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ABSTRAcr 

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, comnunications dispatching, and police 

travel dme. Variations in these intervals were then analyzed to see how they 

affected the probability of making an on-Fjcene arrest, contacting a witneso 

on-scene, and how they affected recovery fran injuries sustained during the com­

mission of Part I crL.-nes. 

Additionally, the problans citizens encounter when reporting cr:iIrJ£!s, and 

the patterns or actions citizens follow prior to reporting were identified alJ.Ci 

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 

response times were again analyzed, alorlg with other factors considered possible 

determinants of citizen satisfaction. These factors included citizens' social 

characteristics, how long citizens expected response to 'be, citizens' perc~ptions 

of how long response took,and how impurtant citizens thought response time was 

to the outcomes of the incidmt 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 t:i.IIe taken to travel to a call and nearly as long as 

the combined time taken to dispatch and travel to a call. RespooRe time was 

found to be unrelated to the probability of msking an arrest or locating a wit­

ness for the large proportion of Part I crimes that were discovered after the 

crime had occurred. For those c;rimes imTolving a victim or witness, reporting 
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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 perceptiOl1S about response time than ac­

tual response time. Several problems citizens encounter and patterns they fol-

10'W' :in reporting crime were identified and !-'Jere found to produce delay :in con­

tact:ing the police. Voluntary actions by citizens explained more delay :in re­

port:ing than did problems eYperienced by citizens in contact:ing 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, 

rnore witnesses, fewer serious citizen injuries, and lWre satisfied citiztm8, 

little empirical data exists which can support that assumption. 

The Response Time Analysis study was designed to pr:,,~.>ide 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·· 

cific.-ally, two objectives were established for study: 

1. Analysis of the relationship of response time to the outcomes of 

on-scene crim:inal 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 assistance. 

'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 pe:rtinent literature and an overview of the study I s methodology, data collec­

tion procedures, and quality control systern. The Executive Stmnal.)1 concisely 

addresses the methods and findings of the Part I crime analysis. Additional 

reports, which are cu:r::-.cently in various stages of development, will focus upon 
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the following areas: 

1. An analysis of Part II crit-nes 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 IIgeneral service" calls including traffic 1 potential 

crime calls, e. g., alanns, disturbances, suspicious parties, etc., 

and noncrime medical-emergency incidents. 

4. A sunmary of results presented in previous reports which provides 

an overall assessment of operational implications regarding the 

value of police response stratl:gies. 

Although teclmical treatment of data is necessary to perform statistical analy­

sis of relationships studied, errphasis was placed upon preparing a report conducive 

to functional interpretation by police adninistrators. Administrative interpreta­

tion of findings regarding crime and noncr:L.-ne incidents nrust L"'1clude realization 

that only citizen generated calls processed through the department's corrmr.mications 

unit were eligible for inclusion in sample data analyzed. Calls resulting from 

officer self-initiated activities, citizen £lagoovns, and either walk-in or phone­

in self reporting of crimes were excluded fran data analysis. 

Unlike the nore prestigious experimental research 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 'lmprecedent­

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 
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where it was discover.ed after the fact that an alternative procedure might have 

produced a more desirable result ha~ been documented. 

It is hoped that while taking admitted limitations of tne study into ac-

count, the questions stimulated by this research and the implications cited 

within might provoke serious discussion which will help improve pol:i~ce policies 

enabling police to more effectively serve the public. 

Appreciation is extended to proj ect consultants Dr. Albert J. Reiss, Jr., 

Yale University, New Haven, Conn., Dr. Lee Sechrest, Florida State University, 

Tallahassee, Fla., and Dr. Cris R. Kukuk, University of Missouri, Kansas City, 

MJ., for their guidance and evaluations during the analysis of the data and pre­

paration of this volume. 
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CHAPI'ERONE 

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 outccmes of 

on-scene arrest, witness availability, citizen satisfaction with 

response time, and the frequency of citizens t injuries in connec-

tion with crime and noncrirne :inciG.s:lts. 

2. Identification of problems and patterns :in reporting crime or re­

questing police assistance. 

Thisvo1urne of the study will focus upon the analyses and findings for Part I 

crimes only. 

Data Base 

The Part I crime data used in this analysis were collected between Me.... .. ;\ 1975 

and January 1976, primarily from 56 beat-watches composing the upper 27th percen­

tile of beat-watches in frequency of robbery and agg-.cavated assaults based upon 

1974 Kansas City, Mo., crime statistics. There were 949* eligible 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 misc1assified as a 
larceny from auto instead of a supp1errenta1 crime call. The offense which was de­
leted was a strong-ann robbery. It was originally classified as a "flag-d~vn, II and 
guidelines for inclusion in the data base 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 citizents telephone call. 



gathered in the 56 target beat-watches, police officers accompanied by civilian 

observers were sometim:s dispatched to nontarget beat-watches, Le., 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 2l. 0 percent 

of the eligible crimes, although some of these calls were in beats whic~ 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 tl1e target beats. 

The 949 Part I crimes were divided into three ov&lapping categories, type 

of crime, violent and nonviolent, and discovery and involvement. The type of 

crilre designation was based upon the FBI Unifonn Crime Report (UCR) definitions 

of Part I crimes, which include homicide, forcible rape, robbery, aggravated as­

sault, burglary, larceny, and rrntor vehicle theft. The designations of violent 

and nonviolent also adhere to UCR definitions. Homicide, rape, robbery, and aggra­

vated assault are classified as violent Part I crimes, while burglary, larceny, and 

IIDtor vehicle theft are classified as nonviolent Part I crimes. The designations 

of discovery and involvement were created for crime cases s:ince 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, unobserved or unreported. Crimes were classified as involvement crimes 

if a citizen saw, heard, or became :involved at any time during the comnission of 

the offense. If a crlire was witnessed and the witness to the crime reported it to 

the police, then the crime was classified as an :involvement crime. If the 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 am::mg the several Part I crimes as presented in 

Table l-l. 
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Table 1-1 

Part I Cr.ilre 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 hanicides 
'kk 

observed during data collection. This is not surprising since there we-r;e 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 crinEs accmmting for 23.3 percent of the data base and 

728 nonviolent crimes making up the rem:rln:i.ng 76.7 percent of the data base. Since 

by detinition violent crimes involve a victim, all 221 violent crimes were also 

classified as involvement crimes. The invo1ven~t crimes also included 131 nonvio-

lent crirres, 35 burglaries, 91 larcenies, and 5 auto thefts. There were a total of 

352 invo1vem:mt crimes v.mch cooprised 37.1 percent of the data base. 

There were 597 ciiscovery crime.s, 317 burglaries, 206 larcenies, and 74 auto 

thefts. Fifteen of the 317 discovery burglaries were detected by a1anns. These 

''<'For brevity, £rom this point on, rrotor vehicle theft will be referred to as auto 
theft. 

''cl1he 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. 
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were classified as d:i.scovery crimes s:i.nce there was no citizen:i.nvol-vC<i in re-

porting them. Like other discov~.ry crimes, alann-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 alann-discovered crimes to be reported were also unobtainable from 

the private alann services. However, in terms of police response and outcomes 

such as at~ests, it will be noted later that the alann-detected discovery criJTIes 

were rrore closely related to involvement crimes. The discovery crimes rna.de up 

62.9 percent of the data base. 

Once an officer accompanied by an observer arrived at the scene of a call, 

it was sa:retimes discovered that roore than one offe..LSe bad occurred necessitating 

rrore than one offense report being taken. v.,lhen this occurred, the roost serious 

offense for which an offense report was written was included in the data sample. 

lliltiple offenses occurred in 35 of the Part I crime incidents included :i.n the 

data base. For those 35 cases, 33 additional Part I offense reports were written 

but these offenses were not included :i.n the data base. 

Of the 35 cases :i.nvolving IIl1ltiple offenses, two cases involved three Part I 

offenses. Twenty-one cases involved two reports written for the same type of 

Part I offense, while :i.n six robberies, one burglary, and one larceny an [luto 

theft had also occurred. Three cases involved one Part I offense and one Part II 

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

Social Characteristics 

At the end of telephone interviews with victi.tns, witnesses, and callers re­

lated to the eligible Part I crimes, the citizens were asked to answer 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-
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sponse t:ime, 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, MJ., ranged from less than 1 year to 73 

years; any aIIDtmt of time less thEn 1 year was coded as 1 year. Answers given 

:in years and mmths were rotmded to the nearest whole nurrher of years. The dis­

tri.bution was somewhat skewed; less than 25 percent of those respond:i.ng had lived 

:in the city lIDre than 30 years. Twenty-five percent had lived :in Kansas City, 

MJ., 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 !redian of 3.1 years. Seventy-five per-

cent of the citizens 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 population of the com­

rrnmity in which they had lived lIDst of their lives :in order to test the assump­

tion. that the size of persons communities :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 lIDst of 

their lives in a city over 500, 000. The rermin:ing 27.5 percent of the responses 

were fairly evenly distributed am:>ng 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 botmdaries. 
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Table 1 - 2. -- Social characteristics of citizens interviewed for reporting time data. 

Social Characteristic N X Median Mode Range Frequencies 

Length Residence in KC,Mo. 758 22.1 years 205 years n.a. <1 to 73 years --
Length Residence 844 6.9 years 3.1 years 

1 year 
<1 to 50 years 

at Present Address (35.0%) --
Population 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. n.a. n.a. n·a. rent 44.7% 
board 9.4% 

Marital Status 843 no. n.a. n.a. n.a. married 46.7% 
not married 53.3% 

Type of Work (/ 

(Duncan socia-economic scale 
836 n.a. 19 (28.0%) 0 to 99 --

Age 835 37.0 years n.a. n.a. 13 to 84 years .-

high schoG~ high school 
high school 

less than 8th grade to 
Education 835 completed --completed completed 

(30.4%) graduate school 

Head of Household 835 n.o. n.a. n·a. n.a. head of household 74.9% 
not head of household 25.2"/0 

$10,000 $15,000 under $2,000 to Income (annual-household) 676 n.o. to $19,999 to --
$11,999 (11.4%) $25,000 and over 

white 54.8% 
Race 834 n.a. n.(J. n.a. n.a. black 43.6% 

other 1.6% 

Sex 844 n.o. n.a. n.a. n'.a. male 56.9% 
female 43.1 % .• 

n.a. = Not applicable. 



The fourth variable pertained to the stability of persons living arrangements. 

An ordinal scale was devised according to whether persons lived 1) in their own 

home, 2) in rental property, or 3) ill a boarding home. Forty-six percent of those 

responding lived in their own home, 44.7 percent rented,and 9.4 percent lived ill a 

boarding arrangement. 

The Dlmcan Socioeconomic Status Scale, * 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 corribined educational status and income level with a slight adjustment for 

the age ranges in sane 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 tmernployed; these responses were not included 

in the analysis. 

Education and income were organized into nine educational ranges and 13 in­

come levels. The mean, median, and node of the response on education all fell 

within level four, ''high school complete. If Citizens were asked to select the cate-

gory of income which applied to the total armual household income. The median of 

the income level selected was 8. 98; the ninth category of illcome ranged from 

$10,000 to $11,999. 

Ages ranged from 13 to 84 years with a mean of 37. 0 years i 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 rem:linder who said they 

were either single, separated, divorced, or widowed were t.:lassified as t:OJIIJarried. 

FReiss, A., Dlmcan, 0., Batt, P., an.d North, C., Occupations and social status. 
New York: The Free Press of Glencoe, 1961. 
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Citizens were also asked to state whether or not they considered themselves 

the head of their hollSehold; an option was provided for those persons liv'mg as 

a couple who said both persons were the head. The vast majority of persons (74.9 

percent) classified themselves as the head of a household, includ:ing the 3.9 per­

cent who said they shared head of household status. 

The citizen's race and sex were obtained fran several sources, e.g., personal 

observation by the interviewer, information listed on the police offense report J or 

on the Attachment A, a fo:rm completed during data collection by field observers 

which gave certain identifying information abmlt citizens eligible for an :inter­

view. 111les outnurribered females (56.9 percent). Whites made up slightly oore 

than '!Jalf the sample (54.8 percent.) and blacks I 43.6 percent; the remain:ing 1. 6 

percent of the sample included persons frem various minority groups and was not 

:included in the analysis. 

The Analysis Strategy 

Because of the diversity of the outcomes be:ing :investigated I 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 outcane. 

Chapter TWo provides a divisiorl of the total response time continuum into 

the time taken by citizens to report crimes, the time taken by dispatchers to 

process the inforrna.tion> and the time taken by officers to respond to the cr:i.me 

calls. For the dispatching process and officer responses, exact po:int times were 

obtained. Dispatch:ing times were taken fran CaIlmmications Unit tape record:ings, 

and officer response times were obtained by civilian observers us:ing digital wat­

ches. The citizen reporting times were constructed frem estimates obtained dur:ing 

subsequent interviews of the citizens who had called police. If the citizens :in­

terviewed were not consistent in their estimations of haw long it took to report 
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a crime, fr.e mi.nimum reporting delay cited was employed. 

Despite the choice of m:in:imum reporting times gtven by citizens; sane lengthy 

reporting delays were noted, resulting :in a ske-wed distribution of reporting data. 

The dispatching and officer response time distributions 1;vere 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 incJ. ~tded 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. 

Furthenrore, logarithmic transfonnations were used to nonnalize the time distribu­

tions so differences in response times aIIDng 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 I 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 conce..""n. 
~ 

Each crime incident was analyzed, rather than a nurrbm' 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 number of ad­

ditional factors which can be assessed as predictors since these factors would 

have to relate to a group rather than an incident. 

Scattergrams of the arrest and witness data illustrated that both tettded to 

cluster at the lemer ends of the Tesponse time intervals, and that fitting a 

straight line to this data would be iI~appropr.iate and impossihle in many cases. 

Transfonnations of the time data were t."'erefore employed to assess the fit of non­

linear ftmctio-ns. The possibility that the relationship between response time and 
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arrest or witness availability might differ by type of criIne was also examined, 

The strong :intuitive appeal of rapid police response, as evidenced by the 

emphasis and reliance upon this tactic to ga:in on-scene arrests, demanded its 

thorough evaluation. It was not reasonable 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 tharL rapid response. 

This procedure was ~ected 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 min:irnize response time, with actual response time and with arrest. 

As the distance an officer must ti:avel 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 stationary or 

mobile; b) the assigned code of the call; c) 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 cr~T~ 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 rmde to assess the 

impact of response on injuries susta.ined in Part I crimt~s. Kansas City, NO., po­

lice officers are often called to the scene of injuries before an arIDulance and 

are e.J\'pected to detennine ~e need for an ambulance, render emergency first aid, 

supervise and expedite the handling of the i·.1jured person,etc. The study was 

interested in determining, therefore, if an injury incident receiving prompt e:ner-

-gency field treatment by,"~-.Qff-icer .. Y .. esults in lIDre rapid recovery, fewer :irnpair-
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ments, and the need for less specialized medical t-reatment compared to an injury 

of equal seriousness but receivirlg a slower response. 

Chapter Seven outlines an atterrpt -vmch was made to identify the problems 

citizens encotmtered and their voluntary actions or attitudes (pattems) which 

resulted in significant delays in contacting police. Five problan and eight pat­

tern variables were identified. 

Although the chief objective 'was to assess the relationship between these 

variables and the tiroo taken to report a Part I crime offense, several possible 

interrelationsh~ps were examined. The social Characteristics of the reporting 

citizens were examined to determin~ if they varied by type of cr.;.'i.rpe, affected 

the types of problems encotmtered or pattems followed, or directly related to 

reporting time. Type of crime was also analyzed for its influence on problems 

and patterns and for its inpact on reporting t:i.rne. With these possible inter­

relationships considered, the irrportant determinants' of reporting time were iso­

lated. As before, the logarithmic transformation was used as the primary depen­

dent variable to nonnalize 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 -- Le., business, per­

sonal (the victim's or someone else's) I or pay phone; c) what telephone number was 

used -- L e., police emergency, police administrative, or nO" for the telephone 

company operator; and d) how the caller knew the nurroer -- i. e., telephone direc­

tory, operator assistance, ha.ving the nunber written down, or lmowing the ntlIl.ber 

from merrory. 

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 thP. :in:ci­

dent was in progress or an injury was involved; 2) 'Whether the cr:ilne 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 cr:ime was nonviolent and not witnessed. Mean differences in this 

urgency :index were assessed according to the nt1IIher used and how the caller knew 

the nurriber. Also, the type of callf'x variable was examined to see if the length 

of reporting time was affected by whether the citizen calling police was a vict:im, 

witness, or a caller not involved :in the crime. 

Also f01.md in Chapter Eight are the results of a sepa-::-ate experimental anal­

ysis conducted on the variable of telephone IlUiIiber used to contact the police de­

partment .. Staff members placed calls to the department at various times of the 

dey using the Crime Alert and police adnrlnistrative numbers and liD" for the tele·· 

phone canpany operator, who :in turn called police. '!he primary dependent variable 

was 'the time lapsed fran the end of dialing tmtil the dispatcher was contacted and 

was ready to receive infonnation. Independent variables included the time of day 

the call was placed, whether the call was placed in close temporal proximity to 

il-;.;::: ~oommications unit shift change, and the n-essage given to identify t.~e type 

of service needed. The t:ime 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 number of factors considered and the inter­

relationships expected, a causal trodel was developed and tested through path anal­

ysis. '!he citizen's expectations and perc\~ptions of ?alice response time was spe­

cifically expected to affect the citizen's satisfa>:.'tion, along v.>ith whether the 

citizen thought a faster response would have produced a more favorable outcane to 

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

indirect impacts upon citizen satisfaction were analyzed. 
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CHAPTER'M) 

RESPONSE Tn1E 

Of primary :Lrnportance to the objectives of the study was the meanir'gful 

division of the total response time contintn.n:n into a nuni:>er of tirne intervals 

'Which could then be related to incident outcomes. Also of interest were the 

I:omponent 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 I 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 Reven independent components. These components were then conceptually com­

bined to fom three rrain response time intervals, the reporting, dispatch, and 

travel intervals, which were used to assess the study IS obj ectives. 

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 conmission of a violent 

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 conmission 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 contintn.n:n 

used in the study: 

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

discovered a crime tmtil initial connection between the citizen 

and a police dispatcher. If the crime was reported by a witness 
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Time Estimates 

~ ______ ~A~ ______ ~ 
( ,( 

Crime Discovery Initial 

Begins or End of Connection 

to Involvement to 

Detainment to" Initial Information 

Ends* Connection Available 

loccurrence, 

Reporting 

~(- The point when the citizen was no longer 
being physically detained by the suspect 
marked the end of involvement for violent 
crimes. 

Time Measurements 

______ ~A~ ____________________________ __ 

I 

Information Dispatcher Dispatch IOf.-ticer Arrival 

Available Calls Car Terminates Responds to 

to to to to Invest igation 

Dispatcher Dispatch Officer Arriveil Initiated 

Calls Car Terminates Responds 

Dispatch** 

Travel 

** The overlap of the dispatch and travel intervals indicates that in some 
r;.ses an officer began responding to a call before the dispatch was 
terminated; operationally ending the dispatch interval and beginning the 
travel interval. ' 

Figure 2 - 1. -- Conceptual model of response time components and response time 
intervals of the total response time 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 not on scene, the witness' involve­

ment was considered terminated 1 minute after the witness first 

witnessed the crime. If police were contacted during the com·, 

mission of the crime, either by a victim or a witnei:'''l on scene, 

the total component was arbitrarily estimated to take 1 rrdnute. 

When police were notified by means of a private alarm company. 

this interval could not be obtained. 

2. Frcm the time of initial corinection tmtil the dispatcher tmder­

stood the nature of the incident and location to which t.he of­

ficer should be dispatched. 

3. From the time when the dispatcher understood the nature of the 

incident and the location to which an officer should be dis­

patched tmtil 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 

arlb-wered that call by giving its location. 

4. Fran the end of this initial transmission 1.mtil a specific car 

with an observer was assigned to the call. The end of this in­

terval was determined by when the dispatcher gave the time aver 

the air, terminating the dispatch. 

5. From the time a car was assigned to a call tmtil the officer 

began responding to the call. Because infonnation 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 t:ime an officer began responding until arrivI'll 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 cr:ime or 'When the officer was at the actual 

scene of the cr:ime. 

7. From the time 'tmen 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 carne 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, 

Hissouri, Police Department vernacular as a l'busted call. ll 

Response Time Intervals 

Once the seven components of response time had been identified, they were 

conceptually cotJfuined into three intervals which were used as factors in analy­

zing the relationship of response time to outcomes. Those three inter'llalG were 

labeled reporting, dispatCh, and travel (Figure 2-1). 

Reporting Time. Reporting time was nede up of the first 0.70 t:i.me components 

17 



and began when a citizen was free from involvement in a crime or had dJ..scovered 

a crire 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!.1e ob­

serv~d field officer terminated or when the officer began responding to the 

call, whichever came first. Since an officer could respond btrrore 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 o~ the component which 

began wIth 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, rean (X) time, and standard deviation (SD) , as well as the 

m:in:inrum (Min) and rnax::im.n:n (Max) time values for each of the components listed. 

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

probably the mst 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 Information Dispatcher Di.spotch Officer Arrival 

Crime Crime or End of Connection Available Calls Car Terminates Responds to *XTotal 
Begins to Involvement to to to to to Investigation Response 

Category Detainment to Initial Information Dispatcher Disp. .ch Officer Arrival Initiated Time 
Ends Connection Available Calls Car Terminates Responds 

Md 1:58 5:28 0:14 2'30 0: 19 0:03 4:21 0:23 18:50 

X 1T17 3:44: 27 0:23 4:39 0:22 0:35 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 I Min. 1:00 1 ;00 0:03 0: 12 0:06 -5:23 0:00 -10:51 2:24 

Crimes Max. 41; 45:00 ~999:00;00 10:59 53:29 1 :41 29:07 25:55 26:27 899;10:58 

N 220 935 £,'29 889 897 936 946 948 918 
ala - 46.1 2.1 19.2 2,4 2.1 27.1 1.0 100.0 

Md 1 :58 437 0; .4 2;00 0:20 0:01 3:31 0: 18 - 12:53 

X 17:17 40-58 0:22 3.19 0:24 0: 19 4: 15 0: 14 50:04 

Involvement SD 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 48; 00:00 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 
a/a - 41.7 2.8 20.2 3.6 0.7 32.7 -1.8 99.9 

Md - 944 0:14 2:53 0: 18 0:05 4:48 0:27 22:41 

X - 5 :32: 15 0:23 5:25 0:20 OA5 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 59"1 596 579 

a/a - 48.6 1.6 18.6 1.7 2.8 23.9 2.6 99.8 

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

**occurrence time estimates were not included in total response times. 



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 tmtil initial cormection. 

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+ 'e, except :in two cases). 

Due to equipment malfunctions, inability to locate vict:ims or witnesses, 

and other problems in data collection documented in this study, component times 

were occasionally tnlavailable. Consequently, the e."{8.ct 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 cont:inuum. The means 

* of these scores are the statistics reported. Response time data for each type 

of crime is found in Appendix A, Tables A-l through A-6. 

Based upon proportions fotmd in Table 2-2, 92.4 percent of the total response 

time cont:inUl.lIIl 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 cormection comprised nearly half (46.1 percent) of the continUl.lIIl. The medi­

an reporting time for this component was alrrost five-and-one-half winutes with a 

m:inimlrn of 1 minute and a msx:inum of over a lIDIlth (999 b.ou=s) ** to report an in­

cident. The time component from the time the nature and lex:ation of the call was 

understood by the dispatcher tmtil the dispatcher first called for the observed 

patrol car, made up 19.2 percent of the continUl.lIIl with a median of 2 minutes, 30 

*Due to rotii1cIllig errors and tmequal sample sizes, these percentages do not always 
sum to 100 percent. 

**Because such lengthy del&ys were tmforeseen, 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 off.icer began his response until 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 conceptU'3.lized time intervals, the reporting, dispatch, 

and travel intervals. 

Statistics for the reporting, ,::;"spatch, and travel intervals for all Part 

I crimes, involverrent crimes, and discovery crilres are illustrated in Table 2-3. 

Repm'ting, 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 ~vith a 2 minute, 50 second median time, and travel represented 

30. 9 percent of the continuum with a 5 minute, 34 second median time. Re"lponse 

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 tilre continmnn by type of crime are shown 

in Figure 2-4. These proportional bar graphs are based upon the mediatl. time of 

the total :interval. As a group, discovery crimes resulted :in longer response 

tilres, with discovery auto thefts showing the longest median time. Involvement 

:incidents, c\"""'!1.versely, were consistently related to shorter response t:iIIJe. 

When compared as a group, violent involvement crimes had shorter response 

t:iIIJes than nonvioJ..o2::"t: crimes. This comparison was not consistent, however, when 

these cr:i.mef.: were canpared individually. Involvement burglaries, a nonviolent 

crime, had a shorter total response continuum than either assault or rape, twli 

of the three violent crimes represented :in the study. Robberies, a violer'.~ crime, 

had the proportionally shortest response continmnn, less tb.aJ:l nalf that of dis­

covery auto theft, which had the longest continmnn. 

The proporti<m that each of the three response :intervals make up of the total 

contitlt.n..nn is illustrated for each crime category in Figure 2-5. 'Ihe bar graphs 
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Table 2 - 3. -- Time statistics for response time intervals for the categories of all 
Part I crimes, involvement crimes, and discovery crimes . 

.... 

Crime 
Reporting DispCttch Travel Total 

Category 
~ 

Md 6: 17 2:50 5:34 18:50 

All X 3:46:42 4:56 6: 11 3: 57:50 
SD 38: 15:28 6:23 3:53 2:24 

Part I Min. 1:04 0:16 0:06 2:24 

Cr~imes 
Max. *999:00:10 53;48 30:13 999: 10:58 

N 918 931 948 918 
0/0 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 SD 4: 07: 28 4:49 3:26 4: 07: 12 
Min. 'I :04 0:16 0:06 2:24 

Crimes Max. 48: 00:53 43:31 30: 13 48:05:13 
N 338 344 . 352 339 
0/0 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 
0/0 50.2 20.2 29.6 100.0 

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



Part I Crimes 18:50 I 
I nvolvement Crimes 

L-_D_is_c_o_v_e_r_y_C_r_im_e_s ________________ 2'2:41 I 
Violent Crimes 11:58 1 

[}'i0nviolent Crimes 14:481 

Citizen-Discovered Crimes 23:09 1 

[~~~9~~=~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ (reporting data unavallable) 

Rapes 13:421 

Robberies 11 :341 

Aggravated Assaults 12:171 

Involvement Burglaries 11:441 

Involvement Larcenies 17:071 

Involvement Auto Thefts 14:401 

Discovery Burglaries 23:21J 

Discovery Larcenies 22:181 

Discovery Auto Thefts 24:461 

Figure 2 - 4. - - Proporti onal comparison of total response ti me 
continua for each crime category based upon median times. 

23 



~Reporting ~Dispatch 

['PARTIC~R_IM __ ES_* ____________ ~ [ 
I NVOLVEMENT CRIMES 

"--D-i-SC-O-V-E-R-Y-C __ R~I=M~E_~_"-_-_-_-_-_~.-_-_-_-_-_-_~J---,I '-________ ---' 

ELENT I ~lVOLVE] 

NONVIOLENT INVOLVE] 

! 

~C_IT_I_Z_E_N_-_D_1S_C_O_V_E_R_E_D __ C_R_I_M_E_S ________ ~I~I ________ ~ 
[~~ARM-DETECTED 

RAPES 

ROBBERIES ~ 

AGGRAVATED 
ASSAULTS 

INVOLVEMENT 
BURGLARIES 

INVOLVEMENT 
LARCENIES 

INVOLVEMENT 
.6.UTO THEFTS 

(data unavailable) 
r---
I 
I 

!...---

I I 
D 
I 
I I 
I I 
I I 

~~_~_~_i_GO_~V_A_E:_I~_S~(_no __ a_Ja_r_m_s~) ____________ ~1I '-__________ ---' 

I 
DISCOVERY 
LARCENIES (no alarms) 

~Travel 

r---
I 
r L __ _ 

J 

J 
DISCOVERY ~ I 

~A_U_T_O __ T_H_E_F_T_S_(_n_o_a_Ja_r_m_s~) _______ ~ ~ ________________ ~ ________________ ~ 

*Proportrons for an interval were computed by dividing the time for the interval by the total 
response time. The bargraph is based on the mean of these proportions. 

Figure 2 - 5,·· - Proportional comparison of response time intervals 
for each cri me category, 
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_~~ _____ ~ ____ " __ MWftn_· ____ .wBm~ ______________________________________ _ 

given are proportional both witiUn and between types of crime, permitting com­

parisons of any interval for the same crime or any of the other crimes. Of 

particular interest is a comparison of a time interval aiIDrlg the categories 

of crime. Proportionally, reporting time was at a minimum for involvement 

burglary and at a maxim.lm for discovery larceny. Dispatching was at a m:i.nirrum 

for robbery and at a maximum for discovery auto theft, and travel was at a min­

:i.mJm 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 duamy variables were entered :into IWltiple regression, an 

analysis of variance technique. Variables for rape, aggravated assault! involve­

mmt 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, logaritl:nni.c transfonnations of the three response 

time intervals were used in addition to the linear forms. The results from the 

logaritl:nni.c forms are reported and sUIll11arized in Appendix A, Tables A-l3, A-14, 

and A-IS. 

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 < .001). To test the interrelationships among the types of crime, t-tests of 

the mean differences arrong times were computed. The assumption of equal group var­

iances was assessed by an F-test, and where the variances were found to differ sig­

nificantly, a separate-variance esti.m9.te was employed rather than the pooled vari­

ance nonnally used. The results of these comparisons are sumnarized in Appendix A, 
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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 IOOre rapidly than the discovery crimes, discovery burglary, 

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

ences am:mg involvement cases were due to lIDre expeditious reporting in :involve­

ment burglaries than in either assault ur involvement larceny incidents, while 

no significant differences were found am:mg types of discovery crimes. 

Significant IIlE"..aI1 differences in dispatch time occurred among the involvement 

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

burglary I 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 fran discovery auto theft cases only. These 

differences were all due to lmre rapid dispatching for involvement incidents com­

pared to discovery incidents. Arrong involvement crimes, only robberies differed 

fran involvement larcenies with robbery receiving IOOre rapid dispatching. Am:mg 

discovery cr:i.rnes, discovery larcenies showed faster dispatch time than discove:q 

auto thefts. Crimes detected by an alarm were dispatched nore quickly t.han in­

volvement 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 tenus, the findings suggest that involvement crimes were re­

ported more rapidly, received rrore 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, bowever l the nonsig­

nificance of the differences my 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 discovery groups. 
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CHAPTER 'IHREE 

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 haw decreases in police com­

munication and travel t:i.rre affects arrest with virtually no indication of haw 

citizen reporting time relates to response and arrests. This section will fo­

cus on the relationships citizen reporting time and police coam.mication and 

travel times have to arrests. 

The Arrest Sample 

For the purpose of this study, arrest was defined as the transporting 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 mental health centers. This volume is limited to on-scene 

arrests. defined as arrests made before the initial investigation by a field offi­

cer Wc:U.. l:<"'~lduded. Apprehensions of suspects in flight fran or adj acent to the 

incidel.1.t 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 violation 

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 cr:ime 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 ana1-
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ysis. Out of ":he 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 fronl factors other than rapid response and would probably have 

been made regardless of rapid response, a subsample of response-related arrests 

was created. 1his had two potential benefits. 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 fran 

other explicit sources. 

