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ABSTRACT

This research was initiated to evaluate assumptions regarding rapid police
response as an effective operational strategy and to identify problems and pat-
terns which account for citizen delays in reporting crimes to the police. This
volune deals with Part 1T crimes.

To test these assumptions, responsé time was conceptualized as consisting
of three intervais, citizen reporting time, commmications dispatching time,
and police travel time. Variations in these intervals were analyzed for Part II
crimes to see how they affected the probability of making an on-scene arrest,
contacting a witness on-scene, and how they affected recovery from injuries sus-
tained during the commission of Part II crimes.

Additionally, the problems citizens encounter when reporting crimes, and
the patterns or actions citizens follow prior to reporting were identified and
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 analyzed along with other factors considered possible deter-
minants of citizen satisfaction. These factors included citizens' social char-
acteristics, how long citizens expected response to be, citizens' perceptions
of how long response took,-and how important citizens thought response time was
to the outcome of the incident they reported or in which they were imvolved.

Results indicated reporting time was longer than either the time taken to
dispatch a call or the time taken to travel to a czll and, on the average, was

longer than dispatich time and travel time combined. Citizen apathy and misunder-

iij



standings about the reporting of Part II crimes were found to result in signif- .
icant reporting delay. The probability that an on-scene arrest attributable to
rapid response would be made was greater for crimes involving a victim or wit-
ness when both reporting anc travel times were short. Reporting time affected
the probability of a witmess being available on-scene for both crimes that were
discovered and crimes which involved a victim or witness. Citizen satisfaction

with police response time was more closely related to citizens' expectations and

perceptions about response time than actual response time.
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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 ,o‘fﬁicer strength and for large e:q>en&itures on equipment. While it is -
not unreasonable to assume that rapid police response will produce more arrests, /’
more witnesses, fewer serious citizen injuries, and more satisfied citizens,
little empirical data exists which can support that assumption.

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

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

on-scene criminal apprehension, witness availability, citizen
satisfaction, and the frequency of citizen injuries in commec-
tion with crime and noncrime incidents.
2. TIdentification of problems and patterns in reporting crime or
requesting police assistance. | | | BT et

This is the third in a series of reports which examine the nexus between the
time taken by citizens to report crime or request pqli’ce service, the time required
for the police to process, dispatch, én,d respond to calls, and various outcomes
related to police response. This volume presents findings from analysis of the
relationship of response time to Part II crimes, and follows volumes one and two
and an executive symmary 'whichw detailed the methodological design of the study =
m&f'analysis and findings for Part I crimes. Additional reports, which are cur-

rently in various stages of development, will focus upon the following areas:
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A prosecution and disposition follow-up of suspects who were ar-
rested either on-scene or through subsequent investigation for
both Part T and Part II crimes.
2. An analysis of '"general service' ealls including traffic, poten-
tial crime calis, e.g., alarms, disturbances, suspicious parties,
etc., and noncrime medical-emergency incidents.
3. A sumary of results presented in previous reports which provides
an over-all assessment of operational implications regarding the
value of police response strategies.
Although technical treatment of data is necessary to perform statistical anal-
ysis of relationships studied, emphasis was placed upon preparing a report condu-
cive to functional interpretation by police administrators. Administrative inter-

pretation of findings regarding crime and noncrime incidents must include the

commmications unit were eligible for inclusion in sample data analyzed. Calls
resulting fram officer self-initiated activities, citizen flagdowns, and either
walk-in or phone-in self reporting of crimes were excluded fram data analysis.
Unlike the more 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 unprece-
dented to report all procedures as if they had resulted from sagaciocus insight and
logical deduction. This, however, was ot the case, and an effort has been made
to report all deficiencies and deviations fram the original design. Those
instances where it was discovered after the fact that an alternative procedure

might have produced a more desirable result have been documented.
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It is hoped that while taking admitted limitations of the study into ac-
count, the questions stimulated by this researcu and the implications cited
within might provoke serious discussion which will help improve police poli-
cies enébling police to more effectively serve the public.

Appreciation is extended to project consultants Dr. Albert J. Reiss, Jr.,
Yale University, New Haven, Com.; Dr. Lee Sechrest, Florida State University,
Tallahassee, Fla.; Dr. Cris Kukuk, Social Impact Research, Lawrence, Kan.;
Thomas J. Sweeney, Portsmouth, Virginia, Police Department; and Maj. Charles
Key, Kansas City, Missouri, Police Department, for their guidance and evalua-

tions during the analysis of the data and preparation of this volume.

Lt. Col. Lester N. Harris
Project Director
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Because of the lack of quantitative evaluations of the effect of various
patrol strategies on crime outcames, police have been compelled to accept rea-
sonable but untested assumptions as the basis for decision-making. The present
study was conceived to provide comprehensive baseline data to assess one of the
most basic assumptions of policing - that rapid response is a critical factor in
obtaining on-scene arrests, locating witnesses, minimizing citizen injury, and
enhancing citizen satisfaction. This volume presents findings which address the
impact of response time on these specific outcomes for Part II crimes.

The data presented in this wvolume were collected in Kansas City, Missouri,
between March 1975 and January 1976, as part of a study to evaluate the role of
response time in all types of calls for police service. Response time was de-
fined in its broadest context to include the times taken by citizens to report
incidents, by dispatchers to relay incident information, and by field officers
to arrive at the dispatched location and begin investigation.

The data collection process was divided into three basic components analo-
gous to these portions of the response process. First, civilian observers rid-
ing with field officers collected travel time data, descriptions of on-scene
activities, and the identities of crime victims and persons who reported the
incidents to the police. Utilizing the information obtained by the field ob-
servers, analysts were able to identify the corresponding tape recordings made
in the department's Commmications Unit of the telephone conversation between
the reporting citizen and the dispatcher and the radio commmication between
the dispatcher and the field officer. From these tapes, analysts obtained dis-

patch time data. Finally, interviewers used the data provided by field obser-
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vers to locate citizens associated with the observed incidents and .obtain infor-
mation on reporting time, expectations and perceptions of police service, any
problems and the actions taken in reporting the incident, and satisfaction with
police response time.

By tying the collection process together, response time could be calculated
for particular calls from the time the citizen could report the incident until a
field officer had begun an investigation. The effect this time might exert on

the outcome of the call for police service could then be assessed.

Reporting Time

The first step in the response process required that a citizen make the de-
cision to request police assistance and then place the telephone call which re-
layed the nature and location of the incident to a dispatcher. On the average,
more than one-half of the total response time was taken in reporting the incident.
A majority of the Part II crimes were not reported within 7 minutes. Part II
discovery crimes had considerably longer reporting times than Part II involvement
crimes. Discovery crimes were crimes detected after they had occurred and then
reported to the police. Involvement crimes were those crimes in which a victim
or witness saw, heard, or otherwise became involved in the commission of the
crime and then saw that the crime was reported to the police. Discovery crimes,
which made up 18.7 percent of the Part II sample, had a median reporting time of
20 minutes, 16 seconds. Involvement crimes, which made up 81.3 percent of the
sample, had a median reporting time of 5 minutes, 39 seconds. Many of the Part
II crimes were not reported within hours or even days after they occurred or
were discovered.

The act of telephoning the police about a crime cammot account for the

s
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reporting delay observed. In more than 1,000 telephone calls placed by project
personnel in the Test Call Experiment,* the average time required to reach a
dispatcher after dialing was approximately 30 seconds. Data reported in this
volume indicated that, on the average, only about 20 seconds were required to
relate the nature and location of a Part II crime incident to a dispatcher.
These findings suggest that, in most cases, the time taken to telephone the po-
lice constitutes relatively little delay compared to the time that is taken be-
fore the citizen is able or has decided to call the police.

Two factors were identified which significantly delayed the act of reporting
Part II crimes. First, reporting citizens who indicated that they were apathetic
toward the outcome of the incident took significantly longer to report than indi-
viduals who did not express this attitude. Expressions of apathy included state-
ments from reporting parties that the incident was not personally important, that
they did not want the responsibility of calling the police, or that the situation
was perhaps not serious enough to require police assistance. The second factor
found to produce reporting delays was a misunderstanding between the persons with
knowledge of the incident and the reporting citizen. Situations in which the re-
porting parties indicated that they had not been immediately informed of the
crime or mistakenly believed that the police had been previously called resulted
in greater reporting delays than situations not involving this problem.

The importance of assessing reporting delays and contributing factors is in-
dicated by the role of reporting time in determining the probability of locating

one or nore witnesses to an incident and in determining rates of arrest and

For a more complete discussion of this experiment and its findings, see Response
Time Analysis, Volume II: Part I Crime Analysis.




response-related arrest. Response-related arrests were arrests not attributable
to factors such as the suspect being identified by the victim, the suspect being
held by a security guard, the suspect being injured and unable to leave the

scene, etc. When incidents of nonaggravated assault, involvement vandalism, and

involvement forgery, fraud, and embezzlement were feported within 1 minute, they

resulted in response-related arrests in about 70 percent of the cases when police
travel time was also short. If the reporting time for the same type of incidents

increased from 1 to 5 minutes, response-related arrests dropped from about 70 per-

cent to about 45 percent, even though travel time was unchanged. With an addi-
tional increase in reporting time to 10 minutes, even the shortest travel times
produced response-related arrests in only about 35 percent of these types of
cases. The effect police field response was to have on the probability of a
response-related arrest was largely predetermined by the delay in reporting.

The time taken to report Part II crime incidents also influenced the proba-

bility of locating witnesses to the incident. ' For involvement cases, the chance

of contacting one or more witnesses decreased slightly with increasing lengths of

reporting time. Essentially the opposite pattern was noted for discovery crimes

in that increasing reporting delay resulted in a greater proportion of cases with

witnesses. These results suggest that for Part II crimes involving one or more

citizens, rapid reporting enhanced the chance that witnesses were still available

at the scene, while more delay in reporting discovery crimes allowed witmesses to

be contacted by the discovering party and to return to the crime location prior
to police arrival. This interpretation is further substantiated by the finding

that a greater proportion of discovery vandalism and discovery forgery, fraud,

and embezzlement incidents involved the patterns of talking or telephoning another

person prior to calling the police than many of the involvement crime categories,
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It should be noted at this point, however, that more rapid reporting
resulted in greater dissatisfaction with police response to Part II crime inci-
dents. Citizens who reported incidents more promptly expected police service
more quickly and presumably, were therefore less satisfied with response time.
Thus, though more expeditious reporting might have a positive effect on inci-
dent outcomes, it might also depress citizen satisfaction unless police response
times were also reduced.

Attempts should be made to identify those involvement incidents reported
quickly and minimize police response to those incidents, especially if citizen
reporting delays can be reduced. Not only does such a policy appear necessary
to maintain citizen satisfaction with response time, it might also result in a
modest increase in the proportion of involvement incidents with witnesses avail-
able and arrests made, with the possibility of rather substantial increases in
arrest rates for certain types of involvement incidents. Attempts to minimize
reporting delay, however, should focus on involvement crimes without creating
the expectation that rapid reporting might result in more favorable outcomes
for all types of Part II crimes. All data presented in this volume indicate

that on-scene outcomes of discovery incidents carmot be impacted by reductions

in reporting delay.

Dispatch Time -

The time required by a police dispatcher to broadcast the informgtion
necessary for response and to assign a specific car, if one had not already be-
gun responding to the call, represented 19 percent of the total response time
in Part II crime incidents. The median dispatch time was 2 minutes, 13 seconds.

The length of dispatch time correlated with the probability of arrest in



Part II crimes but did not play an important role in making response-related ar-
rests. Situations resulting in arrests in which a suspect was being held by a
security guard or was known by the victim or witness were dispatched more prompt-
ly than other types of incidents. However, in situations in which rapid citizen
and police actions were primarily responsible for the arrest, dispatch time was
not significantly shorter than in the remaining arrest and nonarrest cases. Dis-
patch time did not affect the probability of contacting witnesses.

The time taken to dispatch a call was also not directly related to citizen
satisfaction with response time. Greater dispatch delays tended to correspond
with citizens recalling longer response times. However, neither the length of
the actual dispatch time nor the perceived response time was as important in
determining citizen satisfaction as the difference between citizens' perceptions
of how long response times were and how long they expected police response to
take. Consequently, long dispatch times may not have produced dissatisfaction
if citizens perceived response time to be less than they expected. Likewise,

short dispatch times did not guarantee satisfaction with response time.

Travel Time

The final step in the response process involved an officer's field travel
time, including any time required to locate either the actual incident scene or
a citizen associated with the call. Travel time represented approximately 29
percent of the total response time. The median time was 4 minutes, 20 seconds,
while observed travel times ranged fran 20 seconds to nearly one-half hour.

The speed of officer response did influence the probability of an on-scene
arrest in incidents of nonaggravated assault, involvement vandalism, and involve-

ment forgery, fraud, and embezzlement. The probability of a response-related

o

arrest in nonaggravated assault and involvement vandalism cases was more than 20
percent greater when an off' -er arrived within 1 minute than if travel time was
as long as 5 minutes. Im. vement incidents of forgery, fraud, and embezzlement
were especially‘ susceptible to the impact of rapid pq}ice actions.
Response-related arrests were nearly 70 percent more likely to reéult when trav-
el time was 1 minute campared to 5 Mtes. For all types of involvement inci-
dents examined, the chance of making a response-related arrest after travel
times of 10 minutes or more was essentially nil. The speed of officer response
was not found to affect the likelihood of on-scene arrest in discovered Part II
jncidents. Travel time also had no effect on the probability of contacting a
witness.

The high degree to which incidents of involvement forgery, fraud, and embez-
zlement appeared to be susceptible to the response strategy warranted a closer
examination of this type of incident. Forgeries, frauds, and embezzlements were
classified as involvement incidents only when the victim became suspicious of
the suspect's actions while the crime was occurring. In slightly more than
one-third of the observed forgery, fraud, and embezzlement cases (36.4 percent),
the crime was discovered later, rendering rapid response ineffectual. Typically
in involvement incidents of this type, the c¢itizen who had become suspicious
notified a supervisor or checked with a bank or credit card company employee who
verified the crime, and the person who verified the crime telephoned the police.
Though the sample size of this group did not allow more formal analysis, this
pattern was noted in 52.4 percent of all forgery, fraud, and embezzlement inci-
dents and in 71.4 percent of those that resulted in a response-related arrest.
While the reasons a suspect fled cammot be specified, it seems apparent that the

speed with which the incident was reported and handled by the police was crucial.
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Travel time affected citizen satisfaction only indirectly through ité affect
on citizens' perceptions of response time. Citizens' levels of satisfaction with
response time were determined by whether they perceived officer response time to
be greater or less than they expected. Since it was citizens' perce’;jtyions of re-
sponse time in relation to their expectations whicli determined their level of
satisfaction, there was no guarantee that a short travel time would result in a
citizen's being satisfied with response time. This was the same result noted
for dispatch time. The consistency of this finding suggests that providing the
expected time of officer arrival based on the availability of officers, the type
of incident reported, how quickly it was reported, etc., might be an important
consideration in maintaining citizen satisfactioﬁ with response time.

Two factors were identified that affected an officer's travel time. First,
as might be expected, the distance that must be covered in response to the call
exerted a significant influence on the time required. The only other determi-
nant of field response time that was isolated was the type of Part II c:r.z;me, with
incidents of discovery vandalism resulting in times diSproportionately long for

the distance traveled compared tc other types of crimes.

Sumeary
The analysis of the Part II crime findings indicate that response strategies
can and should be refined and applied only when warranted. One out of every five
" Part II crimes was discovered sometime after cammission, rendering rapid response
ineffectual on the outcomes examined. Additiomally, a large proportion of the
imvolvement incidents were reported with such lengthy delays that the possibility

of realizing any response-related outcomes was minimal. Even 81 percent of the
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reporting citizens supported this viewpoint when they said a faster response to
their calls would not have affected the outcome of that call.

Increased expenditures to reduce police dispatching and travel times do not
appear to be justified without ccrrespondmg efforts to reduce repdrting delays.
If significant reporting delays can be substantially reduced, field response
time is still limited by the demands of the distémce that must be travel‘é_’a,
which can be m:meLzed only to a point. The realization which must be made is
that rapid response is not a universal tactic, but rather a specific tool appli-
cable only to certain types of incidents under specific circumstances. Finally,
police a&ﬁinistrators must assess whether the cost of rapid response capabilities,
in t;erms\csf the hardware a.r;d manpower requirements, the chance of damage to pub- -
lic property, and the risk of injuries to officers and civilians, is justified

by the gains that can be made for those incidents which could be affected.
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CHAPTER ONE
| INTRODUCTION

One of the most basié(aseunptions of policing has been that rapid police
response is a cntJ cal factor in makmg on-scene arrests, locating witnesses
to incidents, min:umzmg citizen injuries, and maJ.nt:aJ.nmg c1tlzen satlsfactmn
with police performance. The assumed importance of responding rapidly to calls
has influenced departments in detemnu_ng the need for addrtlonal officers, new
police cars, and the acquisition of commmications equipment. Whlle it is reason-
able to asswre that rapid response is important, data supporting this assumption
have not been systematlcnlly gathered and evaluated The Response Time Analysis
study was developed to prov J.de the kind of r‘cmprehens1ve baseline data necessary

for an assessment of the value of rapid response time.

Objectives

The main objectives of the study are as follows:

H 1. Analysis of the relationships of response _time to the outcomes of
on-scene arrest, witness availability, citizen satisfaction with
respor\se time, and the incidence of citizens' injuries in commec-
tion with crime and noncrime incidents; and

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

questing police assistance.

Practical police experience indicated response time does not begin mth a
" citizen's call to police, as most previsus studies have defined it, but actually
begins when a citizen first becdnes aware a crime is"'éc:cming or has occurred.
It was further rea117ed that citizens often delay between Ye time they know a

crime is occurring and when they cmtact pollce and that these delays would have
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some effect on whether police response resulted in on-scene arrests, location

of witnesses, etc. To assess the effect of delays by citizens when reporting

crimes; their reporting times were included in the study's definition of re-
spon.se time. - Reporting time was defined as the time from when a citizen was
free from i.rmlvanent in a crime or had discovered a crime until the citizen
had made initial telephone comnection with a police dispatcher.

This study's definition of response time was also broadened to include a
second time period generally left out of other study definitions of response
time. This was the time from wben an offlcer arrived at the dispatched loca-

tion until the officer's initial investigation of the situat:.on began. ThJ.s

time period was considered essenria] because time spent by an officer to lo-

- cate the actual crime or mcident scene or to locate a citize.n who knav same

thing about the situation could give suspects e:nough time to get away or for

' :wimesses to decide to ieave.

With the mclusmn of these two additional time periods, response time was

ultimetely defined as the time fran when a citizen was free from involvement in

" a crime or had discovered a crime until an officer's initial investigation of

- the incident began. This total response time was then conceptually divided in-

to three intervals which were the time taken by citizens to report crimes, the
time taken by dispatchers to process the information, and the time takem by po-

:1iee officers to tra\rel to and locate incident scenes. Each of these intervals

could then be related to the outcomes. The results ‘of the analyses of the rela-
tionships of response time to outcomes are presented in Chapters Three through
Six. |

In addition to assessing the direct effects of reporting, dispatch, and

travel time on crime outcomes, the study was interested in identifying the fac-

11



tors which might cause citizens to delay before calling the police. These
factors were divided into problems, uncontrollable hindrances encountered when
calling police, and patterns, voluntary actions or attitudes which result in
reporting delays. These problems and patterns and their effects on reporting
time are presented in Chapter Seven.

An examination was also made of the relationship persons calling police
had to the crime, whose telephone they used, the number they called, and how
they knew the number to see if these factors also affected the time taken to
contact the police. This analysis is presented in Chapter Eight.

Finally, an assessment was made of such factors as whether an officer was
in his car, in his assigned beat (patrol designation), and the urgency of the
situation to determine if such factors affect how mich time an officer takes

to travel to a call. This information is provided in Chapter Nine.

Methodologz

The Part II crime data presented in this volume were primarily collected
from 5% of the city's 207 beat—watches.* These beat-watches were selected for
their high rates of robberies and aggravated assaults. The collection design
specified that observers were to accompany officers assigned to these high
crime areas and times but did not preclude the collection of data for calls
in which officers were dispatched to nontarget beat-watches. Data for 24.2
percent of the Part II crime incidents came fram calls made to nontarget
beat-watches. Calls to nontarget beat-watches were sametimes made to beats

which were in the target area during a different watch, however. Accordingly,

%
A beat-watch is an 8-hour tour of duty in a car territory. There were three
watches in each of the city's 69 beats, so there were 207 beat-watches.
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dispatches to nontarget beats, regardless of watch, occurred in only 14.8 per-
cent of the observed Part II crime incidents.

Data Collection. The data collection process was divided into three basic

components analogous to the three response time intervals. Observers riding
with patrol officers collected travel time data, analysts collected dispatch time
data fram tape recordings made in the department's Commmications Unit, and in-
terviewers collected reporting time data fram victims and other citizens who had
reported incidents to police.

With information obtained by the field observers, tape analysts could lo-
cate the calls on tapes which corresponded to the observed crimes, and inter-
viewers could contact the citizens associated with the observed calls. By tying
the data collection process together, response time could be calculated for par-
ticular calls from the time they originated until an officer had concluded his
investigation. Field data were collected from March 1, 1975, until January 2,
1976, while the other data collection processes extended into the Spring of 1976.

Field Observations. ' Civilian field observers rode four, 8-hour tours of

duty each week with police officers assigned to the city's upper 27th percentile
of beat-watches, based upon 1974 robbery and aggravated assault crime data Ob-
servers recorded times documenting officer dispatch, response, arrival, and cit-
izen contact at the incident scenes Pulsar wristwatches with digital displays
were used to record these times. Descriptions of on-scene activities such as
arrests, the administration of first aid, and requests for ambulances were ob-
tained along with the identities of crime victims and persons who reported the
incidents to the police.

Tape Content Analysis. The Cammmications Unit of the Kansas City, Missouri,

Police Department records all telephone conversations between citizens and dis-

13



patchers and radio conversations between dispatchers and field officers. Using
information provided by the field observers, analysts were able to locate the
recorded conversations corresponding with the incidents for which the field ob-
servers had collected data. Analysts recorded times pertaining to the initial
connection between citizens and dispatchers, the length of time necessary for
citizens to explain the nature and location of an incident, and the length of

time required for a dispatcher to assign a field afiicer to a call.

Citizen Follow-up Interviews. Using the identities determined by the field

observers, the citizens who were victims of observed crimes or who had reported
the crimes or requested police service were contacted for interviews. Inter-
viewers obtained data for determining the approximate time the crime had oc-
curred or was discovered and how much time had elapsed between when the citizen
discovered an incident or was free from involvement in an incident and then re-
ported it to the police.

Interviewers also questioned citizens about their expectations of police
service, their satisfaction with police response time, and any problems they
encountered when attempting to contact the police. If a citizen was injured
during the commission of one of the crimes in the sample and taken to a hospi-
tal, the hospital was contacted about the length of stay required for the cit-

izen. Interviewers also collected information about the social characteristics

of citizens interviewed.

Data Base

*
There were 359 eligible Part II crimes in the data base classified first

*A review and verification of the Part II crime data base revealed that one inci-

dent was inadvertently excluded from analysis. The case involved two juveniles
who were arrested on scene for disorderly conduct, making the case eligible for

Part II crime analysis. However, the case also involved a warrant arrest and was
incorrectly categorized as a noncrime call. Cases which involved warrant arrests

in which no offense report was taken were analyzed as noncrime data.
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according to what type of 'crime they were and secondly according to whether
they were an "'involvement' or a ''discovery' crime, Table 1-1. The type of
crime classifications were made according to the FBI Uniform Crime Report (UCR)
classifications except where severzl classifications were grouped to form a
single classification. The involvement and discovery categories were created
for this study to analyze the differences in cutcomes reported for cases in
which there was a victim or witness who could report the crime while it was

occurring, or immediately afterward, compared to cases which were discovered

——

after they occurred. -

Discovery crimes were defined as those crimes detected after the crime
had occurred. Imvolvement crimes were defined as those crimes in which a cit-
izen saw, heard, or became involved at any point during the cammission of an
offense. Aw involvement crime may have involved a victim, as in a nonaggra-
vated assault, or simply a witness, as in a case where a citizen witnessed a
neighbor's property being vandalized. For a witnessed crime to be classified
as an involvement crime, however, the witness to the crime had to call police
or have someone else call police. If a crime was witnessed but the witness
did not report the crime, and the crime was later detected and reported, the
case was classified as a discovery crime.

As illustrated in Table 1-1, two crime categories were formed by combining
several individual categories. Because of the limited number of cases in the
individual forgery, fraud, and embezzlement categories, and because of their
similar natures, these three types of crimes were grouped into one classifica-
tion. Individually, forgery occurred in 11 cases, fraud in 19, and embezzlement
in 3.

Because of their limited individual mumbers, the following five types of

15



TABLE 1-1

Part II Crime Data Base

TYPE OF CRIME N PERCENT OF TOTAL
Involvement 292 81.3
Nonaggravated Assault 59 16.4
Vandalism 54 15.0
Forgery, Fraud, and Embezzlement 21 5.8
Weapon Possession 17 4.7
Drunkemness* 37 10.3
Disturbing the Peace 58 16.2
Disorderly Conduct 20 5.6
Other 26 7.2
Discovery 67 18.7
Vandalism 50 13.9
Forgery, Fraud, and Embezzlement 12 3:3
Other 5 1.4
All Part I1 Crimes 359 100.0

A D A TR Pk v S O DA S LR )
MDA : i H

*Drunkenness was an ogfmse when the data for this study were collected, so cases
of drunkenness were included in the sample. However, as of September 1977,
drunkenness was eliminated as an offense in Missouri.
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crime were classified as "'other' offenses: arson (7 cases) , narcotic violations
(5 cases), sex offenses (4 cases), gambling (1 case), and incidents classified
by the UCR as "'all other offenses' (13 cases) .* In addition, one drunk case was
discovered and classified as "other." Since the six types of crime making up
the "other" offense category were so dissimilar, the 31 cases in this category
were not included in any analysis of type of crime.

Two types of crime listed in the UCR were excluded from analysis in this
volune altogether. Juvenile status offenses were excluded since the Kansas City,
Missouri, Police Department does not treat them as criminal offenses. ''Driving
while intoxicated'" cases were excluded from this volume but will be analyzed in
a volume on noncrime and traffic calls.

The type of crime classification given to a call was determined by the way
the call was classified by the responding officer. Those calls involving multi-
ple offenses had to be classified according to only one of the offenses so the
response time for the call would not be analyzed more than once. There were 28
cases (7.8 percent) in the Part II data base with multiple offenses which were
classified according to the following two criteria:

1. Primacy. Incidents involving multiple offenses were classified ac-
cording to the primary offense. An offense which occurred subse-
quent to police involvement, such as assault on an officer, would
not be the primary offense when multiple offenses had occurred.

Also, any offense dependent upon the occurrence of other criminal

actions to be considered a crime would not be the primary offense.

“The "all other offenses" category included city ordinance violations (one case),
bomb threat (one case), nonpayment (four cases), trespass (four cases), and
extortion (three cases).

17
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For example, contributing to the delinquency of a minor would not
occur unless other criminal actions were involved. If this cri-
terion could not be used to categorize an incident, the second
criterion was used.

2. Seriousness. Incidents were classified according to the most
serious offense involved. Seriousnesé of Part II crimes was
based on injury or threat of injury to persons, and loss or de-
struction of personal property. Crimes against persons were con-
sidered more serious than property crimes, and property crimes
were taken to be more serious than crimes not falling into either
of these categories, e.g., ''regulatory" offenses.

Once the cases had been classified by type of crime, they could then be clas-
sified as involvement or discovery crimes. Five of the seven types of Part II
crime represented in the sample generally involved a victim or complainant and
so were virtually always involvement crimes. They were the nonaggravated assault,
weapon possession, drunkemmess, disturbing the peace, and disorderly conduct cate-
gories. Only vandalism and forgery, fraud, and embezzlement occurred undetected
in a significant proportion of the incidents, and were therefore the only cate-
gories which also included discovery crimes. For the study, a victim was defined
as the citizen against whom a crime was committed. Unlike most statuatory defi-
nitions, the victim of a forgery, by study criteria, would be the citizen taking

the forged check, not the business to which the check was written.

Interview Completion Rates

For a case to be included in the data base, the police response to the crime
had to be initiated by a citizen's telephone call. Project interviewers then at-

tempted to contact and interview the victims of the crimes and the persons who
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called police, 1.f they were not also the victim, to collect reporting time data,
information about problems and patterns and citizen satisfaction, and socio-
economic information about the respondents.

For the interview process to be considered complete by original study cri-
teria, interviews had to be completed with a victim who had called police
(victim-caller), or both the victim and the person who had called police (either
a witness-caller or caller). However, an exception had to be made for the Part
II "victimless crimes" of drunkerness, disorderly conduct, gambling, narcotic
violations, weapon possession, and other ordinance violations. For these crimes,
only a witness-caller or caller interview had to be campleted.

Of the 359 Part II cases, 211, or 58.8 percent, had the necessary interviews
completed (Appendix A, Table A-1). Another 60, or 16.7 percent, were partially
complete, with a victim or a caller interview having been completed, but not both.
There were 88 cases, or 24.5 percent, which had no interviews and so were incom-
plete.

