles 7 and 11 0.07675 0.06430 0.169 -0. 01765
Interaction of
Variables 8 and 9 ~2.53959 -0.33171 2.750 0.08563
Interaction of
Variables 8 and 11 0,22389 0.02733 0.028 0.02975
Interaction of )
Varigbles § and 12 5.50580 0.11168 0.518 -0.02470
Constant 0.23459
Miltiple R: 0.43445 ’ Sample: All Part I Crime
R Square: 0.18875 N: ' 374
F: 1.83361 , Reference Group:  Robbery
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Dependent Variable:

Independent Variables
Rape

Assault

Involvement Burglary
Discovery Burglary
Invoivement Larceny
Discovery Larceny
Involvement Auto Theft
Discovery Auto Theft

(1) Length of Time in
K.C., Mo,

(2) Length of Time at
Present Address

(3) Population of Life
' Residency

(4) Ouwn, Rent or Board
Residency

(5) Marital Status

(6) Socioeconomic Status
(Duncan Index)

(7) Age

(8) Education

(9) Head of Household
(10) Family Income
(_1) Race

(12) Sex

Length of Time in
K.C., Mo., Squared

Socioeconomic Status
Squared

Age Squared

Travel Time

‘Dispatch Time

Faster Response Time
Could Make a Difference

Perceptions

TABLE H-6

B
0.05292
0.03616
0.04055
0.07981
0.07468
0.05464

-0.01184
0.09863

0.00733
~-0.00035
~-0.00786

-0.04925
0.04119

-0.00125
0.00036
-0.00714
0.15691
0.00170
-0.10264
~0.03643

-0.00001

0.00002
0.00109
0.28395
0.53976

0.07886

Y/

Beta
0.05326
0.06833
0.04322
0.26290
0.14933
0.15927

-0.00601
0.19459

0.76956

-0.01793

~0.14814

-0.20752
0.14265

-0.21286
0.03495
-0.10861
0.44755
0.04036
-0.35596
-0.12581

-0.04264

0.29473
0.17907
0.12830
0.40314

0.18824

1.230
1.583
0.714
12,148
6.577
5.300
0.016
11.597

1.759
0.002
0.331

0.963
4,316

1.529
0.009
0.138
2.351
0.432
2.235
0.365

0.075

3.457
0.431
7.197

77.385

15.921

Simple r
-0.04161
-0.07267
-0.03888
0.12833

0.06740
-0.04928

~0.03147

-0.04161
~0.07243
-0.08391
-0.02591

-0.01968
-0.01042

0.07768
-0.12821
0.04252
-0.02236
0.07403
-0.03175
-0.01751

~0.10962

0.11108
0.05639
0.25159
0.48189

0.20528




Independent Variables B Beta F Simple r
Interaction of

Variables 1 and 3 -0.07969 -0.876%96 2.155 -0.08431
Interaction of
Variables 1 and 9 0.13722 - 0.15717 0.731 -0.07755
Interaction of
Variables 2 and 3 -0,01992  ~0,10294 0.063 -0.09877
Interaction of ,
Variables 2 and 4 0.16151 0.12593 1.326 ~-0.05337
Interaction of
Variables 3 and 4 0.36910 0.18099 0.611 -0.01136
Interaction of ‘
Variables 3 and 7 0.00766 0.08911 0.046 ~(.12920
Interaction of
Variables 3 and 11 0.96963 0.31823 3.476 -0.01375
Interaction of
Variables 4 and 9 -2,71182  ~0.15517 0.979 -0,04178
Interaction of
Variables 4 and 12 3.14556 0.20010 1.626 ~0.00276
Interaction of
Variables 5 and 12 -6.53132 -0.21113 3.088 ~-0.03610
Interaction of ]
Variables 6 and 11 -0.04072  -0,05476 0.392 -0.,05536
Interaction of
Variables 7 and 9 -0,27355. -0,36681 2.910 -0,10466
Interaction of
Variables 7 and 11 0.00610 0.00792 0.003 -0, 05844
Interaction of
Variables 8 and 9 -0.99381 -0.20117 1.375 0.01264
Interaction of
Variables 8 and 11 0.42443 0,08028 0.322 -0.03184
Interaction of
Variables 9 and 12 3.29931 0.10372 0.599 -0.02955
Constant 0.03303 ,
Multiple R: 0.62801 . Sample: All Part I Crime
R Square: 0.32440 N: 374
F: 5.13249 Reference Group: Robbery
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TABLE H-7

Dependent Variable: Perceptions and Expectations

. Independent Variables
Rape
Assault
Involvement Burglary
Discovery Burglary
Involvement Larceny
Discovery Larceny
Involyanent’Auto Theft
Discovery Auto Theft
(1) Length of Time in
K.C., Mo.