Four exclusionary factors were established to segregate response-related 

arrests fran arrests resulting from other factors. Any arrest resulting from any 
"k 

one of the four factors was excluded from the response-related arrest subsample. 

Arrests were excluded fran the response-related subsample if: 

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

involvement; 60 arrests in 45 calls were excluded for this reason. 

2. The su.spect' 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 :imnobile by injuries received 

dud.llg the coomission of the crime; one arrest in one call was eX,-

cluded for this reason. 

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

three calls were excluded for this reason. 

OJ'These four factors were not IID..ltually exclusive so sane of the arrests were disal­
lowed for more than one reason. Figures which indicate the number 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 rermining 

69 percent of the calls in which arrests were made, the arrests could not be 

directly r'7lated to response time. 

It was understood that th,e response time of the officer may have had a 

limited effect upon sorre of the arrests which were excluded f-rom the subsample. 

For example, victims might be nore 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 turn 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 iIi, 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 aIT:ests made because an officer responded rapidly and those arrests 

in which response'.had a secondary effect, if any effect at all, arrest results 

are reported for both the total arrest sample and the response-related arrest 

subsample. 

Table 3-1 illustrates the distribution of incidents with arrests by type 

of crime. For analysis. the tenn arrest refers to an incident or case with one 

or nore arrests. While discovery crimes cCtIl'rised 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 alanns. Alann 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 arrests, 
incidents with response-related arrests, and percentages of each by type of crime . 

. 

I ncidents with I 
Data Base I nci dents with 

Type of Cri me Response-related I 
Arrests 

Arrests I 
N Percent N Rate* N Rate* 

I Involvement Crimes 352 37.0 100 28.4 27 7.7 
Viol ent Involvement 221 23.3 45 20.4 12 5.4 

Rapes 10 1 . 1 3 30.0 1 10.0 
Robberi es 127 13.4 10 7.9 6 4.7 
Aggravated /..\ssau Its 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 91 9.6 38 41.8 2 2.2 

Auto Thefts 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 0.0 
Auto Thefts 74 7. 8 0 0.0 0 0.0 

I 
AI arm Detected 15 1.6 7 46.7 7 46.7 

Burglaries 15 1.6 7 46.7 7 46.7 

[A!t Part I Cri mes 949 11 3 11.9 35 3.7 

*Percent of all cases by crime type, 



Of the incidents disc,overed by alarms l 46.7 percent resulted in response-related 

arrests. While this is a high p<~centage of arrests> it should be remembered 

the Part I crime sample ll"1cluded only calls in which an offense report was writ­

ten and so does not reflect t:.l)e large number of alarm instigated cal1s in which 

no apparent crime was corrmitted. 

Because of the possible conceptual and statistical bias which the alann 

cal1s might have inj ected into the results for discovery cases J they were ex­

cluded from further analysis of the response time arrest relationship. The only 

conclusion in regard to alann-detected incidents is that in the small proportion 

of alann cases in which there is evidence of a crime, alann detection provides a 

potentially powerful tool for criminal apprehension. 

Alarm calls in involvement cases did not appear to present the same diffi­

culties for analysis as alarm cal1s in discovery cases. Eight involvement crimes 

were reported to the police by an alann company after a customer alann was acti­

vated. Seven of the eight were comnercial robberies while in the eighth case the 

holdup alarm was used to report a shoplifting incident. In those cases, tripping 

the alann could be taken as analogous to calling the police since the victim had 

the option of calling. An alann 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 al1 eight cases, the report:ing citizen noted he did not 

push the alann tmtil after the suspect had left, and :in one case, the victim in­

dicated that because she had been locked up in a back roan, the suspect had been 

gone from the scene 5 m:inutes 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: rmking pertinent suspect informa­

tion available to the police that the alarm company could not possibly know. 
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In a ninth involvement case, a COllrnercial burglary, the suspect was seen by 

the vict:im and two witnesses but police were alerted by an alann tripped by the 

burglar during the corrrnission of the crime. 

Of the disc:overy crimes which remained after the alann cases were excluded, 

only 1 percent resulted in arrest and only 0.2 percent resulted in arrests re­

lated to r3.pid response. The nonviolent cr:imes of burglary, larceny, and auto 

theft were incll.lded in bo'th the discovery and the involvement categories since 

they were sometimes 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 a!rest rate for nonviolent invulvernent crimes dropped to 11.5 perce.nt 

for response-related arrests. Involvement cases as a whole, those cases with a 

victim or witness, 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, robbery, 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 same of the factors which affect these differences. 

Within the nonviolent involvement crime sarq;>le, 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 narre or address. 
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The s:ingle 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 percent. 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, dumny variables represent:ing the 10 basic crime -categories were en­

tered :into multiple regression. 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, 

and alann-detected crimes with robbery cases as the reference group. Type of 

crime was f01.md to expla:in a significant am:mnt 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 proportion of arrest and response-related 

arrest cases with:in each category were performed. Aga:in the assumption of equal 

group variances was assessed, and separate-variance est:im.?tes 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. Alann-detected :incidents, as expected, showed a significantly 

greater proportion of cases with an arrest than IOOst other groups, especially for 

the response-related subs ample . Di£ferences among the discovery crimes, other 

than alann :incidents, were not found, while differences between :L."1volvement 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 

involl7ing a citizen, with involvement crimes resulting L.'1. :the highest rates. 

As type of crime was found to be a significant predictor 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 uore 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 technique 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 tile best fit with the observed data, and consequently three 

conm:m types of data transfonnations were used in addition to the linear ftmction; 

a logarithmic, a reciprocal, and a polynanial transfonnation. The logarithmic and 

reciprocal transfonnations consistently produced better fitting curves with the 

reciprocal of reporting and logaritlnn of dispatching and travel times providing 

the best results in nearly all cases. 

The reporting inte.rval, 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 V'ariance explained by travel time was significant in only 
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some of the ca.tegories assessed. Generally, the response time relationships were 

strengthened when only the response-related arrests were analyzed. Furthenrore, 

if only those arrests which failed to meet L~e four selection criteria of a 

response-related arrest were utilized, no relationship between either reporting 

or dispatch and the nonresponse-related arrests was fmmd. 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 cr:i.Jres indicated it was a powerful pre.dictor of both arrests (F = 

195.43, Beta = 0.422) and response-related arrests (F = 48.86, Beta = 0.227) with .. 
a much greater proportion of both samples being fotmd in involvement cases (Apperi': 

d:ix 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 significar,t factor-covariate inter­

action effect (F = 7.56, Beta = 0.168) indicated the reciprocal transfonnation 

closely fit the data for involvement 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), further strengthening the finding :that rapid reporting 

predicts arrests 1n involvement incidents but that apprehensions :in discovery crimes 

are both rare and randOOl with respect to reporting time (Appendix B, Table B-8). 

Einploying the b l s from the analysis of covariance provided predictive equations 

for the relationship between reporting and involvement arrests of both samples. 

These equations are illustrated in Figure 3-2. As an estimate of arrest probabil-
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ity in :involverent cases, the predicted proportion of cases with an arrest dropped 

rapidly then leveled off as reporting time :increased. 

Si11ce O11ly :involvement incidents showed a relati011Ship between the time taken 

to report and on-scene arrests, further analysis employed O11ly 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 arrest.\=; be:ing found 

for nonviolent calls (Appendix B, Tables B-9 and B-lO). 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-ll). 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 ~est was higher 

for n011violent :involvement calls at all lengths of reporting compared to that for 

violent-nonviolent :incidents. The relati011Ship with the response-related sUbsample 

varied sorrewhat from that found for all arrests. While the main effect of reporting 

was significant (F 7' 18.76, Beta = 0.375), the ma:in effect of the violent involvemant 

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 resp011Se-related ~rrest 

in a n011violent involvement incident was higher, but dropped llDre rapidly as the 

time taken in reporting increased. 'Iheviolent involvement cases produced a lower, 

flatter predictive curve. 

The :involvement cases were also divided :into specific types of cr:i.me, robbery 

and assault fran the violent crime category, and burglary and larceny fran the non-
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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 1 burglary, and larceny were entered. into the regression 

analysis as durrrny I.rariab1es. 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, B1cta = 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 bigher proportion of 

arrests than found for the reference robbery group. In multiple regressiOl."l 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: F = 20.90, 

Beta = 0.265; burglary: F = 20.14, Beta = 0.249; larceny: F = 37.56, Beta = 0.356) 

with no significant factor-covariate interactions (Appendix B, Table B-15). 'Ihe 

robbery and assault curves are illustrated in Figure 3-5, along with the curve for 

all violent involvement crimes. Since no interaction was found, the curves run 

parallel with greater probability of arrest predicted for assault cases compared 

to robbery. 'Ihe equations 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 ct.n:'\Te 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 

frem 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). I11ustrat­

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 fa11s tIDre 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 

hlvolvement-discovery factor produced a significant interaction with travel (F = 

19.15, Beta = -0.446), but only for response-related arrests (AppendiKB, 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 = -0.5.99) 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 on 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 a11 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 groups, the 

burglary 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 f01.md to be a 

powerful predictor of arrests in involvement burglaries with an tmUSually high 

probability of arrest for short travel time. This fiIlding is consistent with 

the high proportion of involvement burglary cases resulting in arrests, espe­

cially those in the resporffie-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 nonviolent 

involvernent 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 corrmission 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 l:irnit 

the potential impact of travel on arrests. Thus, if reporting time was lengthy, 

the probability of IMking an arrest attributable to response should be so law as 

to preclude the possibility of arrest, regardless of travel time. Conversely, 

under ideal conditions of rapid citizen report:ing, 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 

rrdnutes, N ~ 114), one-third irll 1Jded cases reported less rapidly (3 to 9 min­

utes, N = 117), and one-third ~i.nc1uded cases ,'lith lengthy reporting delays (10 

minutes or longer, N = 113). Reciprocal, logarithmic> and linear fonus of dis­

patch arid travel times were employed in multiple regression with arrests and 

response-related arrests while controlling for ti1e l~th of reporting time. 

Dispatch time was found to be unrelated to the probability of arrest or 

response-related arrest at any length of reporting. Travel, however, 'i7aS found 

to be associated with response-related arrests, and tile type of ,association var­

ied SOOle;mt with the time taken to report the crline. When reporting was rapid, 

a logarithmic transfonnation produced the best fitting curve (reporting of 2 min-· 

utes or less: F = 4.51, Beta = -0.197), while for the intenrl9.diate 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-2l and B-22). 

The predictive curves based on these findings are illustl:ated in Figures 3-11, 

along \'lith 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 tra-va1 interval. When travel time was 

at its rrdn~, 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. VJhen an intennediate delay in reporting 

(3 to 9 minutes) was analyzed, travel time predicted response-related arrests in 

roughly the sam= proportion of cases as when both the reporting interval and the 

travel interval were short. However, the estimated probability of fu."'"rests 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 

mirrutes, no relationship between travel and response-related arrest was fotmd. 
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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 strong 

predictors of arrest. For separate incidents, which either do or do not have an 

arrest, a predicted proportion of cases with arrests carmot be sensitive to the 

nunerous factors tmrelated to response time ylhic:h m:ty impinge on the outccme of 

the individual incident. If cases are grouped 'by minutes, for instance, a tech­

nique employed in earlier studies, nuch of this variation is rsmved and a dra­

m:ttic increase in variance explained results. Such a tec1:mique does not, hOW'­

ever, improve prediction in individual cases. Consequently, 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 

'lliE EFFECTS OF PATROL PROCEDURES ON 
RESPONSE TIME AND CRIME OurCOMES 

A nwiber 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 rrdnirnize the 

distance an officer nust travel to an incident. Dispatching procedures indicate 

that the officer nearest the scene be dispatched to minimize the distance trav­

eled, and consequently, the travel time. Since rrost 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 two 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 th~ dispatcher. The use of walkie­

talkies provides officers the flexibility to leave their car without losing com­

m.mication with the dispatcher. £ach of these procedures has a pote.ntial impact 

on officer response to an incident, and consequently, to its eventual outcome. 

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. Thf~ ffi'.1.:in 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 impact 

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 out of the car at the time of dispatch; and e) if the offi­

cer was 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-analysis of the causal model il­

lustrated in Figure 4-l. Travel time, dist-mce traveled, and the variables po­

tentiallyaffecting them were assessed as predictors of the probability of arrest. 

Whether the crime could be viewed on routine patrol and mi.s variable's interac­

tion with whether the call was busted were also examined. Busting a call was ex­

pected to result in rrore arrests when the need for this action was known (i.e., 

could be seen). Finally, as reporting t:4ne had previously been established as a 

significant predictor of arrest, its effect in addition to these other factors 

was assessed. 

'This rrodel may be fonna.lly expressed as a system of recursive equations as 

follows: 

D a + bl IOB + b2 TOG + e 

'IT = a + b3 IOB + b4 roc + bs roDE + b6 NM:: + b7 BC + ba TOG + b9 D + e 

A = a + blO R + bll rOB + bI2 roc + b13 CODE + bI4 NM:.; + bI5 Be + b16 

PV + b17 IBCPV + bI8 'IT + b19 D + b20 TOG + e 
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where: D 

lOB 

'rOC 

IT 

lOC 

CODE 

NMC 

BC 

A 

R 

i~ 
distance traveled 

"" in or out of beat 

type of crime 

= travel time 

= in or out of car 

Code One or Code Three call 

one or two-officer car 

= busted call 

- arrest 

reporting time 

PV = call in patrol view or not 

lBCPV interaction of busted call with in or out of patrol vie:-w 

'The b' s represent the pC:l.th coefficients for the variables involved 1 the a' s 

constants 1 and the ~'s the residual variation. 

'The officer's location relative to the incident at the time of dispatch 1 sym­

bolized as "in or out of beat" (lOB) was found to l:-~ve 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 dispatchf~d in or out of the assigned beat. 

3. Whether the officer was dispatc.::hed 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. 

*!he data for distance traveled nrust be interpreted with some caution. 'The observ­
ers were unable to obtain this clata from the officers' odometers j therefore 1 esti­
mates of the distance traveled were obtained by tradng on a city map the trost 
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 lIDUSual 
short~jts 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 :infonmtion 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 transformation for travel time and a reciprocal transformation 

of reporting time were used throughout the rrodel since they were previously fotmd 

to provide the best relationship to arrest. Alternative transfonmtions were also 

examined but did not substantially change the findings. For the analysis of type 

of crime, dUlIIIo/ variables fnr rape, assault, involverrent burglary, larceny, and 

auto theft, and discovery burglar;, 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 rtm using only the significant variables. This 

allOW'ed 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 In cation relative to the incident 

and the type of crime variables were considered possible predictors of the distance 

an officer would have to travel to a call (Appendix C, Table C-l). The only varia­

ble fmmd significantly related, whether the officer was in the actual beat of the 
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incident at the t:LtUe of dispatch,> 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 

tIDe probability of arrest that were previously noted vlere probably due oore to 

field actions than the dispatcher's ability to assign cars closer to the incident 

for :involvement than discovery :incidents. 

Travel Time 

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 ber.Lt of 

occurrence (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 ootion 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 oore than one car was dispatched to a call, travel time was shorter 1;vhen 

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 

el:im:inate the delay 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. 'Ihis may be due to officers :in one-officer cars 
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busting calls :in which the delay for the arrival of a backup car was expected to 

be long. 

Finally, type of crime was fotmd to be a significant predictor of travel 

time. As noted previously, in general, involvement :incidents resulted :in lIDre 

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 fotmd to be significant predictors of arrest. Type of crime 

and reporting time were both significant predictors of arrest and so entered into 

the final analysis (Appendix C, Table C-6). Hcmever, since they were dealt with 

in detail elsewhere in the report, they will not be revie;ved here. Report:ing time 

was controlled in this analysis (Appendix C, Table C-6). 

The other two factors fotmd to significantly affect arrest were whether a 

crime 't-JclS conrnitted in flattol vie;v (F ::: 7. 80, Beta = -0.299) and the interaction 

of this variable 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 vie;v 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 bust:ing a call would rCb"Ult in an on-scene arrest. 

Figure 4-2 illustrates the direct and indirect r~1ationships to arrests. 

For the sUbsample of response-related ~~ests, 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 

(Append:i..:ir. C, Table a-8). The only other variable found significantly related to 

59 



()) 

0 

Officer In 
or Out of 
Assigned Beat r 

Dispatched 
to Incorrect 
Beat 

Officer Is 
In Beat of 
Incident 

I ncident In 
Officer's 
Assigned Beat 

007 

.247 ---

'--' 
Dr~~tance 

f·15O 

Traveled 

Officer In or 
~8 Out of Car 

Code of 
,100 

Call 

.208 Agg.Assault 

.255 Inv. Burg . 

Type of Crime . 323 tnv.lorc. 

. 172 Inv.Larc . ~325 Dis.Burg . 

.271 Dis.Burg. ~317 Dis.larc. 

.199 Dis.Larc. -: 151 Dis.A.T. 

.156 Dis.A.T. , 

Reporting 1,083 

Time 

~~ 

LJ.a-=-:- Travel Arrests 
Time --II!!z:=. 

~ 

~ ~ 

-:260 

*Busted ,368 
-:299 

Call 
1 ncident In 

Patrol View 

*Officer began investigation before another 
officially dispatched officer arrived at scene, 

Figure 4- 2. -- Response time policy model for arrests. 



response-related arrests was whether errergency equipment was employed in response 

to the call (F = 5.63, Beta = -0.084). Responding to a call Code One, i. e. , with 

red lights and sirens 1 resulted in more response-related arrests b.~ responding 

Code Three, i.e., without red lights and sirens. Figure 4-3 surrmarizes 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 

fotmd in Table 4-4. 
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TABLE 4-1+ 
Table of,Effect Coefficients of 

Significant Variables on Arrests 

Causal* 
Independent Dependent Simple 
Variable Venable r Direct Indirect Total 

1) Rape Reporting 
T'ime** 

0.011 -0.031 None -0.031 

2) Robbery Reporting Ref. Reference Group 
Tji.me Group 

3) Assault RepJrting 0.094 -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 
J3urg1ary Time 

6) Invo 1 vernent Reporting 0.092 -0.053 None -0.053 
Larceny Time 

7) Discovery Reporting -0.160 -0.317 None -0.317 
'I.arceny Time 

8) Involvement Ref,,::>rting ~O.02'1 -0.051 None -0.051 
Auto Theft Time 

9) Discovery Reporting -0.024 -0.151 tibne -0.151 
Auto Theft Time 

10) Officer's Location Distance 0.212 0.212 None 0.212 
is in Beat of Traveled 
Incident 

11) Officer1s Location 'r'..:ave1 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 
T:ime*"'* 

13) Dispatched to Travel 0.031 0.067 None 0.067 
Inc.orrect Beat Time 
(Beat of Incident) 

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 Gall Travel -0.394 -0.260 None -0.260 
Time 
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Causal 
Independent Dependent S:irnple 
Variable Variable r Direct Indirect Total 

17) Rape Travel -0.024 0.018 None 0.018 
Time 

18) Robbery Travel Ref. Reference Group 
Time Group 

19) Assault Travel -0.168 0.012 None 0.012 
Time 

20) Involvement Travel -0.169 -0.043 None -0.043 
Burglary Time 

21) Discovery Travel 0.198 0.271 None 0.271 
Burglary Time 

22) Involvement Travel 0.091 0.172 None 0.172 
larceny Time 

23) Discovery Travel 0.094 0.199 None 0.199 
larceny Time 

24) Involvement Travel 0.013 0.027 None 0.027 
Auto Theft T.ime 

25) Discovery Travel 0.048 0.156 None 0,156 
Auto Theft TIme 

20) Officer I s Location Response- -0.0+9 -0.026 -0.035 -0.061 
is in Beat of Related 
Incident Arrest 

27) Dis tance Trav-eled Response- -0.038 0.005 -0.019 1'\ 1'\"1 1_ 
-U.Ul.'+ 

Related 
Arrest 

28) Dispatched to Response- 0.028 0.037 -0.008 0.029 
Inco:crect Beat Related 
(Beat of Incident) Arrest 

29) In or Out of Car Response- -0.007 -0.061 0.021 -0.040 
Related 
Arrest 

30) Codl:! of Call Response- -0.118 -0.084 -0.012 -0.096 
Related 
Arrest 

31) Busted Call Response- 0.200 0.051 0.032 0.083 
Related 
Arrest 

32) Reporting Time Response- 0.223 0.119 None 0.119 
Related 
Arrest 
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Causal 
Independent Dependent Simple 

t 
Variable Variable 'r Direct Indi:rect Total 

~ 

~ 
r~ 33) Travel Time Response- -0,247 -0,124 None -0,124 , 
( Related 

Arrest 

34) Rape Response- ' -0,016 -0,010 -0.006 -0.016 

a Related 
.; Arrest 

35) Robbery Response- Ref, Reference GL'oup 
Related Group 
Arrest 

36) Assault Response- 0.035 -0.015 ··0,007 0,022 
Related 
Arrest 

37) Involvement ReS}A-"IlSe- 0,444 0,404 0.012 0,416 
Bu~glary Related 

Arrest 

38) Discovery Response- -0,121 -0,001 -0,072 -0,073 
Burglary Related 

Arrest 

39) Involvement Response- -0.027 0,00.3 -0.023 -0,020 
larceny Related 

Arrest 

40) Discovery Response- -0.090 -0.006 -0.062 -G 068 
larceny Related 

Arrest 

41) Involvement Response- -0.009 0.005 -0.009 -0.004 
Auto Theft Related 

Arrest 

42) Discovery Response- -0.052 -0.014 0.037 0.023 
Auto Theft Related 

Arrest 

43) Officer's Location t~rrest -0.009 -0.007 None -0.007 
is in Beat of 
Incident 

44) Distance Traveled Arrest -0.030 -0,020 None -0.020 

45) Dispatched to Arrest 0,041 0.029 None 0,029 
Incorrect Beat 
(Beat of Inciderit) 

46) In or Out of Car Arrest -0.021 -0.023 None -0,023 

47) Code of Call Arrest -0.l37 -0,057 None -0,057 
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Causal 
Independent Dependent Simple 
Variable Variable r Direct Indirect 

48) Busted Call Arrest 0.200 -0.161 None 
49) Incident in Arrest -0.080 -0.299 None 

Patrol View 
50) Interaction of Arrest 0.110 0.368 None 

Variables 48 and 49 
51) Travel Time Arrest -0.151 -0.025 None 
52) Reporting Time Arrest 0.207 0.083 None 

53) Rape Arrest 0.021 0.036 -0.003 
54) Robbery Arrest Ref. Reference Group 

Group. 
55) Assault Arrest 0.212 0.208 
56) Involvement Arrest 0.246 0.255 

Burglary 
57) Discovery Arrest -0.202 -0.007 

Burglary 
58) Involvement Arre~~t 0.289 0.323 

Larceny 
59) Discovery Arrest -0.161 -0.000 

Larceny 
60) Invo:!.. vement Arrest -0.017 0.005 

Auto Theft 

61) Discovery Arrest -0.099 -0.007 
Auto Theft 

* Total causal effect is computed rrOOl the partial betas 
in~ Reporting Time is a reciprocal transformation 
*** TravelJ.'ime is a logarithmic transformation 
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-0.004 
0.004 

-0.027 

-0.004 

-0.026 

-O.oot4-

-0.013 

Total 

-0.161 
-0.299 

0.368 

-0.025 
0.083 

-0.033 

0.204 
0.259 

-0.034 

0.319 

-0.026 

O.~~l 

0.020 



.... p,."""W armtl"T"J'Wt!S_'Jt"ije.~~_A_""· ... r ____ ....... =n ......... "...,.< ..... , ___________ • __ _ 

CHAPTER F .1.\/£ 

WITNESS AVATI..ABILY'IY 

Analysis of the relatir::lShip between response time and the availability 0:1: 

witnesses determined if sh.ortening response t:ime increased. the probability of a 

witness being contacted at the scene, The :irrg;X)l:ttii..ce 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 information 

will be lost. 

This study defined witness, availability as contact between the field offi-

Cel,· and at least one witness to the crime, other than the victim; before the con­

clusion of tue initial investigation. Infonnation on whether a witness had been 

contacted was drawn from two sources: the offense report canp1eted by the field 

officer and the instrument used by the observer. A variable was created which 

identified whether contact with a witness had been noted on either source. Since 

observers bad been instructed not to ask citizens any questions pertaining to their 

name or relationship to the crime, but only to record infonnation given to the 

field officer, the number of cases with witnesses available from e;>ach source was 

correlated rather strongly (.712). Much of the discrepancy may have been due to 

the officers I recording the names of witnesses not actually contacted during the 

initial investigation. Of the 197 Part I cr:imeB for which contact with a witness 

was knaw.n, 171 were listed on an offense report and 168 were noted by the observer. 

In l30 of the 197 cases (66 percent) with witnesses available at the scene, 

there was only one witness contacted. Involvement cases were much oore likely to 

bave a witness and to have oore 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 canpared 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 I nCldents \Iv i:".l 

Type of Cri me Witnesses 

N N Percent 

.-
Involvement Crimes 352 1 71 48.6 

Violent Involvement 221 110 49.8 

Rapes 10 3 30.0 

Robberies 127 61 48.0 

Aggravated Assau Its 84 46 54.8 

Nonviol ent Involvement 131 61 46.6 

Burglaries 35 22 62.9 

Larcenies 91 36 38.6 

Auto Thefts 5 3 60.0 

Discovery Crimes 597 26 4.4 

Burglaries 317 14 4'."4 

Larcenies ;206 1 1 5.3 

Auto Thefts 74 1 'j .4 

AI) Part I Crimes 949 197 20.8 
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covered Part I c.rimes in the data base. The 171 witnessed involvement cases 

were Ill..ade up of 110 of the 211 (52.1 percent) violent cases and 61 of the 131 

(46.6 l: iX"cent) nonviolent crimes. The 26 discovered crimes with witnesses were 

made up of 14 mttglaries, 11 larcetues, and 1 auto theft. In those instances" 

the witness returned to the sCE:J.J.e after seeing police arrive and provided in­

fonnation about the crime. 

The. three principal response intervals, reporting, dispatch, and traw~l, 

were errl~red in an analysis of covariance te~~hIl:i.que :in multiple regression to 

examine the relationship between ~esponse time intervals and witness availability. 

Since the initial inspection of the data suggested that linear regressicm might 

not produce the best fit with the observed data, two types of data cra.11.S£Ot"tl'ldt.Lon.<; 

of the response time intervals were made 1 a logarithmic and a reciprocal transfor­

mation. The two transfom.ations and the linear tenn were then entered into the 

regression equation as covariates. The type of crime and dichotomy of violent 

and nonv:i.olent crimes were treated as factors I and the effects of the several 

factor-covariate interact:ion tenns 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 :inte-.rvals are given in Appendi.x D. 

Witness Availability and the Reporting Interval 

The relationship between reporting time and wiu1ess availability was stronger 

than for any other interval. The logarithmic transformatilm of the report:ing :inter­

val explained the greatest proportion of the variance (F = ~1.l. 92, Beta = -0.247) 

(Appendix D, Table D-l). The curve nlustrating the relatiol.1.ship between reporting 

time and witness availability for all :involvement cases is shown in. Figure 5-2. As 

". , .. 
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Figure 5 - 2. -- Probability of witness availability for Part I involvement crimes at 
reporting times of 0 to 30 minutes. 



reporting t:i.rre increased, the probCibility of a witness being contacted decreased 

~ from a high of 64.7 percent for the shortest reporting time in ttJe sample, 1 

minute, 4 seconds, to a low of 34. 8 percent for a reporting time of 30 minutes. 

A durrmy variable differentiating violent and nonviolent crimes was entered 

into multiple regression analysis for involvemen~ ca~es but did not effect the 

""\. relationship between the reporting interval and witness availability. Predic­

tion of witness availability frem reporting time was 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 IIUltiple regression analysis with the logaritlnnic transfonnation of 

reporting, using robbery cases as a reference group. None of the variables pro­

duced a significant main effect, indicating that witness availability does not 

vary significantly by type of crime. The interaction effects betwe-<m. the report­

ing interval and the several dt.mmy variables also failed to reach a le\'-cl of sig­

nificance. The relationship between the reporting interval and witness e;vaila­

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

Witness Availability and the Dispatch IntervaJ.,. 

The linear tenus and logaritlnnic and reciprocal transfonnations for the dis-

patch interval were entered into ID..lltiple 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 durrmy variables for the different 

types 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 only for 

fast reporting t:imes, an assessment was made of the strength and significance 

of the relationship between the dispatch interval and witness availability for 

various lengths 10f reporting t:ime. The total number of involvenent cases was 

divided both into thirds and halves, according to th.: length of reporting time. 

DLmmy variables, corresponding to the groups of thirds and halves, were entered 

into regression analysis with the linear term and the two transfonnations of the 
t~; 

dispatch interval, and the various interaction effects were assessed. None of 

the interaction effects between dispatch and the dummy variables 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 availability in the various 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 Interval 

The strength of the relationship between travel time and witness availability 

for all involvement cases was nearly identical when either the linear term or the 

logaritlnnic transfonnatiol1. of travel time was used. Since the linear term is a 

more direct function, 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 witness being available. Measurement of travel 

t:i.me did not improve prediction of witness availability fqr nonviolE.'11t involvement 

incidents, but for violent incidents alone, the relationship was significant 
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(F == 7.85, Beta=.1.0.186) (Appendix D, Table D-3). This indicated the relation-

ship between travel t:ilre and the probability of locating a, witness for all involve­

~t crimes was due to the relationship between time and witness availability for 

~olent incidents. The analysis for all involvement and for violent involvement 

cases determined tha,t the probability of a witness being contacted decreased as 

travel t:ilre :l.."'lcreased. Analysis of covariance provided predictive equations for 

the relationship between travel and witness availability for both groups in the 

sample. The two equations are illustrated in Figure 5-3. 

In corrparing the two lines, the probability of a wftness being contacted for 
, . 

violent involva:nent cases with short travel tiIres was greater than for' all involve­

IIEntcases, 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 involvanent cases predicted a lower probability of contacting a witness 

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 al1 involvement cases. For, the two longest cravel times measured, the equation 

for violent cases predicted a probability of 0 percent, indicating that witness 

availability was due to factors other than travel, 'while the slope of the predic­

tive line for all involvanent cases was IIDre 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. ~T variables were created for the types of crime 

and entered into nultiple regression analysis with the linear term for travel time, 

using robbery cases as a refer€:."Uce group. Interaction effects between the travel 

interval and the several dunmy 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 cr:ime for involven.'61t cases. 
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Figure 5 - 3. -- Probability of witness availability for Part I involvement crimes 
and violent crimes at travel times of 0 to 30 minutes. 



Since the impact of the travel interval could also potentially decrease 

with an increase in reporting time, an assessment was made of the strer.gth of 

the relationship between travel time and witness availability for various inter­

vals of reporting time. Dumny variables 1 correspond:L'1g to the groups of thirds 

and halves, according to the length of reporting time, were again entered into 

ref:.'Xession analysis with the linear term and the two tr;~.nsformations of travel 

time, and the various interaction effects were assessed. None of the interac­

tion effects between travel and the dunmy variables for lengths of reporting 

time reached a level of significance. 