The interview completion rate was highest for victim-callers, 87.2 percent,
with 136 of the 156 victim-callers interviewed. The canpletion rate for victims
was 60 percent, with 75 of the 125 victims interviewed, and the completion rate
for callers and witness-callers was 48.5 percent, with 98 of the 202 callers and
witness-callers interviewed. Usually, interviews were not completed because the
citizen had called about more than one incident and confused the other incidents
with the one eligible for the study. In three cases, the interviewer erred by
neglecting to interview the victim. Several citizens were not eligible for inter-
views because they were less than 12 years old, had been arrested during the inci-
dent, spoke no English, or were mentally deficient. A large number of citizens
could not be located because they had moved or had given false i&mtificatim to

the police.
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Socioeconomic Data Base. Citizens were asked to provide socioeconomic infor-

mation about themselves at the end of telephone and personal interviews. Twelve
quaestions were asked of each respondent pertaining to various social characteris-
tics.” These data were obtained to determine if a citizen's socioeconamic situa-
tion affected the attitudes expressed or actions taken. Because interviews were
considered camplete whether the citizen refused to answer any or all of these
questions, the sample size wvaried among the measures. Statistics for the 12
socioceconomic variables are provided in Table 1-2.

The first four variables pertained to the citizens' patterns of residency.
The length of residence in Kansas City, Mo., and the length of residence at the
current address were the first two. Any amount of time less than 1 year was
coded as 1 year, and answers given in years and months were rounded to the near-
rest whole numher of years. The third residency question asked citizens to esti-
mate the population of the city** they had lived in most of their lives. Finally,
the citizens were asked to indicate whether they owned their home, rented, or
boarded (tenure). o

Marital status was a dichotomous variable, being coded either married or not
married. Single, widowed, divorced, and separated individuals were considered
"not married.' A rating of the socioeconomic status of a respondent's occupation
was cobtained from the Duncan Socioecondnic Status Scale,*** an ordinal scale of

nearly 500 different types of jobs. Occupations listed in the 1950 United States

. .
See Appendix M, Response Time Analysis Volume I: Methodology.

st ) S e
The population ©f-a city was based upon its metropolitan population and not on
the populaticn within the city's boundaries.

Folok -
Reiss, A., Duncan, 0., Hatt, P., and North, C., Occupations and Social Status.
New York: The Free Press of Glencce, 1961.
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TABLE 1-2
Social Characteristics of Citizens Interviewed
SOCIAL CHARACTERISTIC N MEAN MEDIAN RANGE RESPONSES
Length- of Residence
in K.C., Mo. 241 20.7 years 17.7 years 1 to 71 years N/A
Length of Residence '
at Address 270 6.3 years 3.3 years 1 to 49 years N/A
Population of, Respondents' 249 8.7% 9.8% 1 to 10* - N/A
Longest Address own 43.%9
Tenure 270 N/A N/A N/A Rent 45.6%
: Board 11.17%
. ' Married 58.57
Marital Status 270 N/A N/A N/A Nor Maoried 1159
Socioeconomic Status '
(Duncan Scale) 188 38.2 37.4 4 to 85 N/A
Age ' 266 36.8 years 34.4 years ’13’3“;0 82 years N/A
Education 269 b, Tk 4. O 1 to 9k N/A
, o Yes 71.4%-
Head of Household 266 N/A N/A N/A No 28.67
Income 185 7. Goiie 8. Gk 1 to 13#ex N/A
White 61.0%
Race 264 N/A N/A N/A Black 39.07
. 17 Male 54.67
 Sex 271 N7A N/A N/A Fomle 4541
(Total Citizens Interviewed 271)

*An ordinal scale fram (1) 'rural" to _(:1('))- "eity over 500,000 "

*¥An ordinal scale from (1) "less than 8th

grade'' to (9) "graduate work."

¥*i%An ordinal scale fraom (1) '"under $2,000" to (13) ''$25,000 and over."
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Census are rated fram 1 to 99, according to the cambined educational status and

income level with a slight adjustment for the age ranges. in some categories.

Data regarding the respondent's age, level of education, and income were

also obtaired through these interviewss, as well as an mdm,atlon of whether cit-
izens considered themselves 'head oE the h...usehold " Those mdlcatmg they
shared this responsibility with a spouse were also c1ass1f1e=d as heads of their
household. A respondent s race-and Sex were obta Led fran several sources, e.g.,
personal observation by the mterv:.ewer mfomatmn listed on the pollce report
or data given on Attachment A,, ‘a form completed during data collection by field
observers which gave certain identifying information about citizens eligible for

an interview.

The Analysis

Because of the diversity of the outcomes bemg amzsstlgated the analysis
teclniques ut111zed were also leEJ' 'Se.: With each outcame assessed, brief mentlon

is made of the stat:Letic:al procedures used and the location (Appendzx and Table)

of the smmary statistics. Several multiple regression technlques were used

throughout an‘alysis These techniques ihcluded analysis of variance and covari-
ance through dumy vanable regressmn analysis. When analysis of variance in-

dicated systematic varlatlon among categories, t-tests were used to perform

a posteriond contrasts of the group means. In the. anarys 'of c:.tlzen satisfac-

tion, path analysis was used ln all of the analyses, when type of crime was
entered into multiple regression, the ''other' category was deleted because of

the dissimilarity of the cases in this categor&. More specific information on

"See Appendix G, Response Time Analysis Volume I: Methodology.
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the statistical and analytical tectmiques used may be found in Appendix A, Sec-
tion A-2. ) ' '

The total response time was divided into the time taken by citizens to re-

port crimes, by dispa!;’s:fiérs to process the information, and by officers to re-

spond to the call; | For the dispatching process and officer response, exact

point times were obtained. The citizen rqgv:t,i:ng times were constructed from .
estimates obtained durmg su‘:z‘“‘aquent interviews of the citizeps who had called
the police. If the citlzens interviewed were not consistent in their estimations

of how long it tookp to report a crime, the minimum time delay given by the citi-

;@;mg»:%lo}'ed .

Despite the choice of the shortest possible reporting time cited by citizens;
some rather lengthy reporting delays were noted resulting in a skewed distribution
of reporting data. The dispatching and officer response time distributions were
also skewed, although not as severely as the reporting distribution. Because
these extreme times were the result of actual situations, they were included
throughout the analysis. Because the skewness is reflected in the means of the
response times reported, the median time is suggested as more representative of
the time taken to report, dispatch, and travel to a szipe incident. Furthermore,
logaridnrdc transfornationS were used to normalize the time distributions so dif-
ferences in response times could be more adequately assessed.

It should be noted that each crime incident was entered into analysis,

rather than a mmber of cases grouped by response times. Grouping results in an

outcome based on an average time rather than a precise time. It also severely

restricts the nurber of additional factors which can be assessed as predictors
since these factors would have to relate to a group rather than an incident.
Finally, because of the small sample size of the variables analyzed, caution

should be taken in interpretation of results.
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CHAPTER TWO
RESPONSE TIME

For the purposes of the study, response time was defined in its broadest
context as the time from when a citizen discovered or was free fram involvement
in a crime until an officer began an on-scene investigation. Total response
time was divided into seven component times which correspond to distinct proc-
esses or procedures which require a definable proportion of the total time to
perform. To address the study's objective of evaluating the relationship of
response time to certain incident outcames, the seven time components were con-
ceptually cambined into three main response time intervals; the reporting inter-
val, the dispatch interval, and the travel time interval. These intervals re-
flect the role of the three contributors to total response; the public, the po-

lice dispatcher, and the police patrol officer.

Response Time Components

Figure 2-1 illustrates occurrence time, the seven response time components,

and the three response time intervals. Occurrence time, the length of time a
victim or witness was physically detained by the commission of the crime from
calling the police, was not considered part of response time and is included
for descriptive purposes only. It was available for ronaggravated assaults
only because in other Part II crimes, citizens would not be physically detained
by suspects.

Occurrence time and the first response time component, the time a citizen
knew of a call and was free to call police until initial comnection with a po-
lice dispatcher, were based on citizen estimates. The other six components came

fram exact times taken from Cammumications Unit tape recordings, or were obtained
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by civilian observers who accompanied patrol officers. The operationgl dgfini-
tions for the seven response time components are presented in Appendik B,'Sec-
tion B-1. | |

Descriptive statistics for the components for all Part IT crimes, involve-
ment crimes, and discovery crimes are given in Table 2-2. Statistics provided
include the median (Md) and mean times (X), the standard deviation (SD), minimm
(Min) and maximum (Max) times observed, the sample size (N), and the proportion
this component interval constituted of the total time. The last statistic was
computed by first dividing the component times by the total response:time for
each incident and then computing the mean of those quotients. These data are
provided for each type of Part II crime in Appendix B, Tables B-2 through B-5.

It can be seen from Table 2-2 that for all Part II crimes, three of the
seven response time components, one from each interval, comprised 91.8 percent
of total response time. Nearly one-half of the total time (49.6 percent) was
taken after a citizen was free from involvement or had discovered a crime until
the police dispatcher was contacted. The reported times for this component
ranged from 1 minute to over 19 days, with a median time of over 6 minutes. On
the average, it took citizens discovering a Part II crime longer to contact po-
lice than those citizens involved in a crime. The component made up a larger
proportion of total response time in discovery cases than in involvement cases.

The component time from when the dispatcher knew the nature of the incident
and the location to which an officer should be dispatched (information available)
until the dispatcher first contacted a car with an observer made up 17 percent
of the total response time. This component had a median time of 1 minute, 54

seconds, with a minimum of 10 seconds and a maximum of 37 minutes within the
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Table 2 - 2.-- Time statistics for each response time component for the categories
of aii Part II crimes, Part IT involvement crimes, and

Part II discovery crimes.

Occurrence: | iDiscovery |Initial Information {Dispatcher [Dispatch Officer Arrival
Crime Crime or End of |Connection |Available {Calls Caer |Terminates |Responds **Totql
Begins to |[|Involvement to to to to to to Response
Category Detainment ||to Initial {Information|Dispatcher |Dispatch Officer Arrival Investigation! Time
Ends* Connection jAvailable |Calls Car_ )Terminates |Respond Initiated ¥
Md 1:57 6:01 0:14 1:54 0:19 0:03 3:44 0:17 15:55
X 3:09 5:37:35 0:20 3:33 0:21 0:23 4:32 0:22 5:48:43
All ) 5:56|| 37:24:04 0:19 5:01 0:13 1:24 3:21 0:46 || 37:28:42
Part II Min. 1:00 " 1:00 0:.04 0:10 0:06 ~-1:21 0:11 -5:45 4:05
Crimes Max. 45:00(1456:00:00 3:28 37:13 2:48 15:58 29:45 5:10 ﬁ56: 06:15
N 57 286 352 334 337 353 359 359 285
% — 49.6 2.1 17.0 2.5 1.5 25.2 2.1 100.0
Md 1:57 5:01 0:14 1:51 0:19 0:03 3:35 0:15 14:37
X 3:09 1:01:13 0:19 3:08 0:22 0:21 4:13 0:20 1:10:34
Part I SD 5:56|| 8:23:56 0:19 4:10 0:13 1:16 2:52 0:48il 8:25:34
involvement | Min, 1:00 1:00 0:04 0:10 0:06 - 1:21 0:11 -5:45 4:05
. Max, 45:00]]106:53:00 3:28 37:13 2:48 15:58 29:45 5:10[[107:11:37
Crimes N 57 224 286 268 271 288 292 292 223
% —_ 46.3 2.3 17.8 2.8 1.4 27.1 2.2 99.9
Md — 19:50 0:15 2:25 0:18 0:03 4.28 0:21 35:01
X —_ 22:16:06 0:20 5:15 0:20 0:33 5:54 0:31 22:29:13
Part II sD — 76:55:49 0:15 7:20 0:10 1:53 4:42 0:37 {{ 76:56:30
Discovery Min, — 1:00 0:05 0:16 0:10 -0:34 1:08 0:00 5:31
R Max, —_ 456: 00:00 1:31 35:41 1:10 - 13:55 23:45 3:42 ||456:06:15
Crimes N — 62 66 66 66 65 67 67 62
% —_— 61.5 1.3 14.2 1.5 1.6 18.3 1§ 100.0
* pata are for nonaggravated assault only.
*X'Occurrence time estimates were not included in total response times,
K Negative times resulted when the officer began to respond before the dispatch was concluded.

00k Negative times resuited when an officer initiated the investigation before an officially dispatched officer arrived.
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sample. The average time taken during this component was greater for discovery
than for involvement incidents. However, this component made up a smaller pro-
portion of total response time for discovery cases than for involvement cases
because total response time was longer for discovery cases.

Over one-fourth (25.2 percent) of the total response time was made up by
the component from the time the officer responded to the call until arrival at
the dispatched location. This component had a median time of 3 minutes, 44
seconds, and times ranging from 11 seconds to nearly one-half hour. Again, the
average time taken by this component was greater for discovery crimes, while
proportionately this component was shorter for discovery crimes.

These three camponents represent the significant processes of each of the
contributors to response time. The component from the time the citizen knows
of the incident and can, without threat from the suspect, call the police until
that call is actually placed is the responsibility of the public. The situation
may warrant other actions which delay reporting, or citizens may hesitate because
they are wisure of the necessary or appropriate activities. The police dispatcher
is primarily responsible for the time from when the nature and location are known
until an officer is requested to respond to the incident. Of course, many other
actions may be demanded of the dispatcher before a specific car is assigned to a
call. Other more serious calls may take precedence, or information concerning
the incident may be broadcast before a specific car is assigned. Finally, the
role of the field officer in response is reflected in the time elapsing in field
travel Again, many additional factors such as traffic or road conditions, the
type or seriousness of the call, etc., may affect response. These three compo-
nents comprise the bulk of the three response intervals used throughout the anal-

ysis; the reporting, the dispatch, and the travel interval.
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Response Time Intervals

Descriptive statistics for the response time intervals for all Part II
crimes, involvement crimes, and discovery crimes are given in Table 2-3. These
data are provided for each of the Part II crime divisions in Appendix B, Tables
B-6 through B-9.

Reporting time consisted of the first two response canponents‘r, and there-
fore began when a citizen knew of a crime and could call and ended when the na-
ture of the incident and the location to which an officer should be dispatched
were understood by the dispatcher.

The dispatch interval began when the nature and location of the incident
were understood by the dispatcher and ended when a) the car with the observer
was officially assigned to the call or b) when the car with the observer had
begun responding to the incident, whichever came first. The end of this inter-
val was operationalized in these two ways because dispatchers sometimes broad-
cast sufficient information about an incident before assigning a specific car
so that an officer might begin responding to the scene before being assigned to
the call. Any time spent in response to the call belonged with the travel in-
terval, even though part of that time may have occurred before the officer was
officially assigned to the call.

The travel interval, therefore, began when the officer was officially as-
signed to the call or had begun to respond, whichever came first, until the
mvestigafion of the incident began. An investigation was considered to have
begun when the officer arrived at the incident scene or when the officer began
getting information from a citizen who was involved in or had discovered the

crime.

Analysis of variance was used to assess possible differences among types
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Table 2 -3.-- Time statistics for response time intervals for the categories of all
Part II crimes, Part II involvement crimes, and Part II discovery crimes.

o€

Crime
Reporting Dispatch Travel Total
Category
Md 7:03 2:13 4:20 15:55
X 5:39:06 3:50 5:22 5:48:43
All SD 37:27:56 4:59 3:44 37:28:42
Part II Min, 1:05 0:21 0:20 4:05
, Max.| 456:00:11 37:33 29:58 456:06:15
Crimes N 285 352 359 285
% 51.7 19.0 29.4 100.1
Md 5:39 2:07 4:09 14:37
X 1:01:49 3:27 4:59 1:10:34
Part I SD 8:25:04 4:11 3:16 8:25:34
involvement Min., 1:05 0O: 21 0:20 4:05
. Max| 106:53:27 37:33 29:58 107:11:37
Crimes N 223 286 292 223
% 48.5 19.9 31.5 99.9
Md 20:16 2:40 5:25 35:01
X 22:16:27 5:31 7:01 22:29:13
Part IT sD 76: 55:50 7:19 5:00 76:56:30
Discovery Min. 1:08 0:21 1:45 5:31
Crimes Max. 456:00:11 35:20 24 : 31 456:06:15
N 62 66 67 62
% 62.9 15.4 21.7 100.0
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of Part II crime in the time taken for each cf the three intervals. Reporting

and travel time were strongly affected by the type of crimes to which officers

'were called. The time taken by the dispatcher to assign a car to the call was

only slightly influenced, although the effect was statistically significant
(Appendix B, Tables B-10 through B-12).

- T-tests of the mean time differences bgmeen types of crime were performed
(Appendix B, Tables B-13 through B-15). The average reporting time was longer
for forgerieé, frauds, and embezzlements that were discovered than for any other
type of Part II crime. Citizens who discovered cases of vandalism also tended
to take more time to report the incident than citizens reporting involvement
crimes. These two types of Part II discovery crimes also resulted in longer
travel times than cases of weapon possession, drurkemness, and disturbing the
peace. Officers' field responses to incidents of weapon possession were also,
on the average, more rapid than for the other types of involvement crimes.
There were few differences in average dispatching time between crime categories,

and these few differences occurred in no pattern.

‘Summary

The time taken by the public to contact the police department concerning a
Part II crime was, on the average, lorger than that required to dispatch the
call or to travel to the incident scene. Reporting time, in fact, comprised
approximately one-half of the total response time, and was more than 6 minutes
in over 50 percent of the Part II incidents observed. Generally, discovery in-
cidents took longer to report and had longer travel times than involvement inci-
dents. sadditionally, incidents of weapon possession tended to produce the fas-
test travel times. Dispatch time did not appear to be strongly or consistently

related to the type of Part II crime.
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CHAPTER THREE
ARREST

One of the most fundamental and widely held assumptions concerning police
response 1s that reducing dispatching and field officer travel time increases
the probability of apprehending a suspect. Such an assumption, however, is
largely untested. Further, the potential effect of the time taken by the citi-
zen to report the incident has not been systematically examined. This section
will focus on the roles reporting, dispatch, and travel times have in influencing

the probability of an on-scene arrest in a Part II crime incident.

The Arrest Sample

The effect of varying response times on the probability of an arrest could
be tested only for the Part II crimes of nonaggravated assault, vandalism, and
forgery, fraud, and embezzlement (54.6 percent of the sample). These are the
only crimes in the sample‘in which an offense report was filed whether an arrest
was made or not. Unless an arrest is made, no offense reports are filed for dis-
turbing the peace, weapon possession, drunkenness, and disorderly conduct. Since
each of these incidents in the sample was accompanied by an arrest on scene, it
was not possible to analyze the effect of response time on arrest.

For the purposes of this study, arrest was defined as the transporting of
@ suspect to a specific location for the purpose of booking, questioning, or
identification. Referrals to other agencies such as alcohol detoxification or
mental health centers were excluded. This volume is limited to on-scene arrests
or those arrests made before the conclusion of the initial investigation con-

ducted by a dispatched officer. Apprehensions of suspects in flight from or
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adjacent to the incident scene were included if they were made during the initial
investigation. Also, on-scene arrests were included only if they were directly
related to the Part II crime involved. An arrest made on a previous warrant,

for exampie, was not included since it was not directly related to the Part II
crime. Of the 196 nonaggravated assault, vandaliem, and forgery, fraud, and em-
bezzlement incidents, 61 or about 31.1 percent resulted in one or more arrests

on scene.

To assume that response time was the primary determinant of all on-scene ar-
rests seemed untenable. Many on-scene arrests would likely be made even if re-
sponse time was much longer than observed, as other factors could be cited as
primarily responsible for the apprehension. Establishing an arrest subsample
which did not include those incidents had two potential benefits. First, it
could more clearly specify the approximate proportion of on-scene arrests which
could be attributed to the response process. Secondly, by excluding those ar-
rests resulting from other explicit causes which might be accompanied by long
reporting, dispatch, or travel delays, the relationship between response time
and arrests could be more clearly revealed.

To establish a response-related arrest subsample, four criteria were estab-
lished to identify arrests due primarily to factors other than response. Arrests
were excluded from the response-related arrest subsample if a) the suspect was
apprehended by a private citizen or security guard prior to police involvement,
b) the suspect's name or exact address was known by a victim or witness, and
this information was given to the responding officer, c¢) the suspect was rendered
totally inmobile by injuries received during the commission of the crime, or

d) the suspect voluntarily turned himself over to the police.
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Of the 196 Part II incidents in the arrest sample, 11, or 5.6 percent,
resulted in one or more response-related arrests. The small n-size, especially
of the response-related arrests, make the results questionable. However, the
small n-size has a substantive implication, i.e., response-related arrests occur
in a very small proportion of the cases. Although the small n-size presents a
methodological weakness, analysis has still been conducted to obtain whatever
value cautious interpretation might provide. To permit comparisons between the
arrest and response-related arrest samples, the results for both are presented.

Table 3-1 illustrates the distribution of the arrest and response-related
arrest samples by type of Part II crime. Analysis of variance indicated syste-
matic differences in the arrest rate by type of crime. Both arrest samples var-
ied significantly among the crime categories (Appendix C, Tables C-1 and C-2),
and t-tests specified these differences (Appendix C, Tables C-3 and C-4).

In general, involvement crimes were more likely to result in arrest than
discovery crimes. As a group, involvement calls showed an arrest rate of 44.0
percent, while that of Part II discovery incidents was only 3.2 percent. Cases
of vandalism which were witnessed by a victim or another person resulted in ar-
rests in 18.5 percent of the cases; those discovered had an arrest rate of only
4.0 percent. No discovery forgery, fraud, or embezzlement cases produced an ar-
rest, while over one-half (57.1 percent) of the same types of crime when wit-
nessed resulted in a suspect being apprehended on scene. Involvement vandalism
also showed a significantly lower arrest rate than either of the other two types
of Part II involvement incidents.

Involvement forgery, fraud, and embezzlement incidents tended to have a

higher response-related arrest rate than any other type of Part Il incident.
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TABLE 3-1

Distribution of Arrest and Response-Related Arrest Incidents
By Type of Part II Crime

NUMBER WITH PERCENT WITH
NUMBER WITH PERCENT WITH RESPONSE-RELATED RESPONSE-RELATED
TYPE OF CRIME N ARREST (S) ARREST(S) ARREST(S) ARREST{S)
Involvement 134 59 44.0 11 8.2
Nonaggravated Assault 59 37 62.7 4 6.8
Vandalism 54 10 18.5 1 1.9
Forgery, Fraud, and
Embezzlement 21 12 57.1 6 28.6
Discovery 62 2 3.2 0 0.0
Vandalism 50 2 4.0 0 0.0
Forgery, Fraud, and
Embezzlement 12 0 0.0 0 0.0

All Part II Crimes 196 61 31.1 11 5.6




Over one-fourth (28.6 percent) of these calls produced a response-related arrest,
while the response-related arrest rates of the other categories did not exceed 7
percent. The relatively high proportion of cases with a :esponse-related arrest
for involvement forgery, fraud, and embezzlement calls was probably due to sev-
eral factors. First, because these were involvement incidents, the victim was
aware of the suspect's fraudulent actions while the crime was occurring.*
Second, another employee or a bank or credit card company employee, whom the
victim had contacted to verify the crime, was able to contact the police while
the incident was still in progress. In such cases, the suspect would be unaware
he had been detected, and that the police had been called.

As the type of Part II crime influenced both the probability of making an
arrest and the time taken to report, dispatch, and travel to the incident, this
factor was considered in the relationship of response time to the probability of
arrest. The difference between involvement and discovery crimes appeared to be
more pervasive, affecting both the probability of on-scene arrest and the speed
of response. Although differences aﬁnng types of involvement or discovery inci-
dents occurred, they were more rare and less consistent than between involvement
and discovery crimes. Consequently, the role of response as a determinant of
the probability of arrest was first tested for involvement-discovery differences
through analysis of covariance. Where differences between involvement and dis-
covery categories were identified, further possible differences in the

arrest-response relationship among types of crime were examined.

*.
If the victim was unaware the crime was occurring and discovered the crime later,
it was considered, a discovery incident. :
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Arrest-Response Time Relationships

Keporting Time. While reporting time was not in itself sufficient to pre-

dict an arrest, it did influence the effect of travel time on response-related
arrests for involvement cases (Appendix C, Tables C-5 through C-7). This influ-
ence is illustrated in Figure 3-2.

Inwolvement crimes which were reported promptly, within 1 minute of their
occurrence, were more susceptible to the effect of rapid field response than
incidents reported in 5 or 10 minutes. Even the shortest observed travel times
resulted in response-related arrests in only about three-fourths as many inci-
dents when they were reported 5 minutes after occurrence rather than within the
first minute. Additional time taken to report the incident further reduced the
possible impact of even the most prompt officer arrival.

Dispatch Time. The time taken to dispatch information concerning a Part II

crime incident did affect the chance of making an on-scene arrest in involvement
cases, but not discovery cases, and showed no effect on the probability of mak-
ing a response-related arrest (Appendix C, Table C-8). Further, dispatch time
affected the on-scene arrest probability of each of the three types of involve-
ment crimes, nonaggravated assault, involvement vandalism, and involvement for-
gery, fraud, and embezzlement (Appendix C, Table C-9). These relationships are
depicted in Figure 3-3.

Dispatch time had a similar effect on the probability of all on-scene ar-
rests for each type of inwlvement crime. The effect was greatest for the
shortest delays. The chance of apprehending a suspect dropped over 8 percent

when dispatch time was increased from 1 to 2 minutes, it dropped nearly 20 per-
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" cent when dispatch time increased from 1 to 5 minutes, and approximately 8 per-
cent again when dispatch time increased from 5 to 10 minutes.

The probability of making an on-scene arrest was greater for involvement
forgery, fraud, and embezzlement and nonaggravated assault than for involvement
vandalism at all lengths of the dispatch interval. There was no significaht
difference between the dispatch time-arrest curves for involvement forgery,
fraud, and embezzlement and nonaggravated assault incidents.

It should be noted, however, that dispatch time was faster for cases in
which the arrests were attributable to factors other than rapid response, e. g.,
the suspect being held on scene by a security guard, the suspect's identity
being provided by the victim or a witness, etc. For cases in which the arrests
were related to rapid response, dispatch time was no faster than it was for all
other cases. Consequently, while dispatch time was related to the arrest prob-
ability, it appeared to play an insignificant role in apprehensions made through
rapid response.

Travel Time. Travel time influenced the likelihood of making an arrest
on-scene in involvement, but not discovery, incidents (Appendix C, Table C-10).
The probability of a response-related arrest in involvement cases was also af-
fected by how quickly the field officer arrived at the incident scene (Appendix C,
Table C-11). The relationship between arrest and travel time was also found to
differ among the types of involvement crimes for all arrests and
response-related arrests (Appendix C, Tables C-12 and C-13).

The probability of arrest for each type of involvement crime dropped rapid-
ly, then leveled off with increasing lengths of travel time. If the delay in

arriving at the incident scene increased from 1 to 2 minutes, the probability
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of arrest dropped 12 percent; at 3 minutes, the pmbébility dropped by an addi-
tional 7 percent, at 4 minutes an additional 5 percent, and when travel time
was quite long, the impact on arrest of arriving a minute sooner or later was
negligible.

The relationship of travel time to arrest for nonaggravated assault, in-
volvement vandalism, and involvement forgery, fraud, and embezzlement is illus-
trated in Figure 3-4. The curves for nonaggravated assault and involvement
forgery, fraud, and embezzlement did not differ significantly, while the proba-
bility of arrest in incidents of involvement vandalism was 40 percent lower at
all lengths of travel time.

Figure 3-5 depicts the relationship between the travel interval and the
probability of response-related arrest for each type of involvement crime. No
difference between the curves for nonaggravated assault and involvement vandal-
ism was found. Unlike the arrest curves, howaver, the probability of a
response-related arrest was greater for involvement forgery, fraud, and enbez-
zlement than the other two types of inwolvement crimes at all lengths of travel
time.

The impact of travel time on response-related arrest also differed awmg
the types of crime. The chance of making a response-related arrest in inci-
dents of nonaggravated assault and involvement vandalism was small, about
one-in-four, even with very rapid response to the incident scene. The proba-
bility fell gradually, reaching U percent at about 5 or 6 minutes of travel
time. The likelihood of apprehending a suspect due to quick officer arrival in
cases of involvement forgery, fraud, and enbezzlanerxt was quite high, nearly 90

percent, when travel time was 1 minute or less. However, with additional delay
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in arriving, the probability dropped rapidly, falling almost 30 percent at 2
minutes of travel time. The chance of response time producing an arrest in

these cases was essentially nil after 8 or ¢ minutes of travel.

Summary

The possible influence of reporting, dispatch, and travel times on ‘the '
probability of arrest was examined for nonaggravated assault, involvement and
discovery vandalism and forgery, fraud, and embezzlement. Incidents that in-
volved a citizen during crime commission resulted in significantly more arrests
than discovery incidents. The time taken to report a Part II involvement crime
was found to influence the effect of travel time on the probability of
response-related arrests. Rapid reporting enhanced the likelihood of suspect
apprehension at all lengths of the travel interwval, while longer reporting de-
lays reduced the probability of a response-related arrest even with prompt offi-
cer arrival. Both rapid dispatching and travel were found to enhance the proba-
bility of apprehending a suspect on scene in involvement, but not discovery, inci-
dents. Nearly 82 percent of the on-scene arrests in these cases could be primari-
ly attributed to factors other than response time, such as the apprehension of a
suspect by a private citizen or a security guard prior to police involvement.
Incidents of involvement forgery, fraud, and embezzlement resulted in the highest
proportion of cases with arrests that could be attributed to response time, and
no discovery incident resulted in a response-related arrest. Prompt officer ar-
rival at involvement forgery, fraud, and embezzlement calls greatly enhanced the
chance of suspect apprehension due to response time, while the probability of
response-related arrests in the other types of involvement crime were less af-

fected by travel time.