(2) Length of Time at
Present: Address

3 Population of Life
Residency

(4) Own, Rent or Board
Residency

(5) Marital Statusg

(6) Socioeconomic Status
(Duncan Index)

(1) Age

(8) Education

(9) Head of Household
(10) Family Income
(11) Race

(12) Sex

Length of Time in
K.C., M., Squared

Sociceconcmic Status
Squared

Age Sqguared

Travel Time

Dispatch Time

Faster Response Time
Could Make a Difference

B
0.52873
0.15656
1.11479
0.47069
0.48784
0.06288

-0.42619
-0.19614

0.03727

0.03745

-0.15011

-0.82561
0.31660

~ 0.00326

~0.03749
-0.01072
-0.01003

0.00571
-0.81053
~-0.18329

0.00003

-0.00008
0.00154
2,42176
2.84951

0.98633
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Beta
0.05968
0.03318
0.13328
0.17389
0.10941
0.02056

-0.02425
-0.04340

0.43899
0.21493
-0.31746

~0.39014
0.12298

0.06225
-0,40819
-0.01828
-0.00321

0.01518
-0.31527
-0.07100

0.02260

-0,10916
0.02833 .

0.12272
0.23869

0.26406

F
1.244
0.301
5.475
4.285
2.846
0.071
0.210
0.465

0.461
0.220
1,227

2.743
2.586

0.105
1.015
0.003
0.600
0.049
1.414
0.094

0.017

0.382
0.009
5.309
21.869

25,257

Simple r
0.00745
-0.02521
0.08255
0.09336
0.09727
-0.07918
-0.02569
-0.06110

~0.04036
-0.05675
0.03783

G.02836
0.83360

-0.03842
-0.09651
0.01270
0.00189
0.02689
-0.00386
0.02305

-0.06110

-0.03600
0.01262
0.18684
0.26916

0.27515




Independent Variables

Interaction of
Variables 1 and 3

Interaction of
Variables 1 and 9

Interaction of
Variables 2 and 3

Interaction of
Variables 2 and 4

Interaction of
Variables 3 and 4

Interaction of
Variables 3 and 7

Interaction of
Variables 3 and 11

Interaction of
Variables 4 and 9

Interaction of
Variables 4 and 12

Interaction of
Variagbles 5 and 12

Interaction of
Variagbles 6 and 11

Interaction of
Variables 7 and 9

Interaction of
Variables 7 and 11

Interaction of
Variables 8 and 9

Interaction of
Variables 8 and 11

Interaction of
Variasbles 9 and 12

Constant

Multiple R: 0.49873
R Square: 0.24873
F: 2.60928

B

-0.25982

-2.18219

-0.39211

0.18810

8.39121

0.19267

4,71370

~2.71068

17.79138

~77.72094

-0.24501

2.00825

-0.14921

-3.50615

« 6.87432

63.92698
0.16078
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Beta F
-0.32069  0.232
-0.28033  1.874
-0.22725 &k“a§247

0.01645.  0.018
0.46148  3.204
0.25139  0.294
0.17351  0.833
~0.01740 ~ 0.010
0.12603  0.527
-0.28177  4.434
~0.03695  0.144
0.30202  1.591
-0.02173  0.021
-0.07960  0.174
0.14584  0.858
0.22539 2.279