Each third and each half of the involvement cases were then analyzed sepa­

rately to detennine 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 d~­

ficult to establish significance with the reduced nl.llIilJE~ of cases, or by the 

fact the relationship between travel time and witness availability was not Q.trong 

for all involvement cases 1 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 avail:.iliility should be tempered by one consideration. 

The extent of the officers I 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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CRAPTERSlX 

CITIZEN INJURY 

Rapid police response has been cited as a means of reducing b0th the frequen­

cy and severity of citizen injury. For example, it has been assumed that officers 

\fmc 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 

pres1..imed to l:i.mi..t the potential llnpainnents of the :injury by expediting the hand­

ling and transporting of the injured person. While no data were collected on the 

nuni:>er 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 Sa':nple 

Injuries were sustained in 105 of the 949 Part I crime incidents (11.1 per­

cent) "tvith a total of 114 cit.:izens 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 mE 10 rape cases, 29 of 127 

robbery' cases, and 69 of 84 aggravated assault cases included at least one injury 

to a citizen. Overwhelnrlngly, 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 case;;; (61.0 

percent) required the hospitalization of one or Irore :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 prorrpt, 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 response time to injury relationship. 

Data concerning the type and length of hospital treatment were obtaJned 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 ovemight (4 cases) to over a week 

(6 cases). One individual died from'l.J.""1juries 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 stmIIling the scores of 

these two 'variables. As each variable's score could range from. 1 to 4 with 4 

indicating the rros t serious inj uries, the combined index could varJ 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 nrlnor injury for which no treat­

ment was given (a score of 2) occurred in 31 cases or about 33.7 percent of the 

total number 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 calls; 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 

rrore serious than non-Code One calls. Both the seriousness index and the code 

77 



of the call co:related with the type of hospital treatment, + .514 and + .370, 

respectively, indicating longer hospital stays with increasing seriousness 

scores for Code One incidents. 

Response Time and Injury 

One significant as81..1IIIption 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 affec!t injury outcCllreS. 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 Skewne'ciS in 

the distributions, logarithmic transfonnations of the time were also used. The 

results presented SLre based or;. the logarithmic forms. 

The seriousness of inj~ fu' an incident '\vas not found to be a significant 

pl'~dictor of the time taken to report the incident (F = O. 04, Beta = O. 022) (Ap­

pendix E, Table E-l). The dispatch and travel intervals, on the other hand, 

were significantly associated with l1eriousness (Dispatch: F = 5.42, Beta = 

-0.245; Travel: F == 11. 77, Beta = -0.343), such that increasing ratings of in­

jury seriousness prE!dicted :increasingly shorter dispatch and travel times (Appen­

dix E, Tables E-2 and E-3). It was considered probab~e that the code assigned to 

the call produced the differences noted in travel times. The assigned code was 

fOlU1d 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 train effects 

were found to be significant with travel (Code: F = 5.35, Beta = -0.255; Travel: 

F ='4.20, Beta = -0.226), but Ii:: i.rlteraction was found (Appendix E, Table E-5) . 
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TItus, travel was affected by both the code and by the other dispatched cuas 

to the seriousness of the incident. 

An assumed effect of response has been that if two injuries are equaJ..in 

seriousness, the incident receiving more prompt emergency field treatment may 

result in more rapid recovery, fewer chronic impainnents, less specialized med­

ical treatment, etc. Operationally, this was tested by ana1yz:ing 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 times were also entered 
':I-

into nnl1tip1e regression as predictors of the type and length of hospital treat-

ment, after the variation due to the seriousness of the :injury was assessed. 

Possible seriousness by response time interactions were assessed. The assigned 

code and it~ interaction v.-rith the times were also evaluated as predictors of hos­

pital stay to indicate possible differences between Code One and non-Code One 

calls 0 Only code (F == 5.11, Beta = 0.340) and seriousness (F = J 0.07, Beta ::; 

0.453) proved to be significant predictors of hospital stay, with Code One calls 

and nnre serious injuries requir:ing longer hospitalization (Appendix E, Tables 

E-6 and E-7). Reporting, dispatch, and travel times were not significantly re­

lated to hospital treatment either as Train effects or in interaction with any 

other predictor foT. me linear or any of the transfonned times. 

The analysis of the response time to injury relationship was hampered by 

several limitations of the data. First" only a small number of cases (51) in­

volved the hospitalization of a citizen who was not hospitalized prior to po­

lice contact. Tne majority of cases for which the type of hospital treatment 

was known (25 of 44) received emergency roan 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 corribined with the limited variation :in 

th.e type of hospital treatment greatly reduced the chance 0": 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 oore clear. These findings will be reported in future 

volumes. 
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CHAPTER SEVEN 

PROBLEMS AND PATTERNS IN REPORTING 

One of the naj or limitations of much of the previous research and thinking 

on the topic of response t:ime has been the assumption that cr:imes 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 frem when a citizen's involve­

ment in a crime had ended or the crime was discovered un-eil on-scene investigation 

bad begtm.. Over one-half of all Part I crimes were reported nore 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 1 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 

nore variance in the outcane measures than did either dispatch or travel time. 

Also, the length of reporting time viaS f01.md 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 uncontrollable 

hindrances encountered, while patterns were defined as voluntary 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 largelyob­

tained from interviews with the citizens who called the police. Occasionally, 

other involved citizens provided additional data on the actions of the reporting 
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party. The offense report and the Tape Content Analysis Instrument were also 

potential sources of information on problems and pattems. 

The Problem and Pattern Sample 

Eight pattern and five problem variables were identified. Six of the pat­

terns describe actions which were taken prior to contacting the police while the 

two remain:ing 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. S:ince 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 IIDSt 

frequent, occurr:ing in 448 cases or nearly one-half (47.2 percent) 

of all Part I crime :incidents. The I!K)st comron reason for this de-

lay, given in 274 cases, was to obtain advice, assistance, or ad-

ditional information. A second prevalent response (133 caaes) :in­

dicated that a second party was contacted to obta:in pennission to 

use a telephone to call the police. 

2. Delay due to investigati.."1g the :incident scene. Generally 1 this 
j 

pattern occurred when citizens tried to enumerate missing articles, 

search for missing property, assess property damage, etc. I prior to 

contacting the police. It occurred in 170 cases (17.9 percent), 

mak:i.rlg it the second I!K)st prevalent pattern. 

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

pattern occurred in 98 cases or approximately 10.3 percent of the 
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Part I cr:iJ:ne sample. The ID)st conm:m response related to this 

pattern indicated that citizens telephoned others to get advice, 

assistance, or additional infonnation concerning the incident 

prior to reporting it to the police. This response was found 

in 50 other cases. ALl. interesting, although infrequent response 

(6 cases), was that a second party was called to get him to tele­

phone the police. 

4. 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 infonnation about the seriousness 

of the inci4ent and the need for police assistance. This response 

also occasionally indicated periods of indecision and inactivi~j 

relative to reporting. This pattern was found :in 81 incidents or 

in about 8.5 percent of the cases. 

5. Delay due to being unsure about police assistance. This pattern 

was given as an explanation for delay in 70 cases or about 7,4 

percent of all Pm:t I crimes analyzed. The mst 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 un:i.rrpor­

tant or would not want to help. 

6. 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. 

7. Delay due to apathy. Typical responses comprising this pa-rticular 
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pattern variable included statements indicating that the citi­

zer. 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 per­

cent of the total sample) reporting this pattern, this was the 

least frequent of the eight pattern variables. In over 1:-,alf 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 deparb:nent. 

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 conmmication problems. This problem occurred 

in 211 cases (22.2 percent) and so was the most frequently identi­

fied reporting hindrance. OverwheJmingly, this variable was based 

upon a single difficulty; no telephone was inmediately available 

to report the incident, and so the reporting party had to seek a 

phone. This problem was fOl.ll1d in 179 cases. A number of other pub­

lic communication problems were cited, none of which occurred in 

oore 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 <1.:.-', .rrtrnent, 1IDcooperative operators, etc. 
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Delay due to not be:ing Monned or be:ing misinfonned about the 

:incident. This second. mst 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 infonned of the crime, the crime be:ing discu-;rered by 

or :involving another citizen who subsequently infonned them. 

In the rema:in:ing four cases, t..'he citizen Il'.istaken1y believed 

the police had already been contacted, fl-nd the delay resulted 

from this erroneous asstnnption. 

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

suspect and errotional stress r-ere cited as reasons for not re-

porting iumediately :in 100 cases (10.5 percent). Errotiona1 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 connnmications ~prob1ems . Sixty cases or 

about 6.3 percent of all Part I cr:iInes involved sorre type of po­

lice departIrent conm.mication problem. A variety of difficu1-

ties were reported; however, no one issue was prevalent. Dif-

ficu1ties cited included uncooperative dispatchers (9 cases), 

no answer at the departIrent (4 cases), line busy (depart::rrent I s 

number, 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 recorde:.d when physical in­

juries or the necessity of either giving first aid of transporting 

an indured party to the hospital precluded irnmediatereporting. 

This was the least frequently identified problem variable and was 
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found in 57 cases or about 6. a percent. 

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 tID.lch more subj ec­

tive and depended entirely upon the citizen's proclivity to report such an atti­

tude. 

!'Jpe 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 posAible influences of the type of crime on the type and frequency of 

problems encountered and patterns used, ciurnD:Y variables representing eight of the 

basic crime categories were entered into nultiple regression. The categories 

employed in this analysis of variance were as fol1ows: 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 frem the analysis as report­

ing times in these cases were lIDknown and information on problems ar:d patterns was 

1.IDavailable. 

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 < . 001) , 

'ic'l'he sun of all the cases with responses indicative of al1 problems 0'1: patterns does 
not necessarily equal the total number of cases with a specific problem or pattern. 
For example, two public communication difficulties could have occurred in a case, 
adding one to the frequency of each of the individual difficulties; however I this 
';ase ~uld only be counted once toward the total number of cases with a public com­
mmication 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-l through F-5). 

Four of the five problem variables were also significantly influenced by the type 

of crime. They were delay due to injury (F = 58.65, df = 8/925, P < .001), delay 

due to fear or emotional stress (F = 8.08, df = 8/925, P < .001), delay due to 

public corrmmication problems (F = 6.76, elf = 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 cr:irne categories were Ill!3.de. As 

before, separate-variance estimates were used when group variances were fotmd to 

differ significantly. These results are given in Appendix F, Tables F-IO through 

F -18. An effect that recurs throughout IIllch 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 cr:i.mes. 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, robbery, assault, and involvement burglary. Addi­

tionally, a significantly greater proportion of robbery cases included this pat­

tern than assault cases (Appendi.x F, Table F-lO). 

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-ll. The only other sig-
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nificant difference occurred between discovery burglary, which showed the h:4sher 

proportion, and discovery larcenies. Investigating the :incident scene appeared 

to be a pattern linlited largely to discovery cases, especially discovery burg­

laries. 

Wait:ing or observing the situation was a pattern that also appeared to be 

strongly cormected with :involverrent larceny :incidents (Appendix F, Table F-l2). 

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 involved wait:ing or observ:ing the situation tllall did 

discovery auto thefts. 

The differences with regard to delay due to contacting security wer~quite 

simple (Appendix F, Table F-13). This delaying pattern occurred more frequently 

in discovery larceny cases than :in robbery, assault, 0r discovery burglar; 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 jn involverrent burglary and involvement auto 

theft (Appendix F, Table F-l4),' 

As a group, violent involverrent crimes showed a greater proportio~ of cases 

with delays due to injuries than either the discovery or the nonviolent crime 

categories (Appendix F, Table F-l5). Rape, robbery, and assault shCMed signifi­

cantly higher frequencies of this problem than involvement larceny, and rape and 

assault shCMed higher frequencies t.han involvement burglary. The only signifi­

cant difference within the violent crime category occurred between assault and 

robbery with assault shCMing 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. 'Ihe robbery proportion signifi- . 

cantly exceeded that of involvement larceny and discovery burglary, larceny, and 

auto th€'~t. 

P~i.ic conmmication problems that were cited as result:irtg in reporting de­

lay occurred in the greatest proportions in robbery cases. The robbery category 

was found to differ significantly from. the assault,. the involvement burglary J and 

the discovery groups. Other differences in the frequency of this problem occurred 

between involvement larceny ,and discovery burglary, and between discovery larceny 

and discovery burglary with the larceny categories showing the greater relative 

frequency of occurrence (Appendix F, Table F:"'17). 

Delay due to not being informed or being misinfonned about the incident was 

found to be Imre prevalent in discovery burglary and larceny cases than in robbery 

and involveIlEl1t burglary calls (Appendix F, Table F-18). 

'Ihe 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. 'Ihis effect could either be direct or indirect, affecting reporting time 

by influencing the problems encountered and patterns used. Finally, if citizens 

"\dth certain social characteristics tend to become involved in particular types 

of crime, social characteristics could covary wib~ type of crime as a predictor 

of reporting delay. To test these possible relationships, specific analyses were 

made. First, the possible connection between type of crime and social character­

istics was assessed. Secondly, the relationship between social characteristics 

and problems and patterns was investigated. Finally, the impact of these predic-
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tors, i. e., type of crime1 social characteristics 1 problems and patterns> on the 

reporting interval was assessed. 

Social CharacteristiC!s and Type of Crime 

Analysis of var:Lance with type of crime ch.mny variables entered into multi-

ple regression was again used to predict the social characteristics of the citi­

zens who became llL"llolved in. Part I crimes. Robbery cases were the re£erencegroup . 
with the other eight basic crime categories. excluding alarm-detected incidents I 

represented in the regression equation. Type of cri.n:Je was fotmd to cova::ry with 

the type of citizen; specifically, type of crime pre,1icted 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 respondE::nt was the head of the 

household (F = 3.01, d£ = 8/831, p < .010), income (F = 2.07, df = 8/831, 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 tb!ough 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 wer~ 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 ID:)re likely to rent than to <MU than citizens in­

volved in. larceny and auto theft cases or discovery bu:rglary and larceny incidents 

(Appel1dix F, Table F-2S). 

A similar pattern of differences was found for marital status (ApI>--<m.aix F, 

Table F-26). In general, a disproportionate ntDIiber of unmarried persons were 

persons involved in robbery and assault calls compared to those involved in burg­

lary and larceny or who discovered a larceny. 

90 



-----,-------------

Discovery burglaries Imre frequently involved heads of households than 

robberies, assaults, involvement burglaries, or discovery larcenies. The only 

other significai t difference was fuund between involvement larceny and involve-

11l6:1t burglary, with involvement larcenies showing the higher proportion of heads 

of households (AppendJX F, Table F-27). 

Only a single comparis9n between crime categories yielded a significant 

difference in income (Appendix F, Table F-28). The income of individuals dis­

covering a lhlrr.eny was higher than those involved in aSi;.9lllt incidents. 

Differences in the race of the involved citizen are illustra1;:ed in Appendix 

F, Table F-29. White persons were found to be rrore frequently present in dis­

covery larceny cases than in robbery, assault, involvement auto thl~ft, discovery 

burglary, or discovery auto theft cases. A greater proportion of v;ihite individ­

uals were also involved in larcenies tha.n in assaults. 

Finally, a disproportionately larger nurrib.:r of males were involved in lar­

cenies relative to the number in involvement auto theft and discovery burglary, 

while a greater proportion of females was" fmmd in involvement auto theft, com­

pared to discovery larceny and discovery auto theft cases (Appendix F I Table F-30). 

Social Cb.aracteristics and Problems and Patterns 

Twel"e social characteristics were assessed as potential predictors of each 

of the 13 problem and patte~n 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 conmmication problems might 

be Imre prevalent for the very young and the very old, and virtually absent f6r 

the ages in-between. To allow for this possible effect, polynomial forms of 

length of residence in Kansas City, M:>., length of residence at the present ad­

dress, population of the city where the respondent lived most of his life, the 

Dtmcan socioeconor:n:i.c rating of the type of "WOrk, age, education, and income were 
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also entered :into mu.ltip1e regression. Those separate variables, interactions, 

or P01Yl~a1S Which were found to be significantly re1ffsed to a problem and 

pattern variable were concurrently assessed in a final nu1tip1e regression on 

that variable. 

lvfu.1tip1e regressions involving such a potentially large mmber of inter­

correlated variables typical of social cb.irracteristics, are vulnerable to the 

problems of high nu1ticollinearity. 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 1engb.'1 of residence at the present address and age 

(r = .534) exceeded the .5 level. However, two or lIDre of these variables were 

not found to be related to any single problem or patta.rn variable, and were not 

entered concurrently into nu1tip1e 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, aga:in, the amount of 

variance explained by social characteristics w"aS 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 inc't'easing length 

. of residency at the same address. 

Whether the respondent ooned, rented, or boarded (F = 4.85, Beta = -0.190), 

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, sigrlificant1y related to 
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this pattern were the polynomial form of the Dlmcan socioeconomic index ranking 

squared (F = 4.26, Beta = -0.273) and the interactions of whether the respondent 

cmned, rented, or boarded with the Dtmcal1 ranking of the type of work (F = 5.23, 

Beta = 0.322), whether the respondent cmned, rented, or boarded with se.'IC (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) (AppendiK F, Table F-32). 

Because of the nurrber and complexity of factors which affect the probability 

of delay due to chasing a suspect, the influence of an individual variable was 

obscu:r:ed. However, in general, tbi8 pl~ttern was more prevalent for males of 

both races who owned their residence 't:l1B..."1 for those who rented, and nore preva­

lent for those who rented than for those who boarded. Females shot-led virtually 

no difference along the cmn-rent-and-board dimension. The probability of this 

pa:ttero occurring decreased with age and inca:ne for whites while the probability 

increased for blacks with increasing jncOU'le. 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 tIDtil 

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), letl.gth of residence at 

the present address (F = 8.15, Beta:::: -0.166), and this variable in 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 fre.quency with increasing 

length of residency at the same address and a Dtmcan 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 patten1 
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corresponded with an increase in the population of the c:i t;y mer\~ the respondents 

had lived lIOst of their lives, although the size of theil='eduction became smaller 

with increasing population. 

Population of the respondent I s hometcmn (F = 6. 78, Be.ta = -0. 3l~3), education 

(F = 8. 85, Beta = -0.436), their interaction (F = 4.92 J Bata = 0.420), and the 

interaction of the Duncan index rating of the type of wC",rk w"ith sex (F = 5.59, 

Beta = -0.190) proved to be significant predictors of 'che delay due to waiting or 

observing'the situation (Appendix F I Table F-34). I~tcreasing hcxnetown population 

and education separately predicted decreasing probabilities of this pattern. 'The 

intEraction of these tVv"O 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 -';vas also fmmd to have social characteristic predictors. The Duncan 

ranking of t-jpe 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 = 

12.14, Beta;:: -0.319), whether the respondent owned, rented, or boarded (F;:: 4.73, 

~ta = 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 shoo apathy and less affected by the Dun­

can ranking of their work than nanheads of households I who showed increasing fre­

quencies of delay due to apathy with higher joh rankings. Further, owners of 

their residences showed a lower predicted probability of this patte.."1l 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 em:>tional upset. The significant predictors were length of 

residence in Kansas City, Mo. (F = 4.10, Beta:;: 0.461) ~ whether the respondent 

CMned, rented, or boarded (F == 4.12, Beta = 0.111) J 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, M:>., and population of the city where the 

respondents had lived IIDst 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 horreto;vn population, if population was 500,000 or m::>re. The 

predicted occurrence also increased along the CMn-rent-board dlmension 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 em:>tional upset were IIDre prevalent for nonheads of households. 

Finally, delay due to police cOI1l1ll.lIlication 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 characteristics were not fOtmd to be strongly related to either 

the type of crime or the problems and patterns 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 J suggesting that 

concurrent assessment of these factors was more appropriate. 

Predictors of Eeporting Time 

Social characteristics were assessed as predictors of reporting t:i.me by 

anploying each of the social characteristic variables in a separate regression 

j 
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analysis. All two-way interactions and the appropriate polynomiale were also 

tested. Those showing significant relationships :in these canputations were then 

entered concurrently :in multiple regression. F:inally, the patterns followed, 

the problems encountered, ~d the type of crime were added to allow for their 

effects. As before, the results frem the logarithmic transformation of the re­

porting interval are presented . 

• . Considered the large nurrft>er of potential social 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 IIE.in 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 bad 

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 rrore rapidly than unmarried persons. When the type 

of crime and problem and pattern variables were entered :into the multiple regres­

sion eqt'ation with the social characteristic variables, only marital status, of 

the social characteristic predictors, was significantly related to the t:ime taken 

to report (F = 11.14, Beta = 0.192) (Appendix F, Table F-39). 

The effect of encotmtering 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 

IIE.in effects and interactions which singly proved to be signi.ficant predictors 
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of reporting time were then entered concurrently into multiple regression with 

the type of crime variables. 1hus, the reaulting effect of a variable or inter­

action accounted for the effect of the crirre. 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 variables proved to be strong predictm::s 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 reporting time than the 

additive influence of each variable. 1hree other interactions were significant j 

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. 'T'ney were 

delays due to apathy (F == 32.57, Beta = 0.197); not being infonned or being mis­

infor:rred about the incident (F = .23.69, Beta = 0.243); telephoning 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 1.mSure of the police (F = 7.76, 

Beta = 0.103); investigating the incident scene (F = 6.86, Beta = 0.081); inter-

action of waiting or observing the situation with police corrmmication 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 coomunication problems (F == 
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10.37, Beta = -0.106); and interaction of public ccxrmunication problems with not 

being infonned or being misinfonned 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 variables, only the main effect of delay due to injury. the 

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

plained by adding the social characteristics was m:in:i.mal (Appendix F, Table F-39) . 
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CHAPTER EIGHT 

PROCFSS OF REPORTING 

In addition to the patterns citizens followed and the problans 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 rrdght 

have sane 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 telephone was used. 

3. What telephone number the caller used. 

4. How the caller knew the rrumber used. 

Citizen-callers interviewed during the study were classified as either a vic­

t:im-caller, a witness-caller, or a caller. For ptrrposes of clarity, the term 

"citizen-caller" will be used for all citizens interviewed who called the police, 

whereas "callerll will apply only to citizens interviewed who called the police but 

were neither vict:ims nor witnesses to a crime, according.to the criteria set by 

the study. 

The Process of Reporting Sample 

The majority of citizen-callers were vict:ims (70.3 percent); another 8.8 per­

cent were witnesses and the rem:linder 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 canpletion rates can be found in Appendix G, Table G-l. 

The 724 citizen-callers interviewed were asked whose telephone they used to 

can the police. Of the 716 responses, all but eight fell into th(: four following 

categories (Table 8-2): 
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TABLE 8-1 

Absolute l~lative 
Type of Citizen Caller Frequency Frequency 

1. Victim - caller 509 70.3 % 
2. Caller 151 20.9 % 
3. Witness - caller 64 8.8 % 

No citizen caller 
interviewed 

225 Missing 

949 100.0 % 

I TABLE 8-2 

Absolute Relative " 

Telephone Used Frequency Frequency 

1. Citizen - caller's own telephone 349 48.7 % 
2. Citizen - caller's business tele-

phone 202 28.2 % : 

3. Someone else's telephone 105 14.7 % [ 4. Pay telephone 52 7.3 % 
5. Other 8 1.170 
6. Not specified 233 Missing 

949 100.0 % 

TABLE 8-3 

Absolute Relative 
TeleEhone NUmber Used Frequency Frequency 

1. Crine Alert 236 38.7 % 
2. Telephone System Operator 190 31.2 % 
3. Police Switchboard Operator 174 28.6 % 
4. Other 9 1.5% 
5. Not Specified 340 Missing 

949 100.0 % 

TABLE 8-4 

Absolute Relative 
How Knew TeleEhone Ntunber Frequency Frequency 

1. M:!rrory 204 39.1 % 
2. Telephone Directory 118 22.6 % I' 

3. Ntunber written down 115 22.0 % 
~ : 4. Operator Assistance 80 15.3 % 

5. Other 5 1.0 % 
6. Not Specified 427 Missing 

949 100.0 % ~ i 

~. 
) 
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1. The respondent's own hane telephone, used in nearly half of 

the recorded responses, 48.7 percent. 

2. A telephone at the citizen caller'13 i?lace of business, 28.2 

percent. 

3. A telephone belonging to someone else, 14.7 percent. 

4. A pay telephone, 7.3 percent. 

The remaining 8 cases, 1.1 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 number they dialed, and 609 

(84.1 percent) replied. Of those, 600 dialed one of three numbers; the Crime 

Alert number (38. 7 percent), the police administrative number (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 connected by the telephone com­

pany's directory assistance operator, and three citizen-callers dialed a special 

mpublished number to reach the dispatcher. 

Those citizen-callers who dialed the Crime Alert number or police administra­

tive number were asked hCM they knew the telephone number. There were 530 citizens 

eligible for the question, including 115 who remerrbered using one of the two num­

bers but did not remember which of the two numbers they had used. Of the 522 cit­

izens answering the question, 517 gave one of the follCMing answers (Table 8-4): 

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

ory, 204 cases (39.1 percent) . 

2. The citizen-caller looked for the number in the telephone direc­

tory where it is listed on the inside cover and alphabetically 
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tmder Kansas City, Missouri, Police Department, 118 cases 

(22.6 percent). 

3. The citizen-caller had the n1..l[I'[)er 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 nurriber from the tele­

phone company operator, 80 cases (15.3 percent). 

Social Characteristics and Process of Reporting 

Each of the four elements wit:1rln 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 0.01 confidence level. As before, separate-variance es-

t:i.nates were used when group variances were found to differ significantly. Some 

significant variation in social ch;;rracterist:ics was established among the vari-

0us 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 

sorreone else's telephone (Appendix G, Tables G-2, G-3, and G-4). Those using a 

bus:iness telephone were oore likely to be married, have a job with a higher Dtm­

can socioeconomic index rating, and have oore education. A greater proportion of 

those using a bus:iness phone were white than those using any other category of 

telephODe, Those using a bus:iness phone had lived at their present address 

longe-: on the average than those calling on their home t(Hephone. Citizen-callers 

using business phones had higher mean incomes than those calling on a pay phone or 

on someone else's phone and tended to be older than citizen-callers using pay 

phQnes. Persons using a business telephone 'Were trore 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 b.ad lived at their present address proportionally longer 

and were mre likely to own their home than those using another person I s tele­

phone. 

No significant variaticn il1 social characteristics between those calling 

the police on the Crime Alert exchange and citizen-callers using the police ad­

ministrative number were established through t-tests. Both of those categc):cies 

of citizen-callers, however, differed significantly from persons who contacted 

the dispatcher through the telephone ccmpany operator (Appenriix 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 tte head of the· household. Citizens calling on the Crime 

Alert ("'xchange were also older and mr-:! likely to be white tbr..n persons calling 

the police through the telephone. company operator. 

Some significant variations between the number used and social characteris­

tics were found (Appendix G, Tables G-7, C-S, .md G-9). When asked how they knew 

the telephone nurnber, those who said they referred to the telephone directory 

were nore likely to corne from smaller corrmmities than those giving any other 

response. Citizen-callers who knew the ntmib,.7 from rne:rrory and those with the 

number written down had lived in Kansas City, M:>., longer on the average than 

persons who used the telephone directory. When conparing citizen-callers who 

used the directory with those asking the operator for the con'ect nurnber, those 

using the directory were nore likely to own their home and were on the average 

mre educated. They tended to have jobs rated high on the socioeconomic scale 

and to have higher incomes. Whites were mre likely to use the telephone direc­

tory while blacks nore often called the telephone company operator for the number. 
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When camparir~ social characteristics of persons calling the operator 

for the nmiber with citizen-callers who had the nUIIiber written down, the lat­

ter had lived :in Kansas City, MJ., and at their present address longer, were 

older, were m::>re likely to be narried, and on the average had jobs rated higher 

on the socioeconomic scale. Whites were rrore likely to have the nUIIiber written 

down than to call the operator. A greater proportion of those who knetv the 

nurrher from merrory were nales than those who had the nurrher written down. 

A few differences in social characteristics were established between types 

of citizen-callers. Victim-callers were nore likely to b= wale and to be heads 

of their households than witness-callers (Appendix G, Table G-IO). Callers were 

mJre 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 invol~ement and discov­

ery crimes and between violent and nonviolent incidents. The proportions for the 

categories did not vary significantly along either dichotomy. 

Urgency of Call and Process of Reporting 

When a telephone exchange is designated for police emergency calls, the as­

sumption is nade that citizens can distinguish between calls which warrant use 

of the emergency nuniber. To test this assu:nption, 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 cr:ime was iltill 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 calls were defined as calls ma.de 

for police service while the crime Wcl1} occurring as listed on the 
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offense report by the officer. Sixty crimes were reported in 

progress, including 15 discovery alann cases. The alal:m 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 alanns were believed to have been acti­

vated during the cormri.ssion of the crime. There were also 92 

incidents involving injtrries. Because sane of the calls involv­

ing injttries were also reported in progress, a total of 140 cases 

were assigned to this category of trrgency. 

2. Violent crimes which were not reported in progress and which did 

not have an injtrred citizen at the scene were ranked second in . 
trrgency. This category included 122 Violent crimes. 

3. Nonviolent involvement crimes which were not reported in progress 

or which did not have an injured citizen at the scene were rm'lked 

third. There were 111 calls in this category. 

4. Discovery Part I c:t"imes, excluding crimes detected in progress by 

alarm, were considered least urgent. There were 576 calls in this 

category. 

Variation in the telephone number used and how the citizen-caller knew the 

number 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 number used, indicating citizens 

did not differentiate between the telephone numbers 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 nurriber 

they used to contact the police, t-tests were rt.D1. C~tizens reporting less trrgent 

calls were nore likely to find the telephone nurriber in the directory rather than 
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have the number written down (t == 3.76, p < .001) or knew it from merrory (t: ::; 

5.12, P < .001). Citizen-callers who knew the number from memory generally 

reported crimes requiring a more urgent response than persons who obta:ined 

the number from the telephone operator (t = -2.59, p < .010) .. One possible 

explanation is that citizens reporting nore serious crimes may have been vic­

timized :in the past or may have worked in a place of business vulnerable to 

serious crime. They would then be nore likely either to know the telephone. 

nUmber from tnemJry or have it written down and available. 

Type of Caller and Reporting Tline 

The role o£ the type of citizen-caller was est:imated for its :impact on re­

porting time. The logarithmic transfo!1lE.tion 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 .014 confidence level. A series of t-tests reaffirmed that the logarith­

mic transforrration of reporting time "WaS significantly shorter for witness-callers 

than for either victim-callers (t = -2.84, p < .005) or callers (t = -2.81, P < 

.005) . The mean values of reporting time for vict:im-callers and callers were 

comparable, and t-tests did not establish significant variDtion 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 patterns in reporting 

or the type of crime being reported. In other \rords, :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 

t:ype of crime they reported. To examine this possible explanation, the logarith­

mic transforrration of reporting time "WaS entered as the dependent variable :in 
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nnlltiple regression analysis. Independent variables included the five problems 

:in reporting variables, the eight patterns in report:ing variables, and dtmmy 

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 

durrmy 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 j 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 expla:ined part of the variance in reporting time, other factors 

as yet tmidentified 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 canpared to witness-callers. S:ince callers 1 

who were not witnesses to the crime, were dependent upon victims for notification 

of and infonnation about the crime, sane 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 drmvn from the 

data.. Differences in social characteristics between those using different tele­

phone numbers or different kinds of telephones are either random or seli-eroi.dent, 

e.g., those using a business telephone tend to have characteristics suggesting 

greater stability and higher status in the ccmrnmity 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 telephone number to 
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call the police. Further examination of the processes may have implications 

for implementation of 911 systems or other :irmovations a1rned at reducing re­

porting delays. 