CHAPTER FOUR
WITNESS AVAILABILITY

This chapter will assess how much effect, if any, reporting, dispatch, and
travel times have in determining the probability of locating a witness at the
scene of a Part II crime incident. The importance of this analysis rests upon
the assumption that if witnesses are not contacted on scene, there is less chance

that they will be subsequently found, and pertinent information will be lost.

The Witness Sample

For this study, a witness was defined as any person other than the victim
(complainant) or suspect who saw, heard, or became involved in an incident at
any time while it was occurring. The sample for Part II crimes included all wit-
nesses who were contacted by a field officer during initial investigation of the
call.* Of the 359 Part II crimes, witnesses were contacted in 75 incidents (20.9
percent).

Table 4-1 illustrates the distribution of incidents with witnesses contacted
according to the type of Part II crime. Analysis of variance indicated systematic
differences in the probability of locating a witness on scene among the crime
categories (Appendix D, Table D-1). T-tests of the proporticnal difference be-
tween types of Part II crimes were performed (Appendix D, Table D-2).

Incidents of drunkemness, disturbing the peace, and disorderly conduct had
a significantly smaller proportion of cases with witnesses coﬁtact:ed than nonag-
gravated assault and involvement forgery, fraud, and embezzlement, but are the

types of crime in which officers seldom seek witnesses to support their arrests

o . . .
Wltt}esses identified through neighborhood canvasses by officers not accompanied
by field observers may not have been recorded for analysis.
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TABLE 4-1

CATREERE G ok etk |

in court. Additionally, witnesses were identified in a smaller proportion of
Distribution of Incidents with Witness Contact

By Type of Part II Crime

it 11

P

discovery vandalism calls than cases of nonaggravated assault, involvement van-

dalism, and involvement forgery, fraud, and embezzlement. Discovery forgery,

fraud, and embezzlement calls did not differ significantly fram involvement

b e A

NUMBER WITH PERCENT WITH o cases in the proportion of cases with witnesses contacted. This lack of dif-

TYPE OF CRIME N WITNESSES WITNESSES
L ference was due to the fact individuals witnessed a forgery, fraud, or embez-
Involvement 292 68 23.3 j zlement without being aware at the time that the transaction was illegal; when
Nonaggravated Assault > 2 223 the crime was later discovered and reported to police, they remembered having
Foﬁgélggg’ and 91 10 47.6 / witnessed the incident. )
mﬂggzze%im %; g gg : . The relationship between response time and the probability of contacting a
gizgfdzﬁ égﬁdii?:ce gg g ]1-88 | witness on scene was expected to differ between involvement and discovery crimes.
Other 26 6 23.1 ‘ This difference was expected since witnesses to involvement crimes could usually
Discovery 67 2 10.4 be contacted on scene while witnesses in discovery crimes would have often left
Vandalism 50 2 4.0 the scene and would be required to return for police to make contact with them.
Forgery, Fraud, and :
Otﬁlxei;ezzlement 1% ? %g 8 This possible relationship was tested through analysis of covariance. Based
: upon these results, further differences among crime categories were sought when
All Part II Crimes 359 75 20.9 appropriate.
: Witness Availability-Response Time Relationchips
Reporting Time. The time taken to report a Part IT incident did influence
the probability of contacting a witness on scene. This relationship varied be-
tween discovery and involvement crimes (Appendix D, Table D-3). However, no
differences were found between types of involvement or types of discovery crimes.
Figure 4-2 illustrates the effect of reporting time on the probability of
contacting a witness in involvement and discovery incidents. With increasing
: reporting time in an involvement crime, the probability of locating a witness
46
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decreased gradually. At 1 minute of reporting time, witnesses were contacted
in almost 30 percent of the cases. This probability dropped to less than 25
percent at 10 minutes, with very little further change with additional reporting
delay. For discovery crimes, the probability of having a witness present at the
incident scene increased as the time taken to report the crime increased. Vir-
tually no witnesses were contacted in discovery crimes reported in less than 5
minutes; however, with further delay, the probability of witness contact in-
creased to just over 7 percent at 20 minutes reporting time. Additional time
taken to report a discovery incident had little further impact.

Dispatch and Travel Time. The time taken to dispatch an incident and to

travel to the scene did not influence the probability of contacting a witmess

on scene in either involvement or discovery incidents.

Summary

Reporting, dispatch, and travel times were tested as possible determinants
of the probability of contacting a witness on scene in a Part II crime. Inci-
dents of nonaggravated assault and involvement forgery, fraud, and embezzlement
resulted in a larger proportion of cases with witnesses contacted than most
other types of Part II crime. The probability of contacting a witness on scene
was affected by the time taken by the reporting party to call the police, and
the effect differed according to whether the crime was discovered by or involved
a citizen. More time taken to report an involvement crime decreased the chance
of identifying a witness, while additional time to report discovery crimes in-
creased the probability of having a witness on scene. Neither dispatch nor

travel time influenced the likelihood of witness availability.
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CHAPTER FIVE
CITIZEN INJURY

One of the benefits rapid respanse has been thought to provide is the reduc-
tion of the frequency and severity of injuries to citizens. It has been assumed
that by arriving quickly, officers may intercept a violent crime in progress or
settle a dispute before it escalates. Additionally, when an injury is sustained
before the police are contacted, Kansas City, Mo., officers are often called upon
to determine the need for an ambulance, render emergency first aid, and expedite
the handling and transporting of the injured party. Consequently, it has also
been assumed that if two injuries are equal in seriousness, the one receiving
this service more quickly should result in more rapid recovery, fewer chronic
impairments, and less specialized medical treatment.

This possible relationship was to be sought by assessing the effect of re-
sponse time on the type and length of hospital stay for injuries of equal seri-
ousness. As might be expected by the nature of Part II crimes, there was only a
small number of cases in the sample-in which injuries were sustained during the
commission of the crime. Further, the incidents with injuries requiring hospi-
talization were a minority, and- the type and length of hospital stay varied lit-
tle. Because of these restrictions, the analysis was limited to a description
of the frequency and severity of injuries sustained and a comparison of the re-

porting, dispatch, and travel times for these incidents with injuries.

The Injury Sample

Injuries were sustained in 79 (22.0 percent) of the Part II crime cases
and involved 86 individuals. The types of incidents resulting in injury were

55 nonaggravated assault incidents, 1 case of vandalism, 1 sex offense incident,
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2 cases of narcotics violations, 4 incidents of drunkemnmess, 12 di.sturbing the
peace cases, 3 disorderly conduct cases, and 1 instance of nonpayment. In 42 of
these cases, or 53.2 percent, one or more of the injuries was inflicted by a
weapon.

Of the total injury sample, only 19 cases involved injuries that required
hospitalization (24.1 percent). In two of these instances, the injured party was
hospitalized prior to contacting the police. Consequently, officers responded to
field injuries in 77 Part II incidents with injuries in 17 of these requiring
subsequent hospitalization. Data concerning the type and length of hospital stay
were obtained for each of the 17 field injury incidents. For 16 of these, only
emergency room treatment was required. The injured party in the remaining case
was admitted for overnight observation and released the following day.

The seriousness of field injuries at the time the officer arrived at the
incident scene was operationalized along two dimensions. First, the observer
indicated the degree of injury based upon the citizen's reported and apparent
impairments. Secondly, the type of field treatment administered by the officer
to the injured party was noted. The correlation between these two measures was
.558. A seriousness index was developed by adding these two variables, both of
which could range from one, indicating minor injury, to four. The seriousness
index could thus range from two to eight, though no Part II incident had a rating
of eight (an injury resulting in death prior to hospitalization). A minor injury
for which no field treatment was given (an index score of two) occurred in 53

cases, or about 68.8 percent of the sample. The average seriousness index rating

was 2.73.
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Injury-Response Time Relationships

Although the measure of the injury outcome based upon the type and length of
hospitalization did not yield sufficient variation in Part II crime incidents to
assess the effect of time, the response time of the public, dispatchers, and of-
ficers to field injuries of varying degree could be examined. Correlations be-
tween the seriocusness index and the time taken to report, dispatch, or travel to
the incident scene indicated that response time was unaffected by injury serious-
ness. Incidents involving serious injuries were not reported more rapidly, dis-
patched more promptly, or responded to more quickly by field officers than inci-
dents involving only minor injuries. However, caution should be used in inter-
preting this finding since very little variation in seriousness among Fart 11

crimes with injuries was noted.

This section ¢+#zmined the effect of response time on the length and type of
hospitalization for injuries of equal seriousness. However, due to the small
number of the 77 field-injury incidents involving hospitalization (17) and the
fact that virtually all of these required only emergency room treatment (16),
analysis of this relationship was not possible. Although no relationship be-
tweent the seriousness of the injury and the response time of the reporting party,
the dispatchers, or the field officers was found, the lack of variation in seri-
ousness may have contributed to the absence of effect. More than two-thirds of

the Part II injury cases involved only minor injuries.
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CHAPTER SIX
CITIZEN SATISFACTION

As public service agencies, police departments must be concerned not only
with the control of crime but also with the satisfaction of their citizens. It
is a widely held assumption among police administrators that rapid police re-
sponse helps sustain a high degree of citizen satisfaction. The relationship
between response time and citizen satisfaction with response time is examined

in this chapter.

Citizen Satisfaction Sample

In order to measure satisfaction with response time, citizens were asked,
"How satisfied were you with the time it took the police officer to arrive after
you called? Were you ... very satisfied, moderately satisfied, slightly satis-
fied, slightly dissatisfied, moderately dissatisfied, very dissatisfied?' Re-
sponses were obtained for 75 percent of the Part II crimes (Appendix E, Table E-1).

In general, citizens were very satisfied with police response time. Approx-
imately 87.9 percent indicated some degree of satisfaction. Of those, 72.3 per-
cent were very satisfied; 12.4 percent were moderately satisfied; and 3.2 per-
cent were slightly satisfied. Only 4.4 percent were very dissatisfied; 3.2 per-
cent were moderately dissatisfied, and 4.4 percent were slightly dissatisfied.
Because citizens are generally satisfied with response time, police administrators'
prime focus could be on those factors which decrease satisfaction with response

time for those few cases.

A Causal Model

In addition to police dispatch and travel times, several factors were con-
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sidered possible determinants of citizen satisfaction. For example, if citizens
think response time took longer than expected, they may be less satisfied. They
may also be less satisfied when they think faster response time could have bene-
fitted the outcome. If citizens delay reporting the incident until immediate
police response could not affect the outcome, they may be more tolerant of slower
police response time. Finally, if citizens can accurately discriminate incidents
in which response time could alter the outcome, they may remain satisfied with
slower response time to sonme types of crimes than to others. Social characteris-
tics were included in the preliminary analysis, but none of the variables were
significantly related. Other variables which could have potentially affected
citizen satisfaction were nct analyzed (Appendix E, Section E-2 and Table E-3).
These factors were organized in a causal model illustrated in Figure 6-1.
The model. is recursive and can be formally stated as a series of equations
(Appendix E, Section E-4). The model was analyzed through successive least
squares multiple regression analysis of each equation. The equations were then i
modified to exclude the nonsignificant variables and obtain the final path coef- |
ficients. By examining the path coefficients, it was possible to obtain the to-
tal effect that an independent variable had on citizen satisfaction, including
both its direct and indirect effects through other variables.* The results of
the final individual equations are as follows.

Response Time. In order to assess the relationship of type of crime and

response time to citizen satisfaction, it was necessary to examine the relation-

ship of the type of crime to response time. Assuming that response time affected

T

“See Appendix A for an elaboration on path analysis.
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a difference. The primary reasons included the following: 1) the suspect may
citizen satisfaction, the total impact of the type of crime on citizen satistac- . . .
! have been apprehended (68.1 percent); 2) there was potential for injury (12.8
tion could only be compietely determined by also examining the indirect effect | .
‘ percent); and 3) the suspects were still at the scene (8.5 percent) (Appendix E,
of type of crime on response time. The indirect effect of reporting time on cit-

Table E-9). The remaining respondents (8l.0 percent) did not think faster re-
izen satisfaction through dispatch and travel times was also examined (Appendix E

sponse time could have made a difference. The major reasons included the follow-
Tables E-5, E-6, and E-7).
ing: 1) the incident was alrea'ly committed and the suspects were gone (35.5 per-
Reporting and travel times were both slightly affected by type of crime.
cent); 2) the incident was not a rush situation (21.3 percent); 3) the suspects
Reporting time was significantly shorter for involvement forgery, fraud, and em- L
were still at the scene when police arrived (10.2 percent); and 4) the incident -
bezzlement than for other types of crimes (Appendix E, Table E-5). Travel time
occurred earlier and was undetected for a period of time (8.6 percent).
- was significantly longer for both involvement and discovery vandalism cases . )
| The only factor analyzed which significantly affected whether citizens said
(Appendix E, Table E-6). Dispatch time did not vary by type of crime (Appendix E,
faster response time could have made a difference to the crime outcomes was the
Table E-7). Both dispatch and travel times were shorter when reporting time was

type of crime. Reporting, dispatch, and travel times were not significantly re-
shorter.

lated (Appendix E, Table E-10). With the exceptions of drunkemness and disturb-
Importance of Response Time. It is reasonable to assume that citizers who

ing the peace incidents, citizens who were involved in the incidents were more
think faster response time might have made a difference in the outcome ‘of their .
; likely to think faster response time could have made a difference to the outcome.
call are likely to be less satisfied with response time than citizens who think : \ .
; ‘ Most, citizens thought faster response time would not have made a difference for
it could have made no difference. Also, if citizens are able to discriminate
cases of discovery vandalism; discovery forgery, fraud, and embezzlement; drunk-
the types of calls in which rapid police response can affect such outcomes as

enness; and disturbing the peace.
arrest, witness availability, or citizen injury, police administrators can be

Perceptions and Expectations of Response Time. If citizens thought police

assured that rapid response to these types of calls will also sustain a high

response time took longer than they expected it to take, they may have been less
level of citizen satisfaction.

| satisfied. To test this assumption, it was necessary to find out how long citi-
Citizens' opinions on the importance of response time were obtained from

zens had expected police response to take, and how long they thought it took.
the question, "If the police had arrived more quickly, do you think it would have
To measure their perceptions of police response time, citizens were asked,
made a difference in the outcome of the incident?" Of the 329 Part II crimes in- "
"About how long did it take the police to arrive after the call was made?'' On
cluded in this analysis, responses were obtained for 248 cases (Appenciix E, . .
the ‘average, citizens thought police response time took about 12 minutes. Fifty
Table E-8). Of these, 19.0 percent thought faster response time could have made )
percent said it took less than 8 minutes (Appendix E, Table E-11).
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Citizens' expectation of how long response time would be was measured by
asking, "About how long did you expect it to take the police to arrive after the
call was made?" Citizens expected police response to take about 12 minutes, on
the average. Fifty percent expected it to take less than 8 minutes.

Whether response time was faster or slower than citizens expected could be
measured by calculating the difference in the perceived minus the expected time.
In addition, the index was weighed by dividing by the expected time. The weigh-
ing was based upon the assumption that the affect of a perceived delay would be
determined by what proportion that delay made up of the citizens' expected time.

If a citizen expected police to arrive in 40 minutes and perceived that they took

45 minutes, the citizen might be dissatisfied with the response. This dissatis-

faction would probably be greater, however, if the citizen expected police to
arrive in 10 minutes and perceived that they took 15 minutes. In both cases
there is a 5 minute perceived delay, but in the first case, the delay made up
about 13 percent of the expected time while in the second, the delay made up 50
percent of the expected time.

The mean of the index was .318, indicating that on the average the perceived
response time was 1.318 times longer than the expected response time. However,
the median of 0 indicates that in 50 percent of the cases, perceived response
time was less than or equal to the expected time.

The perceptions-expectations ratio was affected by several factors {Appen-
dix E, Table E-12). Citizens' perceptions of response times were not accurate
but generally followed actual response times; the length of perceived response
times increased as actual response times increased (Appendix E, Table E-13).

Therefore, as dispatch or travel time increased, citizens were more likely to
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perceive response time to be longer than they expected it to be. Citizens also
perceived response time to be longer than expected when they thought faster re-
éponse time could have made a difference to the outcome of the crime.

Citizens expected police response time to be faster for involvement than
for discovery crimes (Appendix E, Table E-14). Citizens who reported Part II
crimes quickly also expected faster response times than citizens who delayed be-
fore reporting. When expected response time is short, police can meet those ex-
pectations only if actual response time is quick enough to make perceived re-
sponse time less than expected response time,

Citizen Satisfaction. Citizen satisfaction with police response time was

affected by several factors. The three directly related factors were the percep-
tions and expectations index, the importance of response time, and reporting time
(Appendix E, Table E-15). The effects of police response time and type of crime
were indirectly related to citizen satisfaction. The total effects of those
varigbles on citizen satisfaction are presented in Table 6—2.7‘r

The perceptions and expectations index was the most important factor affecting
citizen satisfaction. Citizens were satisfied when they thought the officer ar-
rived as soon or sooner than expected. When citizens perceived that the officer
arrived later than expected, satisfaction with response time began to wane. If
a citizen expected response time to take a long time and thought that the officer
arrived a little late, the citizen was not too ammoyed, but if the citizen expect-

ed quick response, slight delays seemed more serious, and satisfaction dropped.

*To canpute the effect coefficients, the regression equations were rerun, calcu-
lating only the significant path coefficients. For reporting and travel times
the equations did not change. Coefficients for the remaining equations which
were used in Table 6-2 are in Appendix E, Tables E-16 through E-21.
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TABLE 6-2

Effects of Significant Variables

on Citizen Satisfaction

Independent Variables Simple r Gausal

Direct Indirect Total
Perceptions and Expectations Ratio .518 454 0 454
Faster Response Time Could Have

Made a Difference .375 .259 104 .363
Travel Time .051 0 .107 107
Dispatch Time .100 0 .069 .069
Reporting Time (reciprocal

transformation) .203 144 -.032 112
Involvement Vandalism .082 .0 .019 .019
Involvement Forgery,

Fraud, and Embezzlement -.062 0 .021 .021
Weapon Possession -.074 0 0 0
Drunkenness -.015 0 -.057 -.057
Disturbing the Peace -.112 0 -.091 -.091
Disorderly Conduct .150 0 0 0
Discovery Vandalism .017 0 -.064 -.064
Discovery Forgery,

Fraud, and Embezzlement -.106 0 -.061 -.061
Nonaggravated Assault * * * *

*Reference group

Perceptions and expectations had the greatest impact on citizen satisfaction of
all of the variables.

The second factor affecting satisfaction with response time was whether cit-
izens thought faster response time could have made a difference to the outcome
of the incident. The effect was both direct and indirect. Citizens who thought
faster response time could have made a difference to the outcome of the crime
were less satisfied than those who thought it did not matter. In addition, citi-
zens who thought response time was important also thought the police took longer
than expected to arrive, which further contributed to dissatisfactioﬁ.

The final factor directly affecting citizen satisfaction was reporting time.
Citizens who took longer to report the crime were more satisfied with police re-
sponse time. The longer citizens took to report the crime, the longer they ex-
pected police to take to arrive; the longer the expected time was, the easier it
was for police to arrive when expected. This advantage was slightly reduced be-
cause dispatch and travel times tended to be longer when reporting time was long.
However, the direct effect was substantially stronger. Citizens seemed to recog-
nize the consequences of their own delays, and they tended to be more tolerant
of police response time when their own actions rendered it ineffective.

Dispatch and travel time affected citizen satisfaction indirectly through
their effects upon citizens' perceptions and expectations. When police response
was short, citizens' perceptions of response time were short, and it was more
likely citizens' perceived times would be shorter than expected times. As po-
lice response time increased, citizens perceived the delay, their expectations

were not met, and their satisfaction decreased. This relationship was identical

for both dispatch and travel time.
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Citizen satisfaction also varied indirectly by type of crime. Police re-
sponse time was less satisfactory for involirermt forgery, fraud, and embezzle-
ment cases than for other categories of Part II crimes. Reporting time was
shorter for involvement forgery, fraud, and embezzlement cases, which increased
dissatisfaction for them. Travel time was ionger for vandalism incidents, there-
by increasing the discrepancy in perceptions and expectations which decreased
citizen satisfaction. Incidents such as discovered crimes and drunkenness or
disturbing the peace incidents had more citizen satisfaction with police response
time. Citiéens thought that faster response time could not affect the outcome of
those incidents. Consequently, even though the police tended to take longer to

arrive, citizens were more satisfied.

Summary

The final model of factors affecting citizen satisfaction with police re-
sponse time is displayed in Figure 6-3. The findings indicate that citizen sat-
isfaction was not strongly dependent on police response time. Rather, citizens
were most satisfied when they thought response time was appropriate to the situa-
tion. When they thought police arrived as soon or sooner than expected, citizens
were most satisfied. When they did not think response time was important to the
outcome, they expected the police tw take longer and were just as satisfied with
slower response. Citizens thought response time was less important for discovery
crimes than involvement crimes, and therefore were not dissatisfied with slower
response to those types of calls. When citizens delayed reporting until the po-
lice could do nothing, they recognized the consequences of their inaction and
were more tolerant of slower police response.

In general, citizens thought rapid response was important to the same types
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of crime which analysis had indicated response time could make a difference.
Therefore, if police administrators consider the type of crime which has occurred,

the delay in reporting, and any other factors affecting the potential effective-

ness of rapid response, they can respond appropriately while maintaining good

relations with the citizens they serve.
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PROBLEMS AND PATTERNS IN REPORTING

Delays by citizens reporting Part II crimes were found to be substantial.
On the average, it took citizens about as much time to report an incident as it
did for police to both dispatch the information and travel to the call. Over
one—half of the cases were not reported within 7 mirutes of the time the citi-
zen knew of the incident and was free to call. Several Part II crimes were not
reported within hours of their occurrence or discovery.

The act of telephoniing police and relaying information about an incident
could not account for the length of the reporting interval. Actually, this

time component was found to be insignificant compared to the time which elapsed

" before a citizen was able or had decided to call the police. A number of fac-

tors were identified which contributed to this delay by citizens before calling

. the police and were divided into two categories. They were problems, uncontrol-

lable hindrances that an individual encounters in reporting an incident, and pat-
terns, voluntary actions taken prior to reporting or the attitudes which affect
the decision to report. The problems and patterns which were found to result in
significant reporting delays for the cases in this sample are discussed in this

chapter. '

The Problem and Pattern Sample

Eight patterns and five problems in reporting were identified as contribu-
tors to reporting delay in Part II crime incidents. The patterns, in order of
their frequency, were as follows:

1. Delay due to talking to another person. This pattern was reported in

39.5 percent of the Part II .incidents.. In more than one-half of the
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cases with this pattern (56.5 percent), citizens indicated that
they had talked to others prior to calling the police in order
to get advice, assistance, or additional information concerning
the incident. An additional 22.9 percent reported talking to
other persons to get them to call the police or to ask to use
their phone.

Delay due to apathy. With 10.9 percent of the cases, apathy was

the second most frequently cited pattern that might have influ-
enced the delay in reporting an incident. Responses indicative
of this pattern included feeling that the incident was not per-
sonally important (19.5 percent); feeling that the responsibility
of reporting the crime was too great (24.4 percent); or being un-
sure that the situation warranted contacting the police (56.1
percent) .

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

| pattern was identified in 9.1 percent of the cases. As with talk-

ing to another person, the most cammon reasons given for taking
this action was to obtain advice, assistance, or additional infor-
mation (61.5 percent).

Delay due to chasing the suspect. Citizens reported chasing the

suspect of a Part II crime in 8.2 percent of the incidents. In
the vast majority of cases (83.3 percent), the suspect was not
caught by the citizen.

Delay due to being unsure about police assistance. In 7.9 percent

of the cases, respondents expressed some uncertainty as to the

need for police assistance. Three explénations for this pattern
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were given in 92 percent of the cases: _first, that the incident
was a private, not a police matter (41.2 percent); second, that
there was no proof or evidence of the crime, so the poclice could
not help (29.4 percent); and third, that the police might think
the matter was unimportant and would not want to help (20.6 per-
cent) .

Delay due to investigating the incident scene. This pattern gen-

erally occurred when citizens assessed property loss or damage
prior to contacting the police. Respondents recalled this action

in 6.1 percent of the incidents.

Delay due to waiting or observing the situation. Typically, citi-
zens reported waiting or observing the situation in an attempt to

gain additional information as to the seriousness of the inciderit

and the need for the police. This type of uncertainty occurred in
only 3.3 percent of the Part II crimes.

Delay due to contacting security. This was the least frequently

identified pattem in the Part II crime sample, occurring in 2.7
percent of the incidents. In nearly one-half of these cases (45.5
percent), respondents indicated that it was company policy to con-

tact a supervisor or security guard before calling the police.

The five problems that delayed reporting, in order of their frequency, were

as follows:

1.

Delay due to public communications problems. This problem, which

was reported in 18.2 percent of all Part II incidents, largely
stemmed from a single difficulty. In 90.5 percent of the cases,

the problem with public commmications was due vo not having a
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telephone immediately available to report the crime. The only
other difficﬁlties mentioned were not having the correct change
for a pay phone, not having a telephone directory, having
trouble dialing the number, and not knowing the correct proce-
dures or agency to call. None of these problems were reported
by more than 5 percent of the respondents.

Delay due to fear or emotional upset. The problem of fear of

suspect reprisal or emotional upset was noted in 13.4 percent
of all Part II crimes. Delay due to emtional upset was some-
what more prevalent, being cited in slightly more than one-half
of the cases with this problem (56.7 percent).

Delay due to not being informed or being misinformed about the

incident. This problem was reported in 9.4 percent of the calls.
Respondents who noted that delay occurred because they had not
been immediately informed of the incident predominated (96.9
percent). In only an additional 3.1 percent of the cases was

the problem due to mistakenly believing the police had been
called (i.e., being misinformed about the incident).

Delay due to police commmications problems. Police commmica-

tions problems were reported in slightly fewer than 1 in 20 cases
(4.9 percent). The most common complaint was that the police did
not respond to the Iaitial call for assistance (45.0 percent).
Other difficulties cited as part of this problem were the depart-
ment's telephone was not answered promptly (20.0 percent); the
line was busy (10.0 percent); and the respondent had difficulty

commmicating with the dispatcher (10.0 percent).
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5. Delay due to injury. This problem was considered to have oc-

curred when an injury or the necessity of administering first
aid or transporting an individual to the hospital precluded
immediate reporting of the incident. Injury-related delays

occwrred in only 2.2 percent of the Part II crimes.

The Effects Identified

The primary purpose of this analysis was to identify the problems and pat-
terns which contributed to citizen reporting delay and to assess the effects of
those problems and patterms on the reporting interval. However, the identified
problems and patterns could not be considered the only factors which could con-
tribute to reporting delays by citizens. The type of Part II crime, a factor
already found to influence reporting time, may have affected the type of prob-
lem encountered or the type of pattern followed. The social characteristics of
the respondent may have had a direct effect upon reporting time or indirectly
affected it by affecting the problems and patterns involved.

To assess the possible effects of all of these factors, several analyses
were performed. First, the covariation of the type of crime and the respondent's
social characteristics was investigated to determine if citizens with certain
socloeconomic traits were more likely to be involved in or to discover certain
types of crime. Secondly, the type of crime and the respondent's social charac-
teristics were assessed to determine if systematic variations in problems or pat-
terns occurred along these dimensions. Finally, an exploration was made of the
possible direct effects each of these factors (problems and patterns, type of
Part II crime, social characteristics) had on the time taken to report a Part II
crime.

Social characteristics and the type of crime. Analysis of variance was
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employed to determine if systematic variation in the respondents' social char-
acteristics occurred among the types of Part II crime. Ten of the 12 socio-
economic indicators varied according‘ to the type of incident (Appendix F,
Tables F-1 through F-10). T-tests of the mean or proportional differences in
these social characteristics between types of Part II crime were performed
(Appendix F, Tables F-11 through F-20). The results presented subsequently are
based upon the nmumber of times the mean or proportion of a socioeconomic varia-
ble for a particular type of crime was statistically different from the other
types of crime. Differences in the same direction between a type of crime and
at least four of the other eight categories is reported as a trend for a socio-
economic measure.

Respondents who had discovered or reported cases of forgery, fraud, and
embezzlement differed from respondents in other types of crime on a greater num-
ber of socioeconomic measures than any other category. These persons were more
often married and male, had higher incomes, and held jobs with higher ratings
on the Duncan socioeconomic index than other respondents. They also were more
likely to own their home than to rent or board.

Respondents in cases of nonaggravated assault were more often younger,
black, and not married. Respondents in cases of discovery vandalism had, on
the average, lived longer at their present addresses and were more likely to
own their homes than to rent or board. Also, they more often worked at jobs
with higher ratings on the Duncan socioeconomic index and had higher incomes.

Respondents in cases of involvement forgery, fraud, and embezzlement were
more often married and male, but did not show the same trends in income, type
Final-

of work, or home ownership as persons discovering these types of crimes.

ly, the average level of education attained by respondents in cases of disorderly
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conduct was lower than that of other groups.