Sample:

g

Simple ©
-0.03821
-0.05467
~0.05949
-0.03381
0.07067
-0.06628
0.01099

0.01200

~0.03536

~0.00100

~0.06403

~0.05786

-0.03687

0.01505

©0.00244

0.03724

All Part I Crime

374

Reference Group: Robbery




TABLE H-8

Dependent Variable: Perceptions and Expectations

Independent Variables B Beta F Simple 1
~ Rape 0.10729  0.00936 0.054 -0.01085
Assault 0.06504  0.01154 0.065 0.01642
Involvement Burglary 0.09907 0.01151 0.076 0.01562
Discovery Burglary 0.01701  0.05267 0.789 0.06644
Involvement Larceny ~0.12277  -0.02349 0.247 0.00631
Discovery Larceny ~0.07680 -0.02147 0.151 -0.04443
Involvement Auto Theft ~0.40861 -0.01606 0.168 ~0.02007
Discovery Auto Theft ~0,43214  ~0,07665 2.674 -0.06866
Faster Response Time Could
Make a Difference 1.36182  0.33442 70.760 0.33618
Travel Time 3.33777 0.14132 12.197 0.16678
Dispatch Time 2.40455  0.15796 15.817 0.18080
Interaction of Marital |
Status and Sex -15.64501 -0.04707 1.457 -0.04430
Constant 1.76552
Malriple R: 0.42048 Sample:  All Part T CGrime
R Square: 0.17680 N: 570
F: 9.96893 Reference Group: Robbery
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Dependent Variable:

TABLE H-9

Citizen Satisfaction

Independent Variables B

Rape 0.37909
Assault 0.34979
Involvement Burglary -0.10247

Discovery Burglary 0.53819
Involvement Larceny 0.08724
Discovery Larceny 0.39901
Involvement Auto Theft 0.09647
Discovery Auto Theft 0.31321
(1) Length of Time in
X.C., Mo. 0.07114
- (2) Length of Time at
Present Address 0.11860
(3) Population of Life
Residency 0.05694
(4) Own, Rent or Board
Residency ~0.09046
(5) Marital Status -0.02912
(6) Socioeconomic Status
(Dunecan Index) 0.00891
(7) Age -0.02292
(8) Education -0.04195
(3) Head of Household -0.93533
(10) Family Income ~0.03400
(11) Race ~0.81141
(12) Sex -0.57994
Length of Time in
K.C., Mo., Squared -0.00003
Socioeconomic Status
- Squared ~0.00013
Age Squared ~0.00142
Travel Time 0.27068
Dispatch Time 1.74892
~ Faster Response Time
Could Make a Difference 1.35021
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Beta
0.03965
0.06869

~0.01135
0.18425
0.01813
0.12088
0.00508
0.06422

0.77656
0.63075
0.11159

-0.03961
-0.01048

0.15765
-0.23127
~(0.06632
-0.27727
-0.08375

-0.29247

-0.20817

-0.02100

-0.16136
~0.02417
0,01271
0.13575

0.33497

F
1.017
2.3%
0.073
8.823
0.144
4,572
0.017
1.889

2.679
3.521
0.281

0.052
0.035

1.255
0.604
0.077
1.351
2,783
2.251
1.495

0.028

1.550
0.012
0.104

©12.328

70.157

Simple r
~0.00722
0.03006
0.00968
0.08592
0.05012
~0.05933
~0.03671
~0.02626

~0.03822
~0.08290
0.00e39

0.06243
0.01447

~0.09217

~0.14268

-0.08739
-0.04996
-0.07016
0.02789
0.06904

-0.08047

-0.09078
-0.08287
0.14940
0.30809

0.48260



Independent Variables

Perceptions and
Expectations

Interaction of
Variables 1 and 3

Interaction of
Variables 1 and 9

Interaction of
Variables 2 and 3

Interaction of
Variables 2 and &

Interaction of
Variables 3 and 4

Interaction of
Variables 3 and 7

Imteraction of
Variables 3 and 11

Interaction of
Variables 4 and 7

Interaction of
Variables 4 and 12

Interaction of
Variables 5 and 12

Interaction of
Variables 6 and 11

Interaction of
Variables 7 and 9

Interaction of
Variables 7 and 11

Interaction of
Variagbles 8 and 9

Interaction of
Variables 8 and 11

Interaction of
Variables 9 and 12

Constant

Maltiple R: 0.77257
R Square: 0.59687
: 11.36249

F

B
0.52938
~0.76937
0.76983
-1.19219
0.51275
~2.58592
0.17893
9.90457
24 60465
32.91620
~22.57750
-0.21626
-0.36474
0.39045
7.45329
4.37877