Test Call Analysis 

One of the variables assessed in the analysis (If the process of reporting 

was the telephone number used to reach the dispatcher. The following analysis 

was aimed at deteunini.ng the average length of time. required to contact a police 

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

detennined for each of the three numbers ci.tizens mst corrmonly 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 only a small mnnber of cases, the test call data were 

never used for such an evaluation. The analysis of the data therefore sought 

only to detenn:ine if there wexe significant differences in the length of time 

required to contact a dispatcher using the three numbers. 

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

1. The telephone nurriber used. 

2. The message given to id'=ntify the type of service required. 

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

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

minutes after the Conmmications Unit shift change. 

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

intervals to measure the average time required to canplete 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 detenrdne the statistical 

significance of variation between categories. 

The three numbers tested: 

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

2. The police administrative nUIIber which cormects 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 prime Alert rn.mIDer 

after hearing the request for service. 

When calls were placed using either the police administrative number or the 

telephone company operator, then one of three lIES sages 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 company 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 G.ividfFd into a.m. and p,m. hours to detennine if the time of day the call 

was placed had any effect upon how quickly the call was bandIed. 

Because some interest centered on whether calls placed close to the hour of 

Cormn.mications Unit shift change would be answered m:>re slONly, data collection 

was designed so that three times as many calls were placed in the hour imnediately 

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 response time might be m:>re 
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affected by activities occ~lng 15 minutes before until 15 rrdnutes after shift 

change. Roll call, announcements, and dispatcher updating, which are held in 

the dispatching area 10 minutes before shift change, along with personal ac­

tivities the new dispatchers follow in getting organized once at the console, 

seaned to have nore effect upon dispatching response time than activities occur-

ring during the hour following shift cbange. 

To compensate for this bias, a sampling procedure was used to select one­

third of the calls maderJDring the 1-hour periods following the Coomunications 

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. 

Besides the calls eliminated as a result of the sampling cf shift change 

calls, test calls were eliminated from the data base for two other reasons. Calls 

m:tde during the instnmJent design phase of the study were excluded so the calls in 

the data base would nore accurately reflect the time intervals of those calls made 

by citizens during data collection. A second group of calls was e1:i.minated after 

one of t.~e test caller's procedures came under question. The calls m:tde by this 

person were submitted to a verification procedure and aJ:!.y 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 341 sampled calls, leaving 1,094 calls in the 

test call saw~le. 

Measurement of Intervals 

The intervals rreasured differed according to the telephone number w€d to con­

tact the dispatcher. A call placed on the Crime Alert !ltll'lDer would yield only one 

interval. This interval, total time to reach the dispatcher. was measured for all 
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three nunbers used. Because calls placed through the police administrative 

switchboard and the telephone company operator required intermediary ccmmm­

ication before being connected with the dispatcher, three additional intervals 

were measured for those calls: 

1. From the tima the caller completed dialing until either the 

police switchboard or telephone company operator answered. 

2. Fran the time the call was initially answered until the 

caller completed the message requesting police service. 

3. Fran the t:ime the message was canpleted until the dispatcher 

answered and was ready to receive information. 

Figure 8- 5 illustrates the points-in-tima measured for each telephone num­

ber use,d 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 for additional information after the message was completed, the t:ime taketl 

to exchange this information was measured. Sixty-four (5.85 percent) of the 1,094 

test calls analyzed had this additional message interval. The mean t:ime for this 

interval was 15. 71 seconds but the range from which the mean was computed varied 

from 1.30 seconds to 3 minutes, 37.09 seconds. It was appropriate, therefore, to 

evaluate the impact of this interval by its m=dian, which was only 5.92 seconds. 

In 32 test calls, contact with the dispatcher was delayed more than 5.92 seconds 

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

Analysis 

Each of the four test call intervals was entered as a dependent variable in 

analysif' of variance with the four independent variables to detennine 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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determine which effects were significant at a confidence level of .05 or better. 

Table 8- 6 presents the main effects and :interaction effects which expla:ined 

'significant variation. 

Two variables, the telephone nt.ll:Iher used and the time of day the calls were 

placed, produced significant ma:in effects and interactiort effects. The telephone 

number used resulted in significant variation for all four intervals. The varia­

tion is evident in Table 8-7 which shows the "intervals for the three telephone 

nuni:>ers used to reach the dispatcher. Although the police switchboard operator 

answered the call on the average slightly slower than the telephone. company oper­

ator (Interval 1), the dispatcher answered calls placed from the administrative 

switchboard after the Iressage was cooplete 7.5 seconds sooner than calls placed 

through the telephone company operator (Interval 3). Some of the extt'a time may 

have been due to the fact the telephu--ne canpany operator had to dial at seven digit 

nurrber, whereas the police administrative operator only had to plug the phone 

lines into a switchboard connection for the call to be directly relayed to the 

dispatcher. The ranges 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 minute, 49.40 seconds. 

The total tLrn6 to reach the dispatcher was shortest for calls placed through 

the Crime Alert number (X = 19.91 seconds); it was rrore than 10 seconds shorter 

than calls placed through the administrative switchboard and rrore than 18 seconds 

shorter than calls placed through the telephone company operator. Calls placed 

through the police switchboard were nearly 8 second'; shorterfr'.:dri: those placed 

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. -- AnalY~is of variance of test call expe,cihent data. 

Interval 1 : Interval 2: Interval 3: c Total: 
End of Dialing Call is Answered Message Overall Time 

Main & Interaction to to Completed to Reach 
(.: Effects - ~i Call is Answered Message t,,) Dispatcher 

\' " Completed Dls,-A·,·rher }J ...... ;.,~ 
, 

Answered 

,f 
Phone F 5.31 94.54 29.46 28.73 

Number DJ .' 1 I 682 1 / 68:2 1 / 682 1 / 687 
Used P <7 .020 < .001 < .001 < .001 

-
, 

-----.,'-, , F'<-
A. M. J 6.81 - 5.93 

or Df n. s. n. s. 1 I 682 "j / 687 
p, M. 

P < .009 < .014 . 
Phone F 5.42 6.95 6.00 
Number 

1/682 
\, .. < 

Used / 
Df 1 I 682 n. s. 

1~ A.M. or P. M. P < .019 ';1 < .008 < .014 , 

F = F statistic from analysis of variance. , 
P = Probability that F score occurred by chance (P must be less than 05 to be significant). 
n.~). = Not significant. . , 



Table 8 -7. -- Test call experiment interval times for "Crime Alert"/ police switchboard 
operator/ and telephone company operator. 

Interval 1 : Interval 2 : Interval 3: Total: 
Telephone End of Dialing Call is Answered Message Overall time 
Number to to Completed. to Reach 
Used Call is Answered Message to Dispatcher 

Completed Dispatcher . Answered 

IX 19.91 
Cr'ime SD Does not apply. Does not apply. Does not apply. 17.09 
Alert Rg 0:02.79 to 2:54.03 

N 346 

X 10.43 2.56 17.51 30.39 
Police SO 538 1.03 20.19 21.21 Switchboard 
Operator Rg 0:02.01 to 0:51.56 0:00;34 to 0:08.17 0:01.28 to 3:42.97 0:05.08 to 4:02.03 

N 351 351 351 354 

Telephone 
X 9.61 373 25.01 38.19 
SO 3,74 1.97 16.32 17.24 Company 
Rg 0:01.50 to 0:32.06 0:00.82 to 0:17.40 002.41 to 1:49.40 0:07.84 to 2:03.42 Operator 
N 334 334 334 336 

X 10.03 3.13 21.17 29.42 
All SO 4.67 1.67 18.78 20.06 Test 
Calls Rg 0:01.50 to 0:51.56 0:00.34 to 0:17.40 0:01.28 to 3:42.97 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 Cf.:l.lls 

placed from 7 a.m. to noon. The mean time for the Total Interval was 30.30 

seconds for calls placed between noon ~md midnight and 28.20 seconds for calls 

placed from 7 a.m. to noon. 

Signif:i.cant interaction between the variable differentiating a. m. and 1? m. 

calls and the variable defining the number used, .occurred for three of the four 

intervals. The variation between nnrning and evening calls by the number used 

was a half-second or less for Interval 2 but had no s1.ibstantive meaning sjnce 

Interval 2 measured only the length of time taken by t:he caller to state the 

message. The :interaction between the two variables for Interval 1 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 trore 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 decreased after noon. As a result, the difference be­

tween the mean time of Interval 1 for p.m. calls for the two numbers used was 

negligible , only O.J 4 seconds. D.lr:ing oorn:ing hours, the police switchboard oper­

ator answered calls on the average 2 seconds slower than the telephone company op­

erator. 

The :interaction between the two variables was Irore pronounced for the Total 

Interval. For both a.m. and p.m. calls, the caller reached the dispatcher roost 

quickly when using the Crime Alert ntlrnber, followed by the polic;e switchh01:lrd 

operator. The mean time to reach the dispatcher was longest for calls placed 
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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 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) 

Telephone Number Used A.M. P.M. 

-Crime Alert X n.a. n.a. 

-
Police Switchboard Operator X 11.12 10.07 

-
Telephone Company Operator X 9.10 9.92 

n. a. = Not applicable. 



through the teleph8ne company operator. The difference in meal:~,t:imes for the 

three nunbers used was greater for p.m. calls than for calls placed in the 

lOOming. The dispatcher answered calls made through the Crime Alert number 

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 cOJ1!>any operator increased by lOOre than 20 percent during the SaIlle hours, 

frem a mean time of 33. 51 seconds for a. TIl. calls to a mean time of 40. 99 seconds 

for p.m. calls. 

The proximity of the call to srJ.ft 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 lengthened by four words, Ilget me the police," 

when calling the telephone cc.upany operator and so the variation had no substan­

tive meaning for the exper:i.ment. 
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CHAPTER NINE 
J 

CITIZEN SATISFAcrrON· 

The policing corrrrnmity 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 assumption, 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 involved citizens; their 

expectations of how long response time would be, along with their perceptions of 

how long it took; the type of crime involved; and citizens I perceptions of how 

important rapid response was for dealing with the particular crimes in which they 

were involved. 

The Level of Satisfaction wit..1-t Response 

Data on citizen satisfaction were obtained from the citizen interviews. Cit-

izens ,were asked, ''How satisfied were you "\-7ith the time. it took the police officer 

to arrive after you called? Were you ... very satisfied, moderately satisfied, 

slightly satisfied, slightly dissatisfied, rroderately dissatisfied, very dissat-

is fied? II 

In general, most citi.zens in the Part I crime sample expressed some degree of 

satisfaction with police response, and a large proportion were livery satisfied. II 

Approximately 86.8 percent of the respondents were satisfied, being composed of 

70.2 pEircent 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 expressed dissatisfaction were distributed as follows: 5.2 percent 

slightly dissatisfied, 2.4 percent rroderately dissatisfied, and 5.7 percent very 

dissatisfied. 

119 



The Causal M:xiel 

The factors thought to affect citizen satisfaction were organized into a 

causal model illustrated in Figure 9-1. The IIDdel can be fonnally stated as a 

series of recursive equations as follows: 

1) 'IT = a + bl TOC + e 

2) DT = a + b 2 TOC + e 

3) IRT = a + b3 se ~. b4 TOG + bS 'IT + b6 DT + e 

~) (P-E)/E = a + b7 SC + ba TOG + b9 'IT + blO DT + bll IRT + e 

5) CS = a + b12 SC + b13 TOG + b14 'IT + blS DT + b16 IRT + b17 (P-E) /E + e 

where: SC = Social characteristics of the involved citizen 

TOG = Type of cr:irne 

'IT = Travel time 

DT = Dispatch time 

IRT = Importance of response time 

(P-E)/E = Perceptions and expectations index 

CS Citizen satisfaction 

The 12.' s represent the path coefficients, the~' s constants, and the e' s resid­

ual variation. 

This rrodel was analyzed through successive nultiple regression analysis of 

each equation listed above. By examining the path coefficients, it was possible 

to obtain the total effect that an :independent variable bad em citizen satisfac­

tion by examining both its direct effects and its ir~irect 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 mJdel. Logarithmic and reciprocal 

transforrmtions were considered before the l:inear variable was accepted. 

Equations 1 and 2 :indicate that type of crime was expected to affect both 

the dispatch and the travel :inte~l, a relationship noted :in other sections of 
, 

this report As before, durImy variables represet"1t:ing rape, assault, involveffient 

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 analyses are given :in Appendix H, 

Tables H-l and H-2, for dispatch and travel tbnei respectively. In general, the 

f:ind:ings substantiate the previously noted difference between :invclvement and. 

discovery cri.IIEs, with :involvement :incideti.ts receiv:ing mJre rapidllispatch:L."1g 'c, 

and faster travel times than discovery cases. Aga:in, :involvement larcenies were 

the exception to this generalization. 

Jrnportance of Response Time 

The dependent variable:in equation 3, the Importance of Response Ti.me (IRT) , 

was based upon the question, "If the police had arrived mJre quickly, do you 

think it would have made a difference :in the outcome of the :incident?" The cit-

izen 1 S perception of the importance of rapid respons1a for the specific :incident 

was considered to be a potentially important detenninant of satisfaction. If a 

citizen thought a faster response could have improved the outcome of the :incident, 

satisfaction might be less thF.trL if response t:iIre was considered irrelevant to 

the outCOll'B or w"'as considered fast enough. 

Citizens :indicated :in 826 cases whethei.. they r.hought faster response time 

would have made a difference :in the outcorre of the crime. In 707 of these cases 

(85.6 percent), respondents j.ndicat;ed thaf... they felt a fast.er response would not 

have altered the result of the :incic1.2llt. rih~ pr:imrry reasons given by citizens 
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who believed the situation did not warrant a faster response vrere; as follows: 

1. The crime had already been coornitled and the suspects WE!r.e gone 

(64.7 percent). 

2. The incident had gone undetected for a period of time (15.4 per-
I 

cent) . 

3. Response was already fast enough (7.5 percent). 
'k 

In the remaining 119 calls (14.4 percent), respondents thought that a faster re­

sponse could have changed. the outcane of the incident. The reasons given for 

holding this opinion w~re as follows: 

1. A suspect might have been app":'ehended (74.8 percent). 

2. The presen~e of the suspect warranted a faster response (5.0 per­

cent). 

3. The length of response gave the suspect time to flee (3. 4 p~rcent) . ';~ 

The irr..pact of social charact~tristics on a dependent variable in the IIDdel was 

assessed according to the following procedure: 1) The ms.i..i effect of each of t..l,.e 

12 social .characteristics was assessed tn 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 equations. 4) All factors found to be significant in steps 1, 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 fram 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 m:xle1. 

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

"''The reason for the opinion was unspecified ~ anibiguous, or contradictory in the 
remaining cases. 
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Table H-3. No social characteristic was significant Thhen controlling for other 

social characteristic w.«iab1es, type of crime, dispatch, and travel t:iIoo. Al­

so, neither of the response t:iJ:ne intervals was significantly related to whether 
1" '-

the citizen thought a faster response could have. changed the outcome of the in-
.;~ . l 

cident. This result is not I~urprising, as a cit:i,zen (!ould think the incident 
II ' 
I' 

did not warrant a faster respc,nse because response ~s me1evc6t) whether re-

sponse was fast or slow, or because it was already fast enough. 

The only predictors of Whether citi7.ens thought.a fast~ response: would have 

made a difference were the type of r'Y'~me durrrny variables. FiridirJgs of the firlal 

regression equation (Step 5) are pb::b.i5i.1ted ill 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 discovexy crimes thought a faster response would have improved the 

situation, 26.1 percent of the individuals in involvement crimes thought a faster 

response could have ma.(\e a difference. These fi.lldirlgS indicated IOOst citizens 

could distinguish between a crime incident in which the length of response mlght 

effect the outcares realized (involvement cr:iInes) and incidents where few, if any, 

outcomes would be realized, regardless of the length of response t:iJ:ne. 

Percepti0T.'2.and E?q?ectations 

The citizens I expectations of police response tirre were measured from the 

question, "About bow long did you expect it to take 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 minutes, The variability 0:;: the data was due 

to a f~l extreme values, e.g., a victim of a larceny who waited a week to report 

the' crirne 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 I s perception of police response time was indicated by agki~, 

trp..bout how long did it take the police to arrive after the call was made?" Re­

sponses to this inquiry yielded a mean time of 14 minutes with a standard devia­

tion of 45 minutes. The median time was 10 minutes, 16 seconds. 

Percepttons of response time that Wel:'e included in the analysis, as actual 

response t:irne may be of less importance in determining satisfaction than percep­

tions; that is, how quickly the police ae;tually arrive may not be as important 

as how qt.u.ckly the citizen thought they got 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 I the magnitude' of the citizP-n I ,'> expected time 

may mediate th:2 effect of the difference. Citizens might be rrore 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 minutes and perceived that it 

took 65 minutes. In the latter case:, the additicnal delay aftel:' the expected 

time o.f police arrival cotnprised a smaller proportion of the total expected re-

sponse time than in t."h:e fonner. 

To test these assumptions, a perception-expectation ratio was computed by 

dividing the diffe:1:ence between expectations and perceptions by expectations 

«P-E) IE) • The mean of this ratio 'i-laS O . .399, indicating that perceived response 

time was 1.:399 times longer than expected, on the average. Howcver, the median 

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

*Ui1fortunately, expectations were assessed after th',,' :1cident had occurred, so 
that polic'" resportse to the crime may have influenced this measure. However. 
assessing expectations free fram the effects of responf~ would require citizens 
to estimate thei-c feelings in a hypothetical situatioL \Such responses would 
have their own l~tations. . 
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time was equal to or shorter than the time the citizen had expected. 

Variables cm. ..lered potential influences on a citizen's perceptions and 

expectations of police response time included the social characteristics\Q;f the 

citizen, type of crime, police travel and dispatch time, and whether the citizen 

thought a faster police response time could have made 8. difference in the crime 

outcorre (Step 4). These factors were employed in the regression equations fC't . ;' 

expectations, perceptions, and the expectation-perception ratio. 

A single social characteristic, the socioeconcrnic rating of the ~'espondent' s 

work on the DLmcan 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, hooever, 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 canpared to those 

ranked between the axtrerres. l'ype of crime was also significantly related to 

expectations, with citizens d1.scover:ing crimes generally expecting longer re­

sponse t:imes than respondents who were involved :L.'l a Part I crime. 

Several factors WeI,e found to be associated: with the citizen's perception 

of police response time (Appendix H, T':i.ble 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 perception. Longer periods of t:ime taken to dispatCh and to 

travel to the incident were associated ivith longer p,=rceived times. As the ef­

fect of actual variations in police response time are acc;ounted for by these 

variables, other factors significantly related to time perception; indicate sourcet' 

of distortion between actual and perceived times. 
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M3.rital 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 rmde a difference in the incident's outcare was related to 

longer perceived times (F = 15.92, Beta = 0.188). 'Th.e citizen's belief in the 

urgency of the incident probably resulted in this overestimation of response 

time that could not be acccnmted for by actual time variations. Finally, re­

spondents in discovery crimes and involvement larcenies showed a tendency to 

exaggerate police response time ccxnpared to the est:ims.tians rmde '';'1 citizens 

in the other types of crime. 

The initial analysis (Step 4) of the potential predictors of the 

per:ception-expectation ratio were performed (Appendix H, Table H-7). Significant 

fl;lctors included the interaction of marital status and sex, dispatch and travel 

t:i,me, whether a faster :t:'esponse could have had an effect on the in<;>'::clent' s out­

come, and type of crime. These variables were entered into the final multiple 

regression analysis (Step 5) (Appendix H, Table H~8). 

Longer actual response times, as indicated by the dispatch (F = 15. 82., Beta 

::: 0.158) and travel (F = 12.20, Beta = 0.141) intervals, were associated withal: 

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. 1:1so, 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 (If. = 70.76, Beta ::: 0.3~34). 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 tim.~s. In this final analysis, no crime 

category was significantly different from the reference group, nor was the inter­

action of rmrital status and sex significant. 
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Citizen Satisfaction 

All L.'1e variables discussed previously, including the citizens I social 

characteristics, their expectations and perceptions of respOnse t~ (the))ratio), 

Whether they felt a faster response could have altered 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 sitpificant factors, plus those fac­

tdrs found to be significcq1t iP ~~vious analyses, were then employed :in the final 

mult1.ple regression equatj.on, and the results are s~ized in Appendix H, Table 

H-IO. 

Actual 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: F = 3.95, Beta = 0.062). The belief that a faster response 

could have improved the outcorres was also related to greater dissatisfaction (F = 

98.35, Beta = 0.319). Again, the feeling of urgency, wilich apparently resulted 

in the overestimation of response time, produced greater dissatisfaction with re-

sponse. 

Citizens discovering a burglary '\'vere significantly tIDre dissatisfied with po­

lice response 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 level 

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 ~esponse took longer than expected, the citizen was dissatisfied. Ad­

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

*Of the 352. burglaries in the Part I crime .sample, 276 (78.4 percent) were residence 
burglaries. 

128 



pared to the total expected time, the citizen was even trore 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 arrount of change in citizen satisfaction that is due to a change in a selected 

in~pendent variable, either through a direct path to satisfaction, or by influ­

encing intervening variables. These relationships are illustrated in Figure 9-3. 

Again, the roost important factor affecting citizen satisfaction wa;; the dis­

crepancy between a citizen I s perceptions and expectations of police respoll,se. 

The factor had a strong di;.;'ect effect on satisfaction and was, in tum, af~,:ected 

by each of the other factors in the roodel, except social characteristics. 

The second lIDst important determinant of satisfaction was whether the respon­

dent thought a faster response could have ~ltered the outcome of the incident. 

Citizens who thoug.ht the situation warranted faster response a) were less satisfied 

v."ith response, and b) tended to overestimate response tine, increasing the discrep­

ancy between perceived and expected response, which resulted in IDJre dissatisfaction. 

Actual dispatch and travel showed sOIT!£What weake.r, 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

ancy between perceived and expected response. As a group, discovery burglaries 

had a higher level of dissatisfaction than other crime categories. However, a 

large proportion of the respondents in discovery burglaries indicated that a 

faster response could not have influenced the ou.tcome, an effect that was related 

to increased satisfaction. The conflicting diriaction of effects tended to cancel, 

so that the total effect of discovery burglaries was only sl:Lghtly positive (to­

ward increasing dissatisfaction). Social characteristics 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 

Indepenclent Simple r 
Variables Direct 

Rape -0.025 0.012 

Robbery * * 
Assault 0.022 0.030 

Involvement Burglary 0.007 0.016 

Discovery Burg1~yY 0.087 0.108 

Involvement Larceny -0.022 -0.006 

Discovery Larceny -0.032 0.063 

Involvement Auto Theft -0.031 -0.013 

Discovery Auto Theft -0.040 -0.019 

Travel Titre 0.180 0.062 

Dispatch Titre 0.263 0.150 

Faster Response Titre 
Could Hake a Difference 0.475 0.319 

Perceptions and 
Expectations 0.640 0.489 

'k Reference Group 

130 

Casual 

Indirect Total 

-0.037 ··0.025 

~~ * 
0.012 0.042 

-0.002 0.014 

-0.052. 0:056 

0.043 0.037 

-0.084 -0.021 

-0.019 -0.032 

-0.055 -0.036 

0.069 0.131 

0.077 0.277 

0.163 0.482 

0 0.489 
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Figure 9 - 3. -- SummQry model of 'factors affecting citizen satisfaction showing 
effect coefficients and nonsignificant tests. 
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Table A -1. -- Time statistics for response time components. 

Ocwrrence: Discovery Initial 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 tv Investigation Response 

Category Detainment to Initial Information Dispatcher Dispatch Officer Arrival Initiated Time 
Ends Connection Available Calls Car Terminates Responds 

Md 1;58 5:28 0:14 2:30 0:19 0:03 4:21 0:23 18:50 
X 17:17 3:44:27 0:23 4:39 0:22 0:35 5:01 0:30 3:57:50 

All SD 2:49:09 37:54:56 0:35 6:22 0:11 1:53 3:09 1:34 38:15:41 

Part I Min. 1:00 1;00 0:03 0:12 0;06 -5:23 0:00 -10:51 2:24 

Crimes 
Max. 41:45:00 *999:00:00 10:59 53:29 1:41 29:07 25:ffi 26:27 999:10:58 

N 220 935 929 889 897 936 946 948 918 
0/0 - 46.1 2.1 19.2 2.4 2.1 27.1 1.0 100.0 

, 1---"-

Md 1:58 4:37 0:14 2:00 0:20 0:01 3:31 0:18 12:53 

X 17:17 40:58 0:22 3:'l9 0:24 0;19 4:15 0:14 50:04 

Involvement SD 2:49:09 4:04:48 0:28 4:22 0:14 1:26 2:42 2:Cf7 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 48:00:00 5:06 34:27 1:41 11:45 17:45 26:27 48:05:13 

N 220 346 343 324 328 34f~ 351 352 339 
0/0 --- 41.7 2.8 20.2 3.6 0:1 32.7 -1.8 J 99.9 

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 0:00 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 53:29 1:24 29:07 25:55 10:53 999:10:58 

N - 589 586 565 569 588 595 596 579 
% - 48.6 1.6 18.6 1.7 2.8 23.9 2.6 99.8 

* Actual reporting delay exceeded 999 hours in one incident of discovery larceny, 999 was used for computational purposes. 

** .. Occurrence time esi Imates were not included in total rc,ponse times. 
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Table .~ - 2. -- Time statistics for response time components. 

I oc~urrence: ~ !:>covery Initial Information Dispatcher Dispatch Officer Arrival 

Crima Cr Ime or End of Connection Available Calfs Car Terminates Responds to T'Jtal 

Category . Begins to . Involvement to to to to to Investigation Response 
Detainment to Imtlal Involvement DlspatchE:'r DIspatch Officer Arrival Initic.:ted Time 
Ends Connection Availatle ColIs Cor Terminates Responds 

f-. 

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 

Crimes SD - 48: 12:09 0:39 7: 13 0:,,)9 2:06 3: 19 1 :00 48: 37:15 
Discovered Min. - 1 :00 0:04 0: 14 0:07 -0:54 0:00 -4:35 3:52 
By Max. - *999.00:00 10:59 53:?9 1 :24 29:07 25:55 9:05 999.10:58 
Citizens 

N - 574 571 551 555 573 580 581 564 
a/a - 49.5 1.6 18.5 1.6 2.9 22.9 2.8 99.8 

!'Ad - - 0:07 1 :41 0:24 0:03 4.27 0:00 -
X I - - 0:09 1 :4e 023 0:06 5:07 0:13 -

Crimes 
SD -- - 0:06 0:38 0:05 0:18 2 :SO 3: 12 --Detected 

Min. 

W 0:05 0:3:: 0:12 -0:23 -4:37 - 2 :01 -
By 

Max. - 0:27 3:11 027 042 12:55 10:53 -
Alarms 

N - 15 14 14 15 15 15 -
a/a - - - - - - - -

* Actual reporting delay exce'.·ded '"'g9 hours in one incident of discovery larceny. 999 was used for -';'lmputational purposes. 



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

Table A - 3. -- Time statistics for response time components. 

Occurrence: Discovery Initial 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 Inves tigation Response 

Category Detainment to Initial Information Dispatcher Dispatch Officer Arrival Initiated Time 
Ends Connection Available Calls Car Terminates Responds --

Md - 9:47 0:13 2:53 0:18 0:04 4:59 0:34 23:21 

X - 4:04:34 0:17 5:37 0:19 0:42 5:40 0:49 4:19:31 
Discovery SD - 22:25:10 0:14 7:39 0:08 2:11 3:33 1:02 22:34:16 

Burglary Min. - 1:00 0:04 0:22 0:07 -0:53 0:00 -1:55 3:52 

(no alarms) Max. - 248:23:00 1:46 53:29 1:07 29'07 25:55 9:05 248:38:58 

N - 299 298 289 291 299 302 302 295 
0/0 - 48.8 1.2 18.3 1.6 2.8 23.7 3.5 99.9 

Md - 9:58 0:17 2:46 0:17 0:07 4:47 0:18 22:18 

X - 9:41 :55 0:28 4;59 0:19 0:47 5:23 0:33 9:59:26 
Discovery SD - 75:54:05 0:55 6:30 0:09 1:39 3 =06 0:58 76:38:40 

Larceny Min. - 1:00 0:06 0: 14 0:07 -0:54 0:00 -4:35 5:31 

(no alarms) tv1ax. ---'/ . *999:00:00 10:59 42:05 1:24 10:46 16:52 7:50 999:10:58 

N - 205 202 196 197 203 206 206 201 

"/0 - 52.8 1.7 17.3 1.4 2.9 21.9 1.9 99.9 

Md - 9:42 0:17 3:48 0:26 0:02 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 SD - 2:51:06 0:51 7:15 0:12 2:48 2:49 0:48 2:54:21 
Auto Theft Min. - 1:00 0:06 0:48 0:08 -0:32 0:45 -1 :16 7:42 

(no alarms) Max. - 20:00:00 4:33 35:29 1 :10 15:08 13:38 4:00 20:17:45 

N - 70 71 66 67 71 72 73 68 
0/0 - 432 . 3.2 23.4 2.4 3.2 21.9 2.1 99.4 

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



\ 
Table A - 4.-- Time statistics for response time cTPonents. 

Occurrence: Discove!"y Initial Infol'mation Dispatcher ~Dispatch Offl~er Arrival 

Cr'me Crime or End of Connection Available Calls Car ~erminates Responds to ~ Total 
Begins to Involvement to to to to to Investigation Response 

Category Detainment to Initial Info,motion Dispatcher Dispatch Officer Arrival Initiated TIme 
Ends Connection Available Calls Cor Terminates R,sponds r--- -. I Md 

-
1:58 4:25 0:13 1:46 0'21 0:00 3:,18 0:10 11:58 

,X 17:17 28:10 0:23 2:59 0:25 0:11 3:58 -0:08 35A4 

Violent ~D 2:49:09 1:55:18 0:33 4:19 0:15 1:06 2:43 1:49 1:56:59 
Min. 1:00 1:00 0;03 0:1:::' 0:06 '-5;23 0:20 -10:51 2:24 

Involvement Max, 4'!:45:00 15:56:00 5:06 34:27 1 :41 

:~8 
17'45 5:32 16:07:18 

N 220 218 213 201 204 21 220 221 212 
"/0 - 44.3 3.0 19.4 4.1 0.0 34.8 -5.3 100.3 

Me! - 4:49 0:14 2:31 0:20 O:~~\ 4:23 0:29 14:48 
X - 1:02:46 0:21 3;51 0:23 0: 32 4:42 0:50 1:14:01 

Nonviolent SD - 6:13:15 0:16 4:26 0:11 1: 52 2:39 2:25 6:14:16 

Min, - 1 :00 0:05 0:12 0:08 -2: 12 \ 0:00 -2:25 4:06 
Involvement Max. - 48:00:00 1:36 28:31 0:56 11:45 14:46 26:27 48:05',13 

N - 128 130 1~~3 124 131 
\ 

131 131 127 \ 

,,' - 37.5 2.4 21.5 2.8 1.9 ',29.3 4.1 99.5 ". 