Statistically significant differences between respondents in cases of dis-
covery and involvement vandalism and between discovery and involvement forgery,
fraud, and embezzlement occurred on several socioeconomic measures. Respondents
in cases of discovery forgery, fraud, and embezzlement were more likely to own
their homes and- to have higher average incomes than citizens involved iu these
types of incidents. Respondents to incidents of discovery vandalism had higher
average incomes, worked at jobs rated higher on the Duncan index, and tended to
be disproportionately male compared to the respondents to cases of involvement

vandalism,

Iype of crime and problems and patterns. Analysis of variance indicated

that the probability of encountering four problems and of following three pat-
terns was influenced by the type of Part II crime (Appendix F, Tables F-21
through F-27). To specify the differences between each crime category, t-tests
of the proportion of cases with each of these problems or patterns were per-
formed (Appendix F, Tables F-28 through F-34).

The pattern of telephoning another person or receiving a call prior to
calling the police occurred more frequently in incidents of discovery forgery,
fraud, and embezzlement than any other type of Part II crime. In nearly 60
percent of these cases, respondents indicated they had telephoned or received
calls concerning the incident prior to contacting the police.

The delay due to talking to another person was identified in a greater pro-
portion of the incidents of nonaggravated assault, and involvement and discovery
vandalism, than cases of weapon possession, drunkemmess, disturbing the peace,

or disorderly conduct. This pattern also occurred more frequently in involve-

ment and discovery forgeries, frauds, and embezzlements, and cases of disturbing
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the peace than incidents of weapon possession. Talking te another person prior
to calling the police was a pattern followed in a smaller proportion of inci-
dents of weapon possession than in six of the other crime categories.

Cases of vandalism and forgery, fraud, and embezzlement generally resulted
in more instances of delay due to investigating the incident scene than other
types of crime. This pattern was more frequent in involvement vandalism inci-
dents than the nonaggravated assault, drunkemness, disturbing the peace, and
disorderly conduct categories. In addition, the proportion of disturbing the
peace cases with this action was smaller than for incidents of discovery vandal-
ism and involvement and discovery forgery, fraud, and embezzlement. Reporting
delays due to citizen investigations were also more common for discovered for-
geries, frauds, and embezzlements than weapon possession or disorderly conduct.

The problem or delay due to injury was limited solely to cases of nonaggra-
vated assault. Fear of suspect reprisal or emotional upset as a problem contrib-
uting to reporting delay was also largely limited to incidents of nonaggravated
assault. This type of crime resulted in this problem in a greater proportion of
cases than any of the other crime categories. The delay due to fear or emctional
upset was also more prevalent for incidents of involvement vandalism, disturbing
the peace, and disorderly conduct than cases of discovery vandalism.

Incidents of nonaggravated assault and involvement vandalism resulted in a
greater proportion of cases with public communications problems than incidents
of weapon possession, drunkenness, or involvement or discovery forgery, fraud,
and embezzlement. This problem in reporting was also identified in a larger
proportion of the discovery vandalism incidents than cases of weapon possession

or involvement forgery, fraud, and embezzlement, and in more cases of disturbing

the peace than involvement forgery, fraud, and embezzlement.
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Finally, the problem of being misinformed or not being informed about the
incident was reported more frequently in the categories of nonaggravated assault,
drunkermess, involvement and discovery vandalism, and involvement and discovery
forgery, fraud, and embezzlement than in the crime category of disturbing the
peace. Additionally, this problem occurred in nonaggravated assaults and dis-
covery forgeries, frauds, and embezzlements more oftén than in incidents of dis-

orderly conduct.

Social characteristics and problems and patterns. Multi ple regression anal-

ysis was utilized to assess the possible influence of the respondents' social
characteristics upon the types of problems they encountered and patterts' they
followed. The probabilities of occurrence of three of the patterns and one of
the problems were influenced by the socioeconomic characteristics of the respond-
ents (Appendix F, Tables F-35 through F-38). However, in no case could the rela-
tionship between the social characteristics of a citizen and the likelihood of a
problem or pattern occurring be considered to be strong since the variance ex-
plained was rather small.

The patterns found to be influenced by socioeconomic characteristics were
the delays due to apathy, due to chasing the suspect, and due to investigating
the incident scene. The probability that a citizen chased the suspect of a
Part II crime was found to decrease with increasing ratings of the respondents’
type of work on the Duncan socioeconomic index. The reported occurrence of
apathy was influenced by whether the respondent owned, rented; or boarded. Cit-
izens who owned their home were less likely to report delay due to apathy than
those who rented, and renters less frequently noted this pattern than boarders.

Finally, respondents who considered themselves the head of the household also
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reported investigating the incident scene prior to contacting the police more
frequently than nonheads of households.

The single problem affected by the respondent's social characteristics was
delay due to public commmications problems. Blacks who were not married (in-
cluding those who were single, divorced, widowed, and separated) more often re-
ported public commmications problems than married blacks, or whites who were

either married or not married.

The determinants of reporting time. The possible effects of type of crime,

the problems or patterns involved, and the respondent's social characteristics
on the delay in reporting a Part II crime were assessed by multiple regression
analysis. Significant variation among the types of crime and the effect of a
single problem and a single pattern were identified (Appendix F, Table F-39).
No socioeconomic indicator proved to be a significant determinant of the time
taken to report an incident.,

The pattern found to significantly delay initial contact with the police
was apathy. Respondents expressing this attitude incurred delays dispropor-
tionately long compared to citizens reporting similar types of crimes but not
expressing apathy toward the incident. The problem of not being informed or
being misinformed about the incident also resulted in significant reporting de-
lays across the types of crime. Additionally, forgerigs, frauds, and embezzle-
ments that were discox}ered were not reported as promptly as other types of Part
II crimés. Though th= problems and patterns of these cases may have explained
some of the delay involved, discovery forgery, fraud, and embezzlement inéidents

resulted in lengthy reporting intervals inconsistent with the difficulties,

alternative actions, or attitudes identified in them.
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Summary
This sec:ion identified some of the important determinants of citizen re-
porting delays from the problems and patterns in reporting, the social charac-

teristics of respondents, and the type of crime. Eight patterns in reporting

were identified including six types of voluntary actions typically taken by
respondents prior to contacting the police, and two attitudes concerning the
need for assistance. Five problems or uncontrollable hindrances to reporting
were also identified. Analysis assessed relationships among these possible de-
terminants, as well as their effect on reporting delay.

Respondents to cases of nonaggravated assault tended to be younger, black,
and not married; respondents to cases of discovery vandalism had lived longer at
their present addresses, owned their homes, and had more prestigious and higher
paying jobs; disorderly conduct respondents had less formal education; and re-
spondents to incidents of forgery, fraud, and embezzlement were more often male
and married, while the respondents of these ty’pes'of crime when discovered tended
to own their homes and have more prestigious and higher paying jobs compared to
respondents in other crime categories.

The problems and patterns in reporting were more strongly influenced -y
situational factors (the type of crime) than by the type of individual involved
in or discovering the incident. The pattern of telephoning another person prior

to contacting the police was largely limited to cases of discovery forgery,

fraud, and embezzlement, and the delays due to injiury and due to fear or emo-

tional upset were found primarily in incidents of nonaggravated assault. Public
communicaticns problems, which were largely limited to the difficulty of finding
a telephone to contact the police, were prominent in cases of nonaggravated as-

sault and involvement vandalism, but largely absent from incidents of involvement
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forgery, fraud, and embezzlement. Forgeries, frauds, and embezzlements and cases
of vandalism tended to produce délay du:ev to investigating. the incident scene,
since respondents often assessed loss or property damage. Talking to another per-
son prior to calling the police, a delay usually stemming from a need to obtain
information concerning the incident, was identified more regularly in nonaggra-
vated assault and vandalism incidents and was largely absent from cases of weapon
possession. Finally, the problem of not being informed or being misinformed about
the incident was more prevalent for crime categories other than disturbing the
peace.

The social characteristics found to relate to the frequency of problems and
patterns in reporting included findings that respondents with more prestigious
jobs were less likely to chase the suspect of a Part II crime; homeowners less
frequently reported delay due to apathy; heads of households were more likely to
investigate the incident scene; and public commmications problems were more
prevalent for unmarried blacks. The latter result is not unexpected since pub-
lic commmications problems were more frequent in cases of nonaggravated assault,
a crime category which disproportionately involved black, umarried individuals.

The time taken to report a Part II crime was unaffected by the individual's
socioeconomic standﬁng but was influenced by the type of incident and the type
of problems or patterns involved in reporting the incident. Citizens reporting
apathy concerning the incident and those noting the problem of not being informed
or being misinformed about the incident spent more time in contacting the police
than individuals not experiencing these factors for the same types of crime. Re-
spondents to incidents of discovery forgery, fraud, and embezzlenént also took.
disproportionately longer to report the crime for the types of patterns involved

and problems encountered.
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CHAPTER EIGHT
THE PROCESS OF REPORTING

In addition to the patterns citizens followed and the problems they encoun-
tered before or during the process of reporting Part Il 2rimes to the police,
there are certain processes which are constant to each incident reported to the
police. Variables in these processes are the relation of the citizen who called
to the incident, the telephone used, the telephone number used, and how the citi-
zen knew the niumber.

The socioeconomic traits of the citizen calling police and the urgency of
the situation were considered factors which might influence the process utilized
by citizens when contacting police. This chapt‘:errwill discuss ‘the processes used

in calling the police and the effects these two factors had on the processes used,

The Factors Examined

The following four processes in reporting variables were identified for
analysis:

1. Who called the police?

2. Whose telephone was used?

3. What telephone number was used?

4. How did the citizen-caller know the number used?

Who called the police? Citizens interviewed because they had reported Part

II crimes were classified as_vi_'cvtim-callers, witness~callers, or callers. For
the purpose of clarity, the term ''citizen-caller'' will be used for all citizens
intervie\“nied‘ who had called police. The term "caller" applies to citizen-callers
who were not vmtlms or witnesses to crimes but who reported the crimes to poii.ce

after being informed of them by a victim or a witness.
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The citizen-caller was interviewed in 234 of the 359 Part II crimes observed
(65.2 percent). As illustrated in Table 8-1, more than one-half of the incidents
(58.1 percent) were reported by the victim. An additional 23.1 percent of the
Part II crimes were reported by witnesses, and in 18.8 percent of the cases, a
vietim or witness to the crime notified a second party who called the police.

TABLE 8-1
Type of Citizen-Caller Interviewed

Type of Citizen-Caller Frequency Relative Percentage
Victim-caller 136 58.17%
Witness~caller 54 B 23.1%
Caller - 44 R 18.8%
No citizen-caller interviewed 125 - Missing

Whose teléébpne was used? Each of the 234 citizen-callers interviewed indi-

cated using a pay telephone, a personal telephone, or a business telephone. Per-
sonal telephones used were either the citizen-caller's own telephone or a phone
belonging to someone else. Table 8-2 illustrates the distribution of the types

of telephones used to report Part II crimes.

TABLE 8-2
‘Type of Telephone Used
Type of Telephone Fréguency Relative Percentage
Citizen-caller's telephone 98 | 41.9%
Business telephone 85 N 36.3%
Someone else's telephone 31 ' 13.2%
Pay telephone 20 8.5%
No citizen-caller interviewed 125 Missing

Vhat telephone number was used? Of the 234 citizen-callers, 210 reported
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using one of three telephone numbers to contact the police. First, a
citizen-caller may have used the ''Crime Alert' number. This mmber is a direct
line to the police dispatchers which the public has been urged through advertis-
ing to use to report a need fér emergency assistance. Second, a citizen-caller
may have dialed the police department administrative mumber and had the call
transferred to a dispatcher. The third option was to dial ''0" for the telephone
system operator who then routed the call through the Crime Alert number. The
relative use of each of these numbers to report Part II crimes is depicted in
Table 8-3. The Crime Alert number was the most frequently used, followed by the
police administrative number, and then the telephone system operator.

TABLE 8-3
Telephone Number Used

Telephone Number Frequenc Relative Percentage
Crime Alert 99 47.1%
" Police administrative 65 31.0%
Telephone system operator 46 21.9%
Not recalled ; 24 Missing
No citizen-caller interviewed 125 Missing

How did the citizen-caller know the number used? Citizen-callers who used

the Crime Alert or police administrative numbers were asked how they knew the num-
ber they had used to contact the police. Four sources of the number were given by
the 188 citizen-callers asked this question, and the frequency of their responses
are given in Table 8-4. - Recalling the number from memory was the most common
source of the telephone number used. In nearly one-half of the cases,

citizen-callers or someone with them knew the number from memory. Having the
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number written down by the telephone, on a piece of paper carried by the
citizen-caller, or on a Crime Alert decal printed by the department was the sec-
ond most common response. The two remaining sources from which the telephone

nurber was pbtained were the telephtme directory and directory assistance.

TABLE 8-4
Sources of the Telephone MNumber Used
Source Frequency Relative Percentage
Memory 92 48.97
Number written down 41 21.8%
Directory assistance 28 14,97
Telephone directory , 27 14.47,
Does not apply (dialed '0'") 46 Missing
No citizen-caller interviewed 125 Missing

The Effects Identified

Social characteristics. T-tests of the mean or proportional differences in

the socioceconomic traits of citizen-callers revealed significant variation be-
tween groups using different types of telephones, dialing different telephone
numbers, and having different sources of the telephone number they used. However,
the three types of citizen-callers, victim-callers, witness-callers, and callers
differed for only a single socioeconomic measure.

Income was the only social characteristic to differ among the types of
citizen—callers. Victim-callers and callers had higher average incames than
witness-callers. No difference in average income between victim-callers and

callers was found (Appendix G; Table G-1).

Citizen-callers using differing types of telephones to report Part II crimes
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differed in a number of socioeéonomic measures (Appendix G, Tables G-2 and G-3).
Those using business telephones were more likely to be married, to have higher
paying and more prestigious jobs than citizen-callers using a pay telephone.
They were more likely to be married and male, and have higher levels of educa-
tion dnd income compared to citizen-callers using a personal telephone, either
their own or someone else's. They were also more likely to own their home and
to have lived in their residence longer, to have more prestigious jobs, and to
be older than citizen-callers using someone else's personal telephone.
Citizen-callers using their own personal telephone had more prestigious jobs than
those using a pay telephone, while citizens using someone else's personal tele-
phone were younger, more often not married, and more often female compared to
citizen-callers using a pay telephone. Moreover, citizen-callers who used their
own personal telephone were more often married and older, owned their own homes
and lived there longer, had more education, and had more prestigious and higher
paying jobs than citizen-callers using someone else's personal telephone.

Two sociceconomic traits of citizen-callers differed according to the tele-
phone number they had used to contact the police (Appendix G, Table G-4).
Citizen-callers using the Crime Alert number had higher incomes and were more
often males than those dialing either the telephone system operator or the de-:
partment's administrative number. Also, those using the administrative number
were more frequently male than citizen~callers relying on the telephone system
operator to place the call. No difference in family income between those using
the administrative number and the telephone system operator was noted.

The sources of the telephone number that a citizen-caller had used to

contact the police also varied with the respondent's social characteristics
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(Appendix G, Table G-5). Citizen-callers obtaining the number from a telephone : 2. The field officer utilized lights and sirens in response to
directory or having the mmber written down had more prestigious jobs and higher the call but did not respond directly to the dispatched loca-
levels of education than those obtaining the muber fram directory assistance. tion (0.0 percent).
They also had more highly rated jobs compared to citizen-callers who knew the - 3. The field officer saw the incident as urgent and proceeded

number from memory. directly to the dispatched location (19.2 percent).

Finally, citizens recalling from memory the number they had used were more

frequently male and had attained higher levels of education than those using

directory assistance.

Urgency of the incident. Analysis of variance was used to determine if the

nature of the incident affected the process by which it was reported. Specifi-
cally, an examination was made of the possible effect of the urgency of the inci-
dent on the telephone number the citizen-caller used to contact the police and
how this mmber was obtained. An urgency index was operationalized according to
the following criteria:
1. (Most urgent) All Part II crimes reported in progress or involving
citizen injury (53.0 percent).
2. All Part II crimes involving a victim (camplainant) or witness
during crime occurrence but not reported in progress and not in-
volving injury (34.4 percent).
3 (Least urgent) All Part II crimes discovered after occurrence
(12.6 percentj.
Additionally, a second urgency index was based on the response of the field
officer to the call:
1. (Most urgent) The field officer utilized lights and sirens in
response to the call and proceeded directly to the dispatched

location (0.6 percent of the Part II incidents).
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4. The field officer saw the incident as urgent but did not re-

spond directly to the dispatched location (1.1 percent).

5. The field officer saw the incident as routine and proceeded

directly to the dispatched location (74.1 percent).

6. The field officer saw the incident as routine but did not re-

spond directly to the dispatched location (5.0 percent).

The urgency of a Part II crime, as reflected by either the mature of the
incident or the field officer's response to the call, did not affect how the
crime was reported. Neither the muber used by the citizen-caller to report
the crime nor the source of that mmber was affected by the urgency of the in-
cident. It should be noted that indices based upon either the incident's nature
or the necessity of rapid field response do not necessarily correspond to the
citizen's perception of urgency. From the callers' perspective, they may have
chosen the most appropriate means of reporting the crime. Regardless, the proc-
ess of selecting and obtaining a number to call the police was based less on the
urgency of the call and more on socioeconamic factors which may or may not have
affected the citizen's perception of urgency.

Process of reporting and reporting time. The type of citizen-caller was

entered into analysis of variance to determine if this factor affected the time
taken to report Part II crimes. The remaining thrée process variables were not

assessed. The difference in reporting time attributable to the telephone number
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used was fuliy examined in the Test Call Experiment, reported in Volume II,
Part I crime analysis. The type of telephone and the source of the telephone
mumber were not further analyzed as the difficulty in locating a telephone or
obtaining a number was addressed in Chapter Seven of this volume, '"Problems

and Patterns in Reporting." That witness-callers might be in a more favorable
position to report a crime quickly, or that the process of passing information
concerning an incident on to a caller might significantly delay crime reporting,
however, has not been previously assessed.

Witness-callers were found to report Part II crime incidents more quickly
than either vietim-callers or callers (Appendix G, Table G-6). However, when
the difference in time due to the type of incident being reported was considered,
victim-callers, witness-callers, and callers took approximately the same amount

of time to report similar types of incidents (Appendix G, Table G-7).

Summary

This section identified four processes in reporting variables, including
1) who called the police; 2) whose telephone was used; 3) what telephone mumber
was used; and 4) how the citizen-caller knew the telephone mumber used. Some of
the possible determinants of these alternmative elements of the reporting process
were assessed along with their effect on response time.

The process followed in reporting a Part II crime was largely determined by
the types of citizens (their socioeconomic characteristics), rather than the
types of incidents (their urgency). The urgency of an incidént based either on
the type of crime or the officer's response to the call did not predict what
telephone mmber a citizen used or how this number was obtained. The social

characteristics of the reporting party did vary with these factors, however.

R

s el SO S TR LR

Citizens using the 'Crime Alert" : .»* .r generally had higher incomes and were
more frequently male campared to those using either the administrative number
or the telephone system operator. Citizen-callers obtaining the number they had
used to call the police from a telephone directory, recalling it from memory, or
having it written down had more formal education than those using directory as-
sistance.

Furthermore, citizens using different types of telephones to report the in-
cident differed on a number of socioeconomic traits. Those citizens reporting
a Part II crime on a business telephone generally exhibited what might be con-
sidered to be more stable social characteristics. For example, these individ-
uals were more often married, had more education, and had higher paying jobs
than citizens using either a pay or a personal telephone. The social charac-
teristics of citizen—caller; also differed according to the type of personal
telephone used. Citizens using their own telephone were more frequently married
and inale, were older, had better paying and more prestigious jobs, had more edu-
cation, more frequently owned their home, and had lived in their homes lcSnger
than those who used someone else's personal telephone.

Finally, for citizen-callers reporting similar types of Part II crime,
victim-callers, witness-callers, and callers did not differ in the time they

took to initially contact the police dispatcher.
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CHAPTER NINE
DISPATCHING AND PATROL DETERMINANTS OF TRAVEL TIME

The time taken by an officer to travel to the scerie of a Part II involvement
crime influenced the probability of making an on-scene arrest, and travel time
was one of the most significant factors affecting the probability of making a
response-related arrest, The effect of travel time on arrest was particularly
great for inwlvement forgery, fraud, and embezzlement cases where a delay of
just minutes increased the chance a suspect would become suspicious of being de-
tected and flee. This piwotal influence of travel time on the probability of ar-

rest emphasized the importance of identifying some of the dispatching and patrol

determinants of travel time.

The Factors Examined

Obviously, the distance which must be traveled to the scene of a crime could
be expected to affect the time taken to get there. Therefore, any dispatching or
patrol procedures affecting distance could be expected to exert an influence over
travel time. Systematic differences in the distance traveled were first sought
among the categories of Part II crime. Then the following three factors were
examined for possible effects on distance:

1. Whether the officer was in the assigned beat at the time of dis-

patch. Officers accompanied by observers were in their assigned
beats when dispatched in nearly one-half of the incidents (49.2
percent) .

2. Whether the. inciden‘t to which the accompanied officer was dis-

patched was in the assigned beat. Accompanied officers were

dispatched to incidents in their assigned beats in 38.9 percent
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of the cases.

3. Whether the officer was located in the beat of the incident at
the time of dispatch. This factor would include cases in which
the incident and the accompanied officer were both in the same
beat at the time of dispatch, whether it was the assigned beat
or not. When dispatched, accompanied officers were located in
the beat of the incident in 30.6 percent of the calls.

In addition to distance and the possible predictors of distance, five other

dispatching and'patrol variables were assessed as determinants of- travel time,

1. Whether the officer was in the vehicle at the time of dispatch.
Accompanied officers were in their vehicles when dispatched in
89.1 percent of the Part II incidents. Officers not located in
their vehicles were dispatched via walkie-talkies,

2. Whether the veliicle was stationary or mobile at the time of dis-
patch. Of the cases in which the accompanied officer was in the
vehicle at the time of dispatch, the vehicle was stationary in
37.2 percent of the calls.

3. Whether the accompanied vehicle was manned by one or two officers.
Approximately 89.4 percent of the accompanied vehicles were marmed
by a single officer. Two one-officer vehicles are dispatched.to
calls which may involve risk to officers. Such a procedure may
involve longer travel times if the officer nearer the incident
scene delays his arrival in order for the cars to arrive simul-
taneously, as prescribed by departmental procedures.

4. If two one-officer vehicles were dispatched, whether the officer
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arriving first waited for the back-up unit. If the officer ar-
riving first did not wait for the assisting car, in Kansas City,
Missouri, Police Department vernacular, the call was 'busted."
Busted calls occurred in 21.7 percent of the Part II incidents.
5. Whether the incident occurred in patrol view. While this factor
was not expected to directly affect travel time, it could affect
whether the call was busted. Therefore, this variable was as-
sessed in interaction with whethef the call was busted. Nearly
orie-half (47.3 percent) of the Part II incidents occurred in

patrol view.

The Effects Identified

Distance Traveled. Multiple regression analysis was employed to assess the

impact of the predictors of distance traveled (Appendix H, Table H-1). Whether
the officer was in the assigned beat and whether the officer was in the beat of
the incident both affected the distance traveled. In general, officers who were
not in their assigned beats at the time of dispatch traveled greater distances to
Part II incidents than officers located within the assigned beat. Also, officers
not located in the beat where the incident occurred, not surprisingly, had to
travel greater distances than officers within the incident beat at the time of
dispatch. No systematic variation among the types of Part II crimes was found
for the distance traveled.

Travel Time. The results of the mulriple regression analysis of the pre-
dictors of travel time are presented in Appendix H, Table H-2. Only distance
and type of crime affected travel time. As was expected, the distance that had

to be traveled to reach the incident scene strongly affected travel time, with
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greater distances producing longer delays in arriving. Additionally, incidei.cs
of discovery vandalism resulted in longer field response times than other types
of Part II crime. This finding is especially interesting since the relatively

longer travel t:imes for this type of crime cammot be attributed to differences

in the average distance traveled.

It is noteworthy to consider the factors which did not significantly affect
travel times. The potential or real delays imposed by an officer being out of
his vehicle at the time of dispatch, dispatching one-officer vehicles, or wait-
ing for an assisting wehicle did not significantly lengthen travel time.

Summary

This section identified some of the important dispatching and patrol deter-
minants of travel time. As the distance to be traveled was expected to affect
field response times, several variables were assessed as predictors of distance,
as well as travel time. It was found that officers located in their assigned
beats (compared to those not in their assigned beats) and officers located in
the beats of the incidents (compared to those not in the beats of the incidents)
generally were required to travel less distance. Furthermore, dis’taﬂce was the
primary determinant of travel time, with only incidents of discovery vandalism
resulting in field response times disproportionately longer for the distance

traveled.
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TABLE A-1: Citizen Interview Completion rates
o WITNESS-CALLER
VICTIM-CALLER VICTIM OR CALLER
N = 156 N =125 N = 202
COMPLETE = 136 COMPLETE = 75 CMPLETE = 98
COMPLETION RATE = 87.27% COMPLETION RATE = 60% COMPLETION RATE = 48.5‘7_.,
No On-Scene e :
Contact - S 18 36% 72 69.2%
Unsble to e
Locate 13 65% 8 16z . 14 13.5%
Citizen Unable
to Remenber
Incident 4 20% - - 3 2.9%
Ineligible 2 10% 10 20% 13 12.5%
Refused to be ,
Interviewed 1 5% - - 1 1.0%
No Citizen
Information .
from Observer - - 11 227, IR - ‘ o
Interview
Voided - - - - 1 1.0%
Interviewer .
Error - - 3 6% - -
TOTAL 20 Incomplete | 50 Incomplete 104 Incomplete i
1
i
- 2 \A:;.
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SECTION A-2

The following is to provide additional detailed information concerning scme

of the specific statistical and analytical techniques used in this volume.

Multiple Regression. Multiple regression was used to assess the effects of

many of the predictors of the outcomes addressed in this volume. Same special
variations on multiple regression, including analysis of variance, analysis of
covariance, and path analysis that were used in the evaluation of some outtomes
are discussed in more detail in the sections that follow.

Several of the dependent varisbles examined in this report, e.g., arrest,
witness availability, each of the problems and patterns, etc., were dichbtomogs,
coded ''1" if they were present, '0" if they were not. Using the incident as the
unit of analysis, regression involving this type of dependent variable would in-
dicate the effect of each of the predictors on the probability of the dependent
variable being present. This is a discriminant function analysis technique.

This analysis yields similar information to what would be obtained by grouping
cases by the independent variable without the resulting loss of precision in the
independent variable or the severe lunltatlons on the number of predictors that
could be assessed. On the other hand, grouping‘cases would have helped to remove
extraneous variation and to increase the variance explained.” However, due to the
number of factors that were considered relevént, the incident was chosen as the
unit of analysis.

Because of the large number of factors that were considered possible deter-
minants of mamy of the cutcomes examined, an analysis paradigm was established
to systematically assess their effects. When a large group of independent varia-

bles, such as the 12 social characteristics or the 13 problems and pattems‘,fin
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reporting were to be evaluated, four steps were taken: 1) each independent vari-

able was entered separately into regression; 2) all two-way interactions of the
factors that were found to be significant predictors in Step 1 were entered into
regression with the factors involved; 3) all polynomial forms of continuous inde-
pendent variables were entered separately into regression to test for possible
nonlinearity; and 4) all significant predictors from Steps 1, 2, or 3 were
entered concurrently into multiple regression. The results of these Step 4 mul-
tiple regressions are cited in the text and their sumary statistics are found
in the appendices that follow.

Regressions involving such a potentially large nunber of variables are wul-
nerable to the problems of high multicollinearity, especially when intercorrelated
variables typical of social characteristics are involved. To assess possible dif-
ficulties, a correlation matrix of the socioeconomic measures was computed. Only
the correlations between length of residence in Kansas City, Mo., and age (r =
.549) and between marital status and income (r = -.521) exceeded the .5 level.
Further, only the interaction of marital status and income was ever found to be
a significant predictor of any outcome examined. This interaction correlated
.709 with marital status and .66l with income. In no case did the interaction,
which was always entered in a later step, appear to obscure the effect of the

separate factors.

Analysis of Variance. When possible systematic differences in an outcome

were to be assessed according to group membership, e.g., type of crime, dummy
variable regression analysis was used. All categories except one, the reference
group, were represented by a dumy variable coded ''1" if the case was a member of
the category, '0" if not. The F's given in the appendix tables of sumary statis-

tics indicate if the mean or the proportion of the category differed significantly
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from that of the reference group. To assess differences between groups other

than the reference group, a wosterioni contrasts utilizing t-tests were performed.

Analysis of Covariance. The analysis of variance technique above was chosen

as it lended itself well to obtaining predictive equations from analysis of co-
variance. A continuous variable, the covariate was entered into multiple regres-
sion with the group féctors as above, and factor-covariate interactions were com-
puted and entered into the equation. This analygis was employed to indicate the
relationship between a dependent variable and a continuous independent variable
(e.g., probability of arrest by travel time), and whether this relationship dif-
fered among groups (e.g., types of crime).

Path Analysis. Analysis of citizen satisfaction with police response time

had two major objectives: 1) to identify the factors significantly affecting
satisfaction, and 2) to assess the total impact of potential policy variables on
citizen satisfaction. Path analysis provides a way to achieve both of these ob-
jectives.

Path analysis is a technique to determine the total effect of a given inde-
pendent variable on a selected dependent variable. It is more thorough than

other analysis techniques for identifying significant relationships in that it

considers indirect as well as direct relationships. A direct relationship refers

to the effect a change in a single independent variable has on a dependent varia-
ble. An indirect relationship refers to the effect on a dependent variable re-
sulting from changes in intervening variables which were also results of the
ghange in the given independent variable. By considering the indirect as well
as direct effects, path analysis may reveal relationsﬁi'p‘s_which would otherwise
appear insignificant.