33.14602
0.31718
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Beta F
0.49055 147.988
-0.87995 3.247
0.09164 0.370
~0.64027 3.642
0.04155 0.216
~-0.13178 0.481
0.21633 0.405
0.33784 5.852
0.14632 1.304
0.21762 2.876
-0.07585 0.589
-0.03022 0.179
-0.05083 0.083
0.05269 0.228
0.15680 1.250
-0.08608 0.554
0.10829 0.971
Sample:
N:

Réference Group:

Simple ¥
0.64265
~0.05505
-0.06664
-0.10149
-0.03345
0.07483
-0.12876
0.05237
-0.00005
0.10263
0.02614
-0.08401
-0.12785
£0.00372
~0.06449
-0.03763

0.02524

Ail Part T Crime

374
Robbery
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TABLE H-10

Dependent Variable: Citizen Satisfaction

Independent Variables B Beta F Simple r
Rape 0.13915 0.01235 0.162 -0.02472
Assault 0.16668 0.03007 0.761 0.02203
Involvement Burglary 0.13667 0.01615 0.260 0.00728
Discovery Burglary 0.34187 0.10772 5.708 0.08696
Involvement Larceny ~0.03185  -0.00620 6.030 -0.02154
Discovery Larceny 0.22308 0.06343 2.255 -0.03200
Involvement Auto Theft -0.33596 -~0.01343 0.204 ~0.03103
Discovery Auto Theft 0.10364 0.01870 0.274 ~0.04017
Faster Response Time

Could Make a Difference 1.27783 0.31913 98.35% 0.47508
Travel Time 1.43631 0.06185 3.954 0.18019
Dispatch Time 2.24174 0.14976 23.950 0.26329
Interaction of Marital

Status and Sex -0.73893 -0.00226 0.006 -0.01803
Perceptions and

Expectations 0.48035 0.48851 229.116 0.64039

Interaction of Population
of Life Residency and

Race 1.02758 0.03284 1.163 = 0.11607
Constant - -0.41840 ;
Multiple R: 0.72559 Sample: = All Part I Crime
R Square: 0.52648 N: 570
F: 44.07703 Reference Group: Robbery
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GLOSSARY

ARREST--The transporting of a suspect to any specific location for the puf—
pose of booking, questioning, or identification.

BEAT--The smallest geographically designated area for the purpose of patrol
to which one officer is assigned.

BEAT-WATCH--An 8-hour patrol watch in a beat. There are three watches per
day in each beat, making a total of 207 beat-watches for the 69 beats in the city,

BUSTED CALL--Any dispatched call in which the first of two officers dispatched
responds to the incident scene without waiting for the arrival of the backup offi-
cer, or any call in which an officer not assigned responds to ti:lé scene before the
arrival of the officially dispatched officer.

CALLFR--Any citizen whose call to the police initiated a response to an inci-
dent but who was not involved in the incident as a victim or a witness.

CITIZEN~CALIER~~Any citizen, victim, witness or caller, whose call to the po-
lice initiated a response. |

CITIZEN EXPECTATIONS--The length of time a citizen expects response to a call
to take.

CITIZEN PERCEPTIONS--The length of time a citizen has perceived that response
to a call has taken. |

DISCOVERY CRIME--Any crime which occurred unocbserved, or if witnessed, the
witness did not report the crime.

DISPATCH TIME--The t:mefrom when a dispatcher understands the nature and lo-
cation of a call until an officer acknowledges the end of the dispatch assigning
him to the call or has begun response to the call, whichever comes first.

FIELD INJURY--An injury to a citizen who was not transported to the hospital
before arrival of police.

INTTIAL, INVESTIGATTON BEGINS--When an officer made contact with a citizen
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directly related to a crime incident or when the officer arrived at the actual
scene of the crime. ./

INVOLVEMENT CRIME--Any crime in which a citizen saw, heard, or became in-
volﬁed between the time the suspect began committing the crime and the citizen
was free from involvement in the crime.

NONTARGET BEAT--Those beats not included in the target area. This involved
34 of the city's 69 beats. The nontarget beats were excluded from the target
area because none of the three beat¥watches within the beat fell within the up-
per 27th percentile of beat-watches based upon combined mmbers of robberies and
aggravated assaults in 1974. Observers were not assigned to these beats,

NONVIOLENT CRIMES--As defined in the FBI Uniform Crime Report, the crimes of

btirglary, larceny, and auto theft.