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

I 
, 

Occurrence: Discovery Initial Information Dispatcher Dispatch Officer 

Crime Crime or End of Connection Avoilable Calls Car Terminates Responds 
Begins to Involvement to to to to to 

Category Detainment to Imtial Information Dispatcher Dispatch Officer Arrival 

Ends Connection A!ailable Calls Cor Terminates Responds 

Md 15!00 5:45 0;15 3:42 0:23 -0:01 3:20 

X 37:53 33,47 0'.17 3:13 0:26 0:05 4:06 

SD " 55:46 1:17:49 0;09 1 :51 0:12 0:45 2'26 

Rape Min. 1;00 1:00 0:06 0:44 0:'14 -1:00 1:50 j 

Max. 3:00:00 4:00:00 0:34 5:57 0:46 2:00 9:54 

N 9 9 10 9 9 10 10 
0/0 - 47.2 1.7 19.9 3.8 0.4 28.1 

r----.~. 

Md 2:02 4: 13 0:14 1:44 0:22 -0:01 3; 19 

X 4:57 18:47 0;27 2;54 0:25 0;10 4:07 
SD 9:54 1;11 :03 0040 3:53 0:14 1: 13 2:51 

Robbery Min. 1:00 1:00 0:03 0:13 0'06 -5:23 0;20 

Max. 1;30~00 12:0000 5:06 .25:30 1: 21 6:118 17:45 

N 127 127 122 116 118 124: 126 
0/0 - 42.6 3.5 19.9 4.3 -0.2 39.5 

Md 1· 29 4:30 0:12 142 0,19 0:02 2:56 

X 33:44 42:05 0:17 3:04 0:25 0:14 3:44 

Aggravated SD 4:32:56 2:43:48 0:18 5:06 017 0:56 2:32 

Min. ':00 1:00 0:05 0:22 0.07 '-1:28 0·52 
Assault Max. 41:45:00 15:56:00 1:51 34:27 141 606 13:17 

N 84 82 81 76 77 83 84 
0/0 - 46.5 2.4 18.5 4.0 0.2 28.5 

* Occurrence time estlmotes were not included in total response times. 

Arrival 
to * Total 

Invest igation Response 
Initiated Time 

0',29 13:42 
0.22 42. '15 
1:04 1:17 :58 

-2:17 6:29 
1:35 4:08:05 

10 9 
1.4 102.5 

0:07 11 :34 
-0:24 25: 15 

2;00 1:10:47 
-10:51 2: 24 

4:16 12:10: 57 

127 123 
-9.3 100.3 
--
0.18 12: 17 
0:14 51:06 
1:30 2·46:40 

-8:05 3:25 
5:32 16:07.' 18 

84 
80J 

0.0 100.1 
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Table A - 6. -- Time statistics for response time components. 

Occurrence: Discovery Initial Information Dispatcher I Dispatch Officer Arrival 

Crime Crime or End of Connection Available Calls Cor Terminates Responds to Totcl 
Begins to Involvement to to to to to Investigation Response 

Category Detainment to Initial Information Dispatcher Dispatch Officer Arrival Initiated Tim~ 

Ends Connection Available Calls Car Terminates Responds 

Md - 2:15 0:19 2:16 0:22 -0:05 242 018 1144 

X - 4:22 0:23 2:52 0;22 -0:02 259 105 11:57 

Involvement SD - 4:06 0:15 2:11 0:09 0'23 1:46 4:29 6:45 

Min. - 1:00 008 0:12 0:08 -0:44 0:11 -2:19 4:06 
Burglary Max. - 15:00 1 ;19 1015 0:47 0:54 8:55 2627 34:51 

N - 35 35 32 32 35 35 35 35 
a/o - 33.9 3.7 26.7 3.9 -0.9 27.2 4.8 99.5 

I Md - 5:06 012 2,26 0:18 005 4:54 0:35 17:07 

X - 1:14 20 020 4:10 022 0:46 519 045 1:27;06 

Involvement SD - 7;07'58 0:17 5:02 0:12 211 2:42 0:55 7:09:20 

Min. - 1:00 0:05 0<14 0:08 - 2;12 0:00 -2:25 4:56 
Larceny Max. - 4800:00 136 28:31 0:56 11:45 14:46 4:24 48:05: 13 

N - 89 90 86 87 91 91 91 88 
a/a - 38.9 1.8 19.5 2.3 3.0 30.0 3,9 99.4 

r-- ~.;~ 

Md - 3:00 0:23 3'30 OAO 010 5:47 015 14:40 

X - 5:16:45 0:23 4:37 0:33 0:09 5;39 024 5:29:15 

InVOlvement SD - 1028:50 0:10 3:37 012 0:19 1: 13 0:27 10:32:56 

Min. - 1:00 0:13 1 ~6 017 -016 4:07 0:04 9:01 
Auto Theft Max. -- 21:00:00 0:36 1009 044 0·28 7:20 1-·10 21'.18-38 

N - 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 
010 - 38.2 2.4 19.9 4.3 1.1 33.0 1.1 100.0 

-



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

Table A - 7. - - Time statisti cs for response time intervals. 

Crime 

Category 
Reporting Dispatch Travel Totol 

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 0:16 0:06 2:24 

Crimes 
Max. *999:00: 1 0 53:48 30: 13 999:10:58 

N 918 931 948 918 
0/0 48.1 21.0 30.9 100.0 

-, f--. 

Md 5:09 2: 16 4:00 ! 12: 53 
X 41:38 3:38 4':56 50:04 

Involvement SD 4:07:28 4:49 3:26 4: 07: 12 
Min. 1 : 0/, 0: 16 0:06 2: 24 

Crimes Max. 48: 00: f)3 43:31 30: 13 48:05:13 
N 338 344 352 339 
0/0 44.5 22.3 33.2 I 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 O:?6 3:52 

Crimes Max. 999:00: 10 53:48 ~O7 999: 10: 58 
N 580 587 596 579 
% 50.2 20.2 29.6 100.0 

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



Table A - 8.-- Time statistics for response time intervals. 

--
Crime 

Reporting Dispatch Travel Total 
Category 

Md 10: 13 3:24 6: 21 23:09 
Crimes X 5: 43:24 5:47 6:58 5: 56:48 
Discovered SD 48: 34:36 7:07 3:57 48:37:15 

By 
Min. 1 :05 0:32 0: 26 3:52 
Max. *999: 00: 1 0 53:48 30:07 999: 10:,58 

Citizens N 565·. 572 581 564 
0/0 51.2 20.0 28.8 100.0 

Md - 1: 57 4:42 -
Crimes X - 2:03 5: 29 -
Detected SD - 0: 39 3:49 -

Min. - 0:46 2:01 -
By Max. - 3:24 14:37 -
Alarms N - 15 15 -

0/0 - - - -

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



Table A - 9. -- Time statistics for response tIme intervals. 

~ 

I Crime 
'. 

." 

Reporting Dispatch'- Travel Total 
Category ( 

.r 

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 
Bl..Irglary Min. 1 : 05 0: 35 1: 04 3:52 

(no alarms) 
Max. 248: 23: 13 53:48 30:07 248:38:58 

N 2§5 298 302 295 
0/0 50.0 19.7 30.3 100.0 

" Md 10: 18 3:03 1 6: 12 22: 18 
X 9 :47: 24 5: 13 I 6:45 9: 59: 26 

Discovery SD 76:38:34 6:27 , 
3:37 76:38:40 

Larceny Min. 1: 07 I;): 32 I 0:26 5:31 

(no alarms) 
Max. *999: 00: 10 43: 14 20: 36 999: 10: 58 

N 201' 203 206 201 
0/0 54.6 18.5 27.0 100.1 

Md 10: 11 4:31 5:40 24:46 
X 47:42 6:52 6:35 1 : 01 : 36 

Discovery SD 2: 52: 20 7:00 4: 01 2:54:21 
Auto Theft Min. 1: 09 1: 06 0:45 7:42 

(no alarms) 
Max. 20:00: 13 35: 43 22: 01 20: 17:45 

N 69 71 73 68 
0/0 46.4 25.8 27.9 100.1 

.-* Actual reporting delay exceeded 999 hours in one incident of discovery larceny. 999 was 
used for computational purposes. 
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Table A-10.-- Time statistics for response time intervals. 

Crime I 1 Reporting Dispatch Travel Total 
Category 

-
Md 5:06 2:00 3:31 11: 58 
X 28: 25 I 3: 12 4: 11 35:44 

Violent SD 1: 56: 25 4: 1 5 2:50 1: 56:59 
Min. 1 :04 0: 23 0:06 2:24 

Involvement Mr.lX. 15: 56: 10 34 :42 18: 20 16: 07: 18 
N 211 214 221 212 
0/0 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 :06 0: 16 0: 11 4:06 

Involvement Max. 48:00:53 43:31 30: 13 48: 05: 13 
N 127 130 131 127 
0/0 39.9 23.8 36.3 100.0 



Table A -11. -- Time statistics for response time intervals. 

Crime 1 

Category 
Reporting Dispatch Travel Total 

Md 6: 11 ::3:46 4: 10 13:42 
X 34:02 3:30 4:42 42: 15 

SO 1 : 17: 46 1 : 48 2:37 1 : 17: 58 
Rape Min. 1: 08 1 : 01 1 : 51 6:29 

Max. 4:00:06 6:07 10: 3Ej 4:08:05 
N 9 10 10 9 

% 48.9 20.0 31 .1 100.0 

Md 4: 18 1: 55 3: ~!7 11 : 34 
X 18: 12 3:; 05 4:04 25: 15 

SD 1 :10: 16 3: 52 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 
0/0 46.2 21.6 32.2 100.0 

I 

Md 5:06 2:00 3:34 12: 17 
X 43:23 3: 20 4: 19 51: 06 

Aggravated SO 2:45:43 4: 58 2:49 2: 46: 40 

Assault Min. 1: 05 ·0: 38 1 : 03 3:25 
Max. 15: 56: 10 34:42 13: 17 16:07: 18 

N 80 82 84 80 
% 48.8 21 .1 30.1 100.0 



Table A-12.-- Time statistics for response time intervals. 

\\ 

Crime 
Reporting Dispatch Travel Time 

Category 

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 6:45 
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 
~ 1 : 15: 26 4:50 6:56 1 : 27:06 

Involvement. SD 7: 10:24 6:27 3: 20 7: 09:20 
Min. 1 :06 0: 16 1 :04 4:56 

Larceny Max. 48; 00: 53 43:31 20:09 48: 05: 13 
N 88 90 91 88 

, "eeoc" 2/0 40.8 21.7 37.6 100.1 
\~\ 

Md 1 :48 3:54 6:02 14:40 
X 5: 17:07 5:06 6: 16 5:29:15 

Involveme~.l SD 10 : 28:51 3:38 1: 25 10: 32: 56 
Min. 1: 13 1: 57 4: 27 9:01 

Auto Theft\ Max. 21 ; 00: 23 10:34 7: 41 21 : 18:38 
'-~.~:- N 4 5 5 4 

0/0 40.7 23.7 35.7 100.1 
, ,-) 



TABLE A-13* 

Dependent Variable: RepOrting Time, Logarithm 

Independent Variables B Beta F Simple r 

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 0.412.74 0.26296 29.195 0.U805 

Involvement Larceny 0.10995 0.04430 1.227 -0.07947 

DiscovePlLarceny O.51!~88 0.29321 40.587 0.16783 

Invo1i&emetit Auto Theft 
" \ 

0.31500 0.02842 0.763 0.00245 

DiscoveLyAuto 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 
Lnvolvement 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 0.02/+11 

Discovery Auto Theft 0.36080 0.24135 39.550 0.13672 
A1a:rm -0.02564 -0.00819 0.060 -0.06410 

,Constant 0.53766 
Ml1tip1e R: 0.26256 Sample: All Part I Crime 
R Square: 0.06894 N: 930 
1?: 7.56848 Reference Group: Robbery 

7'1'While all times in the Figures of this report are given in minutes to aid inter­
pretation, aU statistics in aU of the following regression tables are based on 
time recorded in one-hundreths of an hour. 

I£;6 
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TABLE A-15 

Depende'At Variable: Travel Time, Logarithm 

Independent Variables B Beta 
Rape 0.01745 0.03835 
Assault 0.03991 0.03916 
Involvement Burglary -0.02164 -0.01425 
Discovery Burglary 0.28744 0.46421 
Involvement Larceny 0.27921 0.28569 
Discovery Larceny 0.26054 0.37247 

.. Involvement Auto Theft 0.27987 0.07083 
Discovery Auto Theft 0.23051 0.21047 
Alarm 0.15351 0.06693 
Constant 0.40127 

Mlltip1e R; 0.40127 
R Square; 0.16101 
F: 19.61807 

147 

F Simple r 

1.507 -0.03382 
1.103 -0.17357 
0.180 -0.15250 1; 

101.005 0.20498 
57.023 0.08839 
73.054 0.10855 
5.313 0.02002 

33.377 0.02895 
4.446 -0.02113 

Sample: All Part I Crime 
N: 930 
Reference Group: Robbery 



Table A -16. - - T -test of mean differences for reporting time (Logarithm). 

-
TYpe of 

Rape Robbery Aggravated Involvement Involvement Involvement Discovery Discovery Discovery 
Crime Assault Burglary Larceny Auto Theft Burglary Larceny Auto Theft 

Rape 1.08 0.48 1.72 0.45 -0.19 -0.79 -1.12 -0.37 
p<.2B4 p<.632 p<.120 p< ,652 p<.B53 p<.432 p< .263 p<.713 

Robbery 
-1.15 2.37 -1.35 -0.45 -6.14 -6.79 -3.35 
p< .251 p<.020 p<:179 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<.907 p<.780 p<.001 p<.OO1 p<.06B 

Involvement -3.30 -0.71 -7.B7 -8.37 -5.00 
Burglary p<.001 p<.527 p<.001 p<.001 p<.001 

Involvement -0.29 -3.79 -4.66 -1.81 
Larceny p<.791 p<.001 p<.001 p<.on 

Involvement -0.14 -0.49 0.04 
-. 

Auto Theft p<.899 p<.627 p<.973 

Discovery -1.47 1.45 

Burglary P<.142 P<.150 

Discovery 2.48 

Larceny p<.014 

Discovery 
Auto Theft 

Alarms 

-* The .m leve) of statistical significance was required for inclusion of the mean or proportional difference in the text. 
p=Probability that the differ-ence is due to chanc;e. 

Alarms 



Table A - 17. -- 'f-test of mean differences for dispatch time (Logarithm). 

Type of Rape Robbery Aggravoted Involvement Involvement Involvement Discovery Discovery Discovery Alarms 
Crime Assault Burglary Larceny Auto Theft Burglary Larceny Auto Theft 

Rape 
'1.39 1 .11 0.81 0.11 -0.89 -0.59 -0.30 -1.77 1.98 

p<.'167 p<.269 p<A32 p<.909 p<.391 p<.555 p< .763 p<.080 p< .069 

(' -0.90 -1.49 -2.72 -1.84 -5.61 -4.54 -6.91 0.51 
Robbery 

p<.369 p<.140 p<.o07 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: ''; " 

Assault i't p< .530 p<.074 p<.085 p<.001 p<.OO1 p<.001 p< .191 
I' 

Involvement 
1/ 

'1.00 -1.68 -3.07 -2.21 -4.22 1.83 

Burglary p<.321 p< .102 P<·003 p< .031 p< .001 p<.075 
. 

Involvement -0·e1 -1.87 -1.05 -3.56 2.91 

Larceny p<.421 p< .062 p<.292 p<.OO1 p<.005 
-:;-- -

Involvement 0.33 0.56 -0.41 2.24 

Auto Theft p<.739 p<.579 , ;:><.682 p<.076 

, 
Discovery 1.05 -2.43 5.82 

Burglary p<.296 p<.016 p<.001 

Discovery -3.11 4.71 
Lar'ceny p<.002 p<.001 

Discovery 6.90 
Auto Theft p<.001 

Alarms 

* The .01 level of statistical significance was required for inclusion of the mean or proportronol difference in the text. 
p=Probobility that the difference is due to chance. 
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Table A - 18.-- T-test of n'1eah differences for travel time(Logarithm). 

Type of 
Rape Robbery 

Aggravated IInv~VIi?'ili:!;; ~~ InVOlvementl Discovery Discovery Discovery 
Crime Assault : But"YlOry Larceny Auto Tileft I Burglary Larceny Auto Theft 

1.04 0.73 ~ -2.2. -1 55 -2.31 -1.92 -1.24 
Rape 

p<.299 p<.469 p<.182 p<.m5 p<.145 p<.021 p<.056 p<.219 
" r-' 

Robbery 
-1.17 0.19 -7 A5 -5.28 -8.77 -7.64 -4.90 
p<.245 p<.847 p<.OO1 p<.001 p<.001 p<.001 p<.001 

Aggravated 1.06 -6.28 -1.92 -7.98 -6.63 -4.09 
AS)3ault p<.292 p<.001 p<.059 p<.OO1 p<.001 p<.001 

lnvolvemeni -4.88 -4.14 -5.24 -4.71 -3.94 

Burglary 0<·001 p<.001 p<.OO1 p<.001 p<.OO1 

Involvement 0.01 -0.20 0.72 1.32 
Larceny i p<.992 p<.838 p<.472 P<.189 

~-.-- ,-
Involvement -0.06 ~.19 0.41 
Auto Theft p<.949 p<.851 p<'682 

-.--f.~.-
Discovery 1.26 1.65 

Burglary p<.210 p<.101 

Discovery 0.94 
Larceny p<.345 

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. 

Alarms 

-0.45 

p<.655 

-1.76 
p<.081 

~1.46 

p<.146 

~·1.79 

p<'080 

1.97 
p<'052 

1.57 

p<.136 

2.08 

p<.038 

1.51 
p< .109 

0.90 
p<.371 
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T..t.\BLE B-1 

Dependent Variable: Attest 

Independent Vari?.b1es B Beta F Simple r 
Rape 0.21803 0.06936 5.662 0.05809 
Assault 0.28389 0.2482f1 50.931 0.23543 
Involvement Burglary 0.37518 0.22023 49.334 0.20604 
Discovery Burglary -0.06519 -0.09383 4.740 -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 
Alann 0.38470 0.14948 25.475 0.13716 
Constant 0.08197 

Ml1tiple 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 0.823 0.03417 
Assault 0.01180 0.01757 0.235 0.03814 
Involvement Burglary 0.29368 0.29368 80.912 0.31716 
Discove~'Y 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 iIDto Theft -0.04918 -0.06818 3.711 -0.95642 
Alann 0.41749 0.27635 80.308 0.28864 
Constant 0.04918 

Mlltip1e 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. 

l Type Aggravated Involvement Involvement Involvement Discovery Discovery Discovery 
of Rape Robbery 

Assault Burglary Larceny Auto Theft Burglary LQrceny Auto Theft Crime 

1.43 -0.50 -0.90 -0.71 0.39 1.85 1 .93 5.56 
Rape 

p<.186 p<.621 p<'383 p<,477 p< ,705 p< .097 p< .086 p< .001 

Robbery 
~5,17 -4.26 -5,,92 -0.60 2.48 3.02 2.50 

"' p<·001 p<.oOl p < ,001 p<.580 P <.014 p< ,003 p< .013 

Aggravated -0.77 -0.49 0.81 6.77 7.03 6.71 
Assault p<.444 p<.624 p<,421 p< .001 p <.001 p<.001 

Involvement 0.40 1.08 5.14 5.29 7.82 
Burglary p<.:.691 p<.288 p< .001 p<.001 p<.o01 

Involvement 0.96 7.64 7.9i 7.24 

Larceny p<.340 p< .001 p<.001 p<.OO1 

Involvement 0·92 0.98 4.25 
Auto Theft p<A11 p<.385 p <.001 

Discovery 1.33 1 .11 
Burglary 

" 
p<.185 p<.266 

---" 

Discovery 0.60 

Larceny p<.550 

Discovery 
Auto Theft 

Alarms 

*The .01 level of statistical significance was required for inclusion of the mean or proportio'1al difference in the text. 

p=Probability that the difference is due to chance. 

Alarms 

-0.81 

p< .426 

-2.86 
p<.012 

-0.62 
p< .536 

-0.06 
p< .952 

-0.35 

p< .725 

-1.03 
p< .317 

-3.37 

p<.005 

-3.46 

p<.004 

-7.96 
p<.OOl 



Table 8-4.-- T-test of proportional differences for response-related arrests. 

Type Aggravated Involvement Involvement Involvement Discovery Discovery Discovery 
of Rape Robbery 

Assault 8urglary Larceny Auto Theft Burglary Larceny Auto Theft Crime 

Rape 0.73 0.49 -1.88 0.77 -050 0.97 4.76 2.83 
p<,469 p<.625 p<.073 p<,460 p<.622 p<.359 p<.001 p<'006 

Robbery 
-0.39 -3.54 1.03 -0.76 2.29 3.19 1.91 
p<.696 p<.001 p<.302 p<,489 p<.024 p<.002 p<.058 

Aggravated -3.32 1.24 -0.70 2.15 3.60 2.15 

Assault p<.002 p<.216 p<.524 p<.035 p<.oOl p<.033 
.-:;:,~-", . 

Involvement 3.87 0.63 4.17 10.32 6.16 
Burglary p<.OO1 p<.536 p<.001 p<.001 p<.OO1 

Involvement -0.89 1.18 2.14 1.28 
Larceny p<A25 p<.240 p<.033 p<.202 

.' 
Involvement 0.98 7.14 4.25 
Auto Theft p<.381 p<.001 p<.001 

Discovery 0.83 0.49 
Burglary p<A09 p< .621 

Discovery 0.0 
Larceny p< 1.000 

, 
Discovery 

Auto Theft 

Alarms 

* The .01 level of statistical significance was required for inclusion of the mean or proportional difference in the text. 
p '" probabil ity that the difference is due to chance. 

Alarms 

-2.00 
p<.057 

-3.11 
p<.007 

-3.00 

p<.009 I 
-0.82 

p<.419 

-3.31 
p<.005 

-1.03 
p<.317 

-3.47 
p<.004 

-13.36 
p<.OO1 

-7.96 
p<.o01 



Dependent Variable: Arrest 

Ir1dependen.t Variable 
Involvement-Discovery 
Constant 

Mlltip1e R: 
R Square: 
F: 

0.42238 
0.17841 

195.43051 

TABlE B-5 

B 

0.27516 
.0.00887 

TABU: B-6 

Dependent Variable: Response-Related Arrest 

Independent Variable 
Involvement-Discovery 
Constant 

Milltip1e R: 0.22691 
0.05149 

48.85606 
R Square: 
F: 

B 

0.07988 
0.00000 

TABLE B-7 

B 

Beta 
0.42238 

F 

195.431 
Simple r 

0.42238 

Sample: All Part I Crime 
N: 
Reference Group! 

Beta 
0.22691 

F 

48.856 

902 
Discovery 
Crimes 

Simple r 
0.22691 

Sample: All Part I Crime 
N: 902 
Reference Group: Discovery 

Crimes 

Beta F Simple r 

Dependent Variable: Arrest 

Independent Variables 
Reporting Time, 

Reciprocal -0.03060 -0.01425 0.088 0.20445 
Involvement-Discovery 
Interaction of 

Variables 1 and 2 
Constant 

Milltip1e R: 0.43802 
0.19186 

71.06383 
R Square: 
F: 

0.20573 

0.37503 
0.01197 
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0.31580 53.737 0.42238 

0.16777 7.558 0.36590 

Sample: AIl. Part I Crime 
N: 902 
Reference Group: Discovery 

Crimes 

i; 

! 
I 
I .; 

l' 



TABLE B-8 

Dependent Variable: Response-Related Arrest 

Independent Variables 

Reporting Time, 
Reciprocal 

Involvement-Discovery 

Interaction of 
Variables 1 and 2 

Constant 

MUltiple R: 0.31565 
R Square: 0.09964 
F: 33.12500 

Dependent Variable: Arrest 

Independent Variable 

Violent-Nonviolent 

Constant 

Milltiple R: 
R Square: 
F: 

0.25642 
0.06575 

23.64794 

B 

0.00000 
0.01188 

0.24214 
0.00000 

TABLE B-9 

B 

-0.23876 
0.43307 

Beta F Simple r 

0.00000 0.000 0.22622 
0.03374 0.551 0.22691 

0.29234 20.598 0.31463 

Sample: All Part I Cr:i:me 
N: 
Reference Group: 

Beta 
-0.25642 

F 

23.648 

902 
Discovery 
Cr:i:mes 

Simple r 

-0.25642 

Sample: Involvement Crime 
N: 338 
Reference Group: Nonviolent 

Crimes 

TABLE B-lO 

Th.?pendent Variable~ Response;..Related Arrest 

Indep~dent Variable 

Violent-Nonviolent 

Constant 

MUltiple R: 0.10940 
0.01197 
4.06982 

R Square: 
F: 

B 

-0.06124 
0.11811 

156 

Beta 
-0.10940 

F 

4.070 
Simple r 

-0.10940 

Sample: Involvement G-.c:ime 
N: 338 
Reference Group: Nonviolent 

Crimes 



Dependent Variable: Arrest 

Independent Variables 
Reporting Time, 

Reciprocal 
Violent-Nonviolent 
Constant 

Multiple R: ~.,d38l2 
0.08301 

15.16371 
R Square: 
F: 

TABLE B-11 

B 

0.34254 
-0.23841 
0.36689 

Beta 

0.13138 
-0.25605 

Sample: 
N: 

F 

6.306 
23.952 

Simple r 

0.13210 
-0.25642 

Involvement Crime 

Reference Group: 
338 

Nonviolent 
Crimes 

TABLE B-12 

Dependent Variable: Response-Related Arrest 

Independent Variables 
Reporting Time, 

Reciprocal 
Violent-Nonviolent 
Interaction of 

Variables 1 and 2 
Constant 

Multiple R: 0.27525 
0.07576 
9.12665 

R Square: 
F: 

Dependent Variable: Arrest 

Independent Variables 
Assault 
Burglary 

Larceny 
Constant 

lliltiple R: 
R Square: 
F: 

0.35474 
0.12584 

l5.403l2 

B Beta F Simple r 

0.58792 0.37508 18.762 0.22530 
0.01101 0.01967 0.062 -0.10940 

-0.37285 -0.22822 4.761 0.02887 
0.00453 

TABLE B-13 

B 
0.26803 
0.37518 
0.34985 
0.08197 

157 

Sample: Involvenent Crime. 
N: 
Reference Group: 

338 
Nonviolent 
Crimes 

Beta F Simple r 
0.25640 19.325 0.08489 
0.25816 21.313 0.13423 
0.34509 34.837 0.20119 

Sample: Robbery, Assault, Bur-
glary and Larceny In-
~:tlyement Crimes 

N: 
Reference Group: 

325 
Robbery 

I 

i 



. 'tABLE B-14 

Dependent Variable:' Response-Related .Arrest 

Independent Variables 
Assault 
Burglary 
Larceny 
Constant 

Mi.1ltip1e R: 0.35107 
R Square: 0.12325 
F: 15.04172 

Dependent Variable: Arrest 

Independ~t Variables 
Report:irJ.8 Time, 

Reciprocal 
ASsault 
Burglary 

Larceny 
Constant 

Mi.1ltip1e R: 0.37840 
R Square: 0.14318 
F: 13.36900 

B 
0.01332 
0.29368 

-0.02645 
0.04918 

Beta F Simple r 
0.02153 0.136 -0.03093 
0.34164 37.215 0.34671 

-0.04411 0.568 -0.12393 

Sample: Robber/. Assault I Bur-
glary and L~ceny I11-
volvement Climes 

N~ 
Reference Group: 

325 
Robbery 

TABLE B-15 

B 

0.34579 
0.27682, 
0.07637 
0.36124 
0.01125 

158 

Beta F Simple r 

0.13276 6.478 0.11717 
0.26470 20.897 0.08489 
0.24934 20.142 0.13423 
0.35632 3,' .559 0.20119 

Sample: Robbery, Assault, Bur-
glary and Larceny In-
Vlo1vement Crimes 

N: 
Reference Group: 

325 
Robbery 



-Pd'!" "'"-,,'" - 11'~"-:! ___________________ .~, __ ," 

TABLE B-16 

Dependent Variable: Response-Related Arrest 

L.Jdependent Va:J:iables 
Reporting T:i.me~ 

Reciprocal 
Assault 
Burglary 
larceny 
Interaction of 

Variables 1 and 2 
Interaction of 

Variables 1 and 3 
Interaction of 

Variables 1 and 4 
Constant 

Multiple R: 0.44505 
R Square~ 0.19807 
F: 11.18497 

B Beta F Sinl:>le r 

0.32114 0.20845 7.209 0.22863 
0.05923 0.09576 1.289" ~0.03093 

0.08637 0.08884 0.898 0.3tf671 

0.01943 0.03240 0.156 -0.12393 

-0,21080 -0.08753 1.037 -0.00198 

0.85022 0.29252 9,204 0.41730 

-0.20576 -0.09008 1.134 -0.05206 
-0.01649 

Sample: Robbery 1 Assault, Bur-
glary and Larc~..y In-
vo1vement Crimes 

N: 
Reference Group ~ 

325 
Robbery 

TABLE ~17 

Dependent Variable: Response-Related Arrest 

Independent Variables 
Travel Time, lDgarithm 
Involvement-Discovery 
Interaction of 

Variables 1 and 2 

Constant 
Mlltip1e R: 0.29941 

0.08965 
29.47653 

R Square: 
F: 

B 

0.00000 
0.22089 

-0.17237 
0.00000 

159 

Beta F Simple r 
0.00000 0.000 -0.19992 
0.62745 34.396 0.22691 

-0.lI4563 19.146 0.11833 

Sample: All Part I Crime 
N: 903 
P~erence Group: Discovery 

Crimes 



TABLE B-18 

Dependent Variable: Response-Related Arrest 

Independent Variables 
Travel Time, LDgarithm 
Violent-Nonviolent 
InteractionS of 

Variables 1 and 2 
Constant 

lvfultip1e R: 0.36103 
0.13034 

16.68619 
R Square: 
F: 

Dependent Variable: Arrest 

Independent Variables 
Travel Time, Logarithm 
Assault 
Burglary 
Larceny 
Interaction of 

Variables 1 and 2 
Int/:r~tidn of 

Variables 1 and 3 
Interaction of 
Var~les 1 and 4 

Constant 
Mlltiple R: 0.41227 

0.16997 
9.27312 

R Square: 
F: 

B 

-0.51471 
-0.50002 

0.46418 
0.59493 

Beta 
··0.59893 
-0.89324 

0.75243 

Sample! 
N: 

F Simple r 

44.659 -0.20057 
32.432 -0.10940 

23.647 -0.11629 

Involvement Crime 

Reference Group: 
338 

Nonviolent 
Crimes 

TABlE B-19 

B 
-0.01858 
0.52150 
0.86699 
0.12515 

-0.32602 

-0.69551 

0.22773 
0.09552 

1,60 

Beta F Simple r 

-0.01315 0.027 -c .00774 
0.49867 9.913 0.08489 
0.59659 21.301 0.13423 
0.12345 0.327 0.03912 

-0.26095 2.581 0.03912 

-0.37849 8.487 0.04272 

0.23471 1.045 0.20873 

Sample: Robbery, Assault, Bur­
glary and Larceny In­
vo1vement Crimes 

N: 
Reference Group: 

325 
Robbery 



TABLE B-20 

Th=pendent Variable: Response-Related A...""I'est 

Independent Variables 

Travel Time J Logarithm 

Assault 

Burglary 
. Larceny 

Interaction of 
Variables 1 and 2 

Interaction of 
Variables 1 and 3 

Interaction of 
Variables 1 and 4 

Constant 

Multiple R: 0.46276 
R Square: 0.21415 
F: 12.34073 

B Beta F S:iInple r 

-0.01910 -0.02286 0.087 -0.23233 

0.15709 0.25394 2.715 -0.03093 

0.75073 0 .. 87334 48.215 0.34671 

0.12103 0.20182 0.924 -0.12393 

-0.18441 -0.24954 2.493 -0.06803 

-0.64641 -0.59469 22.131 0.18830 

-0.14079 -0.24531 1.205 -0 . .12-R28 

0.06311 

Sample: Robbery, Assault J Bur-
glary and Larceny In-
volvement Cr:imes 

N: 
Reference Group: 

325 
Robbery 

TABLE B-21 

Dependent Variable: Response-Related Arrest 

Independent Vari.able 

Travel Time, Logarithm 

Constant 

}fultip1e R: 0.19682 
0.03874 
4·.51328 

R Square: 
F: 

B Beta r 
4.513 

Simple r 

-0.19682 -0.21858 -0.19682 

0.32532 

TABLE B-22 

Sample: Involvement Crimes 
With a Reporting Time 
of 2 Hinutes or Less 

N: 114 

Dependent Variable: Response-Related Arrest 

Independent Variable 

Travel Time I Reci:?Y-'Ocal 

Constant 

Multiple R: 0.26365 
0.06951 
8.59123 

R Square: 
F: 

B 

0.57002 

-0.03813 

161 

Beta 
0.26365 

F 

8.591 

S:iInple r 

0.26365 

Sarnp1e: Involvement Crimes 
\<lith a Reporting Time 
Between 3 & 9 Minutes 

N: ' 117 
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TABLE C-l 

Dependent Variable: Distance Traveled 

Independent Variables B 
Officer In or Out of 

Assigned Beat -0.03230 
Dispatched to Incorrect 

Beat (Beat of Incident) 0.31336 
Officer's Location is in 

Beat of Incident 0.73571 
Incident is in Officer's 

Assigned Beat 0.24525 
Rape -0.38765 
Assault -0.24163 
Involvement Burglary -0.30272 
Discovery Burglary 0.10905 
Involvement Larceny 0.33588 
Discovery Larceny 0.08125 
Involvement Auto Theft -0.57972 
Discovery Auto Theft -0.04681 
Constant 0.76491 

Multiple R: 0.23769 
R Square: 0.05650 
F: 3.58788 

TABLE C-2 

Dependent Variable: Distanc~ Traveled 

Independent Variable 
Officer's Location is in 

Beat of Incident 
Constant 

M.lltip1e R; 
R Square: 

0.21222 
0.04504 

34.42827 F: 

B 

0.83324 

0·86404 

164 

Beta F Simple r 

-0.00899 0.052 0.06560 
,t~':::--;:=:"~;:-:~~>< ~';. 