In addition, when the indirect relationships are identified, they may be
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added to the direct effects to give the total effect of a change in the indepen-

dent variable on the dependent variable. Thus, it permits the identification of

complex causal processes and the assessment of effects that a change in any vari-
able within the system would have on other variables in the system.

Path analysis requires several steps. First, the causal order of the vari-
ables must be established a priori and the potential relationships identified.
Second, the regression F-tests car be used to identify the significant relation-
ships. Third, to compute the effect coefficients, which include the direct and
indirect effects, the regression coefficients were recomputed with only the sig-
nificant variables included in each equation. Standardized regression coeffi-
cients seemed most appropriate for citizen satisfaction because they permit the
comparison of the effects of variables with different measurement scales. How-
ever, to avoid ummecessary controversy, the unstandardized regression coefficients
were also included in the statistical tables for those who wish to use them.

T-tegts. T-tests were used to assess the significance of the difference be-
tween two categories in the group proportions (for dichotomous dependent variables)
o the group means (for continuous dependent variébles). Because of the experi-
ment's rather high Type I error rate of the t-test, significant variation among
categories was generally established by analysis of variance before this test was
applied. The assumption of equal group variances was assessed by an F-test in
all cases, snd where the variances were found to differ significantly, a
separate-variance estimate was employed rather than the pooled variance normally

 used. Two-tailed tests were applied in all cases.
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Section B-1: Operationalization of the Seven Response Time Components. \
air, terminating the dispatch.

' time compon s tudy ationalized f : i
The seven nents used In this s were Operati 1zed as follows ; 5. From the time a car was assigned to a call until the officer

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

discovered a crime until initial commection between the citizen
and a police dispatcher. If the crime was reported by a witness
who had been on scene, then the witness' involvement was consid-
ered over when the witness left the scene. If it was reported

by a witness who was not on scene, the wimess' involvement was
considered terminated 1 minute after the witness first witmessed
the crime. If police were contacted during the commission of the
crime, either by a victim or a witness on scene, the total ccmpo-
nent was arbitrarily estimated to take 1 minute. When police
were notified by means of a private alarm company, this interval
could not be obtained.

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

From the time when the dispatcher understood the nature of the
incident and the location to which an officer should be dispapched
‘until the end of the transmission in which the dispatcher requested
the location of a specific car with an observer or any car in the
vicinity, and a car with an observer answered that call by giving
its location.

From the end of this initial transmission until a specific car
with an observer was assigned to the call. The end of this inter-

val was determined by when the dispatcher gave the time over the
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began responding to the call. Because information concemning

a call was often broadcast before the dispatcher called for a
specific car or before the dispatch terminated, an officer
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 offi-
cially dispatched.

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

From the time when the officer arrived at the dispatched loca-
tion, until the investigation of the incident was initiated.
The investigation was considered initiated if the officer con-
tacted any citizen directly inwolved with the incident, or when
the officer arrived at the incident scene, whichever came first.
This component could also result in negative values if another
officer arrived at the scene and began an investigation before
the observed officer. This situation is known in Kansas City,
Missouri, Police Department vernacular as a 'busted call."
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Table B - 2.-- 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 *%Total
Begins to ||involvement to tao to ) to to to Response
Coiegory Detainment |ito Initial Inforrnation|Dispatcher (Dispatch Officer Arrival Investigation Time
Ends Connection |Available |Calls Car Terminates |Responds Initiated
Md 1:57 6:01 0:14 1:54 0:18 0:03 3:44 0:17 15:55
X 3:09 5:37:35 0:20 3:33 0:21 0:23 4:32 022 5:48:43
All sD 5:56|| 37:24:04 0:19 5:01 0:13 1:24 3:29 0:46|| 37:28:42
Part II Min, 1:00 1:00 0:04 0:10 0:06 -1:21 0: 1 - 5:45 4:05
. Max. 45:00(1456:00:00 3:28 37:13 2:48 15:58 29:45 5:10(1456:06:15
Crimes N 57 286 352 334 337 353 359 359 285
%o — 49.6 2.1 17.0 2.5 1.5 25.2 2.1 100.0
Md 1:57 5:01 0:14 1:51 0:19 0:03 3:35 0:15 14:;37
X 3:09 1:01:13 0:19 3:08 0:22 0:21 | 4:13 0:20 1:10:34
Part II SD 5:56 8:23:56 0:19 4:10 0:13 1:16 2:52 0:48 8:25:34
Involvernent Min, 1:00 1:00 0:04 0:10 0:06 ~-1:21 0:11 ~ 5:45 4:05
. Max. 45:00}{106: 53:00 3:28 37:13 2:48 15:58 29:45 5:10(|107:11:37
Crimes N 57 224 286 268 271 288 292 292 223
%o —_ 46.3 2.3 17.8 2.8 1.4 27.1 2.2 99,9
md —_— 19:50 0:15 2:25 0:18 0:03 4:28 0:21 35:01
X — 22:16:06 Q:20 5:15 0:20 0:33 5:54 0:31 22:29:13
Part IO sSD — 76:55:49 0:15 7:20 0:10 1:53 4:42 0:37f 76:56:30
Discovery | Min. — 1:00 0:05 0:16 0:10 ~ 0:34 1:08 0:00 5:31
. Max. —_ 456:00:00 1:31 35:41 1:10 13:55 23:45 3:421(456:06:15
Crimes N — 62 66 66 66 65 67 67 62
%o —_ 61.5 1.3 14.2 1.5 1.6 18.3 1.6 100.0

X pata are for nonaggravated

assault only,
*XOccurrence time estimates were not included in total response times,
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Table B-3.-- Time

statistics for response time components.

Occurrence:||{Discovery [Initial Information|Dispatcher {Dispatch Officer Arrival
Crime crime or End of |[Connection|Available |Calls Car |TerminatesjResponds *Tota!
Begins to . || Involvermnent to to to to to to Response
Category Detainmenti{to Initial |Information|Dispatcher |Dispatch Officer Arrival Investigation Time
Ends Connection jAvailable |Calls Car |Terminates|Responds Initiated
Md 1:57 8:06 0:15 2:.05 0:18 0:04 3: 31 0:16 16:06
X 3:09 22:14 0:21 3:27 0:20 0:19 4:12 0:23 31:14
Non- SD 5:56 56:57 0:28 3:58 0:10 0:45 2:34 Q:39 57:41
aggravated] Min. 1:00 1:00 0:06 0:38 0:06 - 0:28 0: 11 - 2:00 4:41
Max. 45:00 6:00:22 3.28 20:24 1:06 4:24 11:23 2:46 6:14:00
Assault N 57 54 59 54 54 59 59 59 54
% -— 49.4 1.9 17.7 2.3 1.5 25.3 1.6 99.7
Md _— 4:59 ,0:15 2:15 0:17 0:02 3:55 0:11 14:02
X — 11:24 G:21 5:06 0:20 0:41 4:47 0:22 23:27
Involvement| gp — 22:42 0:20 7:17 0:08 2:25 2:42 0:27 27:31
Min, —-— 1:00 0:06 Q:28 0:08 - 0:45, 1:07 - 0:25 6:04
vandalism Max. -_— 2:27:00 1:58 37:13 0:44 15:58 14,'&38 1:52 2:52:49
N -— 52 54 50 50 53 54 54 52
s — 37.1 2.6 22.7 2.4 2.6 30.1 2.2 99.7
Md -_ 3:20 0:15 2:19 0:24 0:00 3:03 0:22 11:20
X —_ 5:10:37 0:16 3:06 0:25 0:11 4:10 0:39 5:19:24
Involvemert p _— 23.18:15 0:09 2:55 0:13 0:43 2:41 0:481| 23:20:31
Forgery, | mMmin. — 1:00 0:05 0:10 0: 11 - 0:42 1:14 -0:14 4:26
Fraud, Max. — 106:53:00 0:38 11:11 1:09 2:58 11:56 2:19][107:11:37
Embezzlementy — 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 21
% —_ 38,0 2.6 18.7 4.1 1.1 31.2 4.3 1C0.0

* Occurrence time estimates were not included in total response times.
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Table B-4.-- 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 Total
Begins to Involverment to to to to to to Response
Category Detainment |{to Initial |Information|Dispatcher |Dispatch |Officer Arrival Investigation Time
Ends Connection jAvailable [Calls Car [TerminatesiResponds Initigted
md —_— 6:30 0:18 1:53 0:25 - 0:05 2:49 0:00 12:47
X — 13:40 0:21 1:59 0:27 0:01 2:43 0:10 19:16
Weapon sD —_— 11:42 0:11 1:01 0:13 0:29 1:21 0:32 11:38
Min. — 2:00 0:07 0:43 0:14 -0:36 0:26 - 1:22 8:29
Possession |Max. —_ 30:00 0:44 5:18 1:03 1:12 4:.58 1:11 34:08
N — ) 17 15 15 17 17 17 6
% — 60.7 2.0 16.4 2.5 0.6 18.7 2.0 102.9
Md — 4 :36 0:14 1:42 17 0:11 3:13 0:16 11:33
X —_— 7:32 0:21 2:21 0:19 0:17 4:17 0:05 15:57
SD —_ 8:49 0:20 1:35 0:0%8 0:35 4:42 1:09 13:21
Drunkenness| Min, — 1:00 0:09 0:18 0:09 -~ 0:23 0:46 ~5:45 5:43
Max. — 30:00 1:58 6:11 0:54 2:17 2945 1:05 1:03:18
N —_ 19 34 33 34 35 37 37 19
%o —_ 40.4 3.1 22.0 2.9 2.0 25.6 3.8 99.9
Md —_— 5:00 Q:14 1:32 0:20 0:01 3:01 0:26 12:18
, . X — 11:26 0:19 1:59 0:23 0:10 3:38 0:27 18:08
Disturbing | ¢p — 14 ;41 0:18 1:24 0:10 0:36 2:22 0:57 15:50
the Min. —_ 1:00 0:05 0:20 0:07 ~1:21 0:33 - 1:54 4:05
Peace Max. — 1:05:00 1:39 7:17 0:53 1:56 14:30 5:10 1:18:26
N — 44 58 54 54 58 58 58 44
o —_ 50.2 2.4. 14.3 3.4 0.4 26.3 2.6 99.6
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Table B-5.-- Time statistics for response time components.
Occurrencel{Discovery {initial Information|Dispatcher |Dispatch |Officer Arrival
Crime Crime or End of |Connection |Available |Calls Car Terminates|Responds Total
Category Begips to |{Involvement to to . to to to to Response
Detainment {jto initial |Information|Dispatcher [Dispatch Officer Arrival investigation Time
nds Connection lAvgilgble ICqlls Car |Termingtes|Responds initigted
Md — 6:30 0:10 1:31 0:17 -0:01 4:12 0:23 10:30
. X — 24:42 0:13 2:53 0:19 0:10 4:20 0:17 30:48
Disorderly| gp —_ 54:47 0:09 3:24 0:08 0:50 2:08 0:51 55:35
Min. _ 2:00 0:04 - 0:40 0:10 - 0:43 1:14 - 2:42 6:14
Conduct Max. — 3:00:00 0:40 14:07 0:38 3:00 10:00 1:27 3:07:51
N — 10 18 16 17 19 20 20 10
% —_ 56.7 1.4 13.6 2.7 0.1 27.2 0.7 102.4
Md _ 14:.38 0:16 1:55 0:18 0:05 4:06 0:17 25,05
, X _ 3:48:59 0:20 5:17 0:21 0:40 5:39 0:24 4:01:51
Discovery | gp _ 12:46:36 " 0:15 8:03 o: 1 2:08 4:19 0:28 |} 12:46:41
Min. —_ 1:00 .0:05 T 0:16 0:10 0:34 1:11 0:00 5:31
vandalism | Max, —_— 69: 25: 00 1:31 35:41 1:10 13:55 21:56 2:33 |} 69:35:17
N — 49 50 50 50 49 50 50 49
% — 54.4 1.6 16.8 1.8 1.9 21.8 1.7 100.0
Md — 26:45:00 0:12 3:46 0:16 0:03 4:33 0:45 || 26:53:31
. X -— 105:41:33 0:17 5:21 0:17 0:11 5:59 1:04 [[105:53:46
Discovery | gp — 161:11:27 0:14 5:05 1Q:04 0:27 4:15 0:56 |[161:13:51
Forgery, Imin. — 5:00 0:08 0:22 0:10 - 0:12 1:08 0:17 15:00
Fraud, Max. — 456:00: 00 0:59 19:02 0:25 7:23 13:27 3:42 ||456,06:15
Embezziemert| N — 11 12 12 12 12 12 12 11
% — 86.4 0.3 5.2 0.4 0.8 5.5 1.5 100.1
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Table B-6.-- Time statistics for response time intervals.

Crime
Reporting Dispatch Travel Total

Category

Md 7:03 2:13 4:20 15:55

X 5:39:06 3:50 5:22 5:48:43
All SD 37:27:56 4:59 3:44 37:28:42
Part II Min. 1:05 0:21 0:20 4:05
Crimes Max. 456: 00: 11 37:33 29:58 456:06:15

N 285 352 359 285

/o 59.7 19.0 29 .4 100 .1

Md 5:39 2:07 4:09 14:37

X 1: 01:49 3:27 4:59 1:10:34
Part I SD 8: 25:04 4:11 3:16 8: 25:34
Involvement Min. 1:05 0:21 0:20 4:05
Crimes Max, 106:53:27 37:33 29:58 107:11:37

N 223 286 292 223

%/ 48.5 19.9 31.5 99.9

Md 20:16 2:40 5:25 35:01

X 22:16:27 5:31 7:01 22:29:13
Part II SD 76: 55: 50 7:19 5:00 76:56:30
Discovery Min, 1:05 0: 21 1:45 5:31
Crimes Max,| 456:00: 11 35: 20 2431 456:06:15

N 62 66 67 62

°/o 62.9 15.4 21.7 100.0
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Table B-7.-- Time statistics for response time intervals.

GolL

Crime .
Reporting Dispatch Travel Total
Category
Md 8:10 2:24 4:16 16:06
X 22:36 3:38 4:.58 31:14
Non - SD 57:05 3:49 2:50 57: 41
aggravated Min. 1:08 0:40 0:20 441
Assault Max. 6:00: 31 20: 32 12:37 6:14:00
N 54 59 59 54
°/o 51.4 1.8 28.9 100 1
Md 5:24 2:30 4:42 14:02
X 11.:46 5:31 5:54 23:27
Involvement sD 22:39 7:23 3:35 27:31
Min. 1:06 0:47 1:07 6:04
Vandalism Max. 2:27:12 37:33 20:38 2:52:49
N 52 54 54 52
°/a 39.7 24 .7 35.6 100.0
Md 3:38 2:51 3:45 11:20
Involvement X 5:10:53 3:26 5:05 5:19:24
Forgery, sD 23:18:17 2:563 3:19 23:20:31
! Min., 1:05 0:21 1:20 4:26
Fraud, Max. 106:53:27 11:25 14:15 107:11:37
Embezzlement | N 21 21 21 21
°/o 40.6 21.9 37.4 99.9
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Table B-8.-- Time statistics for response time intervals.

Crime .
Reporting Dispatch Travel Total
Category
Md 5:21 2:18 2:49 12:47
X 13:58 2:26 3:03 19:16
Weapon SD 11:42 1:10 1:26 11:38
Min. 2:14 1:10 0:45 8:29
Possession Max. 30:12 5:49 5:09 34:08
N 6 17 17 6
°/o 62.7 16.5 20.8 100.0
Md 5:09 2:01 3:25 '11:33
X 7:54 2:34 4:41 15:57
SD 8:44 1:37 434 13:21
Drunkenness Min. 1:10 0:25 1:16 5:43
Max. 30:19 6:25 29:58 1:03:19
N 19 34 37 19
°/o 43.5 24 .4 32.1 100.0
Md 5:17 1:53 3:54 12:18
X 11:45 2:18 4:23 18:08
Disturbing SD 14:46 1:23 2:31 15:80
the Min. 1:07 0:29 0:48 4:05
Peace Max. 1:05:54 7:34 14:30 1:18:26
N 44 58 58 44
A 52.6 16.5 30.9 100.0
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Table B~-9.-- Time statistics for response time intervals.

Crime

Reporting Dispatch. Trdvel Total
Category :
Md 6:13 1:58 4:59 10:30
. X 24:53 3:10 4:54 | 30:48
Disorderly SD 54:46 3:17 2:44 55:35
Min. 2:08 0:36 1:05 6:14
Conduct Max. 3:00:07 14:30 11:35 3:07:51
N 10 18 20 10
°fo 58.1 14.3 27.6 100.0
Md 15:10 2:16 5:08 25:05
. X 3:49:20 5:33 6:47 4:01:51
Discovery SD 12:46:39 8:01 4 :46 12:46:41
Min. " 1:05 0:21 1:45 5:31
Vandalism Max. 69: 25:14 35:20 22 :34 69:35:17
N 49 50 50 49
°/o 56.1 18.3 25.7 100.1
Md 26:45:10 4:01 5:28 26:53:31
Discovery X 105:41 :51 5:35 7:17 105:53:46
SD 161:11:730 5:07 4:08 161:13:51
Forgery, Min, 5:13 0:40 1:51 15:00
Fraud, Max| 456:00:11 19:18 14:23 456:06:15
Embezzlement | N 11 12 12 11
% 86.7 5.5 7.9 100.1
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TABLE B-11 ~-- Miltiple regression analysis of the effect of type of crime on
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TABLE B-10 -- Multiple regression analysis of the effect of type of crime on ji‘.
reporting time. dispatch time,
Dependent Variable: Reporting Time, logarithm Dependent Variable: Dispatch Time, logaritim
Independent Variables B Beta F Simple r Independent Variables B Beta F Simple r
Involvement Vandalism -0.18387 -0.09524 2.105 -0.15088 g Involvement Vandalism 0.09032 0.09501 1.899 0.12366
Involvement Forgery, , g Involvement Forgery,

‘Fraud, and Fnbezzlement  -0.18058 -0.06360  1.159 -0.08835 : Fraud, and Bibezzlement  -0.01782 -0.01238 .04 ~0.00756
Weapon Possession 0.04942  0.00959 0.031 -0.00021 ; ? Weapon Possession -0.06846  -0.04309 0.509 -0.04040
Drunkenness -0.21179  -0.07124 1.481 -0.09501 { Drunkermess -0.09061 -0.07839 1.460 -0.08019
Disturbing the Peace -0.11378  -0.05522 0.738 -0.09551 i Disturbing the Peace -0.11915  -0.12894 3.430 -0.14698
Disorderly Conduct -0.00290  -0.00072 0.000 -0.01378 Disorderly Conduct -0.05106  -0.03301 0.296 ~0.02972
Discovery Vandalism 0.30351 0.15367 5.561 0.15705 * Discovery Vandalism 0.05952 0.06069 0.791 0.08099
Discovery Forgery, | ! Discovery Forgery,

Fraud, and Erbezzlement 1.87903  0.48865 75.817 0.49604 } e Fraud, and Eubezzlement 0.17659  0.09414 2.554 0.10199
Constant 1.14977 | Constant 0.63770
Multiple R: 0.54641 Sample: All Part II Crime | Multiple R: 0.23306 Sample: All Part II Cri
R Square: 0.29856 N: 266 | R Square: 0.05432 N T Crime
F: 13.67393 Reference Group: Nonaggravated Assault { F: 2.26154 Reference Group: Nonaggravated Assault
f |



TABLE B-12 -- MJitiple regression ana

travel time.

Dependent Varisble: Travel Time,

Independent Variables
Involvement Vandalism

Inwlvement Forgery,
Fraud, and Embezzlement

Weapon Possession
Drunkermess
Disturbing the Peace
Disorderly Conduct
Discovery Vandalism

Discovery Forgery,
Fraud, and Embezzlement

Constant
Multiple R: 0.29739
R Square: 0.08844
F: 3.88085

logarithm
B Beta
0.08865  0.11871
0.00536  0.00474
-0.19026  -0.15225
-0.02736  -0.03125
-0.04545  -0.06261
-0.00096 -0.00083
0.12388 0.16078
0.18129 0.12286
0.83759
Sanple:
N:

F
3.115

0.006
6.686
0.239
0.850
0.000
5.837

4.583

lysis of the effect of type of crime on

Simple r
0.11101

-0.01321
-0.17688
-0.06011
-0.10838
-0.01868

0.15997

0.11390

All Part II Crime

329

Reference Group: Nonaggravated Assault
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TABLE B-13 ~-- T-test of the mean difference in reporting time (logarithm) between types of Part II

cIrime.
Type of Crime Nonaggravoted Involverment FlnvolveFrmznu; Weapon ' 1. nkenness Disturbing {Disorderly | Discovery Fo?iscovay
Assault vandalism Orgery, Possession the Peace | Conduct Vandalism gery.

Fmbezzlerment Embezzierment
Nonaggravated 1.91 0.97 ~0.23 1.67 1.14 0.02 -2.12 -4.61
Assault p < .059 |p < .339{p < .818} p < .099p < .256 |p < .987 |p < .037|p < .001
Involvement -0.02 -1.12 0.22 | -0.71 -1.05 -3.41 -5.07
Vandalism P < .986|p < .269) p < .823|p < .481 |p < .299|p < .001| p < .001
involvemnent -0.68 0.16 | -0.36 -0.64 -2.17" | -4.71
Forgery, Fraud, p.< .505{ p < .873{p < .723 |p < .530|p < .034| p < .001
Embezziement
Weapon 1.39 0.79 0.19 -0.69 -4.14
Possession -p < J179{p < .433 |p < .850{p < .493| p < .001
' -0.79 | -1.17 | -3.3¢ | -5.08
Drunkenness v ,

‘P < 433 |p < .250)p < .001] p < .001

Disturbing -0.6% -2.88 ~4.89
the Peace I1p < 5241 p < .005] p < .001
Disorderly h ~1.05 ~4.28
Conduct p < .297} p < .001
Discovery | -4.85
Vandalism p < .001
Discovery

Forgery, Froud,
Embezziement

I e
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TABLE B-14 -- T-test of the mean difference in dispatch time (logarithm) between types of Part II

crime.
Type of Crime Nonaggravated Involverment FlgrvgoeI:;;anC; Weapon Drunkenness Disturbing [Disorderly Discovery Foaézc;v%iq
' N t »l
Assault vandatism e mbezzl F’ossesswn the Peace | Conduc Vandalism - X
Nonoggravated 1.91 0.19 1.09 1.31 2.21 0.56 -0.78 -1.63
Assault p < .059 |p< .849|p < .280| p < .193}p < .029 |p < .578 |p < .435|p < .107
involvermnent 1.04 2.22 2.42 3.24 1.31 0.36 -5.07
vandalism p < .30l |p < .030| p< .018|p < .002 |p < .194 |p < .719|p < .001
Involvement 0.55 0.82 1.17 0.29 -0.69 | -1.41
Forgery, Fraud, p < .585| p < .417(p < .252 |p < .770 | p < .493|p < .167
Embezziement
Weapan 0.29 0.81 -0.20 -1.65 | -2.00
Possession p < .773|p < .420 {p < .847 | p < .105|p < .066
Drunkenness 0.51 ~0.45 -1.86 -2.50
p < .608 |p <'.655|p < .067|p < .016
Disturbing -0.96 -2.50 ~-2.49
the Peace p < .338|p < .015]p < .027
Disorderly -0.95 -1.71
Conduct P < .348p <. .099
Discovery -0.82
p < :416

vandalism

Discovery

Forgery, Fraud,
Embezziement
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TABLE B-15 -- T-test of the mean difference in travel interval (logarithm) between types of Part II

Forgery, Fraud,
Embezziement

crime.
Type of Crime INonaggravated Involverment Fl(;\voel::;:;r:; Weapon Drunkenness Disturbing |Disorderly Discovery Fo?lsecov;;ﬁq
Assault vandalism rgery. Possession the Peace Conduct Vandalism gery.
rEmbezzlement Embezzierment
Nonaggravated -1.76 -0.09 2.41 0.46 0.86 0.00 -2.25 -2.00
Assault p < .08l {»w <« .931 {p < .019| p < .647| p < .392|p < .999 |p < .026| p < .049
tnvotvement 1.27 4.06 2.26 2.78 1.34 -0.68 -1.18
vandalism p < .208|p < .001|p < .026] p < .006jp < .183 |p < .497 | p < .243
Involvement 2.21 0.47 0.74 0.07 -1.61 -1.78
Forgery, Froud, p < .033| p < .638]{ p < .46l|p < .943|p < .112] p < .085
Embezziement
Weapon -2.30 -2.00 -2.12 -4.04 ~-3.84
Possession p < .026f p < .049|p < .041 | p < .001| p < .001
0.34 -0.38 -2.64 -2.61
Drunkenn
runenness p < .736|p < .708 { p < .010| p < .012
'Disturb"ng -0.64 "'3-21 ) "2.: 71
the Peace p < .526|p < .002] p < .008
Disorderly "1-67 "1-83
Conduct p < .100| p < .078
Discovery -0.64
vandalism p < .524
Discovery
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arrests.
Dependent Variable: Arrests
Independent Variables B Beta
Involvement Vandalism ~0.44193  -0.42645
Involvement Forgery,

Fraud, and Embezzlement -0.05569 -0.03720
Discovery Vandalism -0.58712  -0.55278
Discovery Forgery,

Fraud, and Embezzlement -0.62712 -0.32473
Constant 0.62712

Multiple R: 0.55641 Sample:
R Square: 0.30959
F: 21.41221 N:

Reference Group:

F
36.258

0.316
61.428

25.822

TABLE C-1 -- Multiple regression analysis of the effect of type of crime on

Simple r
-0.16787

0.19468
-0.34282

-0.17166

Nonaggravated Assault, Vandalism,
Forgery, Fraud, and Embezzlement

196

Nonaggravated Assault

TABLE C-2 -- Multiple regression amalysis of the effect of type of crime on

response-related arrests. .

Dependent Variable: Response-Related Arrests

Independent Variables B Beta
Involvement Vandalism -0.04928 -0.09566
Involvement Forgery,

Fraud, and Enbezzlement 0.21792 0.29285
Discovery Vandalism -0.06730 -0.12841
Discovery Forgery,

Fraud, and Fibezzlement -0.06780 -0.07062
Constant 0.06780

Multiple R: 0.36545 Sample:
R Square: 0.13355
F: 7.36018 N:

Peference Group:

116

F
1.454

15.615
2.641

0.973

Simple r
-0.10075

0.34556
-0.14270

-0.06227

Nonaggravated Assault, Vandalism,
Forgery, Fraud, and Embezzlement

196

Nonaggravated Assault
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TABLE C-3 -~ T-tests of the proportional differences in arrest.

Type of Nonaggravated| Involvement | Involvement | Discovery Discovery
Crime Assault Vandalism | Forgery,Fraud| Vandalism |Forgery,Fraud,

Embezzlement Embezzlerment
Nonaggravated. 5.28 0.44 8.46 4.43
Assault p < .001 p < .658 p < .00L p < .001
Involvement

-3.52 2.41 3.47

Vandalism p < .001L p < .018 p < .001
Involvement
Forgery, Fraud, 4.66 3.88
Embezzlement p<.00L p < .001
Discovery 0.70
Vandalism P < .489
Discovery

Forgery, Fraud,
Embezzlement

B~
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TABLE C-4 -- T-tests of the proportional differences in respor;se-related arrest.

Type of Nonaggravated| Involvement| Involvement | Discovery Discovery
Crime Assault Vandalism | Forgery,Fraud| Vandalism |Forgery,Fraud,
' Embezzlernent Embezzlernent
Nonaggravated 1.30 -2.05 2.05 0.92
Assault p < .19 p < .051 p < .045 p < .360
Involvement -2.60 1.00 1.00
Vandalism p < .017 p < .322 p < .322
[nvolvement
Forgery, Fraud, 4.41 2.12
Embezziement p < .00 p < .042
cover
Discovery 0.00
Vandalism p < .500
Discovery

Forgery, Fraud,
Embezziement




TABLE C-5 -- Multiple regression analysis of the effect of
involvement-discovery on arrests.

Dependent Variable: Arrests

Independent Variable B Beta F Simple r

Involvement-Discovery 0.40804 0.40985 39.165 0.40985
Constant 0.03226

- Multiple R: 0.40985 Sample: Nonaggravated Assault, Vandalism,

R Square: 0.16797 Forgery, Fraud, and Embezzlement

F: 39.16549 N: 196

Reference Group: Discovery

TABLE C-6 -- Multiple regression analysis of the effect of
involvement-discovery on response-related arrests.

Dependent Variable: Response-Related Arrests

Independent Variable B Beta F Sinple r
Involvement-Discovery 0.08209 0.16586 5.488 0.16586

Constant 0.00000
Multiple R: 0.16586 Sample: Nonaggravated Assault, Vandalism,
R Square: 0.02751 Forgery, Fraud, and Embezzlement
F: 5.48814 N: 196
Reference Group: Discovery

119



TABLE C-7 -- Multiple regression analysis of the effect of reporting,
dispatch, and travel time on response-related arrests.

Dependent Variable:

Response~-Related Arrests

Independent Variables B
(1) Reporting Time, logarithm -0.45311
(2) Dispatch Time, logarithm -0.28683
(3) Travel Time, logarithm -0.89258
Interaction of
Variables 1 and 2 0.02625
Interaction of
- Variables 1 and 3 0.41403
Interaction of
Variables 2 and 3 0.21078
Constant 0.98773
Multiple R: 0.43470 Sample:
R Square: 0.13896
F: 4,65975
N:

Beta
-0.93226
-0.39429
-0.90701

0.07159

1.00817

0.34483

F
7.385
1.716

12.986

0.056

5.171

1.008

Simple r
-0.15771
-0.18514
-0.34506

~-0.17660
-0.24219

-0.25295

Nonaggravated Assault, Involvement
Vandalism, Involvement Forgery,

Fraud, and Embezzlement

127

TABLE C-8 -- Multiple regression analysis of the effect of dispatch time and

involvement-discovery on arrests.