" OBSERVER--Any of mine civilians employed by the Kamsas City, Missouri, Po-
lice Department to accompany officers in specially designated beat-watches and
collect data pertinent to the study. o

ON-SCENE APPREHENSION--The apprehension of a suspect .in flight from, adja-
cent to, or at the scene of an incident before the conclusion of the initial in-
vestigation of the call. | The arrest must have been directly related to the crime
for which an officer wrote his offense report.

PART I CRIME--As defined in the FBI Uniform Crime Report, the crimes of hom-
icide, rape, robbery, aggravated assault, burglary, larceny, and auto theft,

PATTERNS IN REPORTING--Those voluntary actions taken prior to or in the proc-
ess of reporting and the attitudes which affected them.

PROBLEMS IN REPORTING--Uncontrollable hindrances encountered prior to or in
the process of telephoning police. ;

REPORTING TIME--The time from the end of a citizen's involvement in or dis-

covery of a crime or noncrime incident until a dispatcher had been contacted
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about the incident and understood the nature of the incident and location to
which an officer should be dispatched.
RESPONSE TIME COMPONENT--Any of eight lengths of time identified as occur-
ring within the reporting, dispatch, and travel intervals and comprising the
total response time continmum. The components were 1. crime begins until cit-
izen involvement ends. 2. discovery o_f a crime or citizen involvement ends un-
til initial connection with police dLspatcher 3. initial commection until in-
formation about the nature and 1ocat3.on of the call is understood by dispatcher.
4.  information about the nature and locatlon of the call available until dispat-
cher calis for locai;im of a specific car or any car in the vicinity. 5. dis-
patcher calls car wmtil ydispatch assigning car to call is terminated. 6. dispatch
terminates until officer begins his response to the call. 7. officer responds wun-
til arrival at dispatched location. 8. ari‘ival wmntil initial investigation begins.
RESPONSE TIME CONTINUUM-~The total length of time elapsed from the end of cit-
izen involvement in or discovery of a crime or noncrime incident until a police of-
ficer begins his initial investigation of the incidént. The time period includes
the time necessary for a citizen to report an incident, for a dispatcher to assign
an officer to the call, and for the officer to travel to the scene of the incident.
RESPONSE TIME INTERVAL--One of three lengths of time which correspond to the
three processes followed in reporting, dispatching, and traveling to a call for
police service. The three intervals making up the entire response time: continuum
are the reporting, dispatch, and travel intervals and are synonymous with report-
ing time, dispatch time, and travel time.
RESPONSE-RELATED ARREST--The arrests which resulted from rapid response.
This excludes arrests made after a citizen apprehended a sﬁspect, when the sus-
pect's name or address was provided by the victim or a witness, when the suspect
was.unable to leave the scene because of an iﬁjury, or when the suspect tuwrned him-

self over to police.
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TARGET ARFA--The area included in 35 of the city's 69 beats which contained

the 56 beat-watches comprising the upper ’27th percentile of beat-watches based

upon conbined mumbers of robberies and aggravated assaults for 1974.

TARGET BEAT--Any beat which fell within the target area and to which observ-
ers were deployed for collection of data.

TRAVEL TIME--The time from when an officer acknowledged the end of a dispatch

assigning him to a call, or when the officer began response to a call, whichever

came first, wntil the ofééicer began his initial investigation of the call.

VICTIM--The citizen ugalnst whom a crlme was comm.tted Unlike most statu-
tory defm:l.tlons the v1ct:|_m of a commercial robbery, by study criteria, would be
the clerk held up at the business and not the individual or corporate owner or
the business.

VICTIM-CALLER--The victim of a crime whose call to police also initjated po-

" “lice response.

VIOLENT CRIME--As defined in the FBI Uniform Crime Report, Fhe crimes of mur-
der, forcible rape, robbery, and aggravated assault. |

WIINESS--Any citizen, other than a victim or suspect, who saw, heard, orr be-
care involved in a crime or noncfime n'_ncidmt at any point during its occurrence.

WITINESS AVAITABIIITY--Contact between a field officer and at least one wit-
ness to a crime other than the victim, before the conclusion of the initial in-
vestigation of a call.

WITNESS-CALLER--A witness to a crime whose call to police initiated police

response.
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