0.02629 o 522'~~'-.~';:\ 0 p.'aoo 
• \\ ,;:,:><I.J::.;; 

1\ / 
\' 

0.18738 18.548 \\ 0.21222 
\\ 
\' 
\\ 

0.06798 2.756 0\;13820 
.... ::::::--

-0.01947 0.273 -0.02612 
-0.03774 0.720 -0.03851 
-0.03447 0.712 -0.03525 
0.02860 0.266 0.03242 
0.05466 1.465 0.05445 
0.01862 0.127 -0.00426 

-0.01685 0.212 -0.00872 
-0.00721 0.026 -0.04596 

Sample: All Part I Crime 
N: 732 
Reference Group: Robbery 

Beta F Simple r 

0.21222 34.428 0.21222 

Sample: 
N: 

All Part I Crime 
732 



TABLE C-3 

Dependent Variable: Travel Time, Logarithm 

Independent Variables B Beta F Simple r 

Officer In or Out 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 M:m 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 -0.1681.4 
Involvement Burglary -0.06012 -0.04377 1.634 -0.16912 
Discovery Burglary 0.16199 0.27164 28.121 0.19764 
Invo1verr.ent 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 

t ~ 
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TABLE C-4 

Dependent Variable: lrave1 Time, Logarithm 

Independent Variables B Beta F Simple r 

Officer's Location is in 
Beat of Incident 0,15173 

1< 'c' 
0.24708 62.992 0.25601 

Distance Traveled 0.02345 0.14991 23.491 0.207.53 
Dispatched to Incorrect 

Beat (Beat of Incident) 0.12410 0.06656 4.821 0.03056 
In or Out of Car -0.06404 -0.16762 30.499 -0.17287 
Code One or Code Two 0.16851 0.10017 9.342 0.23376 
Busted Call -0.19183 -0.26027 55.157 -0,:39432 
Rape 0.05596 0.01797 0.335 -0.02403 
Assault 0.01205 0.01203 O. :;.00 -0.16814 
Involvement Burglary -0.05902 -0.04298 1.576 -0.16912 
Discovery Burglary 0.16137 0.27060 28.298 0.19764 
Involvement Larceny 0.16496 0.17164 19.041 0.09122 
Discovery Larceny 0.13565 0.19874 17.372 0.09366 
Involvement Auto Theft 0.14333 0.02664 0.764 0.01282 
Discovery Auto Theft 0.15819 0.15569 15.601 0.04772 
Constant -1.11763 

M.l1tiple R: 0.59309 Sample: All Part I Cr:ime 
R Square: 0.35176 N: 732 
F: 27.79047 Reference Group: Robbery 
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TABLE C-5 , 

Dependent Variable: Arrests 'I 

" 

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

Assigned Beat -0.00805 -0.0l359 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.l3724 
Travel Time -0.02403 -0.02280 0.322 -0.15131 
Report Time 0.00174 0.08490 5.938 0.20688 
Officer Could View Criwe 

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 
Rap~ 0.11799 0.03595 1.163 0.02140 
l:,;·;,?i:l'lt 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 
Invo1vejent Auto Theft 0.03540 0.00624 0.037 -0.01715 
Discovery Auto Theft -0.00986 -0.00921 0.046 -0.09882 
Constant 0.31180 

Mi.lltip1e 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 

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 Incident) 0.05672 0.02887 0.781 0.04141 
i} 

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 

Vier.q 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 
Invel vement 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 0.000 -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 

Multiple R: 0.51633 Sample: All Part I Crime 
R Square: 0.26660 N: 732 
F: 14.39923 Reference Group: Robbery 
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TABIE C~7 

Dependent Variable: Response-Related Arrests 

Independent Variables B Beta F Simple r 
Officer In or Out 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 I s IDeation 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 Qr Out of Car -0.01485 -0.06539 3.838 -0.00739 
One or Two :Han 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 
'l'rave1 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 

M..l1tip1e 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 

Reporting Time 

Officer I s Location is in 
Beat of Incident 

Distance Traveled 

Dispatched to Incorrect 
Beat (Beat of Incident) 

In or Out of Car 

Code One or Code Two 

Busted Call 

Travel Time 

Rape 

Assault 

Involvement Burglary 

Discovery Bur§lary 

Involvement Larceny 

Discovery Larceny 

Involvement Auto 'Theft 

Di.scovery Auto 'Theft 

Constant 

Mlltiple R: 0.50957 
0.25966 

15.67335 
R Square: 
F: 

B Beta 

0.00138 0.11892 

-0.00953 -0.02612 
0.00048 0.00521 

0.04061 0.03664 
-0.01392 -0.06130 
-0.08377 -0.08377 
0.02236 0.05104 

-0.07397 -0.12443 
-0.01938 -0.01047 
-0.00880 -0.01479 
0.32955 0.40364 

-0.00024 -0.00069 
0.00185 0.00323 

-0.00223 -0.0055e 
0.01756 0.00549 

-0.00830 -0.01375 
0.01189 

F 

11.712 

0.564 
0.024 

1.266 
3.414 
5.631 
1.674 
9.663 
0.099 
0.132 

120.551 
0.000 
0.006 
0.011 
0.028 
0.104 

Simple r 
.. 0.22280 

-0.04914 
-0.03843 

0.02784 
-0.00739 
-0.11754 
0.19974 

-0.24690 
-0.01562 
0.03480 
0.44357 
~0.12115 

-0.02743 
-0.09017 
-0.00900 .. 
-0.OS18z 

Sample: All Part I Crime 
N: 
Reference Group: 
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Append ix D 

Summary Statistics for Witness 

Avai I abi I ity 
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TABLE D-l 

Dependent Variable: Witness - Availability 

Independent Variable 13 Beta 

Reporting Time, Logarithm -0.20635 -0.24748 
0.69840 

F 

21.920 
Simple r 

-0.24748 
Constant 

Mi.lltiple R: 
R Square: 

0.24748 
0.06124 

21. 92046 

S~tmple: Involvement Crime 
N: 338 

F: 

TABIE D-2 

Dependent Variable: Witness - Availability 

Independent Variable 

Travel Time 
Constant 

Mi.lltiple R: 0.11398 
0.01299 
4.422.38 

R Square: 
F: 

B Beta 

-·0. 00991 -0.11398 

0.57903 

F 

4.422 
Simple r 

-0.11398 

Sample: Involvement Crime 
N: 338 

TABLE D-3 

Depen.dent Variable: Witness - Availability 

Independent Variable 

Travel TiIn::;; 

Constant 

Mi.lltiple R: 0.18597 
0.03459 
7.84582 

R Square: 
F: 

B 

-0.01976 
0.63561 

172 

Beta 

-0.1.8597 
F 

7.846 

Sample: 
N: 

Simple r 

0.18597 

Violent Crime 
221 
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Append ix .E 

Summary Statistics for Injury 

173 



:.) 

- - ---------------------"~-.--"-.=""". -------.-------~ 

TABIE E-l 

Dependent Variable: Reporting Time, lDgaritl:mJ. 

Independent Variable 

Seriousness Index 

Constant 

Multiple R: 0.02232 
0.00050 
0.04138 

R Square: 
F: 

B Beta 

0.00739,\",.:£1;::02232 
0.94746 

F 

0.041 
Simple r 

0.02232 

Sample: Field Injury Cases 
N: 85 

TABLE E-2 

Dependent Variable: Dispatch Time, lDgaritbm 

Independent Variable 

Seriousness Index 

Constant 

Multiple R: 0.24475 
0.05990 
5.41617 

R Square: 
F: 

B Beta 

-0.03817 -0.24475 
0.70401 

F 

5.416 
Simple r 

-0.24475 

Sample: Field Injury Cases 
N: 87 

TABIE E-3 

Dependent Variable: Travel Time, Logaritl:mJ. 

Independent Variable 

Seriousness Index 

Constant 

t-il1tiple R: 0.34348 
0.11798 

11. 77051 
R Square: 
F: 

B Beta 

-0.05804 -0.34348 
0.98876 

F 

11. 771 
Simple r 

-0.34348 

Sample: Field Injury Cases 
N: 90 

TABIE E-4 

Dependent Variable: Travel T:ilru:~, Logaritl:mJ. 

Independent Variable 

Assigned Code of Call 

Constant 

Multiple R: 0.35913 
0.12898 

12.03051 
R Square: 
F: 

B Beta 

-0.~56ll -0.35913 
0.81132 

F 

13.031 
Simple r 

-0.35913 

Sample: Field Injury Cases 
N: 90 
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TABLE E-5 

Dependent Variable~ Travel Time, LDgaritlrrn 

Independent Variables 

Seriousness Indc-~ 

Assigned Code of Call 

Constant 

Multiple R: 0.41120 
0.61909 
8.8519[~ 

R Squ~e: 
F: 

B 

-0.03815 
Beta 

-0.22579 
.F 

-0.18176 -0.25487 
4.'200 
5.351 

Simple r 

~0.34348 

-0.35913 
0.94780 

TABLE E-6 

Sample: Field Injury Cases 
N: 90 

Dependent Variable: Type and Length of Hospital Stay 

Independent Variable 

Assigned Code of Call 

Constant 

Multiple R: 0.34046 
0.11591 
5.11333 

R Square: 
F: 

B 

0.87069 
2.37931 

TABLE E-7 

Beta 

0.34046 
F 

5.113 
Simple r 

0.34046 

Sample: Field Injury Cases 
N: 41 

~endent Variable: Type and Length of Hospital Stay 

Independent Variable 

Seriousness Index 

Constant 

lliltiple R: 0.45303 
0.20523 

10.07097 
R Square: 
F: 

B 

0.60742 
-0.59558 

175 

Beta 

0.45303 
F 

10.071 
Simple r 

0.45303 

Sample: Field Injury Cases 
N: 41 

! 
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Append ix F 

Summary Statistics for Problems 

and Patterns in Reporting 
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TABLE F-1 

Dependent Variable: Delay Due to Chasing Suspect 

Independent Variables B Beta :F S:Lmple r 
Rape -0.12598 ·~Q.05095 3.049 -0.02845 
1\Ssau1t -0.11408 -0.12826 13.637 -0.07127 

" Xnyolvement Burglary 0.G1687 0.01259 "0,162 0.05681 
Discovery Burglary -0.12598 -0.23159 29.409 -0.18906 
Involv"tment Larceny 0.31358 0.36544 108.037 0.47769 
Discovery Larceny -0.11142 -0.18155 20.214 -0.11504 
Involvement Auto Theft ~0.12598 -0.03613 1.582 -0.02006 
Discovery Auto Theft -0.12598 -0.13373 15.380 -0.08023 
Const<:>.nt 0.12598 

Multiple R: 0.51185 Sample: All Part I Cr:ime 
R Square: 0.26199 N: 934 
F: 41.04726 Reference Group: Robbery 

TABLE F-2 

Dependent Variable: Delay Due to Investigating Incident Scene 

Independent Variables B Beta F Simple r 
Rape -0.04724 -0.01260 0.148 -0.04907 
Assault 0.00037 0.00028 0.000 -0.10949 
Involvement Burglary 0.15276 0.07519 4.570 0.00920 
DiE?covery Burglary 0.24746 0.29998 39.075 0.20188 

. Involvement Larceny 0.02968 0.02281 0.333 -0.08948 
Discovery Larceny 0.14208 t'I 15267 11.319 0.01007 
Involvement Auto Theft -0.04724 -0.00893 0.077 -0.03461 
Discovery Auto Theft 0.19600 0.13720 12.820 0.04655 
Constant 0.04724 

Milltiple R: 0.26083 Sample: All Part I Crime 
R Square: 0.06803 N: 934 
F: 8.44060 Reference Group: Robbery 
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TABIE 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 

Milltip1e R~ 0.22809 Sample: All Part I C:d:me 
R Squgre! 0.05203 N: 934 
F: 6.34552 Reference Group: Robbery 

r 
i 

TABLE F-4 

Dependent Variable: Delay Due to Contacti.'1g Security 

Independent Variables B Beta F Simple r 
Rape 0.07638 0.03560 1.130 0.02290 
Assault -0.01172 -0.01518 0.145 -0.05622 
Involvement Burglary 0.00Li..95 0.00426 0.014 -0,02039 
Discovery BurglaL-y 0.00287 0.00608 0.015 -0.07796 
Invo1vernerit Larceny 0.04231 0.05683 1.983 0.02164 
Discovery Larceny 0.08803 0.16530 12.719 0.14518 
Involvezrent Auto Theft -0.02362 -0.00781 0.056 -0.01708 
Discovery Auto Theft 0.04395 0.05376 1.886 0.02149 
Constant 0.02362 

Mi.tltip1e R: 0.16621 Sample: All Part I Crime 
R Square: 0.02763 N: 934 
F: 3.28489 Reference Group: Robbery 
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TABLE F-5 

Dependent Variable: Delay Due to Apathy 

Independent Variables 

Rape 

Assault 

Involvement Burglary 

Discovery Burglary 

Involvement Larceny 

Discovery Larceny 

Involvement Auto 'lheft 

Discovery Auto Theft 

Constant 

MUltiple R: 0.19767 
0.03907 
4.70143 

R Square: 
F: 

B 

-0.04724 
-0.01153 
0.06704 

-0.00089 
0.00770 
0.08868 
0.35276 

-0.04724 
0.04724 

Beta F Simple r 

-0.01953 0.344 -0.02774 
-0.01325 0.112 -0.0.3873 
0.05115 2.051 0.03797 

-0.00167 0.001 -0.05560, 
0.00917 0.052 -0.01509 
0.14769 10.274 0.14859 
0.10340 9,.955 0.09832 

-0.05126 1. 735 -0.07822 

Sample: All Part I Crime 
N: 
Reference Group: 

934 
Robbery 

TABLE F-6 

Dependent Variable: Delay Due to Injury 

Independent Variables B Beta F Simple r 

Rape 0.18976 0.08159 8.696 0.10385 
Assault 0.36595 0.43736 176.383 0.54520 
Involvement Burglary -0.11024 -0.08746 8.686 -0.05030 
Discovery Burglary -0.11024 -0.21540 28.301 -0.17623 
Involvement Larceny -0.11024 -0.13656 16.782 -0.08376 
Discovery Larceny -0.11024 -0.19094 24.870 -0.13561 
Involvement Auto Theft -0.11024 -0.03360 1.523 -0.01870 
Discovery Auto Theft -0.11024 -0.12438 14.801 -0.07478 
Constant 0.11024 

Multiple R: 0.58012 Sample: All Part I Crime 
R Square: 0.33654 N: 9$4 
F: 58.65196 Reference Group: Robbery 
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TABlE F-7 

Dependent Variable: Delay Due to Fear or Etrotiona1 Upset 

Independent Variables 
Rape 
Assault 
Involvement Burglary 
Discovery Burglary 
Involvement Larceny 
Discovery Larceny 
Involvement Auto Theft 
Discovery Auto Theft 
Constant 

MJ.1.tip1e R: 0.25563 
0.06535 
8.08392 

R Square: 
F: 

B 
0.37165 

-0.04978 
-0.14263 
-0.15219 
-0.16241 
-0.16524 
-0.02835 
-0.17429 
0.22835 

TABLE F-8 

Beta F Simple r 
0.12371 14.192 0.16585 

-0.04606 1.388 0.07270 
-0.08761 6.187 -0.01363 
-0.23023 22.950 -0.06910 
-0.15577 15.499 -0.04371 
-0.22158 23.775 -0.07563 
-0.00669 0.043 0.02205 
-0.15225 15.742 -0.05029 

Sample: . All Part I Crime 
N: 934 
Reference Group: Robbery 

Dependent Variable: Delay Due to Public Corrmunications 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 ·~O.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 B Beta F Simple r 

Rape 0.35276 0.ll446 ll.622 0.09397 
Assault 0.03609 0.03255 0.663 -0.02989 
Involvement Burglary -0.01867 -0.O1ll8 0.096 -0.05282 
Discovery Burglary 0.08852 0.13053 7.058 0.04854 
Involvement Larceny 0.06265 0.05857 2.096 -0.00373 
Discovery Larceny 0.09839 0.12861 7.662 0.05390 
Invol vernent Auto Theft -0.04724 -0.01087 0.108 -0.02625 
Discovery Auto Theft 0.04735 0.04032 1.056 -0.01747 
Constant 0.04724 

M.lltiple R: 0.15167 Sample: All Part I Crime 
R Square: 0.02300 N: 934 
F: 2.72237 Reference Group: Robbery 
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Table F -10.-- T-test of proportional difference between types of crime for delay 
due to chasing suspect. 

I 
,j-

Type Aggravated Involvement Involvement Involvement Discovery Discovery Discovery 
of Rape Robbery Assault BUrglarY

J 
Larceny Auto Theft Burglary Larceny Auto Theft 

Crime 

-1.19 -034 -1.26 -2.77 0.00 0.00 -0.38 0.00 
Rape p<.235 p<.732 p<.214 p<.007 p<1.000 p<1.000 p<.702 p <1.000 

3.58 -0.26 -5.:2. 2 0.84 6.58 3.63 3.25 
Robbery p<.OO1 p<{:'Y4 p<~{;i01 p<.401 p< .001 p<.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 

Involvement -3.73 0.89 7.07 2.12 3.48 
Burglary p<.001 p<.379 p<.001 p<.041 p< .001 

Involvement 1.96 15.35 8.02 7.57 
Larceny p<.Q53 p< .001 p<.001 p< .001 

, -
Involvement 0.0 -0.27 0.0 
Auto Theft p<1.000 p<.787 p< 1.000 

Discovery \:~. -2.11 0.0 
Burglary p<'035 p<1.000 

Discovery 1.04 
Larceny p<.298 

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. 

Alarms 

I 



Table F -11. -- T-test of proportional difference between types of crime for delay 
due to investigating the incident scene. 

Type Aggravated Involvement Involvement Involvement Discovery Discovery Discovery 
oJ Rape Robbery Assault Burglary Larceny Auto Theft Burglary Larceny Auto Theft CrIme 

Rape -0.70 -0.70 -1.55 ~0.90 0.00 -2.04 -1.52 -1.77 
p<.485 p<.486 p<.130 p<.368 p<1.000 p<.042 p<.130 p<.D80 '. 

-0.01 - 2.15 -0.88 0.49 -7 .54 -4.27 -3.65 
Robbery p<'990 p<.038 p<.382 P <.622 p<.001 p<.OO1 p<.OO1 

Aggravated -210 -080 0.49 -7 .03 -3.94 -3.53 
Assault p<.042 p<.424 p<.622 p<.OO1 p<.OO1 p< .001 

Involvement 1.66 1.09 -1.17 0.15 -0.50 
Burglary p<.104 p<.283 p<.241 p<.882 p<.620 

f---

!nvolvement 0.64 -5.66 -2.87 -2.89 
Larceny p<.525 p< .D01 p<.005 p< .005 

Involvement -1.44 -1.013 -1.25 
Auto Theft p<.151 p <.283 p<.215 

Discovery 2 .78 0.88 
Burglary p<.006 p<.381 

Discovery -0.99 
Larceny p<.325 

, 

Discovery 

Auto Theft 

Alarms 

* ':11e .01 level of statistical significance was nequired for inclusion of the mean or proportional difference in the text. 

p=Probability th(lt the difference is due to chance. 

Alarms 
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Table F -12.-- T-test of proportional difference between types of crime for delay 
due to waiting or observing the situation. 

Type Aggravated Involvement Involvement Involvement Discovery Discovery Discovery 
of Rape Robbery 

Assault Burglary Larceny Auto Theft Burglary Larceny Auto Theft 
Alarms 

Crime 

Rape 1.75 1.39 0.88 OAO 0.39 1.46 1 ,p1 1.87 
p< .114 p<.194 p<.382 p <589 p <.705 p< .179 p < :1>'36 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< .121 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 <.130 p< .022 

Involvement 0.21 3.48 3.59 4.84 
Larceny p<.833 p<.001 p<.001 p< .001 

Involvement 0.62 0.66 0.93 
Auto Theft P<,570 P <.547 p < .405 

Discovery " 0.35 3.07 

Burglary p< ,728 p<.002 

Discovery 2.46 
Larceny p< .015 

D i scovef'\./ 
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 Aggravated Involvement Involvement Involvement Discovery Discovery Discovery 
of Rape Robbery Assault Burglary Larceny Auto Theft Burglary Larceny Auto Theft Crime 

. 

Rope 0.76 0.B7 0.69 0.40 0.69 0.73 -0.11 0.37 
p<.468 P<.404 p<.506 p <.691 p<.500 p<.483 p<.909 p< .713 

'-

I 
0.65 -0.17 -1.44 0.35 -0.17 -3.41 -1,36 

Robbery 
p<.51e· p<.868 p < .153 P<.731 p<.864 p<.OO1 p<.177 

Aggravated -0.54 -1.88 0.24 -0.97 -3.99 -1.76 
AS!loult p<.593 p<.062 p<.809 p< .335 P<,OO1 pc.082 

Involvement -0.96 0.37 0.07 -2.30 -0.95 
Burglary p<.337 p < .711 p< .943 p<.024 p< .344 

Involvemem 0.59 142 :-1.34 -0.04 
Larceny p<.558 p<.158 p<.182 p<.967 

Involvement -0.37 -0.79 -0.59 
Auto Theft p<.713 p<A31 p<.554 

-
Discovery -3.57 -1.33 
Burglary p< .001 p<.186 

Discovery 1.20 

Larceny p<231 

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. 

Alarms 
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Table F-14.-- T .. test of proportional difference between types of crime for delay 
due to apathy, 

Type 
of Rape 

Crime 

Rape 
_r 

I RObbery 

Aggravatedl 
Assoult 

i 
Involvement I 
I Burglary 1 

Invotvp,ment! 
Larceny ,I 

I 
t OI
_}-Auto Then . 

I 
! Discovery 
I au . ' rgiory" 

1 Discovery I 
I Larceny I 
r-­

Discovery I 
Auto Theft 

r Robbery Aggravated 
Assault 

-0.70 -0.60 

p<A86 p< .549 

0.40 
p< .687 

-

Involvement Involvement 
Burglory Larceny 

- 1.11 -0 75 

p<.273 p< 452 

-1.16 -0.26 
p< .252 

I 
p<.799.· 

I 

-1 35 -0.61 
p<.325 p<.099 

, 
1.00 I 

I 
p< ,,325 I 

I 
.. .. - .. 

-

rnvoI~'ement Discovery Discovery Discovery Alarms 
Auto Theft Burglary Larceny Auto Theft 

-2.40 -0.69 -1.25 0.00 

p<,032 p<A88 p<.213 p< 1.000 

-1,44 0.04 -2.91 1.91 , 
p< 224 p<,968 p<.004 p< .058 

-1,48 -0.42 

I 
-3.19 1.65 

p< .232 p<.729 p<.002 p< .102 

- •. 69 1.22 ! -0.35 3.06 
p<.099 p<.232 ,p< .729 p<.OO3 

-1.40 , 0.33 - 2.39 2.05 
p<.234 I p<.739 p< .018 p< .041 

.. 
1.44 1.67 6.9~\ 

p<.223 p< 096 p<.OO1 

-3.34 L89 I p<.OO'l p<.059 

3AO 
p<,001 

I 

-----'---------------.~.-------------~----- ----I 

Alarms 

* The .01 level of stct!silCa\ ~lgnlfrcance was required for inclusion of the mean or proportIonal difference in the text 
p:: ProbabilIty that the difference is due to c;hcnce. 

r 



Table F - 15. -- T -test of proportional difference between types of crime for delay 
due to injury. 

Type Aggravated Involvement Involvement Involvement Discovery Discovery Discovery 
of Rape Robbery 

Assault Burglary Larceny Auto Theft Burglary Larceny Auto Theft Crime 

1.22 -1.05 3.79 6.18 1.36 11.34 9.35 5.56 
Rape 

p<.250 p<.295 p<.001 p<.001 p<.196 p< .001 p<.001 p<.001 

-5.95 2.07 3.34 0.78 6.10 5.04 3.01 
Robbery 

p<.OO1 p<.040 p<.001 p< .436 p< .001 p<.OO1 p<.003 

IAggravated 5.59 9.04 2.11 16.53 13.64 8.15 

Assault p<.OO1 p<.OO1 p<.038 p<.001 p<.001 p<.001 

Involvement ' 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Burglary p< 1.000 p< 1.000 p~1.000 p< 1.000 p<1.000 

Involvemenl 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Larceny p<1.000 p< 1.000 p< 1.000 p< 1.000 

Involvement o 00 0.00 0.00 
Auto Theft p< 1.000 p< 1.000 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 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. 

Alarms 
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Jable F -16. - - T -test of proportional difference between types of crime for delay 
due to emotional shock. 

TYRe Aggravated Involvement Involvement Involvement Discovery Discovery Discovery 
of Rape Robbery 

Assault Burglary Larceny Auto Theft Burglary Larceny Auto Theft Crime 

2.64 3,15 3.02 3.23 1.47 3.19 3.27 3.30 
Rape 

p<.009 p<.002 p<.012 p<.010 p<.165 p< .011 . p<.010 p<.Ou9 

Robbery 0.87 2.34 3.56 0.15 3.7.7 4.02 3.80 
p< .386 p< .022 p<.001 p< .883 p<.OO1 p<.OO1 p<.OOl 

Aggravated 1.46 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 '0.68 072 
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 proportionnl difference in the text. 

p= Probabity that the difference is due to chance. 

Alarms 

" 
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Table F -17. -- T-test of proportional difference between types of crime for delay 
due to. public communications problems. 

Type 
Rope Robbery 

Aggravated Involvement Involvement Involvement Qiscovery Discovery Discovery 
of Burglary Larceny Auto Theft Crime Assault Burglary Larceny Auto Theft 

Rape 0.51 1 78 2.20 1.57 208 2 .. 21 1.78 2.40 
p<.614 p<.078 p< .033 p<.119 p<.058 p<.054 p<.076 p< .019 

2.71 2.72 2.36 1.88 6.00 329 3.86 
Robbery 

P<.007 p<D07 p<.019 p<.063 p<.001 p<.001 p<.001 

/Aggravated 0.80 -0.39 1. 24 2.15 -0.17 0.96 
Assault p<.427 p<.698 p<.220 p<.033 p<.865 p<.339 

ItWolvement -1.09 0.99 0.69 -0.98 -0.05 
Burglary p<.280 p<.3.28 p< .488 p<.329 p<.957 

Involvement 132 2.68 0.29 1.35 
Larceny p<.189 p<.008 p<.768 p<.180 

Involvement -0.86 -1.28 -1.02 
Auto Theft I ~)<.391 p<.203 p<.311 

Discovery -3.31 -1.04 

Burglary p<.001 p<.300 

Discovery 1.26 

Larceny p<.208 

Discovery 
Auto Theft 

I Alarms 

* The 01 level of statistical significance was required for inclusion of the mean or proportional difference in the text. 
p = Probabi lity that the difference is due to chance. 

Alarms 



Table F-18.-- T-test of proportional difference between types of crime for delay 
due to not being Informed or being misinformed. 

Tyr;>e Robbery 
Aggravated Involvement Involvement Involvement Discovery Discovery Discovery 

of Rape 
Assault Burglary Larceny ;~uto Theft Burglary Larceny Auto Theft 

Crime 

Rope 
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 p<.097 

-1 01 0.48 -1.65 0.49 -3.24 -3.17 - 1.29 
Robbery p<.314 p<.633 p<.101 p<.622 p<.001 p<.002 p<.229 

Aggravated 1 .31 -0.59 0.67 -1.45 -1.59 I ·0.25 

Assault p<:192 p<.556 p<.507 I p<.149 p<.113 p<.805 

Involvement -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 

[nvolvement -0.88 -0.92 -0.71 
Auto Theft p<.378 p<.359 p<.478 

Discovery -0.31 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. 