Dependent Variable: Arrests

Independent Variables

(1) Dispatch Time, logarithm

(2) Involvement-Discovery

Interaction of
Variables 1 and 2

Constant

Multiple R: 0.46882
Square: 0.21979
: 18.02926

B
0.05219
0.67336

-0.39172
-0.00531

Sample:

N:

Beta
0.04460
0.67634

-0.37093

F
0.191
29.174

6.550

Simple r
-0.18214
0.40985

0.13285

Nonaggravated Assault, Vandalism,
Forgery, Fraud, and Embezzlement

Reference Group:
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TABLE C-9 -- Multiple regression analysis of the effect of dispatch time and
crime on arrests.

type of involvement

Dependent Variable: Arrests

Independent Variables B
Dispatch Time, logarithm ~0.27372
Involvement Vandalism -0.41688
Involvement Forgery,
Fraud, and Embezzlement -0.06024
Constant 0.80134
Multiple R: 0.47037 Sample:
R Square: 0.22124
F: 12.31099
N:

Beta
-0. 20544
-0.41191

-0.04411

F Simple r
6.932 -0.25483
24.455 -0.42221
0.284 0.11387

Nonaggravated Assault, Involvement
Vandalism, Irwvolvement Forgery,

Reference Group:

Fraud, and Embezzlement

134

Nonaggravated Assault

TABLE C-10 -- Multiple regression analysis of the effect of travel time and
involvement-discovery on arrests.

Dependent Variable: Arrests

RIS
R G T e

Independent Variables B
(1) Travel Time, logarithm 0.00672
(2) Involvement-Discovery 0.67922
Interaction of
Variables 1 and 2 -0.02844
Constant -0.04488
Multiple R: 0.46405 Sample:
R Square: 0.21534
F: 17.56441 N:

Beta
0.09144
0.68223

-0.37371

F Simple r
0.955 -0.18139
33.380 0.40985
8.826 0.12758

Nonaggravated Assault, Vandalism,
Forgery, Fraud, and Hmbezzlement

Reference Group:

121

196
Discovery



TABLE C-11 -- Multiple regression analysis of the effect of travel time and
involvement-discovery on response-related arrests.

Dependent Variable:

Independent Variables
(1) Travel Time, logarithm
(2) Involvement-Discovery

Interaction of
Variables 1 and 2

Constant
Multiple R: 0.40090
R Square: 0.16072
F: 12.25566

Response-Related Arrests

B Beta F Simple r
0.00000 0.00000 0.000 -0.32444
0.40728 0.82292 12.102 0.16586

-0.37221 -0.75162 9.732 -0.03223
0.00000

Sample: Nonaggravated Assault, Vandalism,

Forgery, Fraud, and Embezzlement
N: 196
Reference Group: Discovery

TABLE C-12 -- Multiple regression analysis of the effect of travel time and

type of involvement

Dependent Variable:

Independent Variables
Travel Time, logarithm
Involvement Vandalism
Irvolvement Forgery,

Arrests

Fraud, and Erbezzlement
Constant
Multiple R: 0.47865
R Square: 0.22911
F: 12.87852

crime on arrests.

B Beta F Simple r
-9.40935 -0.22507 8.328 -0.28652
-0.40521 -0.40038 23.103 -0.42221
-0.05306 -0.03886 0.223 0.11387

0.96955
Sample: Nonaggravated Assault, Involvement

Vandalism, Involvement Forgery,

Fraud, and Brbezzlement

N: 134
Reference Group: Nonaggravated Assault
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TABLE C-13 -- Multiple regression analysis of the effect of travel time and

type of involvement crime on response-related arrests.

Dependent Variable:

Independent Variables
(1) Travel Time, logarittm
(2) Involvement Vandalism

(3) Involvement Forgery,
Fraud, and Embezzlement

Interaction of
Variables 1 and 2

Interaction of
Variables 1 and 3

Constant
Multiple R: 0.55833
R Square: 0.31173
F: 11.59476

Response-Related Arrests

B
-0.31227
-0.21714

0.78233

-0.66720

0.21147
0.32902

Sample:

N:

Beta F Simple r
-0.31050 8.956 -0.37010
-0.38800 1.939 -0.19027

1.03608 17.318 0.31978
-0.79057 9.899 0.17087
0.36941 1.591 -0.19829

Nonaggravated Assault, Involvement
Vandalism, Involvement Forgery,
Fraud, and Embezzlement

Reference Group:

123

134

Nonaggravated Assault
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TABLE D-1 -- Multiple regression analysis of the effect of type of crime on
witness availability.

Dependent Variable: Witness Availability

. Independent Variables B Beta F Simple r
Involvement Vandalism -0.07972 -0.07293 1.169 0.05688
Involvement Forgery,

Fraud, and Fnbezzlement 0.13721 0.08285 1.902 0.17347
Weapon Possession -0.16251 -0.08887 2.273 -0.01779
Drunkermess -0.20385 -0.15908 6.163 ~0.06349
Disturbing the Peace -0.20105 -0.18922 7.711 . =0.07933
Disorderly Conduct -0.23898 -0.14106 5.564 -0.06746
Discovery Vandalism -0.29898 -0.26510 15.780 -0.17504
Discovery Forgery,

Fraud, and Embezzlement -0.00565 -0.00262 0.002 0.06058
Constant 0.33898

Multiple R: 0.30443 Sample: All Part II Crime
R Square: 0.09268 N: 328
F: 4.07295 Reference Group: Nonaggravated Assault
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TABLE D-2 -- T-test of the proportional difference between types of Part II crime for witness

availability.
Type of Crime Nonoggrovcxtai Involverment Flonvc:ve;:St Weapon Drunkenness Disturbing |Disorderly Discovery Foaiscov;;yuq
Assault vandalism rgery, dﬂ Possession the Peace | Conduct Vandalism gery,
Embezzierment] Embezzierment
Nonoggravated 0.92 -1.11 1.28 2.42 2.61 2.58 4.39 0.04
Assault p < .360 {p < .270}p < .204| p < .018|p < .010 [p < .013|{p < .001| p < .970
(nvolvement -1.82 0.69 1.43 1.62 1.48 3.30 -0.51
vandalism p< .072|p < .492] p < .156|p < .108 |p < .143|p < .001| p < .609
Involvement 1.99 2.72 2.80 2.87 3.79 0.78
Forgery, Fraud, p < .055] p < .011|p < .009 |p < .007 | p < .001| p < .440
Embezziement
Weapon 0.39 | 0.39 0.66 1.37 -0.95
Possession p < .698{p < .698 |p < .511 | p < .185| p < .349
Drunkenness -0.04 0.38 1.50 -1.55
p< .970 |p < .706 | p < .140| p < .129
Disturbing 0.43 1.83 ~1.64
the Peace p < .667 | p < .071] p < .105
Disorderly 0.81 ~1.66
Conduct p < .427 | p < .108
Discovery ~2.02
Vandalism p < .066
Discovery

Forgery, Fraud,
Embezziement
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TABLE D-3 -- Multiple regression analysis of the effect of reporting time and
involvement-discovery on witness availability.

Dependent Variable: Witness Availability

AT T L T

Independent Variables B Beta F Simple r jﬂ
(1) Reporting Time, logarithm  0.12090  0.22279 6.809 0.01669 :.
(2) Involvement-Discovery 0.42060  0.42312  13.284 0.15823
Interaction of , j
Variables 1 and 2 -0.17145  -0.26092 5.742 0.06862
Constant -0.11062 :
Multiple R: 0.22970 Sample: All Part IT Crime ' APPENDIX E
R Square: 0.05276 N: 266 :
F: 4.,86443 Reference Group: Discovery

Explanation of Variables and
Summary Statistics

for Citizen Satisfaction Analysis
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levels of Citizen Satisfaction

TABLE E-1

Very Satisfied
Moderately Satisfied
Slightly Satisfied
Slightly Dissatisfied
Moderately Dissatisfied
Very Dissatisfied

Missing Cases

Total

FREQUENCY

180
31

130

PERCENT

54.7
9.4
2.4
3.3
2.4
3.3

243

100.0

ADJUSTED PERCENT

72.3
12.4
3.2
4.4
3.2
4.4

100.0
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Section E-2: Effects of Social Characteristics and Potential Error on Citizen
Satisfaction.

Although they were not included in the final model, the possible effects of
socioeconomic characteristics of the respondents on their satisfaction with po-
lice response time were rigorously examined. Variables bivariately related were
initially identified. Where multicollinearity was absent, interaction effects
among the significant bivariately related variables were tested. Signific:;mt
bivariate and interaction effects were examined with other variables in the cit-
izen satisfaction model controlled. Because of substantial missing data, nonsig-
nificant variables were excluded from analysis to permit testing of significant
relationships with a larger sample. In addition to citizem satisfaction, the
same analysis was conducted for whether citizens thought faster response time
could make a difference in the outcome or not, for the perceptions and expecta-
tions index, and for perceptions and expectations separately. None of the vari-
ables in the model were significéntly affected by any of the social characteris-
tics.

Preliminary correlation analysis of citizen satisfaction indicated that the
Durican socioeconomic status, education, whether or not the respondent was the
head of the household, race, and sex affected citizen satisfaction with response
time. Age also was significantly related when the Duncan index was controlled,
and whether the citizens owned, rented, or boarde:.! their living quarters was re-
lated when the type of crime was controlled. The interaction effects were calcu-
lated and the variables were organized into uncorrelated groups. Analysis of
these groups indicated that only age ‘and type of living quarters were related to
citizen satisfaction. When these two factors were included in the model and
tested on a larger sample, the relationship disappeared. Thus, no socioeconomic

characteristics directly affected citizen satisfaction with response time.
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Initial analysis of the perceptions and expectations index indicated that
the population of the city where the respondents lived most of their lives,
education, whether the respondent was the head of the household, and income all
were significantly related. When the groups of uncorrelated variables were ex-
amined, income and whether or not the respondent was the head of the household
were related. However, when both variables were examined together, both rela-
tionships disappeared. Only by entering a nonsignificant interaction term was
their relationship significant. However, since the interaction term was not
significant, this difference had to be attributed to chance. Therefore, no
indirect effect on citizen satisfaction through the perceptions and expectations
index could b+ definitively identified.

The components of the perceptions and expectations index were also analyzed
separately. No significant bivariate or suppressor effects could be identified
for perceptions, and therefore further analysis was wunecessary. Expected police
response time initially seemed to be affected by marital status, Duncan socio-
economic status, education, and income. Of these, only marital status and educa-
tion remained related after controlling for other uncorrelated socioeconomic
characteristics. However, upon controlling for type of crime, these relation-
ships also disappeared.

The socioeccnomic characteristics of respondents also did not appear to af-
fect whether they thought faster response time could have made a difference to
the outcome of the incident or not. Marital status, education, and race initial-
ly appeared related. However, upon controlling for each other and testing for
interactions, the relationship disappeared. The interaction of marital status
and race was bivariately significant, but this relationship proved spurious when

tested with the full model.
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The conclusion of this analysis is clearly that socioeconomic characteris-
tics do not affect citizen satisfaction with response time, directly or indirect-
ly. Although bivariate correlations were identified, they were all spurious.
Other variables which have been identified by the model are much more important
determinants of citizen satisfaction.

It is possible other variables which were not included in the original re-
search design affected citizen satisfaction. Although a respectable amount of
the variance was explained, a substantial amount remains unexplained. Some of
the additional variance may be explained by citizens' prior experience with po-
lice, such as receipt of a traffic ticket shortly before occurrence of the Part
IT incident included in the sample. In addition to their own experiences, citi-
zens' general attitudes toward police may be acquired through friends, neighbors,
or media, and these attitudes may affect how they interpret police performance
for a particular call. Additionally, citizens' levels of satisfaction with of-
ficers'over-all performances on-scene could partially affect their satisfaction
with the response times to their calls. Data for these variables were not col-
lected.

Part of the unexplained variance may also be due to error in the measurement
of variables in the model. Variables depending on citizen recall for values are
especially susceptible to distortion. Citizens may think differently during the
commuission of a crime or immediately following it than they did when they were
interviewed weeks later. A citizen's recall of how long the police were expected
to take to arrive may be distcrted by the time the police actually took to arrive.
Also, faster response time might have seemed more important during the event than
after it. The extent of the measureny:nt error cannot be determined, but the po-

tential biases should be considered when interpreting the results.
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Multiple R:
Square:

Independent Variables

Perceptions and ‘
Expectations Ratio

Faster Response Time
Could Make a Difference

Involvement Vandalism

Involvement Forgery,
Fraud, and Embezzlement

Weapon Possession
Drunkenness
Disturbing the Peace
Disorderly Conduct
Discovery Vandalism

Discovery Forgery,
Fraud, and Embezzlement

Own-Rent-Board
Age

Travel Time
Dispatch Time
Constant

0.60710
0.36857
7.33817

Dependent Variable: Citizen Satisfaction

B

0.41425

0.84168
-0.11401

-0.29058
-0.43609
0.01090
-0.25135
0.68659
-0.10388

-0.47740
~0.20809
-0.00567
-1.80112
0.56745
1.32066

Beta

0.45622

0.25617
-0.03188

~0.06137
-0.03919
0.00230
-0.06520
0.10516
-0.02872

-0.06913
-0.09902
-0.05717
-0.08324

0.03664

Sampie:

N:

46.

14.
. 164

O N O O O O

o = O N

737

342

TABLE E-3 -- Preliminary multiple regression analysis of citizen satisfaction.

Simple r
0.50722

0.38557

0.10038

-0.06117
-0.06454
-0.02231
-0.14234
0.15428
0.01948

-0.10682
0.02703
-0.11026
0.05247
0.10317

All Part II Crime

191

Reference Group: MNonaggravated Assault
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Section E-4: Citizen Satisfaction Path Analysis Equations.

2 The following equations were used in path analysis to analyze the effects
% of certain variables on citizen satisfaction with police response time:
1. RT=a +b; TOC + e

TT = a + b2 TOC + b, RT + e

2 3
3. DI=a+ b4 TOC + b5 RT + e

" 4. IRT = a + by T0C + by RT + by T + by DT + e
5 (P-E)/E = a + blO T0C + bll RT +'b12 TT +'b13 T + b14 IRT + e

+ b20 (P-E)/JE + e

where: TOC = Type of Crime

RT = Reporting Time (reciprocal transformation)
TT = Travel Time
DT = Dispatch Time

IRT = Importance of Response Time
to a positive crime outcome

P

Citizens perceived time of police arrival

E

]

Citizens expected time of police arrival

The b's represent the regression coefficients, the a's represent the cor-
stants, and the e's represent the residual variation. The path coefficients are
represented in the tables by the betas, and can be calculated by the formula:

b o

Beta =
yx o Tyx Sy

where: Sx = the standard deviation of the

independent variable

S, = the standard deviation of the
y dependent variable
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After the model was analyzed and the significant relationships were dis-

tinguished, the equations could be modified by calculating the coefficients of

only the significant variables. Those equations were as follows:

1.

2
3
4.
5
6

RT = a + bl OC + e

T = a + b2 TOC + b3 RT + e

DI =a+b, RT +e '

IRT = a + b5 TOC + e

(P-E)/E =3 + b6TT + b7 DT + b8 IRT + e
CS=a+ b9 RT +-b10 (P-E)/E +-b11 IRT + e

The standardized b's (betas) from these equations were used to compute~thg

effect coefficients for Table 6-2 (p. 60).
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Dependent Variabple:

TABLE E-5 -- Multiple regression ana

reporting time (equation 1).

Independent Variables
Involvement Vandalism

Involvement Forgery,
Fraud, and Embezzlement

Weapon Possession
Drunkenness
Disturbing the Peace
Disorderly Conduct
Discovery Vandalism

1 Dvmwe Thmia oo
Dig cover J FOrgery,

Fraud, and Erbezzlement
Constant

Multiple R: 0.28640
R Square: 0.08202
F: 2.08861

lysis of the eff

B Beta
5.10594 0.14449
9.13774 0.18890
1.61097 0.01630
2.58941 0.05217
4.75835 0.12429
1.09300 0.01638

-0.78957  -0.02140
-10.31373  -0.14608
11.32302

Sample:

N:

Reference Group:

137

Reporting Time (reciprocal transformation)

F
2.603

5.385
0.050
0.416
2.034
0.046
0.059

3.726

ect of type of crime on

Simple r
0.09740

0.15493
-0.00744
0.00569
0.07530
-0.01945
-0.10235

-0.18672

All Part II Crime

196

Nonaggravated Assault



138

139

TABLE E-6 -- Multiple regression analysis of the effegts of type of crime TABLE E-7 -- Multiple regression analysis of the effects of type of crime
and reporting time on travel time (equation 2). and reporting time on dispatch time (equation 3),

Dependent Variable: Travel Time Dependent Variagble: Dispatch Time
Independent Variables B Beta F Simple r Independent Variables B Beta F Simple r
Involvement Vandalism 0.02901  0.18099 4.217 0.06520 Involvement Vandalism 0.03539  0.15713 3.078 0.12026

1 t Forgery, Involvement Forgery,
I“ﬁa‘é?,“eﬁnd Erbezyi enent 0.02461  0.11214 1.931 0.00230 Fraud, and Embezzlement 0.01229  0.03986 0.236 -0.01783
Weapon Possession -0.01822 -0.04064 0.324 -0.08134 J Weapon Possession -0.02418 -0.03839 0.280 -0.05593
Drunkermess 0.01478  0.06565 0.688 -0.01742 Drunkermess -0.00569  -0.01798 0.050 ~0.05856
Disturbing the Peace 0.00007 0.00039 0.000 -0.13624 Disturbing the Peace -0.01988  -0.08144 0.876 -0.16117
Disorderly Conduct 0.00138  0.00455 0.004 ~0.03423 Disorderly Conduct -0.02872  -0.06749 0.793 -0.09501
Discovery Vandalism 0.04978 ~ 0.29743  11.893 0.24868 ; Discovery Vandalism 0.03977  0.16909 3.722 0.16286
i For ) Discovery Forgery,
mFS‘EZXdeI,ymd Brbozzlement 0.01547  0.04830 0.418 0.02769 Fraud, and Embezzlement 0.03806  0.08457 1.242 0.08977
ing Time (reciprocal g Reporting Time (reciprocal

ranstormation) T -0.00083  -0.19474  7.425 -0.19859 transformation) -0.00092  -0.14499  3.98¢ -0.16124
Constant 0.08377 - Constant 0.07006

Multiple R: 0.35763 ‘hSJample: All Part II Crig\g 3 gmétiple R: 8 35323 Sample: All Part II Crilgng

: 0.12790 : quare: . :
PP:; Square 3.03088 Reference Group: Nonaggravated Assault : F: 2.28187 Reference Group: Nonaggravated Assault






TABLE E-9

Reasons for Thinking Faster Response Time
Could Have Made a Difference

TABLE E-8

Frequencies: for Faster Response Time
Could Make a Difference

Could Faster Response Time
Have Made a Difference to the Cutcome
of the Incident’

FREQUENCY PERCENT ADJUSTED PERCENT NO YES
FREQUENCY  PERCENT FREQUENCY  PERCENT
No 201 61.1 ’ 81.0 | Incident already committed -
47 14.3 19.0 : person gone 70 35.5 1 2.1
Yes ' at :
.. Incident occurred earlier -
Missing Cases 81 24.6 Missing undetected for some time 17 8.6 0 0.0
- Not a rush situation 42 21.3 0 0.0
A 0.0 . 100.0 :
Total 329 o0 .. .. 1 g L Faster respcnse would make
no difference 5 2.5 0 0.0
- Situation had quieted 4 2.0 0 0.0
\ Suspects still on scene 20 10.2 4 8.5
§ Officers arrived quickly 15 7.6 1 2.1
Suspects were apprehended
. on scene 15 7.6 0 0.0
\w Incident was in progress
gf\ upon ‘their arrival 4 2.0 1 2.1
Persons may have been
e apprehended 2 1.0 32 68.1
Could have made more
s arrests 0 0.0 1 2.1
There was potential for
injury 2 1.0 6 12.8
Victim would have been
reassured 1 5 1 _ 2.1
Total 197 100.0 47 100.0

Missing Cases: 85
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TABLE E-10 -- Multiple regression analysis of the effects of type of crime
and response time on faster resporise time could make a
difference (equation 4). A

TABLE E-11

Frequencies for Citizen Satisfaction

o

Dependent Variable: Faster Response Time Could Mske a Difference i
Independent Variables B Beta F Simple r {?
Involvement Vandalism 0.05802  0.05497 0.387 0.23103 g
Involvement Forgery, i INDEPENDENT VARIABLES MEAN MED. MIN. MAX ggeﬁz'
Fraud, and Embezzlement -0.09847 -0.06816 0.723 0.04061 & - ' '
Weapon Possession -0.35822 -0.12139 2.958 -0.07766 f Travel Time 5:17 4:16 .99 29.5
Drunkenness -0.24084  -0.16245 4.294 -0.07891 Dispatch Time 3.50 ' 20 3:36
Disturbing the Peace -0.30179  -0.26392 9.679 -0.16619 £ ‘ 2:13 :22 37:34 5:06
Disorderly Conduct 0.08849  0.04439 0.361 0.11565 Perceived Time 12:11 7:59 1:12 2:00:00 13:19
Discovery Vandalism -0.28568 -0.25926 8.663 -0.18190 %T Expected Time 12:11 7:55 1:12 1:30:00 ;
Discovery Forgery, : ‘- Perceptions/ ' T 12:43
Fraud, and Embezzlement -0.31842 -0.15100 4,156 -0.11099 b Expgctations 0.31
Reporting Time (reciprocal : .318 -0.000 -0.940 13.286 1.520
trans formation) 0.00284  0.09499 1.727 0.12703 £
Dispatch Time -0.05139  -0.01097 0.021 ~0.02246 5
t
Travel Time -0.05006 -0.00760 0.010 -0.04902 -
Constant 1.32598
Maltiple R: 0.39721 Sample: All Part II Crime ;
R Square: 0.15777 (Excluding Miscellaneous) ;i
F: 3.13352 N: _ 196 o
Reference Group: Nonaggravated Assault i
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TABLE E-12 -- Multiple regression analysis of the

response time, and faster res

on perceptions and expectati

effects of type of crime,
ponse time could make a difference
ons index (equation 5).

Dependent Variable: Perceptions and Expectations Index

Independent Variables
Involvement Vandalism

Involvement Forgery,
Fraud, and Embezzlement

Weapon Possession
Drunkenness
Disturbing the Peace
Disorderly Conduct
Discovery Vandalism

Discovery Forgery,
Fraud, and Enbezzlement

Reperting Time (reciprocal
transformation)

Dispatch Time
Travel Time

Faster Response Time
Could Make a Difference

Constant

Multiple R: 0.42996
R Square: 0.18486
F: 3.45848

B
-0.13401

-0.38463
-0.24305
-0.02191
-0.04819
0.12506
0.42330

-0.44542

0.01246
2.74746
5.50851

0.84854
-1.56116

Beta
~0.03480

-0.07297
-0.02258
-0.00405
-0.01155
0.01720
0.10529

-0.05790

0.11432
0.16072
0.22933

0.23258

Sanple:

N:

F Simple r

. 0.159 0.06075
0.849 -0.05244
0.103 -0.06820
0.003 -0.03255
0.018 -0.09716
0.056 0.01712
1.402 0.16104
0.614 _0.08474
2.546 0.05669
4.727 0.23379
9.321 *0.28017
10.228 0.21450

All Part II Crime
(Excluding Miscellaneous)
196

Reference Group: Nonaggravated Assault
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Dependent Variable:

TABLE E-13 -- Multiple regression analysis of the effects of type of crime,

response time, and faster response time could make a difference
on perceived response time.

Independent Variables
Involvement Vandalism

Involvement Forgery,
Fraud, and Enbezzlement

Weapon Possession
Drunkenness
Disturbing the Peace
Disorderly Conduct
Discovery Vandalism

Discovery Forgery,
Fraud, and Embezzlement

Reporting Time (reciprocal
transformation)

Dispatch Time
Travel Time

Faster Response Time
Could Make a Difference

Constant

Perceived Response Time

B Beta F Simple r
0.01066 0.02310 0.085 0.05765
-0.0429¢  -0.06799 0.896 -0.10631
-0.05195 -0.04025 0.400 -0.10032
0.00473 0.00729 0.011 -0.04408
-0.01152  -0.02305 0.088 ~-0.16508
0.02398 0.02750 0.173 -0.01323
0.07343 0.15237 3.572 0.25050
0.12720 0.13793 4,239 0.15195
-0.00063 -0.04807 0.548 -0.18653
0.42903 0.20937 9.756 0.38579
0.97648 0.33913 24.790 0.46954
0.04893 0.11188 2.878 0.05355
0.01123
Sample: All Part II Crime

Multiple R: 0.57429
R Square: 0.32981
F: 7.50470

(Excluding Miscellaneous)
N: 196
Reference Group: Nonaggravated Assault
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TABLE E-15 -- Miultiple regression analysis of the effects of type of crime,
response time, faster response time could make a difference,

TABLE E-14 -- Muiltiple regression analysis of the effects of type of crime, and perceptions and expectations index on citizen satisfaction

response time, and faster response time could make a difference (equation 6).
on expected response time.
Dependent Variable: Citizen Satisfaction
. . pons Ti
Dependent Varisble: Expected Res € time Independent Variables B Beta F Simple r
Independent Variables B Beta F Simple T Involvement Vandalism -0.16809  -0.04785 0.396 0.08231
Involvement Vandalism 0.01815  0.03349 0.150 -0.06446 Involvement Forgery,
) Fraud, and Embezzlement -0.42953  -0.08932 1.671 -0.06179
Involvement Forgery, & ; )

Fraud, and Embezzlement  -0.02466 -0.03324  0.179 -0.12370 Weapon Possession -0.35209  -0.03585 0.344 ~0.07424
Weapon Possession -0.01967  -0.01299 0.035 -0.04211 Drunkermess -0.02423  -0.00491 0.005 -0.01492
Drunkenness -0.01641  -0.02156  0.077 ~0.08081 f Disturbing the Peace -0.23941  -0.06290  0.709 -0.11219
Disorderly Conduct 0.03895  0.03806 0.277 ~0.00398 Discovery Vandalism -0.08990  -0.02451 0.100 0.01663
Discovery Vandalism 0.11691  0.20664 5.497 0.20756 Discovery Forgery,

. : Fraud, and Enbezzlement -0.21178  -0.03017 0.219 -0.10610
Discovery Forgery, ; ’

Fraud, and Enbezzlement 0.31609 0.29195 15.891 0.30693 Reporting Time (reciprocal

. . . .ﬁ' formation) 0.01625 0.16347 6.779 0.20310
Reporting Time (reciprocal trans

transformation) -0.00280  -0.18264  6.615 ~0.27501 Dispatch Time 0.81313  0.05214  0.640 0.09995
Dispatch Time 0.04447  0.01848  0.064 012574 Travel Time -1.00399  -0.04582  0.467 0.05084
Travel Time 0.19979 0.05910 0.630 0.15776 Faster Response Time
Faster Response Time Could Make a Difference 0.79567 0.23906 13.509 0.37485

Could Make a Difference -0.01191 -0.02319 0.104 -0.11416 ; Perceptions and
Constant 0.19799 ~ Expectations Index 0.40762 0.44681 48.225 0.51750
. . IT Crime . Constant 0.53734

Multiple R: 0.44617 Sample: ‘ All Part %,

R Square: 0.19907 (Excluding I‘hscellaneolilgé Multiple R: 0.62117 Sample: All Part II Crime

F: 3.79031 N: 4 1t +. R Square: 0.38585 (Excluding Miscellaneous)
Reference Group: Nonaggravated Assau : F: 8.79571 N 196

Reference Group: Nonaggravated Assaul ¢
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TABLE E-16 -- Multiple regression analysis of the effect of reporting time
(reciprocal transformation) on dispatch time.

Dependent Variable: Dispatch Time

Independent Variable

Reporting Time (reciprocal‘

transformation)
Constant
Multiple R: 0.16124
R Square: 0.02600
F: 5.17850

B Beta F Simple r
-0.00103 -0.16124 5.178 -0.16124
0.08247

Sample: All Part II Crime
N: 196

TABLE E-17 -- Multiple regression analysis of the effect of type of crime

on faster response ti

2 could make a difference.