Alarms 



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 12.666 -0.06178 
Involvement Larceny -0.27923 -0.12514 8.919 -0.04230 
Discovery Larceny -0.23889 -0.15462 10.140 -0.03793 
Involvement Auto 1heft -0.83051 -0.09865 8.060 -0.07611 
Discovery Auto 1heft -0.22113 -0.09060 4.943 -0.01221 
Constant 1.83051 

Multiple R: 0.17778 Sample: All Part I Crime 
R Square: 0.03161 N: 840 
F~ 3.39017 Reference Group: Robbery 

TABLE F-20 

Dependent Variable: Marital Status 

Independent Variables 
Rape 
Assault 
Inw1 vement Burglary 
Discovery Burglary 
Invo1 vernent Larceny 
Discovery Larceny 
Involvement Auto 1heft 
Discovery Auto 1heft 
Constant 

Multiple R: 0.15911 
0.02531 
2.69458 

R Square: 
F: 

B 
-0.14407 
0.04607 

-0.23666 
-0.12043 
-0.20817 
-0.17286 
-0.04407 
-0.06594 
0.644D7 

192 

Beta F Simple r 
-0.03135 0.781 -0.00774 
0.02571 0.384 0.09448 

-0.08374 5.021 ~0.04671 

-0.11334 4.886 --0.01613 
-0.12120 8.303 -0.06372 
-0.14533 8.893 -0.06962 
-0.00680 0.038 0.01007 
-0.03510 0.736 0.02475 

Sample: All Part I Crime 
N: 
Refererlce Group: 

839 
Robbery 



TABLE F-21 

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

Independent Variables 
Rape 
Assault 
Invo1verent Burglary 
Discovery Burglary 
Involvement Larceny 
Di~covery Larceny 
Invu1vement Auto Theft 
Discovery Auto Theft 
Constant 

MUltiple R: 0.16872 
R Square: 0.02847 
F: :.01445 

Dependent Variable: Income 

Independent Variables 
Rape 
Assault 
Involvement Burglary 
Disco~~i)~ Burglary 
Invo1v€:1ll~t Larceny 
Discovery Larceny 
Involvement Auto Theft 
Discovery Auto Theft 
Constant 

Multiple R: 0.16464 
0.02711 
2.06531 

R Square: 
F: 

B Beta F S:imp1e r 

0.01356 0.00340 0.009 -0.01209 
-0.01501 -0.00959 0.053 -0.05314 
-0.13089 -0.05339 2.031 -0.08096 
0.14812 0.15995 9.742 0.13952 
0.10577 0.07056 2.813 0.03280 
0.03314 0.03196 0.430 -0.03497 
0.11356 0.0202.0 0.334 0.00938 
0.00106 0.00065 0.000 -0.03994 
0:68644 

Sample: All Part I Cri.'1le 
N: 832 
Reference Group: Robbery 

TABLE F-22 

B 
0.44058 

-0.60840 
-0.99275 
0.70993 
1.08619 
1.12729 
0.090~o 

0.57643 
7.15942 

193 

Beta F S:imp1e r 

0.01613 0.827 -0.00537 
-0.04765 0.141 -0.10174 
-0.b4843 0.881 -0.07933 
0.09566 0.003 0.02519 
0.09110 1.169 0.04645 
0.13742 2.145 0.08674 
0.00211 3.060 -0,01158 
0.04679 4.914 -0.00074 

Sample: All Part I Crime 
N: 
Reference Group: 

602 
Robbery 

I' 

I 

j, 
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Dependent Vaxia"ble: Race 

Independent Variables 
Rape 
Assault 
Involvement Burglary 
Discovery BurglaLf 
Involvement larceny 
Discovery larceny 
Involvement Auto Theft 
Discovery Auto Theft 
Constant 

Multiple R: 0.24598 
0.06051 R Square: 

F: 6.50492 

Dependent Variable: Sex 

Independent Va:d.ables 
Rape 
Assault 
Involvement Burglary 
Discovery Burglary 
Involvement Larceny 
Discovery Larceny 
Invo1vem:mt Auto Theft 
Discovery 1" ito Theft 

Constant 
Multiple R: 0.15908 

0.02531 
2.69693 

R Square: 
F: 

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

TABLE F-23 

B Beta F Simple r 
-0.00442 -0.00098 0.001 0.01248 
0.12244 0.06761 2.689 0.01981 

-0.11981 -0.04232 1. 29·.j. -0.02178 
0.01763 0.01672 0.106 0.11054 

-0.13916 -0.08061 3.713 -0.05046 
-0.25037 -0.21089 18.749 -0.20716 
0.29558 0.04639 1.784 0.05617 

-0.05827 -0.03173 0.597 0.00109 
0.50442 

Sampl~: All Part I Crime 
N: 817 
Ref(=rence Group: Robbery 

TABU; F-24 

B Beta F Sinp1e r 
0.07627 0.01669 0.222 0.01477 
0.05514 0.03096 0.557 0.02792 
0.09479 0.03374 0.816 0.03133 
0.07082 0.06706 1.712 0.08618 

-0.10322 -0.06045 2.068 -0.07284 
-0.03629 -0.03070 0.397 -0,05025 
0.57627 0.08945 6.584 0.08849 

-0.10065 -0.05427 1.755 -0.06444 
0.42373 

S&mp1e: All Part I Crime 
N: 
Reference Group: 

194 

840 
Robbery 
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Table F - 25. -- T-test of pr'oportional difference between types of crime for tenure 
(own-rent-board), 

Type Aggravated Involvement Involvement Involvement Discovery DIscovery Discovery 
of Rape Robbery 

Assault Burglary Larceny Auto Theft Burglary Larceny Auto Theft Crime 

- 0.55 -0.61 0.42 0.76 2.28 0.64 0.49 0.38 
Rope p<.581 p<.545 p<.676 p<,451 p<.040 p<.519 p<.624 p<.705 

RObbery ~"'O.OO 1.56 3,01 2 . .57 3.35 2.93 1.99 
p<.996 p<.121 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< .011 p<.056 

Involvement 0.31 1.88 0.11 0.01 -0.10 
Burglary .' p<.761 p<.069 p< 913 p< 994 p<917 

Involvement 2.14 - 0.39 - 0.46 -0.54 

Larceny p< .035 p< .700 p<.645 p<.589 

Involvement - 2.25 - 1.94 - 1.92 
Auto Theft p< .025 p<.054 p<.059 

Discovery - 0.20 - 0.31 

Burgbry p< .843 p<.755 

-
Discovery - 0.18 

Larceny p< .858 

Discov,ery 
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. 

Alarms 

I 
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Table F-26.-- T-test of proportional difference between types of crime for marital 
status. 

Type Aggravated Involvement Involvement Il1Volvement Discovery Discovery Discovery 
of Rape Robbery 

Burglary Larceny Auto Theft Burglary Larceny Auto Theft Crime Assault 

Rape 
-0.90 -1.19 0.49 0.38 -0.34 -0.15 0.18 -0.46 
p<.368 p<.238 p<.625 p<.705 p<.738 p<.884 p<.860 p<.648 

-0.65 2.29 2.92 0.20 2.21 2.99 0.87 
Robbery 

p<.519 p<.024 p<.004 p<.842 p<.028 p<.003 p<.384 

.. ',I,ggravated 2.63 3.21 0.41 2.53 3.21 1.35 

Assault p<.010 p<.002 p<.680 p<.012 p<.002 p<.179 
. 

Involvement ~ 0.26 ··0.78 - 1.15 - 0.62 .-1.49 
Burglary p<.799 p<.442 p<.250 p<.536 p<.139 

Involvement - 0.71 - 1.37 -0.53 -1.69 
Larceny p<.480 p<.172 p<.600 p<.093 

Invc!VF;ment 0.34 0.57 0.09 
Auto Theft p<.736 p<.571 p<.925 

Discovery 1 .11 - 0.79 
Burglary p<.267 p< .433 

Discovery - 1.48 
Larceny ,,<.140 

Discovery 
Auto Theft 

Alarms 

* The .01 level of statistical significance was required for inclllsion of the mean or proportional difference in the text. 
p= Probability that the difference is due to chance. 

Alarms 

."-



Table F-27.-- T-test of proportional difference between types of crime for head of 
household. 

Type Aggravated Involvement Involvement Involvement Discovery Discovery Discovery 
of Rape Robbery 

Assault Burglary Larceny Auto Theft Burglary Larceny Auto Theft Crime 

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<.894 p<.938 

0.21 1.30 -1.63 -0.53 -3.06 - 0.62 - 0.01 
Robbery 

p<.832 p<.197 p<.106 p<.594 p<.003 p<.537 p<.988 

Aggravated 1.06 -1.66 -0.59 -2 .68 -0.75 -0.20 
Assault p<.292 p<.099 p<.558 p<.009 p<.452 p<.844 

Involvemen -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 0.39 0.52 
Auto Theft p< .838 p<.694 p<.605 

Discovery 2.89 2.35 

Burglary p<.004 p<.021 

Discovery 0.49 

Larceny p<.626 

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. 

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

:--. 
Type 

Rape Robbery Aggravated Involvement Involvement Involvement Discovery Discovery Discovery 
of 

Assault Burglary Larceny Auto Theft Burglary Larceny Auto Theft Crime 

0.35 0.82 1.00 -0.54 0.16 - 0.24 -0.62 -0.11 
Rape p<.724 p<,416 p<.326 p<.588 p<.879 p<.809 p<.536 p<.916 

Robbery 
0.89 1.04 -1.72 - 0.05 -1.47 -2.23 -0.86 

p<.373 p<.301 p<.088 p<.961 p<.144 p<.027 p<.389 

Aggravated 0.39 -2.48 - 0.37 -2.39 -3.06 -1.64 
Assault p<.699 p<.015 p<.712 p<.017 p<.003 p<.105 

Involvement - 2.27 - 0.57 -2.03 -2.53 - 1.59 
Burglary p<.026 p<.574 p<.044 p<.013 p<.116 

Involvement 0.57 0.74 -0.08 0.76 

Larceny p<.570 p<,462 p<.938 p<,449 

Involvement - D. 36 - 0.61 - 0.26 
Auto Theft 

,I 
1.1<.71'9 p<.542 p<.798 

Discovery - 1.13 0.25 
Burglary p< .261 p<.803 

Discovery 1,00 

Larceny p<.320 

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. 

Alarms 
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Table F - 29. -- T-test of proportional difference between types of crime for race. 

Type AggravCJted Involvement Involvement Involvement Discovery Discovery DiscoverY 
of Rape Robbery 

Assault Burglary Larceny Auto Theft BurglarY Larceny Auto Theft Alarms 
crime 

Rape -0.03 -0.76 0.61 (\82 -1.09 0.14 1.72 0.31 
p<.979 p<,449 p<.543 0<.415 p< .297 p< .891 p <.088 P < .754 

Robbery 
-1.60 1.10 1.88 -1.29 -0.31 4.53 0.75 

i p< .112 p<.274 p<061 p< .199 p< .753 p<.001 p< ,457 

Aggravated 2.14 3.20 -0.77 1. 54 5.80 2.10 
Assault p<.o35 p<.002 p<,444 14'< .124 p<.001 p< .038 

Involvemen 0.18 -1.74 -1.34 1.40 -0.53 
Burglary p< .859 p<.093 p <: .H3;;> p< .162 p< .597 

----
Involvement -1.95 -2.41 1 79 -0.97 

Larceny p< .055 P < .016 p< .075 p< .333 
! 

Involvemen 1.23 2.76 1.53 
Auto Theft p <.219 p<.006 p< .130 

Discovery 6.07 1.10 
Burglary p< .001 p<.273 

Discovery -2.93 
Larceny p<.004 

Discovery 
Auto T/'>eft 

.,. 
Alarms ~ , ! i 

* The .01 level ~)f statistical significance was required for inclusion of the mean or proport ional difference in the text. 
p;; Probability that the difference is due to chance. 
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Tob\ e F - 30. -- T -test of proportional difference between types of crime for sex. 

Type 
Robbery Aggravated Involvement Involvement Involvement Discovery Discovery Discovery of Rape 

Assault Burglary Larceny Auto Theft Burglary larceny Auto Theft Crime 

Rape 0.46 0.12 ·-0.10 1.12 -2.08 0.03 0.71 1.09 
p<.643 p<.902 P<.923 p<.265 P<.058 P<.973 p< .480 P<.280 

-0.74 -089 1.46 -2.59 -1.29 0.63 1.34 
Robbery p<A63 p<.374 p <.147 p<.011 p<.198 p< .529 p < .183 

Aggravated -0.35 1.99 -230 -0.23 1.34 1.86 
Assault p<.729 p<.049 p<.024 p<.814 p< .183 p <.065 

Involvement 1.85 -209 0.24 1.30 1.77 
8urglary 1)<.068 p<.046 p<.813 p < .195 p< .080 

.-
Involvement -3.22 -2.75 -1.03 -0.03 

Larceny p<.002 p<.006 p< .304 p<.974 

InvDlvement 2.25 2.80 3.19 
Auto Theft p<.025 p< .006 p<002 

Discovery 2.29 2.51 
Burglary p<.022 p< .013 

Discovery 0.93 
Larceny p<.35,) 

.-
Discovery 
Auto Theft 

Alarms 

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

p = probability tl10t the difference is due to chance. 

Alarms. 



TABLE F-31 

Dependent Variable: Delay Due to Talldng to Another Person 

Independent Variables B Beta F Simple r 

Residence in K.C., Mo. 0.00030 0.00935 0.034 -0.09410 
Residence at Present 

Address -0.00608 -0.10871 5.208 -0.11515 
Hometown Population -0.01481 -0.07860 3.587 -0.09070 
Own-Rent-Board 0.01347 0.01734 0.177 0.06367 
Head of Household -0.09820 -0.08746 5.193 -0.08141 
Constant 0.75177 

Multiple R: 
~ 

0.16429 Sample: All Part I Crime 
R Square: 0.02699 N: 692 
F: 3.80605 

. ~'. 
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TABLE F-32 

Dependent Variable: Delay Due to Chasing Suspect 

Independent Variables B Beta F Simple r 

(1) Own-Rent-Board -0.07364 -0.19015 4.854 0,02767 

(2) Socioeconomic Rating -0.00286 -0.29930 1.121 0,01834 

(3) Age 0.00200 0.12149 1.888 -0.02230 

(4) Education ·0.01090 -0.09866 0.972 0,05234 

(5) Head of Hou..Qehold -0.09572 -0.15980 2.148 0.03379 

(6) Income 0.01255 0.18455 1. 706 0,03749 

(7) Race -0.11:256 -0.23388 4.958 -0.01161 

(8) Sex: -0.15143 -0.31295 6.168 -0.06256 

Variable 2 Squared -0.00004 -0.27302 4.260 -0.01806 

Interaction of 
Variables 1 and 2 0.00179 0.32168 5.227 0.05928 

Interaction of 
Variables 1 and 8 0.07562 0.28146 4.999 -0.02674 

Interaction of 
Variables 2 and 3 0.00007 0.29525 3.366 0.00223 

Interaction of 
Variables 3 and 6 -0.00057 -0.40273 5.921 -0.00906 

Interaction of 
Variables 4 and 5 0.02094 0.24655 2.977 0.06866 

Interaction of 
Variables 6 and 7 0.01512 0.25920 6.296 0.06202 

Constant 0.21339 
Mlltip1e R: 0.24284 Sample: All Part I Crime 
R Square: 0.05897 N: 582 
F: 2.36456 
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TABLE F-31 

Dependent Variable: Delay Due to Talking to Another Person 

Independent Variables B Beta F Simple r 
Residence in K.C., M::>. 0.00030 0.00935 0.034 -0.09410 
Residence at Present 

Address -0.00608 -0.10871 5.208 -0.11515 
Hometown Population -0.01481 -0.07860 3.587 -0.09070 
Own-Rent-Board 0.01347 0.01734 0.177 0.06367 
Head of Household -0.09820 -0.08746 5.193 -0.08141 
Constant 0.75177 

M.lltip1e R: 
~ 

0.16429 Sample: All Part I Crime 
R Square: 0.02699 N: 692 
F: 3.80605 
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TABLE F-33 

Dependent Variable: Delay Due to Investigating 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 -0.94824 10.752 0.01412 
(3) Marital Status -0.03627 -0.04578 0.565 -0.02128 
(4) Socioeconomic 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 

Variables 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 

M.lltip1e R: 0.21111 Sample: All .Part I Crime 
R Square: 0.04457 N: 551 
F: 2.28570 
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TABIE F-34 

Dependent Variable: Delay Due to Waiting or Observing the Situation 

Independent Variables B Beta. F Simple r 

(1) Residence in K. C. j Me. -(l. 00012 -0.00584 0.002 -0.01154 
(2) Hometown Population -0.03623 -0.34281 6.784 -0.Ol~601 

(3) Index Rating 0.00160 0.13018 3.308 0.02389 
(lJ) Age -().OO404 -0.19771 3.538 -0.02788 
(5) Education -0.06064 -0.43585 8.850 -0.02186 
(6) Income -0.01092 -0.12467 1.015 0.06059 
(7) Sex 0.06180 0.10l38 2.170 -0.02571 
Int>?xq,ction of 

Variables 1 and 5 0.00023 0.06225 0.249 0.02105 
Interaction of 

Variables 2 and 5 0.G0550 0.42013 4.921 -0.01388 
Interaction of 

Variables 3 and 7 -0.00262 -0.18993 5.588 -0.06678 
Interaction of 

Variables 4 and 6 0.00041 0.22275 2.230 0.06061 
Constant 0.53918 

Multiple R: 0.21329 Sample: All Part I Crime 
R Square: 0.04549 N: 491 
F: 2.07533 



TABLE F-35 

Dependent Variable: Delay Due to Apathy 

Independent Variables B Beta F Simple r 

(1) Residence at Present 
Address 0.00649 0.21888 3.458 0.03050 

(2) Own-Rent-Board 0.07767 0.19637 4.728 -0.04238 

(3) Socioeconomic Rating 0.00363 0.35392 16.475 0.08546 

(4) Age 0.00027 0.01635 0.094 0.01233 

(5) Education 0.03176 0.26844 7.002 0.00427 

(6) Head of Household 0.06179 0.10430 4.293 -0.00200 
(7) Race 0.05668 0.11016 1.555 -0.03657 
Interaction of 

Variables 1 and 4 -0.00010 -0.20895 2.515 0.00658 
Interaction of 

Variables 2 and 5 -0.01935 -0.35511 8.453 -0.05193 
Interaction of 

Variables 3 and 6 -0.00321 -0.31937 12.140 0.02271 
Interaction of 

Variables 3 and 7 -0.00054 -0.03821 0.390 ~,O.01213 

Interaction of 
Variables 5 and 7 -0.01248 -0.12220 1.614 -0.05667 

Constant -0.15035 
lliltiple R: 0.20715 Sample: All Part I Crime 
R Square: 0.04291 N: 798 
F: 2.93307 
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TABLE F-36 

Dependent Variab1e~ Delay Due to Fear or Emotional Upset 

Independent Variables B Beta F Simple r 
(1) Residence in K.C. 1 Mo. 0,00991 0.46075 4.098 -0.01635 
(2) Hometown Population 0.01703 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 0.00223 0.101·~9 1.143 -0.01844 
(6) Head of Household -0.16955 -0.21152 8.868 -0.19645 
(7) Income -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 

Mlltip1e R: 0.28503 Sample: All Part I O.cime 
R Square: 0.08124 N: 490 
F; 3.23763 

TABLE F-37 

Dependent Vatiab1e: Delay Due to Police Conmmications Problems 

Independent Variables 
Residence at Present 

Address 
Marital Status. 
Race 
Constant 

Mlltip1e R; 
R Square: 

0.12787 
0.01635 
1+.51579 F: 

B 

-0.00166 
0.03115 
0.03808 
0.04765 
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Beta F Simple r 

-0.05658 2.574 -0.07468 
0.06108 2.934 0.08324 
0.07432 4.325 0.09474 

Sample: All Part I Crime 
N: 819 



r------------------------.-------.-- -_ .. -

TABLE F-38 

Dependent Variable: Reporting Time, logarithn I. 

Independent Variables B Beta F Simple r 
(1) Residence :in K.C., Mo. -0.00871 -0.18080 1.389 -0.03043 
(2) Residence at Present 

Address 0.00515 0.05741 0.591 0.01547 
(3) CMn-Rent-Board 0.18717 0.15516 1.857 -0.05277 
(4) Marital Status 0.24768 0.16995 4.075 0.02176 
(5) Socioeconomic Rating -0.00634 -0.21626 2.307 0.03785 

I (6) Education -0.08633 -0.25849 0.885 0.03195 . 
(7) Income -0.00150 -0.00720 0.007 0.07221 
Variable 5 Squared 0.00009 0.21871 2.419 0.06351 
Variable 6 Squared 0.01553 0.49795 3.816 0.04692 

" 
Interaction of 

Variables 1 and 4 -0.00412 -0.08795 0.524 -0.0'-1490 
Interaction of 

Variables 1 and 7 0.00112 0.21063 2.727 0.05340 , , 
Interaction of i 

Variables 2 and 4 -0.00358 -0.03103 0.145 -0.02340 
Interaction of 

Variables 3 and 6 -0.05223 -0.34439 4.483 -0.03476 
Constant 1.28379 

Mlltip1e R: 0.22379 Sample: All Part r Crime 
R Square: 0.05008 N: 516 
F: 2.03989 
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TABLE F-39 

Dependent Variable: Reporting Time. l.ogaritlnn 

Independent Variables B Beta F Simple r 

Rape -0.13654 -0.01842 0.376 -0.01080 
Assault -0.07071 -0.02729 0.521 -0.08027 
Involvement Burg1a:ry -0.26633 -,0.06983 4.615 -0.13022 
Discover., Burglary 0.31370 0.19986 18.112 0.18805 
Involvement Larceny 0.06751 0.02720 0.484 -0.07947 
Discovery Larceny 0.37985 0.21465 24.340 0.16783 
Involvement Auto Theft -0.19564 -0.01765 0.366 0.00245 
Discovery Auto Theft 0.26569 0.09588 7.339 0.00035 

(1) Telephoning Delay 0.39006 0.16181 23.889 0.22829 
(2) Talking Delay 0.08403 0.05703 3:208 0.06552 
(3) Chasing Delay 0.02354 0.00809 0.055 -0.09450 
(4) Investigating Delay 0.16209 0.08607 7.672 0.13809 
(5) Waiting-Observing 

Delay 0.22761 0.08786 4.747 0.19989 
(6) Contacting Security 0.38806 0.11591 12.212 0.06986 
(7) Apathy Delay 0.55820 0.19031 29.713 0.25686 
(8) Being Unsure of the 

Police 0.26947 0.09659 9.263 0.19623 
(9) Injury Delay 0.20737 0.06503 3.440 -0.00175 

(10) Fear-Emotional Upset 
Delay -0.03042 -0.01297 0.181 -0.06163 

(11) PUblic Communications 
Delay -0.01338 -0.00764 0.059 -0.09095 

(12) Police Communications 
Delay 0.09724 0.03290 1.124 0.05731 

(13) Not Being Inforrned-
Being Misinformed 0.53413 0.23259 21.524 0.20453 

(14) Residence in K.C., fu. 0.00181 0.03450 0.106 -0.01354 
(15) Residence at Present 

Address 0.00489 0.05429 1.256 0.00879 
(16) Own-Rent-Board 0.05211 0.04384 0.341 -0.04548 
(17) Marital Status 0.29820 0.19233 11.144 0.02236 
(18) Socioeconomic Rating 0.00030 0.00968 0.011 0.02015 
(19) Education -0.02275 -0.06325 0.145 0.03612 
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Independent Variables B Beta F Simple r 

(20) Income -0.00527 -0.02004 0.127 0.04858 

Interaction of 
Variables 1 and 5 0.05672 0.01077 0.077 0.25329 

Interaction of 
Variables 1 and 6 -1.05247 -0.12539 14.047 -0.03533 

Interaction of 
Variables 2 and 13 -0.1.5235 -0.05498 1.170 0.12946 

Interaction of 
Variables 3 and 5 -0.30815 -0.04158 1.550 -0.04770 

Interaction of 
Variables 4 and 5 0.15384 0.02393 0.500 0.17550 

Interaction of 
Variables 4 and 6 -0.23741 -0.02620 0.675 0.01234 

Interaction of 
Variables 5 and 7 0.17132 0.02665 0.470 0.25124 

Interaction of 
Variables 5 and 8 0.69873 0.10869 8.608 0.24295 

Interaction of 
Variables 5 and 9 0.63719 0.05748 3.247 0.12019 

Interaction of 
Variables 5 and 12 0.78525 0.08666 6.598 0.14251 

Interaction of 
Variables 6 and 7 -0.01310 -0.00102 0.001 0.04986 

Interaction of 
Variables 7 and .10 -0.28075 -0.02195 0.476 -0.01971 

Interaction of 
Variables 7 and 12 -0.98881 -0.10913 10.865 (; 02626 

Interaction of 
Variables 11 and 13 -0.47164 -0.09878 8.679 -0.00075 

Variable 18 Squared -0.00001 -0.02218 0.059 0.04814 
Variable 19 Squared 0.00601 0.17663 1.309 0.05121 
Interaction of 

Variables 14 and 17 -0.00753 -0.14584 3.677 -0.02689 
Interaction of 

Variables 14 and 20 0.00017 0.02776 0.089 0.03652 
Interaction of 

Variables 15 and 17 -0.00547 -0.04616 0.777 -0.03417 
Interaction of 

Variables 16 and 19 -0.01803 -0.10937 1.178 -0.02292 
Constant 0.64944 
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M.J.ltiple R: 
R Square: 
F: 

0.58066 
0.33716 
9 .. 04991 
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Sample: 
N: 
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TABlE F-40 

Dependent Variable! Report:ing 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 
Involvement Larceny 0.06324 0.02548 0.429 -0.07947 
Discovery 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 0.3857l~ 0.16002 23.557 0.22829 
(2) Talking Delay 0.08148 0.05530 3.119 0.06552 
(3) Cbas:ing 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 I 

I 

Police 0.28575 0.10243 10.522 0.19623 
(9) Injury Delay 0.22148 0.06945 3.962 -0.00175 

. (10) Fear-Emotional Ups~~t 
Delay -0.01389 -0.00592 0.038 -0.06163 

(11) Public Corrmmications 
Delay -0.00906 -0.00517 0.027 -0.09095 

(12) Police Communications 
Delay. 0.11492 0.03888 1.585 0.05731 

(13) Not Being Informed-
Being Misinfonned 0.55765 0.24283 23.694 0.20453 

Interaction of 
Variables 1 and 5 0.10799 0.02050 0.281 0.25329 

Interacti.on 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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mdependent Variables B Beta F 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 
eon.;ltant 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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Interview Completion Rates 

Using infonnation gamed by the observers and tape analysts; victims of 

:incidents and ci.tizens who contacted police about :incidents were :interviewed 

to get information about the length of cri1ne occttt'rence; the length of time 

taken to report the cr:ime; problems encmmtered and patterns followed dur::in,g 

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 witnesses 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 crbne 

so observers Bot 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 detennined 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 some cases. someone 

else had cr:'.tacted police; in some cases the victim was listed as calling the 

police when it had been the victim I s spouse who had contacted the police i and :in 

some cases the listed caller had not been the first person to contact police about 

the :incident. A caller was not consid,ered eligible for an ::interview unless their 

call had :instigated the police response to the :incident. 

Completion rates were canputed for the follow-up interviews based upon cor­

rected field information. If the person orig:inally listed as the citizen-caller 

was later detennined not to be the citizen-caller J he was excluded from the ccm­

putation. However; citizens determined through tape analysis to be the actual 
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citizen-caller, but 'Who ctlilld not be located by interviewers, were considered 

eligible citizen-callers and included in the c~tation. To be eligible for 

an interview, citizens also had to be l2-years-of-age or older, nrust not be a 

suspect to the offense comnitted, and nrust have been at the scene of the inci'" 

dent when poli .. ce 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-l gives the fre-

quencies of citizens interviewed by type of crime. 

Of the 101 citizens not interviewed, 3 were not interviewed because of in-

sufficient identification bv field observers; 73 were not interviewed because - . . 
the interviewers could not locate the citizens by phone or in person; 9 could 

not remember the incident; 1 citizen refused an .interview, ?I1d 15 were not inter­

viewed for miscellaneous 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 officer or had IIDved without leaving a forwarding address. 

The follow-up completion rate by incident, i.e., peJ2cent pf those ca3es for 

which either a vict:i.m-caller phone surveyor both a vict:im and ~~;r:Ltness-caller 

survey was completed, was 68.4 percent. 
i 

The difference between indident and cit-
\<, 

izen completion rates was primarily due to incidents where a vict:im 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 canpleted 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 for-auto 

theft. 
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Tabl e G -1. -- Completion results for citizen follow-up interviews. 

'-

Victim Wiltness 
Crime 
Category 

Eligible Competed Percent Eligible Competed Percent 

Rape 9 ,. 8 88.9 8 8 100.0 

Robbery 123 114 92.7 43 38 88.4 

--
Aggravated 76 62 81.6 38 32 84.2 Assault 

,--

Burglary 300 2'79 93.0 76 67 88.1 

Larceny 271 251 93.0 70 62 88.6 

Auto Theft 76 68 89.5 8 8 100.0 

Total 855 774 90.5 243 215 88.5 



Table G - 2, -- T-test of proportional difference between types of telephones used 
for length of residence, temJlre(own-rent-board), marital status, and type of work. 

Length of residence of present address Tenure (own - rent - board) 

Type of Pay Own Home Business 
Other 

Telephone Person's 
Used Telephone Telephone Telephone 

Telephone 

PGY Own Home Business 
Other 
Person's 

Telephone Telephone Telephone 
Telephone 

Pay -1.95 -0.10 0.09 3.37 2.47 -0.37 
Telephone p < .052 P < .918 p< .932 p<.o01 p< .014 p< .716 

--
Own Home 3.81 3.27 -0.95 -5.12 
Telephone p< .001 p< .001 p< .343 p<.OO1 

Business 0.27 -3.77 

Telephone p< .789 p<.001 

Other 
Person's 
Telephone 

Ivtarital Status 
/' 

Type of Work 

Type of i Other 
Telephone 

Pay Own Home Busjnesf~ 
Person's 

Used Telephone Telephone Telep.hr:me 
Telephone 

Pay Own Home Business 
Other 
Person's 

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 p<.001 p< .147 

Own Home 3.94 -1.98 -7.19 2.27 
Telephone p<.001 p< .048 p<.001 p< .024 

Business -4.81 8.17 

Telephone p <.001 P<.001 

Other 
Person's 
Telephone 



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

Table G-3.-- T-test of proportional differ'ence between types of telephones 
used for agel education, head of household, and income. 

Age Education 

Type of Pay Own Home Business Other 
Telephone 

Telephone Telephone Telephone 
Person's 

Used Telephone 

Pay Own Home Business Other 
Person's 

Telephon€O' 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 1.49 2.37 -4.44 1.10 
Telephone -" p< .137 p < ,018 

-1 
p<.OO1 p<.273 

Business \\ 1.38 4.25 
I' 

p< .168 Telephone v 
p<,001 

Other 
Person's 

1 Telephone 

Head of Household Income 
-

Type of Pay Own Home Business Other 
Telephone 

Telephone Telephone Telephon~ 
Person's 

Used Telephone 

Pay Own Home Business Other 

Telephone Telephone Telephone 
Person's 
Telephone 

Pay 0.09 - 2.54 -0.09 0.42 -2.99 1. 67 
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<.OO1 p< .0:34 

Business 3.29 7.87 

Telephone p <.001 p< .001 

Other I 

Person's 
Telephone 



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

Race Sex 

Type of Pay Own Home Business other 
Telephone Telephone Telephone Telephone Person's 
Used Telephone 

-! Other Pay Own Home \ Business Personls 
Telephone Telephone . Telephone 

Telephone 

Pay -0.79 2.64 -1.31 -3.27 1.48 -1.66 
Telephone p< .430 P<.OO9 p<.192 p<.001 p< .141 p<.099 

Own Home 5.72 -0.94 8.50 1.81 
Telephone p <.001 p< .350 P<.001 p< .07·2 

1--'-"'; 

Business -5.34 -4.38 
Telephone p<.OO1 p<.001 

Other 
f--- -- ., 

Person's 
Telephone 

.' 
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TalJJe G - 5. -- T-test of proportional difference between telephone numbers used for 
length of residence, tenure(own-rent-board), type of work, education, and age. 

Length of residence in K.C., Mo. Length of residence at present address Tenure (own -.rent -board) 

Telephone crime Police Telephone 
Number 

Alert 
switchboard Compony 

Used Operator Operator 

Crime Police IlelePhone 

Alert 
Switchboard Company 
Operator Operator 

Crime Police Telephone 

Alert 
Switchboord Company 
Operator Operator 

C"'ime 1.18 3.37 0.76 3.63 _1.19 -3.31 

Alert p<.240 p<.001 p< .448 p<.001 p< .223 p<.001 

Police 2.03 
switchboord p<.044 
Operator 

2.64 
p<.009 

-1.88 
p< .061 

Telephone 
Company 
Operator 

Type of work Educotion Age 

Telephone 
r---'~.' 

Police Telephone Crime 
Number 

Alert 
Switchboard Company 

Used Operator Operator 

Crime Police Telephone 

Alert 
Switchboarc Company 
Operator Operator 

Crime Police Telephone 
Switchboard Company 

Alert 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<.OO2 

Police 2.69 Switchboard 
Operator p< .007 

3.23 
p<.001 

2.40 
p< ,017 

Telephone 
Company " 

operator 
/ 



Table G - 6. - - T -test of proportional difference between telephone numbers used for 
head of household, income; and race. 

Head of household Income Race 
-

Telephone 
Crime Police Telephone 

Number 
Alert 

switchboard Company 
Used Opeiotor Operator 

Crime Police Telephone 

Alert 
Switchboard Company 
Operotor Operator 

Crime Pollee Telephone 

Alert 
switchboarc Company 
Operator Operator 

Crime 1.64 3.77 -0.66 3.22 -1.34 -3.66 
Alert p< .101 p<.OO1 p< .512 p<.001 p< .183 p<.001 

Police 2.00 
Switchboard 

p< .047 
Operator 

3.64 
p< .001 

- 2.10 
p< ,036 

Telephone 
Company 
Operator 



N 
N 
J\) 

,; 

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 at present address 

row citizen Telephone Number Telephone 
Knew 

Directory Written Memory Company 
·Number Down Op€l'ator ... , 

Telephone Number Telephon~ 

Directory 
Written Memory Company 
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 p<.102 

Number 0.76 3.74 1.31 3.11 
Written 

p<.448 p< ·001 
Down p< .191 p<.002 

3.92 
Memory. 

p<.001 
2.03 

p< .043 

Telephone 
Company 
Operator 

Population of community of longest residence Tenur-e (own- rent - board) 

How Citizen Telephone Number Telephone 
Knew 

Directory 
WrItten Memol-y Company 

Number Down Operator 

. Number Telephone Telephone 
Directory 

Written Memory Company 
DOWll Operator 

Telephone -2.88 -3.27 -3.40 -0.32 -0.03 -2.82 

Directory p<.004 p <.001 p< .001 p<.748 p< .975 p<.005 

Number -0.05 -0.64 
Written 

p< .964 p<.525 Down 

0.35 - 2.29 
p<.728 p<.023 

-"; "<,t - 0.67 
Memory .',,' 

, 
;;1' 

if I~\P~< .501 \: 

-3.19 
p<.002 

Telephone \1 'I 
\\ ,/ 

Company / 

Operator ,/ , 
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Table G - 8. -- T-test of proportional difference between ways tel ephone 
number known for marital status, type of work, agel and education. 

Marital status Type of work 

How Citizen 
Telephone Number Telephone 

Knew 
Directory Written Memory Compony 

Number Down Operator 

Telephone Number Telephone 

Directory Written Memory Company 
Down Operator 

Telephone 0.53 0.66 -2,16 1. 91 1.82 4.87 
.. Directory p< .598 p < .511 p < .032 p<.058 p<.069 p< .001 

Number 0.06 -2.64 
W,itten 

-0.42 3.12 

Down p<.954 p<.009 p< .677 p<.002 

Memory 
-2.95 

p< .003 
3.80 

P < .001 

Telephon~ 
Company 
Operator 

Age Education 

~.Citizen 
Telephone Number Telephone 

Knew\ 
Director.y 

Written Memory Company 
Number Down Operator 

Telephone Number Telephone 
Written Memory Company 

Directory Down Operator 

Telephone -1.64 -0.44 2.27 1,32 2.16 3.29 
. Directory p< .102 p< .660 p<.024 p<.189 p<.031 p<.OO1 

Number 1.48 3.81 
Written 

p< .139 p<OO1 Down 

0.61 1.97 
p< .539 p< .051 

2.90 
Memory 

P<.004 
1.66 

p< .099 
: 

Telephone 
Compony 
Operator 



Table G - 9. -- T -test of proportional difference between ways telephone 
number known for head of householdl i ncomel race/dnd sex. 

Head of household Income 

How Citizen 
Telephone Number Telephone 

Knew Written Memory Company 
Number Directory Down Operator 

Telephone Number Telephone 
Written Memory Company 

Directory Down Operator 

Telephone 1.50 -1.20 1.68 0.66 1.81 3.34 
Directory p<.135 p < .233 p< .095 p < .510 p< .071 p<.001 

Number -2.76 0.29 0.90 2.41 
Written p<.006 p< .772 
Down p< ,368 p< .017 

2.71 
Memory 

p< .008 
2.00 

p< .046 
--cc-

Telephone 
Company 
Operator .-

Race Sex 

How Citizenll Telephone Number Telephone 
Knew 

Directory 
Written Memory Company 

Number Down Operator 

Telephone Number Telephone 

Directory 
Written Memory Company 
Down Operat.or 

Telephone -0.77 -1.93 -5.53 -1.23 1.23 -0.56 
Directory p<.441 p< .054 p< .001 p< .220 p< .221 p< .577 

Number -1.08 -4.73 
Written 

p< .282 p< .001 Down 

2.62 0.54 
P < .009 p< .586 

-4.13 - 1.70 
Memory 

p < .001 p< .090 

Telephone 
Company 
Operator 



Table G-10.-- T -test of proportional difference b 
head of household, income, and sex. 

Head of household Income 

Type c' .. Victim Witness Victim Witness 
of Coller Coller 

Coller 
Coller Coller Coller 

I\) 
I\) Victim 5.69 1.26 -0.18 
(Jl 

Caller p < .001 p<.207 p< .859 

Witness -3.91 

Caller p< .001 

Calle[ 

. 

etween types of citizen-callers for 

Coller 

-2.91 

p<.004 

-1.70 

p<J)91 

Sex 

Victim 
Coller 

Witness 
Coller 

Coller 

-3.56 -1.06 

P < .001 p< .290 

2.49 

p< .014 
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Append ix H 

summary Statistics for Citizen 

Satisfaction 
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TABlE H-l 

Dependent Variable! Dispatch Time 

Independent Variables B Beta F Simple r 

Rape 0.00789 0.01048 0.059 -0.03128 
Assault 0.00656 0.01770 0.133 -0.07159 
Involvement Burglary -0.00502 -0.00889 0.040 -0.06585 
Discovery Burglary 
Involvement Larceny 
Discovery Larceny 
Involvement Auto Theft 
Discovery Auto Theft 
Constant 

lliltiple R: 0.21847 
0.04773 
3.51486 

R Square: 
F~ 

Dependent Variable: Travel T:ime 

Independent Variables 
Rape 
Assault 
Involvement Burglary 
Discovery Burglary 
Involvement Larceny 
Discovery Larceny 
Involvement Auto Theft 
Discovery Auto 1heft 
Constant 

lliltip1e R: 0.29360 
R Square: 0.08620 
F: 6.61483 

0.04295 
0.03381 
0.03253 
0.09480 
0.07682 
0.05050 

TABLE H-2 

B 

0.00702 
0.00607 
0.01820 
0.04989 
0.04356 
0.03547 
0.05668 
0.04065 
0.07127 

228 

0.20259 11.488 0.08266 
0.09848 3.935 0.00892 
0.13846 5.852 0.00833 
0.05671 1.859 0.03829 
0.20741 18.240 0.13399 

Sample: All Part I Crime 
N: 
Reference Group: 

Beta F 

0.01447 0.117 

0.02542 0.285 
0.04995 1.310 
0.36504 38.870 
0.19686 16.387 
0.23424 17.455 
0.05260 1.667 
0.17030 12.814 

570 
Robbery 

Simple r 
-0.05356 
-0.12026 
-0.04071 
0.1862.8 
0.05471 
0.02499 
0.02247 
0.03675 

Sample: All Part I Crime 
N: 570 
Reference Group: Robbery 
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TABLE H-3 

Dependent Variable: Faster Response Tm.e Could Make a Difference 

Independent Variables 

Rape 

.Assault 

Involvement Bur~ ,l~~ 

Discovery Burglary 

Involvement Larceny 

Discovery Larceny 

Involvement Auto Theft 

Discovery Auto Theft 

(1) Length of Time in. 
K.C .• MD. 

(2) Length of Time at 
Present Address 

(3) Population of Life 
Residency 

(4) Own, Rent or Board 
&~sidency 

(5) M3.rita1 Status 

(6) Socioeconomic Status 
(Duncan Index) 

(7) Age 

{8) Education 

(9) Head of Household 

(10) Family Income 
(11) Race 

(12) Sex 

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

Socioeconomic Status 
Squared 

Age Squar.ed 

Travel Time 

Dispatch Time 

Interaction of 
Variables 1 and 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 

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 

-0.07788 -0.49622 
0.04495 0.05372 
0.00341 0.03389 
0.08620 0.12524 
0.06310 0.09130 

-0.00002 -0.05214 

-0.00001 -0.03281 
0.00514 0.35285 
0.41830 0.07918 
0.29902 0.09356 

0.00855 0.03944 

229 

F 

2A4S 
0.047 
0.007 

15.123 
0.060 
7.014 
1.128 
4.354 

0.006 

0.297 

1.4l3 

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 

S:ilIlp1e r 

-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 



Independent Variab1~.s B Beta F Slinp1e r 
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 

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 

Variables 4 and 9 -0.53860 -0.01291 0.005 -0.02067 
Interaction of 

Variables 4 and 12 1.85980 0.04956 0.074 0.0721.1-2 

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 
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 

Constant 1. 76702 
Ml1tip1e R: 0.42177 Sample: All Part I Crime 
R Square: 0.17789 N: 374 
F: 1. 75212 Reference Group: Robbery 



TABLE H-4 

Dependent Variable: Faster Response Time C~l\d Make a Difference 

Independent Variables 

Rape 

Assault 

Involvement Burglary 

Discovery Burglary 

Involvement Larceny 

Discovery Larceny 

Involvement Auto Theft 

Discovery Auto Theft 

Constant 

Mlltiple R: 0.23744 
0.05638 
4.18982 

R Square: 
F: 

B 

-0,19885 
-0.00340 

.. -0.02107 
.. -0.21094 

-0.06808 
-0.18435 
-0.29885 
-0.18521 
1.29885 

Beta F Simple r 

-0.07065 2.709 -0.02284 

-0.00245 0.003 0.10355 

-0.00997 0.051 0.05601 

-0.26614 20.007 -0.13947 

-0.05305 1.152 0.05797 

-0.20990 13.572 -0.07193 
-0.04782 1.334 -0.02620 

-0.13378 7.658 -0.03876 

Sample:' All Part I Crime 
N: 570 
Reference GrOtJp: Robbery 
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TABLE H-5 

Dependent Variable: Expectations 

Independent Variables B Beta F Simple r 
Rape 0.02533 0.01645 0.088 -0.05217 
Assault 0.03040 0.03706 0.,348 -0.08367 
Involvement Burglary -0.03940 -0.02710 0.210 -0.09633 
Discovery Burglary 0.10638 0.22611 6.708 0.09598 
Involvement Larceny 0.06442 0.08313 1.522 -0.06380 
Discovery Larceny 0.09658 0.18167 5.148 0.02991 
fu\TQ1vement Auto Theft 0.11750 0.03846 0.490 -0.02341 
Discovery A1lto Theft 0.22281 0.28366 18.396 0.18418 
(1) Length of T:ime in 

K,C" Mo. 0.01193 0.80839 1.449 -0.13013 
(2) Length of T:ime at 

Present Address -0.01215 -0.40125 0.711 -0.11665 
(3) Population of L:i£e 

Residency -0.01100 -0.13380 0.202 -0.04730 
(4) Own, Rent or Board 

Residency 0.04195 0.11404 0.217 0.02992 
(5) Marital Status 0.00789 0.01763 0.049 -0.02649 
(6) Socioeconomic Status 

(Duncan Index) -0.00439 -0.48217 5.855 0.15955 
(7) Age -0.00196 -0.12304 0.085 -0.09453 
(8) Education -0.03578 -0.35114 1.074 0.12845 
(9) Head of Household 0.28972 0.53323 2.491 0.02575 
(10) Family Income 0.00175 0.02683 0.142 0.05444 
(11) Race -0.12350 -0.27638 1.006 -0.00540 
(12) Sex -0.01890 -0.04212 0.031 -0.07046 
Length of T:ime in 

-0.12245 K.C., Mo" Squared 0.00001 0.01987 0.012 
Socioeconomic Status 

Squared 0.00008 0.62303 11.534 0.21384 
Age Squared 0.00505 0.53428 2.863 0.14972 
Travel T:ime -0.25030 -0.07298 1.738 0.00419 
Dispatch Time 0.03183 0.01534 0.084 0.09544 
Faster Response T:ime 

Could Make a Difference 0.00659 0.01014 0.035 -0.05096 
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Independent Variables B Beta F Simple r 

Interaction of 
Variables 1 and :3 -0.13350 -0.94799 L880 -0.12669 

Interaction of 
Variables 1 and 9 0.05511 0.04073 0.037 -0.09370 

Interaction of 
Variables 2 and 3 0.10754 0.35859 0.570 -0.11284 

Interaction of 
Variables 2 and 4 ·0.0l320 -0.00664 0.003 -0.10691 

Interaction of 
Variables 3 and 4 -0.08778 -0.02177 0.011 -0.00817 

Interaction of 
Vro.'iables 3 and 7 0.04426 0.33227 0.416 -0.09585 

Interaction of 
Variables 3 and 11 0.89912 0.19041 0.929 0.00119 

Interaction Gf 
Variables 4 and 9 -3.82931 -0.14139 0.607 0.02879 

Interaction of 
Variables 4 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 L181 0.08386 

Interaction 'Of 
Variables 7 and 9 -0.43273 -0.37442 2.264 -0.04985 

Interaction of 
Variables 7 and 11 0.07675 0.06430 0.:69 -0.01765 

Interaction of 
Variables 8 and 9 -2.53959 -0.33171 2.790 0.08563 

Interaction of 
Variables 8 and 11 0.22389 0.02733 0.028 0.02975 

Interaction of 
Variables 9 anii 12 5.50560 O.lll68 0.518 -0.02410 

Constat1t 0.23459 
Mlltiple R: 0.43445 Sarrple: All Part I Crime 
R Square: 0.18875 N: 374 
F: 1.83361 Reference Group: Robbery 
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TABlE H-6 

Dependent Variable: Perceptions 

Independent Variables B Beta F S:imple r 
Rape 0.05292 0.05326 1.230 -0.04161 
Assault 0.03616 0.06833 1.583 -0.07267 
Involvement Burglary 0.04055 0.04322 0.714 -0.03888 
Discovery Burglary 0.07981 0.26290 12.148 0.12833 
InvuJ.vement Larceny 0.07468 0.14933 6.577 0.06740 
Discovery Larceny 0.05464 0.15927 5.300 -0.04928 
Involvement Auto Theft -0.01184 -0.00601 0.016 -0.03147 
Discovery Auto Theft 0.09863 0.19459 11.597 -0.04161 
(1) Length of Time in 

K.C., M:>. 0.00733 0.76956 1. 759 -0.07243 
(2) Length of Time at 

Present Address -0.00035 -0.01793 0.002 -0.08391 
(3) Population of Life 

Residency -0.00786 -0.14814 0.331 -0.02591 
(4) Own, Rent or Board 

Residency -0.04925 ",0.20752 0.963 -0.01968 
(5) M3.rita1 Status 0.04119 0.14265 4.316 -0.01042 
(6) Socioeconanic Status 

(Dlmcan Index) -0.00125 -0.21286 1.529 0.07768 
(7) Age 0.00036 0.03495 0.009 -0.12821 

(~) Education -0.00714 -0.10861 0.138 0.04252 
(9) Head of Household 0.15691 0.44755 2.351 -0.02236 
(10) Family Income 0.00170 0.04036 0.432 0.07403 
<:1) Race -0.10264 -0.35596 2.235 -0.03175 
(12) Sex -0.03643 -0.12581 0.365 -0.01751 
J.R..ngth of Time in 

K.C., Mo., Squared -0.00001 -0.04244 0.075 -0.10962 
Socioeconomic Status 

Squared 0.00002 0.29473 3.457 0.11108 
Age Squared 0.00109 0.17907 0.431 0.05639 
Travel Time 0.28395 0.12830 7.197 0.25159 
bispatch Time 0.53976 0.40314 77 .385 0.48189 
Faster Response Time 

Could Mske a Difference 0.07886 0.18824 15.921 0.20528 



Independent Vo:riab1es B Beta F Simple r 
Interaction of 

Variables 1 and 3 -0.07969 -0.87696 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 -0.12920 
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 -n.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 

Mlltip1e 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 B Beta F Simple r 
Rape 0.52873 0.05968 1.244 0.00745 
Assault 0.15656 0.03318 0.301 -0.02521 
Involvement Burglary 1.11479 0.13328 5.475 0.08255 
Discovery Burglary 0.47069 0.17389 4.285 0.09336 
Invo1 vanent Larceny 0.48784 0.10941 2.846 0.09727 
Discovery Larceny 0.06288 0.02056 0.071 -0.07918 
Involvement Auto Theft -0.42619 

tI 
-0.02425 0.210 -0.02569 

Discovery Auto Theft -0.19614 -0.04340 0.465 -0.06110 
(1) Length of Time in 

K.C., MD,' 0.03727 0.43899 0.461 -0.04036 
(2) Length of Time at 

Present Address 0.03745 0.21493 0.220 -0.05675 
(3) Population of Life 

Residency -0.15011 -0.31746 1.227 0.03783 
(4) Own, Rent or Board 

Residency -0.82561 -0.39014 2.743 0.02836 
(5) M:irita1 Status 0.31660 0.12298 2.586 0.03360 
(6) Socioeconomic Status 

(Dtmcan, Index) 0.00326 0.06225 0.105 -0.03842 
(7) Age -0.03749 -0.40819 1.015 -0.09651 
(8) Education -0.01072 -0.01828 0.003 0.01270 
(9) Head o;E Household -0.01003 -0.00321 0.000 0.00189 
(10) Family Incane 0.00571 0.01518 0.049 0.02689 
(11) Race -0.81053 -0.31527 1.414 -0.00986 
(12) Sex -0.18329 -0.07100 0.094 0.02305 
Length of Time in 

K.C., !vb., Squared 0.00003 0.02260 0.017 -0.06110 
Socioeconomic Status 

Squared -O.OOOOS -0.10916 0.382 -0.03600 
Age Squared 0.00154 0.02833' 0.009 0.01262 
Travel Time 2.42176 0.12272 5.309 0.18684 
Dispatch Time 2.84951 0.23869 21.869 0.26916 
Faster Response Time 

Could Make a Difference 0.98633 0.26L.o.06 25.257 0.27515 
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Independent Variables B Beta F Simple r 
Interaction of 

Variables 1 and 3 -0.25982 -0.32069 D.232 -0.03821 
Inte-xaction of 

Variables 1 and 9 -2.18219 -0.28033 1.874 -0.05467 
Interaction of 

Variables 2 and 3 -0.39211 -0.22725 'f}~247 -0.05949 
Interaction of 

Variables 2 and 4 0.18810 0.01645. 0.018 -0.03381 
Interaction of 

Variables 3 and 4 8.39121 0.46148 3.204 0.07067 
Interaction of 

Variables 3 and 7 0.19267 0.25139 0.294 -0.06628 
Interaction of 

Variables 3 and 11 4.71370 0.17351 0.833 0.01099 
Interaction of 

Variables 4 and 9 -2.71068 -0.01740 0.010 0.01200 
Interaction of 1 

I 
Variables 4 and 12 17.79138 0.12693 0.527 0.0:1536 I 

I 

Interaction of ! 
Variables 5 and 12 -77.72094 -0.28177 4.434 -0.00100 

Interaction of 
Variables 6 and 11 -0.24501 -0.03695 0.144 -0.06403 

Interaction of 
Variables 7 and 9 2.00825 0.30202 1.591' -0.05786 

Interaction of 
Variables 7 and 11 -0.14921 -0.02173 0.021 -0.03687 

Interaction of 
Variables 8 and 9 -3.50615 -0.07960 0.174 0.01505 

Interaction of 
Variables 8 and 11 • 6.87432 0.14584 0.858 0.00244 

Interaction of 
Variables 9 and 12 63.92698 0.22539 2.279 0.03724 

Constant 0.16078 
Multiple R: 0.49873 Sample: All .Part I Cr:ime 
R Square: 0.24873 N: 374 
F: 2.60928 Reference Group: Robbery 
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TABIE H-8 

Dependent Variable: Perceptions and Expectations 

Independent Variables B Beta F S:irnp1e r 
Rape 0.10729 0.00936 0.054 -0.01085 
Assault 0.06504 0.01154 0.065 0.01642 
Involvement Burg1a:ry 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.;l47 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 The:Et -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 
MUltiple R: 0.42048 Sample: All Part I Crime 
R Squ.a:re: 0.17680 N: 570 
F: 9. 9689~~ Reference Group: Robbery 

238 

-~ -----------



~_r __ ~~~_ .. ".~-~--, ,,, .... 

---.,: 

TABlE H-9 

Dependent Variable: Citizen Satisfaction 

Indep~J.dent Variables B Beta F Simple r 
Rape 0.37909 0.03965 1.017 -0.00722 
Assault 0.34979 0.06869 2.394 0.03006 
Involvement Burglary -0.10247 -0.01l35 0.073 0.00968 
Discovery Burglary 0.53819 0.18425 8.823 0.08592 
Involvement Larceny 0.08724 0.01813 0.144 0.05012 
Discovery Larceny 0.39901 0.12088 4.572 -0.05933 
Involvement Auto Theft 0.09647 0.00509 0.017 -0.03671 
Discovery Auto Theft 0.31321 0.06422 1.889 -0.02626 
(1) Length of Time in 

K.C. ,\ MO. 0.07114 0.77656 2.679 -0.03822 
(2) Length of Time at 

Present Address 0.11860 0.63075 3.521 -0.08290 
(3) Population of Life 

Residency 0.05694 0.11159 0.281 0.00639 
(4) Own. Rent or Board 

Residency -0.09046 -0.03961 0.052 0.06243 
(5) Marital Status -0.02912 -0.01048 0.035 0.01447 
(6) Socioeconomic Status 

(Duncan Index) 0.00891 0.15765 1.255 -0.09217 
(7) Age -0.02292 -0.23127 0.604 -0.14268 
(8) Education -0.04195 -0.06632 0.077 -0.08739 
(9) Head of Household -0.93533 -0.27727 1.351 -0.04996 
(10) Family Incane -0.03400 -0.08375 2.783 -0.07016 
(11) Race -0.81141 -0.29247 2.251 0.02789 
(12) Sex -0.57994 -0.20817 1.495 Q.06904 
Length of Time in 

K.C .• Mo •• Squared -0.00003 -0.02100 0.028 -0.08047 
Socioeconomic Status 

Squared -0.000l3 -0.16136 1.550 -0.09078 
Age Squared -0.00142 -0.02417 0.012 -0.08287 
Travel Time 0.27068 0.01271 0.104 0.14940 
Dispatch Time 1. 74892 0.l3575 12.328 0.30809 
Faster Response Time 

Could Make a Difference 1.35021 0.33497 70.157 0.48260 
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Independent Variables B Beta F Simple r 
Perceptions and 

Expectations 0.32938 0.49055 147.988 0.64265 
Interaction of 

Variables 1 and 3 -0.76937 -0.87995 3.247 -0.05505 
Interaction of 

Variables 1 and 9 0.76983 0.09164 0.370 -0.06664 
Interaction of 

Variables 2 and 3 -1.19219 -0.64027 3.642 -0.101L~9 

Interaction of 
Variables 2 and 4 0.51275 0.04155 0.216 -0.03345 

Interaction of 
Variables 3 and 4 -2.58592 -0.13178 0.481 0.07483 

Interaction of 
Variables 3 and 7 0.l7893 0.21633 0.405 -0.12876 

L'l'lteraction of 
Variables 3 and 11 9.90457 0.33784 5.852 0.05237 

Interaction of 
Variables 4 and 7 24.60465 0.14632 1.304 -0.00005 

Interaction of 
Variab1es.4 and 12 32.91620 0.21762 2.876 0.10263 

Interaction of 
Variables 5 and 12 -22.57750 -0.07585 0.589 0.02614 

Interaction of 
Variables 6 and 11 -0.21626 -0.03022 0.179 -0.08401 

Interaction of 
variables 7 and 9 -0.36474 -0.05083 0.083 -0.12785 

Interaction of 
Variables 7 and 11 0.39045 0.05269 0.228 -0.00372 

Interaction of 
Variables 8 and 9 7.45329 0.15680 1.250 -0.06449 

Interaction of 
Variables 8 and 11 4.37877 -0.08608 0.554 -0.03763 

Interaction of 
Variables 9 and 12 33.14602 0.10829 0.971 0.02524 

Constant 0.31718 
Ml1tip1e R: 0.77257 Sample: All Part I Crime 
R Square: 0.59687 N: 374 
F: 11.36249 Reference Group: Robbery , 
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Dependent Variable: Citizen Satisfaction .. 
r: 
, Indeprndent 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 0.030 -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 
M.lltip1e R: 0.72559 Sample: All Part I Crime 
R Square: 0.52648 N: 570 
F: 44.07703 Reference Group: Robbery 
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ARREST--The transporting of a suspect to any specific location for the pur­

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--lm 8-hour patrol watCh in a beat. There are three watChes per 

day in eaCh beat, making a total of 207 beat-vlatch.es for the 69 beats in the city. 

BUSTED CAlL--·lmy dispatched call in which the first of two officers dispatched 

responds to the incident scene without waiting for the arrival of tb13 backup offi­

cer, or any call in which an officer not assigned responds to the SCene before the 

arrival of the officially dispatched officer. 

CALLER-,-lmy citizen whose call to the police initiated a response to an inci­

dent but whowas not involved in the incident as a victim or a witness. 

CITIZEN··CALLER--lmy citizen, victim, witness or caller, whose call to the po­

lice initiate~d a response. 

CITIZEN EXPECTATIONS--The length of time a citizen expects response to a call 

to take. 

CITIZENPERCEPTIONS--The length of time a citizen has perceived that response 

to a call has taken. 

DISCOVERY CRIME--lmy crime which occurred unobserved, or if witnessed, the 

witness did not report the crime. 

DISPATCH TIME--The time from when a dispatcher understands the nature and lo­

cation of a call until an officer acknovlledges the end of the dispatch assigning 

him to the call or has begtm response to the call, whichever comes first. 

FIELD INJURY--lm injury to a citizen who was not transported to the hospital 

before arrival of police. 

INITIAL lNVESTIGATION BEGINS--When an officer made contact with a citizen 
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directly rel~ted to a crime incident or when the officer arrived at the actual 

scene of the crime. 

INVOLVEMENT CRJ1v1E--Any crime in which a citizen saw, heard, or became in­

volved between the time the suspect began connd.tting 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 camb:ined nunfuers of robberies and 

aggravated assaults :in 1974. Observers were not assigned to these beats. 

NONVIOLENT CRIMES--As defined in. the FBI Unifonn Crime Report, the crimes of 

burglary, larceny, and auto theft . 

. ' OBSERVER--Any of nine civilians employed by the Kansas City, Missouri, Po­

lice Department to accompany officers :in specially designated beat-watches and 

collect data pert:inent to the study. 

ON-SCENE APPREHENSION--The apprehension of a suspect :in flight from, adj a­

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 Unifonn Crime Report, the crimes of hom­

icide, rape, robb£=ry, aggravated assault, burglary, larceny, and auto theft. 

PATIERNS IN 'REPORTING--'Ihose voluntary actions taken prior to or :in the proc­

ess of reporting and the attitudes which affected them. 

PROBI.E£ IN REPORTING--Uncontrollable hindrances encountered prior to or Ln 

the process of t(~lephon:i.ng police. 

REPORTING TIME--The time from the end of a citizen's :involvement :in or dis­

covery of a crinE or noncr:i.me :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 TJ}1E COMPONENT--Any of eight lengths of time identified as occur­

ring within the reportLTlg, dispatch, and travel intervals and canprising the 

total response time continuum. The components were 1. crime begins until cit-

izen Lrwolvement ends. 2. discovery g~ a crime or citizen involvement ends un­

til initial connection with police CI;i.spatcl;1.er. 3. initial connection until in-
" 

formation about the nabr:e and locatitlp. o£~ the call is understood by dispatcher. 

4, information about the nature and location of the call available until dispat­

cher calls for locai~ion of a specific car or any car in the vicinity, 5. dis­

patcher calls car until dispatch assigning car to call is terminated. 6. dispatch 

tenninates until officer begins his response to the call. 7. officer responds un­

til arrival at dispatched location. 8. arrival until initial investigation begins. 

RESPa~SE TJ}1E illNTINUIJM--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 i..."1itial investigation of the incident. The time period includes 

the t:ime 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 synonytX>us with report­

ing time, dispatch time, and travel time. 

RESPONSE-RELATED ARREST--The arrests which resuJ_ted from rapid response. 

This excludes arrests made after a citizen apprehended a suspect, 'When the sus­

pect I s name or address was provided by the victim or a witness, when the suspect 

was· unable to leave the seene because of an injury, or when the suspect turned him­

self over to police. 
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TARGET AREA--The area included in 35 of the city's 69 beats which contained 

the 56 beat-watches comprising the upper 27th percentile of beat-vi7Cltches based 
I • 

upon conbined numbers of robberies and aggravated asl1aults for 1974. 

TARGET BEAT--Any beat which fell within the target area and to which observ­

ers were depioyed 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, until the officer began his initial investigation of the call. 

VIClThI--The c~tizen f:~ainst whom a crime was comnitted. Unlike most statu-
. V 

tory' definitions, the victim of a COOIIJercial robbery» by study criteria, would be 

the clerk held up at the. business and not the individual or corporate owner or 

the business. 

VICl'll1-CAILER--The voictim of a crime whose call to police also initiated po­

. lice response. 

,-~> VIOLENT CRIME--As deimed in the FBI Uniform Crime Report, the crimes of mur-
\\ 

der, forcible rape, robbeI:Y, and aggravated assault. 

WITNESS .... -:Anycitizen, othel:;. than a victim or suspect, who saw, heard, or be­

came involved in a crime or noncrime incident at any point during its occurrence. 

WI'INESS AV~.EIIl.1Y--Contact between a field officer and at least one wit-

ness toa cri.Ire other than the victim, before the conclusion of the initial in .... , 

vestigation of a call. 

WITNESS-CAILER--A witness to a crime whose call to police initiated police 

response. 
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