Dependent Vari:ahle: aster Response Time Could Make a Difference

Independent Variables
Involvement Vandalism

Involvement Forgery,
Fraud, and Fmbezzlement

Weapon Possession
Drunkemness
Disturbins, the Peace
Disorderlv ( ~nduct
Discovery Vandalism

Discovery Forgery,
Fraud, and Tmhezzlement

Constant
Multiple R: 8567
R Square: 0.14874
F: 4.08441

B Beta F Simple r
0.06970 0.06604 0.586 0.23103
-0.07357  -0.05092 0.422 0.04061
-0.35135 -0.11906 2.869 -0.07766
-0.23370  -0.15764 4.096 -0.07891
-0.28684 -0.25085 8.934 -0.16619
0.09309 0.04670 0.404 0.11565
-0.29253  -0.26547 9.761 -0.18190
0.35135 -0.16662 5.228 ~-0.11099
1.35135

Sample: All Part II Crime

N: 196

Réference Group: Nonaggravated Assault
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TABLE E-18 -- Multiple regression analysis of the effect of citizen
satisfaction model on perceptions and expectations,

Dependent Variable: Perceptions and Expectations

Independent Variables B
Travel Time 5.64117
Dispatch Time 2.58027
Faster Response Time
Could Make' a Difference 0.83695
Constant ~-1.39215
Multiple R: 0.38768
R Square; 0.15030
F: 11.32045

Beta F Simple r
0.23485 10.693 0.28017
0.15094 4.425 0.23379
0.22941 11.863 0.21450

Sample: All Part IT Crime
N: 196

TABLE E-19 -- Multiple regression analysis of the effect of si £
independent variables on perceptions. gnificant

Dependent Variable: Perceptions

Independent Variables B
Travel Time 1.08860
Dispatch Time 0.50026
Constant 0.06230
Multiple R: 0.52125
R Square: - 0.27170
F: 36.00025
149

Beta F Simple r
0.37806 32.559 0.46954
0.24413 13.576 0.38579

Sample: All Part IT Crime
N: 196
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TABLE E-20 ~-- Multiple regression analysis of the effect of significant

Problems and Patterns Analysis

independent variables on expectations.
Dependent Variable: Expectations
Independent Variables B Beta F Simple r
Reporting Time (reciprocal ,
transformation) -0.00305 -0.19910 8.404 -0.27501 : i
Involvement Vandalism 0.02486  0.04588 0.293 -0.06446 ‘; ?
Involvement Forgery, - ;
Fraud, and [mbezzlement ~-0.01800 -0.02427 0.098 -0.12370 i v
Weapon Possession ~0.02015 -0.01330 0.038 -0.04211
Drunkenness ~0.01084  -0.01424 0.035 -0.08081
Disturbing the Peace 0.03083  0.05252 0.407 -0.04275 o
2"1 1 i
Disorderly Conduct 0.03668  0.03603 0.253 ~0.00398 APPENDIX F
Discovery Vandalism 0.13208 0.23346 7.934 0.20756 % L
i I
Discovery Forgery, 5§ I
Fraud, and Embezzlement 0.32469 0.29990 17.457 0.30693 § {
Constant 0.20214 Summary Statistics for
Multiple R: 0.44117 Sample: All Part II Crime
R Square: 0.19463 N: 196 ¢
F: 4.99433 Reference Group: Nonaggravated Assault ;-

TABLE E-21 -- Multiple regression analysis of the effect of significant
independent variables on citizen satisfactiom.

Dependent Variable: Citizen Satisfaction

T AR e

Independent Variables B Beta F Simple r
Reporting Time (reciprocal
transformation) 0.01436 0.14446 6.166 0.20310
Perceptions and
Expectations 0.41392 0.45371 58.979 0.51750
Faster Response Time
Could Mike a Difference 0.66261 0.25917 18.995 0.37485
Constant 0.33112
Multiple R: 0.60107 Sample: All Part II Crime ;e
R Square: 0.36126 N: 196 )
F: 36.20082 ]
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Dependent Variable:

Multiple R:
R Square:
F:

length of residence at present address.

Independent Variables
Involvement Vandalism

Involvement Forgery,
Fraud, and Embezzlement

Weapon Possession
Drunkenness
Disturbing the Peace
Disorderly Conduct
Discovery Vandalism

Discovery Forgery,
Fraud, and Embezzlement

Constant

0.25256
0.06378
2.04391

B Beta
1.69234 0.09778
-0.71797 -0.02770
-1.98113  -0.04039
-0.03669 -0.00138
0.07015 0.00371
-0.98113 -0.02930
4.29160 0.23789
0.56432 0.01685
4.98113
Sample:
N.

Length of Residence at Present Address

F
1.586

0.157
0.390
0.000
0.002
0.191
9.628

0.063

TABLE F-1 -- Multiple regression analysis of the effect of type of crime on

Simple r
0.05076

-0.07121
~0.06174
~0. 04152
~0.05740
-0.06148
0.22251

-0.01320

All Part 1II Crime

249

Reference Group: Nonaggravated Assault

Dependent Variable-

whether the citizen owned, rented, or boarded.

Independent: Variables
Involvement Vandalism

[nvolvement Forgery,
Fraud, and Embezzlement:

Weapon Possession
Drunkermess
Disturbing the Peace
Disordérly Conduct
Discovery Vandalism

Discovery Forpery,
Fraud, and Fibezzlement

Constant
Multiple R: 0.37910
Square: 0. 14372
: 5 03521

Whether the Citizeén Owned,

B Beta
-0.47093  -0.28655
-0.24429  -0.09926
-0.38113 -0.08183
-0.03669  -0.01454

- -0.26318  -0.14640
~0.01887 0 00593
-0.59477  -0.34721
-0.79931  -0.25139
1.98113
Sanple:
N:
Reference Group:
152

Rented, or Boarded

F
14,889

.201
. 750
048
103
.009
22.425

O MO o~

15.346

TABLE F-2 -- Multiple regression analysis of the effect of type of crime on

Simple r
-0.12766

0.02557
-0.01725

0.11353
0.02588 -

0.10572
-0.20730

-0.16350

All Part TI Crime

249

Nonagyiravated Assault
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TABLE F-3 -- Multiple regression analysis of

Dependent Variable:

marital status.

Marital Status

the effect of type of crime on

Independent Variables B Beta F Simple r
Involvement Vandalism -0.23335 -0.18837 6.357 ~0.00552
Involvement Forgery,

Fraud, and Embezzlement -0.48361  -0.26070 15.000 -0.14926
Weapon Possession -0.44151  -0.12575 4,084 -0.06210
Drunkermess -0.14151  -0.07441 1.234 0.04894
Disturbing the Peace -0.17997  -0.13282 3.337 0.04190
Disorderly Conduct -0.00515 -0.00215 0.001 0.09722
Discovery Vandalism -0.39151  -0.30321 16.898 -0.15395
Discovery Forgery,

Fraud, and Embezzlement -0.64151  -0.26767 17.190 -0.18057
Constant 0.64151 '

Multiple R: 0.36518 Sample: All Part II Crime
R Square: 0.13336 N: 249
F: 4.61645 Reference Group: Nonaggravated Assault
TABLE F-4 -- Multiple regression analysis of the effect of type of crime on

Dependent Variable:

type of work.

Independent Variables -
Involvement Vandalism

Involvement Forgery,
Fraud, and Embezzlement

Weapon Possession
Drunkemness
Disturbing the Peace
Disorderly Conduct
Discovery Vandalism

Discovery Forgery,
Fraud, and Embezzlement

Constant

Multiple R: 0.36771
R Square: 0.13521
F: 3.16603

Type of Work

B Beta
-0.83333 -0.01522
3. 20000 0.04829
~3.80000 -0.02758
6.14118 0.08824
-1.75833  -0.02933
-5.80000 -0.04693
17.11667 0.33510
14.65455 0.17265
32.80000
Sample:
N.

F
0.024

0.279
0.126
0.964
0.096
0.354

10.520

4.l44

Simple r
-0.12613

-0.02820
-0.06437
0.02043
-1.12844
-(0.08885
0.30392

0.12332

All Part II Crime

171

Reference Group: Nonaggravated Assault
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TABLE F-5 -- Multiple regression analysis of the effect of type of crime

on age.

Dependent Variable: Age

Independent Variables
Involvement Vandalism

Involvement Forgery,
Fraud, and Embezzlement

Weapon Possession
Drunkerness
Disturbing the Peace
Disorderly Conduct
Discovery Vandalism

Discovery Forgery,
Fraud, and Embezzlement

Constant .
Multiple R: 0.3289%
R Square: 0.10821
F: 3.57965

B Beta
10.46768  0.27808
8.27507  0.14933
3.41981  0.02924
7.05870  0.12425
10.61718  0.25931
6.98799  0.09763
14.26072  0.36932
5.89708  0.08239

28.83019

Sample:
N.

Reference Group: Nonaggravated Assault

4.709
0.214
3.292
12.267
2.187
24.039

1.558

Simple r

0.08077

0.00517

-~ -0.03990

-0.01809
0.07535
-0.01496
0.19729

-0.63092

All Part II Crime

245

TABLE F-6 -~ Multiple regression analysis of the effect of type of crime on

education.

Dependent Variable: Education

Independent: Variables
Involvement: Vandalism

Involvement. Forgery,
Fraud, and Embezzlement

Weapon Possession
Drunkenness
Disturbing the Peace
Disorderly Conduct
Discovery Vandalism

Discovery Forgery,
Fraud, an@ Embezzlement

Constant
Multiple R: 0.34806
R Square: 0.12115
F: 4.11813

TR RIR e ek e

Beta

B
0.07701 0.01406
0.95134 0.11600
0.65660 0.04231
1.11216 0.13227
0.81976 0.13536
-0.67067 -0.06330
1.69297 0.29648
2.32933 0.21984
3.94340
Sample:
N.

Reference Group: Nonaggravated Assault

154

F
0.035

2.917
0.454
3.830
3.427
0.944
15.878

11.389

Simple ¥ -

-0.13753

0.03562
-0.00164
0.05522
0.02694
-0.13355
0.21532

0.16273

All Part II Crime
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Multiple R:
Square:

head of household.

Dependent Variable: Head of Household

Independént Variables B Beta
Involvement Vandalism 0.22729  0.20207
Involvement Forgery,
Fraud, and Embezzlement 0.37874 0.22507
Weapon Possession G. 23137 0.07268
- Drunkermess ‘ 0.15359 0.08904
Disturbing the Peace -0.04231 -0.03404
Disorderly Conduct 0.24955 0.11481
Discovery Vandalism 0.24955 0.21289
Discovery Forgery,
Fraud, and Embezzlement 0.24955 0.11481
Constant 0.56863 o
0.30197 Sample:
0.09119 N:
2.97240

T

4

6.781

10.430
1.280
1.649
0.205
2.960
7.727

2.960

TABLE, F-7 ~-- Multiple regression analysis of the effect of type of crime on

Simple r
0.08482

0.14674
0.02581
0.00169
~-0.18382
0.04752
0.10251

0.04752

All Part II Crime

Reference Group: Nonaggravated Assault

246

Multiple R:
Square:

income.

Dependent Variable: Income

TABLE F-8 -- Multiple regression analysis of the effect of type of crime on

Independent Variables B Beta F Simple r
Involvement Vandalism 1.05897 0.11661 1.566 -0.07'72
Involvement Forgery,

Fraud, and FEmbezzlement 3.24762 0.23396 8.290 0.13256
Weapon Possession 3.03333 0.10468 2.066 0.05177
Drunkemness S 1.18718 0.08268 1.053 -0.02813

" Disturbing the Peace -0.00833  -0.00076 0.000 -0.165676
Disorderly Conduct -1.46667 -0.07093 0.886 -0.15177
Discovery Vandalism 3.48495  0.35250 15.247 0.23845
Discovery Forgery, '

Fraud, and Embezzlement 5.92222 0.34755 19.995 0.27040
Constant 5.96667

0.46332 Sample: All Part II Crime

0.21467 “N: ' 169

5.46692 Reference Group: Nonaggravated Assault
155



TABLE F-9 -- Multiple regression analysis of

on race.

Dependent Variable: Race

Independent Variables
Involvement Vandalism

Involvement Forgery,
Fraud, and Embezzlement

Weapon Possession
Drunkermess
Disturbing the Peace
Disorderly Conduct
Discovery Vandalism

Discovery Forgery,
Fraud, and Fnbezzlement

Constant
Multiple R: 0.32990
R Square: 0.10884
F: 3.58748

B

the effect of type of crime

Beta
-0.09314 -0.07518
-0.48613  -0.25335
-0.20377 -0.05910
-0.38155  -0.20416
-0.28798  -0.21376
-0.14923 -0.06338
-0.28559  -0.22476
-0.51286  -0.21783
0.60377
Sample:
N.

Reference Group:

0.979

13.775
0.859
8.859

8.312
0.919
8.880

10.851

All Part

Simple r
0.11718

-0.15450
0.00194
-0.09891
-0. 06827
0.02718

-0.07226

-0.13456

II Crime
244

Nonaggravated Assault

TABLE F-10 -- Maltiple regression

on sex.

Dependent Variable: Sex

Independent Variables
Involvement Vandalism

Involvement Forgery,
Fraud, and Fmbezzlement

Weapon Possession
Drunkenmess
Disturbing the Peace
Disorderly Conduct
Discovery Vandalism

Discovery Forgery,
Fraud, and Embezzlement

Constant

Multiple R: 0.36457
R Square: 0.13291
F: 4.61784

analysis of the effect of type of crime

B Beta
-0.07470  =0.0595
~0.47964  -0.25503

0.01509  0.00424
0.02621  0.01359
0.04009  0.02949
-0.03945 -0.01623
-0.35763  -0.27326
-0.40309  -0.16587
0.58491
Sample :
N

Reference Group:

156

F
0.636

14.401
0.005
0.041
0.164
0.063

13.762

6.624

Simple r
0.04974

-0.20413
0.04013
0.08445
0.14449
0.03678

-0.21581

-0.11974

All Part II Crime

250

Nonaggravated Assault
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‘TABLE F-11 -- T-test of the mean difference between types of Part II crime for length of residence at
present address.

Forgery, Fraug,
Embezzlement

I | | T l I
Type of Crime ggrcrvmei: in ./olvememiplgr/c;lve;:z:t. wecpon Drunk s Disturbing |Disorderly Discovery FO?nzcov;;i
{ Assauit ! vangcusm gery, Possession . the Peace Conduct vandalism gery. d
! i {Embezzlerrent‘ i Embezzlement
{ S —
Nonoggravated i -1.25 1 0.50 0.81 | 0.03 | -0.06 0.58 | -2.69 | -0.30
Assault in < .215| p < .616] p < .420/p < .980 | p < .952| p < .564{p < .009 |p < .762
1 %
Involvement ; P17 2.75 1.07 1.11 1.79 | -1.45 0.44
vandalism ! i p< 148} p < .010/p < .292|p < .272| p < .081}p < .152 |p < .663
_'% ;
fnvolvement 0.53 =0.41 -0.50 0.15 -2.72 -0.59
Forgery, Fraud, p < .600lp < .684| p < .617;{ p < .880|p < .009 [p < .558
Embezziement
Weapon -1.43 -1.76 -0.65 | -3.97 -1.21
Possession p < .167:p < .092( p < .526(p < .001 |p < .249
! Drunkenness -0.07 0.57 -2.37 -0.26
i p < .946| p < .577|p < .021 |p < .796
Disturbing 0.57 -2.50 -0.24
the Peace | p < .568{p < .015|p < .809
Disorderly -3.07 -0.70
Conduct p < .003 |p < .494
Discovery 1.24
vandajism p < .221
Discovery

ey

a8

il



86T

TABLE F-12 -- T-test of the mean difference between types of Part II cr

owned, rented, or boarded.

ime for whether the respondent

1

Forgery, Froud,
Embezziement

T [ c Nonaggravated Involverment! Involverment| Weapon ;Drunkenness Disturbing [Disorderly Discovery | Discovery
ype of Crime
Assault vandalism Forgery,Fraud) Possesston the Peace Conduct Vandalism ForgeryFraud,
Embezziement] Embezziement
Nonoggravated 3.61 1.38 1.19 0.19 1.95 -0.08 4.65 3.68
Assault p <.001l|p< .172|p < .238] p < .853|p < .054 |p < .934{p < .001] p < .001
tnvolvement -1.39 -0.31 -2.35 | -1.64 -2.37 1.03 1.68
vandalism p < .168|p < .756| p < .022|p < .106 |p < .021| p < .307| p < .098
Involvement 0.49 -0.92 0.12 -1.18 2.34 2.87
Forgery, Fraud, p < .631| p < .366|p < .905|p < .248( p < .022| p < .008
Embezziement
.Weapon -0.90 -0.44 -1.22 0.84 1.72
Possession P < .380|p < .659 |p < .244 | p < .405{ p < .107
Drunkenness 1.23 -0.20 2.71, 3.39
P < .223 |p < .847 | p < ..012| p < .002
Disturbing -1.44 2.75 2.96
the Peace p < .158| p < .007| p < .005
Disorderly 3.27 3.61
Conduct p < .002| p < .002
Discovery 1.18
vandalism p < .244
Discovery
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TABLE F-13 ~-- T-test of the proportional difference between types of Part II crime for marital status.

J | |
Tyoe ‘of Crime Nonaggravated Involverment ;;wc:vegr}z:; Weapon Drunkenness Disturbing |Disorderly -| Discovery FoDrusecovFerrc']{‘
Assault vandalism | rg ry. Possession the Peace Conduct Vandalisnmh gery. d|
F.mbezziermert Embezziernent
Nonaggravatea 2.40 3.94 1.96 1.05 1.73 0.03 4.14 4.37
Assault p < .018)p < .00l p < .055{p < .295 |p < .087 |p < .975| p. < .001|p < .001
Involvement 1.99 0.90 -0.66 -0.50 ~1.37 1.62 2.71
vandalism p < .051| p< :373[p < .509 |{p < .620({p <« .1751 p < .109)p < .009
Involvement -0.22 -2.32 -2.32 -2.97 -0.80 1.39
Forgery, Fraud, p < .83l|p < .026 |p < .024|p < .006| p < .428|p < .176
Embezziement
Weapan -1.18 ~1.10 -1.66 -0.24 1.55
Possession p < .251 |p < .277 [ p < .120| p < .810jp < .143
Drunkenness. 6.27 -0.70 1.94 3.20
p < .791|p < .491) p < .057|p < .003
Disturbing -1.01 2.04 3.01
the Peace p < .316| p < .0441p < .004
Disorderly 2.54 4.18
Conduct p < .0l4|p < .001
Discovery 1.88
vandalism p < .066
Discovery

Forgery, Fraud,
Embezziement

et
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TABLE F-14 -- T-test of the mean difference between types of Part II crime for type of work.

Forgery, Fraud,
Embezzﬂement

. [ c Nonaggravated Involvement | Involvement!  Weapon Drunkenness' Disturbing |Disorderly Discovery | Discovery
ype of Crime
Assault Vandalism f:'orgery,Froud, Possession the Peace Conduct’ Vandalism Forgery,Fraud
Embezziernent Embezzlerment
Nonoggravated 0.15 -0.51 0.35 -0.95 0.33 0.62 -3.25 -2.11
Assault p < .88l|p < .6ll| p < .732{p < .348 |p < .746 | p < .544|p < .002 {p < .042
tnvotvement -0.66 0.27 -1.10 0.17 0.52 | -3.55 -2.22
vandalism p < .512, p < .792{p < .278 |p < .862 ] p < .609|p < .001 {p < .032
L_’;‘r’;’:’;'“;‘:;ud 0.59 | -0.41 0.84 0.90 | -2.38 1.53
Embezzllementl p < .559p <« .68l ip < .406|p < .380|p « .021 |p < .136
Weapan -0.82 -0.21 0.16 -1.93 -1.70
Possession p < .420{p < .838 | p < .876|p < .061 |p < .113
! 1.30 1.17 -1.81 -1.11
Drunkenness
runkennes p < .203| p < .256|p < .077 |p < .276
Disturbing 0.48 -3.72 -2.59
the Peace p < .634p < .001 {p < .014
Disorderly -2.43 -2.37
Conduct p < .020 |p < .033
Discovery 0.36
vandalism p < .717
Discovery
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TABLE F-15 -- T-test of the mean difference between types of Part II crime for age.

Type of Crime Nonoggravated Involvement F_I:vc;lve::;ti Weapon Drunkennessf Disturbing |Disorderly Discovery F;Drlicov;zd'
Assault vandatism r9ery, Possession the Peace Conduct Vandalism gery,
Embezzlerment! Embezziernent
Nonoggravated -3.83 -2.53 ~0.54 -2.06 -3.66 -1.17 -5.05 -1.52
Assauit p < .001| p < .014|p < .590 | p < .043 | p < .001|p < .263 |p < .001 |p < .134
tnvolvement 0.56 0.91 0.84 -0.04 0.66 -1.18 0.96
vandalism p < .576{p < .367 | p < .405| p < .964(p < .515 |p < .242 {p < .339
involvement 0.73 0.29 -0.58 0.23 ~-1.48 0.56
Forgery, Fraud, P < 474 p < 776 p < .567|p < .823 |p < .143 | p < .577
Embezzlement 1
Weapon -0.50 ~0.91 ~-0.35 -1.35 ~0.46
POSSessIcn p < .621| p < .370|p < .73k jp < .183 | p < .651
-0.84 0.01 -1.71 0.26
- K
Drunkenness p < .405|p < .991 |p < .092 | p < .800
Disturbing 0.65 -1.06 0.97
the Peace p < .517 |p < .292|'p < .338
Disorderly -1.32 0.17
Conduct p < .191 ) p < .864
Discovery 2.39
Vvandalism p < .023
[hiscovery
Foréery, Fraud,
Embezzlement
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~ TABLE F-16 -- T-test of the mean difference between types of Part II crime for education.

Forgery, Fraud,
Embezziement

T ' Cri thonaggravated involvement | involvernent| Weapon | ‘ : Disturbing |Disorderly Discovery | Discovery
ype of Crime R iDrunkenness ) -
Assault “vandalism ForgeryFraudq Possession un ! the Peace Conduct Vandalism Forgery,Fraud,
Embezzlernent] = Embezzienent
Nonoggravated -0.21 | -1.86 | =-0.75 | =2.20 | -1.73 1.14 | -3.96 | -3.89
Assault p < .833; p < .067| p< .459p < .031|p < ..088} p < .261jp < .001L |{p < .COL
[nvolvement -1.67 -0.65 | -2.00 -1.60 1.24 | =3.67. | -3.68
vandalism p < .100] p < .52l p < .050 | p < .113| p < .220|p < .001 |p'< 001
involvermnent 0.26 ~0.24 0.20 2.18 -1.17 -1.80
Forgery, Fraud, p < .795p < .8l4a|p < .845| p < .038|p < .249 {p < .082
Embezziement
Weapon -0.43 | -0.14 1.31 | -0.92 -1.56 -
Possession p< .668|p < .891| p< .211ip < .364 |p <__.1141
Drunkenness 0.44 2.56 | -0.91 -1.69
p < .6562] p < ,016|p < .364 )p < .102
Disturbing - 188 ~1.862 -1.89
the Peace p < .066|p < 108 {p < .066
Disorderiy -3.12 -4.27
Conduct p < .003ip < .001
‘Discovery -0.83
Vandatism p < .410
Discovery
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TABLE F-17 -- T-test of the proportional difference between types of Part II crime for whether the

respondent was the head of the household.

Forgery, Fraud,
Embezziement

T ‘ c Nonoggrcwtd Involvement! Iinvolvement| Weapon (Dr‘ nk Disturbing |Disorderly Discovery | Discovery
ype of Crime unkenness
Assault vandalism Forgery,Fraud Possession the Peace Conduct Vandalism Forgery,Froud)
Embezzierrent| Embezzierment
Nonaggravated -2.49 -4.32 -0.99 -1.14 0.39 -1.55 ~2.68 -1.55
Assault p < .015|p <.001|p < .324] p < .257|p < .695 |p < .127|.p < .009| p < .127
Involvement -1.93 ~0.02 0.63 2.75 -0.16 -0.27 -0.16
vandalism p< .05 |p< .983] p < .528{p < .007 |p < .870]| p < .789| p < .8B70
Involvement 1.04 1.87 4.32 1.12 1.64 0.97
Forgery, Fraud, p < .309| p < .074[{p < .001 {p < .271{ p < .107| p < .347
Embezziement . 5
Weapon 0.34 1.15 -0.08 -0.10 -0.08
Possession p < .740|p < .257 {p < .937| p < .923| p < .937
Drunkenness 1.39 ~0.57 -0.83 ~0.57
p< .170 |p < .574| p < .408] p < .574
Disturbing -1.75 -2.95 -1.75
the Peace p < .086 p < .004 P < .086
Disorderly 0.00 0.00
Conduct p<1.00{ p < 1.00
Discovery 0.90
vardalism p < 1.00
Discovery
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TABLE F-18 -- T-test of the mean difference between types of Part II crime for income.

Nonaggravated: Involvement | involvement| Weapon | Disturbing |Disorderty Discovery | Discovery
Type of Crime Forgery,Frau iDrunkenness; Forgery,Fraud,
Assault vandalism rgery, dﬂ Possession the Peace | Conduct Vandalism gery, »
Embezziement Embezziement
Nonaggravated -1.23 -2.77 -1.40 0.01 0.91 -3.93 -7.44
Assauit p < .222 |p < .008|p < .171 P < .9%4 |p < .369| p < .001|p < .001
involvement -1.97 ~0.94 1.12 1.63 -2.93 | -6.72
Vandalism p < .054 | p < .354 P < .269 |p < .111| p < .005|p < .001
involvement 0.09 2.50 2.59 -0.21 ~2.44
Forgery, Fraud, p < .929 p < .017|p < .0i8! p < .833|p < .025
Embezziement
Weapon 1.26 1.72 -0.22 -1.36
Possession p < .218]p < .129| p < .826|p < .308
p < .353|p < .122| p < .040jp < .001
Disturbing 0.81 | -3.54 | -6.39
the Peace p < .422| p < .001{p < .001
Disorderly -3.26 -4.65
Conduct p < .002[{p < .003
Discovery -3.23
Vandalism p <'.003
Discovery
Forgery, Fraud,
Embezzlement
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TABLE F-19 -- T-test of the proportional difference between types of Part

IT crime for race.

|

|

T (o Nonaggravaoted Involverment| Involvement|  Weapon Drunkenness’ Disturbing |Disorderly Discovery | Discovery
ype of Crime . ‘
Assault vandalism Forgery,fraud Possession the Peace Conduct Vandalism Forgeryfraud
’ Embezzlement| Embezzierment
Nonaggravated 0.93 3.78 0.87 2.92 2.80 0.90 2.90 ; 3.31
Assault p < .35 yp < .001)p < .385} p < .005|p < .006 |p < .370] p < .005(p < .002
Involvement 2.97 0.46 2.14 1.82 0.33 1.88 2.64
vandalism p < .004[p < .646| p < .036jp < .072 |p < .743 | p < .064|p < .011
;’;‘;;’Lvrim::;ud -1.44 | -0.80 | -1.57 | -2.09 | -1.60 | 0.22
Embezz‘lementl p < .165{ p < .427{p < .123 [ p < .046 | p < .114ip < .831
Weapon 0.78 0.37 -0.19 0.36 1.48
Possession p < .446|p < 714 {p < .851 | p < .719|p < .162
Drunkenness ~0.71 -1.31 -0.75 0.89
p < .478 | p < .203§ p < .458|p < .382
Disturbing -0.84 -0.02 1.49
the Peace p < .405} p < .982{p < .143
Disorderly 0.84 2.00
Conduct p < .404|p < .059
Discovery 1.52
Vandalism p < J135
Discovery

Forgery, Froud,
Embezzlement

P P



TABLE F-20 -- T-test of the proportional difference between types of Part II crime for sex.

991

) Nonaggravated Involvement| imvolvement|  Weapon Disturbing |Disorderiy Discovery | Discovery
Type of Crime - Drunkenness !
Assault Vandalism Forgery,Fraud Possession | - - the Peace Conduct Vandalism Forgery,Fraud
Embezzlemat Embezzlement
Nonaggravated 0.75 3.92 -0.06 -0.19 -0.39 0.24 3.77 2.52
Assault p < .45 | p < .001l|p < .949 |p < .848 |p < .700| p < .813|p < .001 |p < .0l4
Involvement 3.96 -0.38 -0.73 -1.08 -0.21 2.91 2.01
vandalism p < .001lip < .708 |p < 470 | p < .283| p < .836|p < .005 |p < .049
[nvolvement ~2.67 ~3.69 -4.21 ~2.89 | -1.13 -0.58
Forgery, Fraud, p < .014 {p < .00L|p < .001|p < .007|p < .265 |p < .568
Embezziement
Weapon ~0.04 -0.11 0.19 1.81 1.72
Possession p < .966{p < .916] p < .851|p < .076 |p < .107
Drunkenness -0.10 0.34 3.07 2.40
p < .921| p < .739]p < .003 |p < -024
Disturbing . 0.47 3.99 2.75
the Peace p < .640{p < .001 {p < .008
Disorderly 2.13 1.83
Conduct p < .038 |p < .083
Discovery 0.32
vandglism , , P < .750
Discovery
Forgery, Fraud,
Embezzlement
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TABLE F-21 -- Multiple regression analysis of the effect of type of crime on

delay due to telephoning another person.

Dependent Variable: Delay Due to Telephoning Another Person

Independent Variables
Involvement Vandalism

Involvement Forgery, . .
Fraud, and Erbezzlement

Wéépon Possession
Drunkenness
Disturbing the Peace
Disorderly Conduct
Discovery Vandalism

Discovery Forgery,
Fraud, and Embezzlement

Constant
! Multiple R: 0.35604
" R Square: 0.12677
F: 5.80670

B Beta
0.04175 0.05371
0.13963 0.11857
0.00798 0.00613

-0.02453 -0.02724
0.01812 0.02398
-0.00085 -0.0007C
0.02915 0.03636
0.53249 0.34676
0.05085

Sample:

N

Reference Group:

F
0.660

4.058
0.011
0.187
0.129
0.000
0.309

38.003

Simple r
0.00217

0.09006
-0.02624
-0.08143
-0.03571
-0.03640
-0.01645

0.33263

All Part 1T Crime

329

Nonaggravated Assault

Dependent Variable:

Independent Variables
Involvement Vandalism

Involvement Forgery,
Fraud, and Embezzlement

Weapon Possession
Drunkenness
Disturbing the Peace
Disorderly Conduct
Discovery Vandalism

Discovery Forgery,
Fraud, and Embezzlement

L Constant
Multiple R: 0.33911
R Square: 0.11500
F: 5.19764

— e e
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TABLE F-22 - Multiple regression analysis of
delay due to .talking to another

Delay Due to Talking to

B
-0.14721

-0.27684
-0.55135
-0.39964
-0.33431
-0.41017
-0.07017

-0.11017
0.61017

Samp

N:

Réference Group:

167

the effect of type of crime on

person.

Another Person

Beta
-0.11153

-0.13842
-0. 24965
-0.26128
-0.26058
-0.20047
-0.05153

-0.04225

le:

F
2.809

5.458
18.448
16.975
15.031
11.555

0.613

0.557

Simple r
0.06148

-0.03301
-0.16058
-0.13646
-0.11287
-0.10155

0.12544

0.04173

All Part I1 Crime

329

Nonaggravated Assault



TASLE F-23 -- Multiple regression analysis of the effect of type of crime on
delay due to investigating incident scene.

Dependent Variable: Delay Due to Investigating Incident Scene

Independent Variables B Beta F Simple r
Involvement Vandalism. 0.15129 0.20416 9.190 0.16649
I“%?iXETEZEdFQE%ZZZiement 0.06134  0.05463 0.830 0.01253
Weapon Possession -0.03390 -0.02734 0.216 ~0.06980
Drunkenness 0.01873 0.02182 0.116 -0.03875
Disturbing the Peace -0.03390  -0.04706 0.479 -0.13833
Disorderly Conduct -0.03390 -0.02951 0.244 -0.07607
Discovery Vandalism 0.10610 0.13878 4.339 0.08936
Dlgggngyazgr§;§Zézlement 0.29944 0.20452 12.732 0.17812
Constant 0.03390

Multiple R: 0.30549 Sample: All Part II Crime

R Square: 0.09332 N: 329

F: 4.11711 Reference Group: Nonaggravated Assault

TABLE F-24 -- Multiple regression analysis of the effect of type of crime on
delay due to injury.

Dependent Variable: Delay Due to Injury

Independent Variables B Beta F Simple r
Ihvolvement Vandalism -0.13559 -0.32606 23.988 -0.06996
In??istegﬁdF§;§§§Ziemenc -0.13559  -0.21519  13.176 -0.04122
Weapon Possession -0.13559  -0.19487 11.228 -0.03685
Drunkenness -0.13559  -0.28137 19.664 -0.05705
Disturbing the Peace -0.13559  -0.33546 24.884 -0.07303
Disorderly Conduct -0.13559  -0.21035 12.7¢8 -0.04016
Discovery Vandalism -0.13559 -0.31603 - 23.026 -0.06683
v and Enbaszlament  -0.13559  -0.16503 8.484 20.03072
Constant 0.13559

Multiple R: 0.33771 Sample: All Part IT Crime

R Square: 0.11405 N: 329

F: 5.14929 Reference Group: Nonaggravated Assault
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TABLE F-25 -~ Multiple regression analysis of the effect of type of crime on
delay due to fear or emotional upset.

Dependent Variable: Delay Due to Fear or Emotional Upset

Independent Variables

B Beta F Simple r
Involvement Vandalism -0.31419  -0.34190 27.865 -0.05357
Involvement Forgery,
Fraud, and Embezzlement -0.35916  -0.2579%4 20.002 -0.06607
Weapon Possession -0.34796 -0.22630 15.998 -0.05138
Drunkermess -0.38046 -0.35728 33.497 -0.11405
Disturbing the Peace -0.25161 -0.28169 18.538 0.02913
Disorderly Conduct -0.30678 -0.21536 14.074 -0.02522
Discovery Vandalism -0.40678  -0.42904 44,837 =), 16634
Discovery Forgery,
Fraud, and Embezzlement -0.32345 -0.17815 10.445 -0.02881
Constant 0.40678
Multiple R: 0.40181 Sample: All Part II Crime
R Square: 0.16145 N: 329
F: 7.70150 Reference Group:

Nonaggravated Assault

TABLE F-26 -- Multiple regression analysis of the effect of type of crime on

delay due to public commmications problems.

Dependent Variable: Delay Due to Public Commmications Problems

Independent Variables
Involvement Vandalism

Involvement Forgery,
Fraud, and Embezzlement

Weapon Possession
Drunkenness
Disturbing the Peace
Disorderly Conduct
Discovery Vandalism

Discovery Forgery,
Fraud, and Embezzlement

Constant
Multiple R: 0.24727
R Square: 0.06114
F: 2. 60503

B Beta
-0.04583  -0.04396
-0.25747  -0.16299
-0.30508  -0.17489
-0.22614  -0.18718
-0.11543  -0.11391
-0.15508  -0.09596
-0.10508  -0.09770
-0.30508  -0.14811
0.30508

Sample:
N.

Réference Group: Nonaggravated Assault

169

F
0.411

7.133
8.534
8.212
2.708
2.496
2.076

6.449

All Part

Simple r
0.08823

-0.09112
-0.11024
-0.09679
0.00873
-0.02133
0.01933

-0.09189

IT Crime
329



TABLE F-27 -- Multiple regression analysis of the effect of type of crime on

Dependent Variable:

delay due to not heing informed or being misinformed.

Independent Variables
Involvement Vandalism

Involvement Forgery,
Fraud, and Embezzlement

Weaponi Possession
Drunkemness
Disturbing the Peace
Disorderly Conduct
Discovery Vandalism

Discovery Forgery,
Fraud, and Embezzlement

Constant

Multiple R: 0.27407
R Square: 0.07511
F: 3.24857

B Beta
-0.11237  -0.14247
-0.04358  -0.03647
-0.18644  -0.14127
-0.08118  -0.08881
-0.18644  -0.24319
-0.18644  -0.15249
-0.08644  -0.10622
0.14639  0.09426
0. 18644

Sample:

N '

Reference Group:

170

F
4.387

0.362
5.653
1.877
12.527
6.398
2.492

2.651

Delay Due to Not Being Informed or Being Misinformed

Simple r
-0.03057

0.04347
-0.07529
0.01365
-0.14921
-0.08206
0.00837

0.15924

All Part II Crime

329

Nonaggravated Assault
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TABLE F-28 -- T-test of the proportional difference between types of Part II crime for the delay due

to telephoning another person or receiving a call.

1 (e ‘Involvement; Involverment Drunkenness Disturbing |Disorderly Discovery D:scovery'
ype of Crime , : .
Assault | vandalism lForgery,Frcud, " the Peace | Conduct Vandalism Forgery,Frauq
; ;&.moezzlerrent Ermbezziement
l
Nonoggravated I ~-1.51 0.63 -0.41 0.01 -0.61 -3.52
Assault p < .398:p < .144 p < .531 |p< .683[p < .988} p < .540|{p < .004
Involvement -1.17 1.39 0.46 0.59 0.23 | -3.19
vandalism P < .247 p < .169 |p < .649 | p < .557{ p < .822|p < .007
Involvement 1.79 1.29 1.39 1.15 -2.44
Forgery, Fraud, p < .086 |p < .208 | p < .174} p < .259|p < .021
Embezziement
Weapon 0.50 -0.15 0.12 -0.28 -3.28
Possession p < .619 |p < .885|p < .909| p < .778|p < .005
-1.00 ~0.46 ~1.15 -3.69
Drunkenness
runtenne p < .320|p < .645] p < .255|p < .003
Disturbing 0.29 -0.22 -3.38
the Peace p < .769] p < .829|p < .006
Disorderiy -0.43 -3.40
Conduct p < .665p < .004
Discovery -3.28
vandalism p < .006
Discovery ;
Forgery, Fraud,
Embezzlement
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TABLE F-29 -- T-test of the proportional difference between types of Part II crime for the delay due
to talking to another person.

Forgery, Fraud,
Embezz lement

Nonaggravated involvernent| Involverment|  Weapon Disturbing  |Disorderly | Discovery | Discovery
Type of Crime Drunkenness
Assault vandalism Forgery,Froud Possession | - the Peace Conduct Vandalism Forgery,Fraud
£.mbezzjerrent) Embezzierment
Nonaggravated 1.57 2.23 6.34 4.15 3.83 3.35 0.73 0.70
Assault p < .119 |p < .029 |{p < .001| p < .001l|p < .001 |p < .001 |p < .464 p < .486
involvement 1.01 4.48 2.55 2.07 2.09 ~0.78 | -0.23
vandalism P < .315{p < .001| p < .013|p < .040 |p < .040 | p < .437 p < .B20
Involvement 2.27 1.03 0.49 0.95 -1.60 -0.93
Forgery, Froud, p < .030| p < .308{p < .625 |p < .348 | p < .115)p < .362
Embezziement
Weapon -1.70 -2.60 -1.30 -5.21 ~2.73
Possession p < .095(p < .012 |p < .205|p < .001|p < .016
Drunkenness -0.72 0.09 -3.28 -1.98
p < 475 |p < .927 | p < .002|p < .053
Disturbing 0.66 -2.88 | ~1.53
the Peace p < .509 | p< .005|p < .132
Disorderly _2.68 -1.81
Conduct p < .009p < .081
Discovery 0.25
Vandaiism p < .807
Discovery

-
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TABLE F-30 -- T-test of the proportional difference between types of Part II crime for the delay due

to investigating the incident scene.

T [ o Nonoggravated involverment |- Involverment]  Weapon Drunkenness| Disturbing [Disorderiy Discovery | Discovery
ype of Crime runke
Assault vandalism Forgery,Fraud Possession - the Peace Conduct Vandalism Forgery,Fraud,
Embezzlerment] Embezziernent
Nonaggravated -2.59 -0.88 0.76 -0.45 1.41 0.83 -1.93 -2.08
Assgult p < .012 |{p < .388 |p < .448| p < .655{p < .160 |p < .411 |p < .058| p < .060
involvement 0.95 1.94 2.05 3.60 2.10 0.62 ~1.13
Vandalism P < .347 |p < .057| p < .044|p < .00 |p < .039 |p < .538] p < .263
Involvement 1.30 0.61 2.44 1.42 -0.51 -1.73
Forgery, Fraud, p < .20l p < .541|p < .017 |p < .165|p < .611} p < .093
Einbezzlement
Weapon -0.95 0.00 0.00 -1.64 -2.81
Possession P < .344{p < 1.00|{p <1.00|p < .106] p < .009
1.78 1.04 -1.42 -1.91
ken
Drunkenness p < .079 |p< .305|p < .160] p < .080
Disturbing 0.00 -3.04 -5.31
the Peace p <1.00|p < .003| p < .001
Disorderly -1.78 ~-3.06
Conduct p < .080{ p < .005
Discovery ~1.58
vandalism p < .119
Discovery

Forgery, Fraud,
Embezzlement

RO
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TABLE F-31 -- T-test of the proportional difference between types of Part II crime for the delay due

Forgery, Fraud,
Embezzlement

to injury.
l ' i l
(e ‘Nonoggrcwtdl Involvement | [nvolvement| . Weapon \Oruni Disturbing {Disorderly Discovery | Discovery
Type © rime ) . G runikenness
i Asscult | vandalism ForgeryFraud Possession the Peace Conduct Vandalism ForgeryFraud)
i Embezzierment Ermbezzierment
Nonoggravated 5 2.88 1.79 1.61 2.42 2.99 1.75 2.77 1.35
Assaull ! p < .005ip < .077|p < .111 < .018 |p <« .003 |p < .084p < .007 |p < .181
| i -
nvolvement | 0.00 0.00 | 0.00 0.00 0.00 | 0.00 0.00
vandalism ; p <1.00|p < 1.00 < 1.00 |[p < 1.00 |p < 1.00p < 1.00 |p < 1.00
Involvement 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Forgery, Fraud, p < 1.00 < 1.00 {p <« 1.00|p < 1.00|p < 1.00 (p < 1.00
Embezziement
Weapon 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Possession < 1.00 {p<1.00 |p < 1.00|p < 1.00 |p < 1.00
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
ke
Drunkenness p < 1.00 |p < 1.00[p < 1.00 |p < 1.00
Disturbing 0.00 0.00 0.00
the Peace p <1.00p < 1.00 |p < 1.00
Discrderly 0.00 0.00
Conduct p < 1.00 {p < 1.00
Discovery 0.00
Vandaiism p < 1.00
Discovery
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TABLE F-32 -- T-test of the proportional difference between types of Part
to fear or emotional upset.

II crime for the delay due

Forgery, Froud,
Embezziement

NonoggravatsJ involverment! (nvolverment| Weapon Disturbing [Disorderly Discovery | Discovery
Type of Crime : , Drunkenness
Assault { Vandalism Forgery.Fraud) Possession " the Peace Conduct Vandalism Forgery,Fraud,
Embezzlemeny Embezzierment
Nonaggravated 4.14 4.48 3.99 5.46 3.13 3.25 5.80 2.18
Assauit p < .00l ]p< .001|p < .001|p < .001ip < .002 |p < .002|p < .00L|p < .033
Involvement 0.64 0.43 1.39 -1.00 -0.10 2.24 0.10
vandalism p < .526|p < 668} p < ,169(p < .321 |p < .924 }p < .027 | p < .921
Involvement -0.15 0.43 | -1.59 -0.63 1.56 ~0.40
Forgery, Froud, p < .882|p < .672fp < .117 |p < .532|p < .124| p < .690
Embezziement
Weapon 0.59 -1.02 ~0.45 1.74 -0.25
Possession p < .560|p < .311 |p < .658 |p < .086] p < .806
i -2.36 -1.00 1.15 -0.65
| Drunkenness p < .021 |p < .327 |p < .254|p < .525
Disturbing 0.60 3.00 0.64
the Peace p < .547 | p < .003 | p < .524
Disorderly 2.32 0.15
Conduct p < 023 p < .880
Discovery -2.10
vandalism p < .040
Discovery

A WFL e
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TABLE F-33 -- T-test of the proportional difference between types of Part IT crime for the delay due
to public commmications problems.

T (o iNonoggravated Involvement| Involvement;  Weapon | Drunk . Disturbing |Disorderly Discovery | Discovery
ype of Crime unkenne
Assault vandalism Forgery,Fraud Possession ! the Peace | Conduct Vandalism Forgeryfroud
Embezzlement Embezziernent
Nonoggravated 0.54 2.44 2.70 2.71 1.45 1.36 1.25 2.26
Assault p < .593 {p < .017 |{p < .009|p < .008|p < .151 |p < .179 (p < .214 | p < .027
Involvement 2.76 2.40 2.41 0.88 0.99 0.71 2.02
vandalism p< .007 |p< .019;p < .018|p < .381 |p < .328 |p < .478 |p < .048
Involvement 0.90 -0.45 ~2.02 -1.09 -2.05 0.75
Forgery, Fraud, p < .375[p < .654(p < .048 |p < .281 |p < .045|p < .458
Embezziement
weapon -1.18 | -1.97 -1.68 -2.03 0.00
Possession p < .241lp < .053 {p < .101 |p < .046 | p < 1.00
~1.62 | -0.84 ~1.67 0.99
Drunkenness p < .108 |p < .407 | p < .098 | p < .325
Disturbing 0.39 -0.13 1.65
the Peace p < .695|p < .89} p < .103
Disorderly -0.48 1.41
Conduct p < .633|p < .169
Discovery 1.70
vandalism p < .094
Discovery
Forgery, Fraud,
Embezziement




LLT

TABLE F-34 -- T-test of the proportional difference between types of Part II crime for the delay due
to being misinformed or not being informed of the incident.

T ‘i c Nonaggravated Involverment| Involverment|  Weapon Drunkenness Disturbing {Disorderiy | Discovery | Discovery
ype of Crime .

Assault Vandalism Forgery,Frauq Possession the Peace Conduct Vandalism Forgery,Fraud)

Embezzlerment| Embezzlerment
Nonaggravated 1.80 0.45 1.95 1.07 3.61 2.11 1.27 -1.13
Assault p < .075 {p < .657 | p < .055|p < .285 {p < .001 |p < .038|p < .207 p < .262
Involvement -0.91 1.15 | -0.52 2.13 1.25 -0.47 | -1.77
vandalism p < .365|p < .254]p < .606 |p < .035 |p < .216 |p < .642p < ,102
{nvolvement 1.64 0.42 3.07 1.78 0.51 -1.28
Forgery, Fraud, p < .110!p < .675 |p < .003 |p < .083|p < .608p < .210
Embezziement
Weapon -1.39 0.00 0.00 ~-1.35 -2.81
Possession p < .l71 {p < 1.00 [p < 1.00]p < .1814ip < .009
) 2.58 1.51 0.08 -1.91
runkenness

Drunkennes p < .01l |p< .137|p < .937|p < .062
Disturbing 0.00 -2.51 | -5.31
the Peace p<1l.00]|p< .013p < .001
Disorderly -1.47 -3.06
Conduct p < .1464p < .005
Discovery -1.57
vandatism p < .140
Discovery

Forgery, Fraud,
Embezziement
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TABLE F-35 -- Multiple regression analysis of the effect of socia
charagteristics on delay due to chasing suspect.

Dependent Variable: Delay Due to Chasing Suspect

Independent Variables B Beta F | Simple r
Type of Work -0.00170 -0.178l6 5.530 -0.16955
Head of Household 0.05728  0.11274 2.215 - 0.09913
Constarit 0.05822

Multiple R: 0.20343 Sample: All Part II Cr:l.t_ﬁ

R Square: 0.04138 N:

F: 3.62625

TABLE F-36 -- Multiple regression analysis of the effect of social
characteristics on delay due to apathy.

Dependent Variable: Delay Due to Apathy

Independent Variables B Beta F Simple r
Own~-Rent-Board 0.09866 0.18546 7.001 0.21655
Marital Status 0.04740 0.06717 0.918 0.15302
Constant -0. 04466

Multiple R: 0.22458 Sanple: All Part I1 Cr;zs

R Square: 0.05044 N:

F: 6.53338

TABLE F-37 -- Multiple regression analysis of the effect of social charac-
teristics on delay due to investigating incident scene.

Dependent Variable: Delay Due to Investigating Incident Scene

Independent Variable B Beta : F Simple r
Head of Household 0.10661 0.15578 6.068 0.15578
Constant 0.02899

Multiple R: 0.15578 Sample: All Part II Cr%zg

R Square: 0.02427 N:

F: 6.06823
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TABLE F-38 -- Multiple regression analysis of the effect of social char-
acteristics on delay due to public commmications problems.

Dependent Variable: Delay Due to Public Comamications Problems

Independent Variables B Beta F Simple r
(1) Marital Status -0.64007 -0.70735 3,210 0.15114
(2) Type of Work -0.00961 @ -0.46436 0.929 -0.18303
(3) Education -0.02009 -0.10397 0.052 -0.16521
(4) Income -0.01206 -0.09714 0.080 -0.14965
(5) Race 0.12107 0.13288 0.140 0.32529
(6) Sex 0.50167 0.57803 1.868 0.18954
Interaction of .

Variables 1 and 2 0.00135 0.06484 0.066 0.10099
Interaction of .

Variables 1 and 3 0.08972 0.54795 2.721 0.11586
Interaction of

Variables 1 and 4 -0.01266  -0.09715 0.125 0.09332
Interaction of

Variables 1 and 5 C.47566 0.39563 4.334 0.31439
Interaction of .

Variables 1 and 6 0.22660 0.21788 0.955 0.23198
Interaction of

Variables 2 and 3 0.00055 0.22766 0.252 -0.18221
Interaction of

Variables 2 and 4 0.00036 0.22262 0.209 -0.18723
Interaction cf

Variables 2 and 5 ~0.00557 -0.26350 1.152 0.16399
Interaction of

Variables 2 and 6 0.00201 0.10228 0.135 0.06002
Interaction of

Variables 3 and 4 0.00074 0.05382 0.009 -(.17858
Interaction of

Variables 3 and 5 0.01551 0.08518 0.084 0. 25666
Interaction of .

Variables 3 and 6 -0.09237 -0.59004 3.797 0.08396
Interaction of

Variables 4 and 5 0.03399 0.31382 0.843 0.25673
Interaction of

Variables 4 and 6 0.00662 0.06419 0.031 0.10559
Interaction of

Variables 5 and 6 -0.36562 -0.33563 3.784 0.22812

179
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Constant 0.40341
Multiple R: 0.50173
R Square: 0.25174
F: 1. 65009

180

Sample: All Part II Cr
N: :

ime
125

Dependent Variable:

R Square:
F:

Independent Variables
Involvement Vandalism

Involvement Forgery,
Fraud, and Embezzlement

Weapon Possession
Drunkenness
Disturbing the Peace
Disorderly Conduct
Discovery Vandalism

Discovery Forgery,
Fraud, and Embezzlement

Tblephoqing Delay
Talking Delay
Apathy Delay

Not Being Informed/
Being Misinformed

Own-Rent-Board

Marital Status

Education

Income

Sex

Constant

Multiple R: 0.70817

0.50150
8.93594

Reporting Time, logarithm

B Beta
-0.24685 -0.12059
-0.28186 -0.09008
-0.16831 -0.02577
-0.40506 -0.12515
-0.08473  -0.03429
-0.03418 -0.00733

0.03144 0.01411
1.60456 0.41774
0.35565 0.12721
0.11042 0.06401
0.38492 0.15018
0.59230 0.23548
0.06723 -0.04672
0.02029 0.01148
0.03632 0.09472
0.01593 0.07067
-0.10018 -0.05785
0.91725

Sample:

N.

F
2.223

1.520
0.171
3.433
0.203
0.013
0.029

28.594
3.322
1.070
5.586

14.188
0.468
0.024
1.765
0.732
0.761

All Part

TABLE F-39 -- Miltiple regression analysis of the effect of type of crime and
social characteristics on reporting time.

Simple r
-0.20197

-0.08559
-0.00374
-0.08728
-0.09677
-0.04390

0.08814

0.58364
0.41420
0.09768
0.07315

0.31782
-0.20098
-0.14321

0.25275

0.30098
-0.20742

II Crime
169

Reference Group: Nonaggravated Assault
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Summary Statistics for

Process of Reporting Analysis
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Table G -1.-- T-test of mean or proportional difference between types of citizen-

callers by social chardacteristics.

{ncome
Type Victim Witness |
of Caller Caller Caller
Caller
Victim 2.97 -0.26
Caller p<.004 p<.793
Witness -2.59
Caller p<.012
Caller L

b
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Table G-2.-- T-test of mean or proportional difference between types of telephones

used by social characteristics.
Type of work

Length of residence at present address

Type of Pay Own Home | Business Other , Pay Own Home { Business Other ,
Telephone Telephone | Telephone | Telephone Person’s Telephon ‘felepho Telephone Person’s
Used P elep elep Telephone elepnone | Telephone | Teiepho Telephone
Pay -2.48 -3.25 ~-0.42 -1.38 ~0.71 1.29
Telephone p<.016 p<.002 P<.677 p<.171 p<.477 p<.208
Owh Home -1.07 2.52 0.99 4,41
Telephone p<.284 p<.014 p<.322 p<.001
Business ~-3.41 -3.03
Telephone p<.001 p<.003
Other
Person’s
Telephone

Tenure (own-rent-board) Marital status
Type of Pay Oown Home | Business Other . Pay Own Home | Business Other .
Telephone Telephone | Telephone | Telephone Person’s Telephone | Telephone | Telephone Person’s
Used ' p P Telephone P P P Telephone
Pay 1.01 1.40 -1,68 0.22 2.19 ~-2.16
Telephone p<.314 p<.165 p<.098 p<.824 p<.031 p<.036
own Home 0.53 | -3.28 3.04 -3.19°
Telephone p<.595 p<.001 p<.003 p<.002
Business 3.79 5,96
Telephone pP<.001 p<.001
Other
Person's
Telephone
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Table G - 3.-- T-test of mean or proportional difference between types of telephones

used by social characteristics.

Education income

“Type of , Other . Other
relepnone || £ | Suotomel Business |persans | [ Fay | Quntiome | Business | person
Used P P P Telephone slepnone ; lelephone €pnone | relephone
Pay -1.94 -3.85 0.71 -1.04 -4.37 0.586
Telephone p<.055 p < .001 p< .483 p<.301 p<.001 p<.577
Own Home - 3.08 4.41 -4.95 2.09
Telephone p<.002 p<.001 p<.001 p<.040
Business ~7.33 -6.22
Telephone p<.001 p<.001
Other

Person’s

Telephone

Age Sex

;glpe%r? ;ne Pay Own Home | Business g;::;n's Pay Own Home | Business gg} sec‘;n’s
Used Telephone | Telephone | Telephone Telephone Telephone | Telephone | Teiephone Telephone
Pay -0.09 1.14 3.39 -1.10 1.90 -2.86
Telephone p<.931 p<.256 p<.001 p<.271 p<.060 p<.006
Own Home 1.85 4.90 5.01 -2.38
Telephone p<.066 p<.001 p<.001 p<.019
BUSinESS - 3.60 6.70
Telephone p<.001 p<.001
Other

Person’s

Telephone




L8l

Table G -4.-- T-test of mean or proportional difference between telephone numbers
used by social characteristics.

Income Sex
Telephone || crime Police Telephone Crime Folice Telephone
Number Alert Switchboard] Company Alert Switchboard| Company
Used Operator Operator Operator Qperator
Crime 2.02 ~3.97 -2.08° 4.93
Alert P <.046 p<.001 p<.039 p<.001
Police -1.85 2.65
Switchboard ! '
Operator p<.068 p<.009
Telephone
Company
Operator




Tabie G -5.-- T-test of mean or proportional difference between ways telephone
number known by social characteristics.

Type of work

881

Education
How Citizen Number Telephone Number Telephone
Knew ggll”epr;o:e written [ Memory |Company Eglepl:one Written Memory | Company
Number Irectory | pown Operator irectory | pown Operator
Telephone 0.39 2.09 3.35 1.03 1.88 3.45
Directory p<.700 p<.040 p<.002 p<.307 p<.063 p<.001
Number 2.07 3.23 0.98 2.88
Written 041 ) 328 005
Down p<. p<.002 p<.32 p<.
Memor 1.93 2.02
Y p<.061 p<.046
Telephone
Company
Operator
Sex

How Citizen Number Telephone

Knew g?:_ii?g:e Written Memory | Company

Number ) y Down Operator

Te'ephone 0.24 1 .84 - 1.20

Directory p<.811 p<.069 p<.235

Number 1.78 ~1.58

yritten p<.077 | p<.120

-3.53

Memory p< 004

Telephone

Company

Operator




TABLE G-6 -~ Multiple regression analy
reporting time.

Dependent Variable: Reporting Time, logarithm

Multiple R:
R Square:
F:

Independent Variables
Victim~Callers
Witness-Callers
Constant

0.19004
0.03612
4.02799

B

0.01433
~0.35562
1.30285

Sample: All Part IT Crime Cases With

Beta
0.00871
-0.18418

Reference Group:

sis of the effect of type of caller on

F Simple r
0.010 0.13040
4.263 -0.18993

Citizen-Caller Interview
218
Callers

Multiple R:
R Square:
F:

Independent Variables
Victim-Callers
Witness-Callers
Involvement Vandalism

Involvement Forgery,
Fraud, and Embezzlement

Weapon Possession
Drunkenness
Disturbing the Peace
Disorderly Conduct
Discovery Vandalism

Discovery Forgery,
Fraud, and Fmbezzlement

Constant

0.58506
0.34229
10.77287

TABLE G-7 -- Multiple regression analysis of the eff
type of crime on reporting time.

B
-0.11080
-0.21847
-0.12480

-0.05468
0.04705
-0.14415
-0.09207
0.10120
0.44708

1.90877
1.22075

Sample:
N:

Dependent Variable: Reporting Time, logarithm

Beta
-0.06732
-0.11315
-0.06215

-0.01607
0.00874
~0.04922
-0.04242
0.02627
0.21260

0.51838

ect of type of caller and

F Simple r
0.708 0.13040
1.995 ~0.18993
0.681 -0.15969
0.063 -0.04974
0.021 -0.02235
0.562 -0.10526
0.343 -0.13750
0.172 -0.02303
8.191 0.19838

66.887 0.51404

All Part II Crime Cases With

Citizen-Caller Interview
218

Reference Group: Callers, Nonaggravated Assault
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TABLE H-1 -- Multiple regression analysis of the effect of patrol procedures
and type of crime on distance traveled.

Dependent Variable:

Independent Variables

Officer In or Out of
Assigned Beat

Officer's location Is
In Beat of Incident

Incident Is In Officer's
Assigned Beat

Involvement Vandalism

Involvement Forgery,
Fraud, and Embezzlement

Weapon Possession
Drunkermess
Disturbing the Peace
Disorderly Conduct
Discovery Vandalism

Discovery Forgery,
Fraud, and Embezzlement

Constant

Multiple R: 0.44197
R Square: 0.19533
F: 3.15579

Distance Traveled

B Beta
0.38347 0.21261
0.99079 0.38633
0.66816 0.05977

-0.17591 -0.06987
0.24675 0.08151
-0.55569 -0.15253
-0.22973 -0.08784
-0.26417 -0.10856
0.15901 0.03931
0.23444 0.08590
0.24152 0.05604
-0.27426
Sample:
N.

6.

22.

o

O O H O W O

730

296

.609
.540

.821
.178
.876
.261
.218
.859

458

Simple
0.05651
0.30369

0.02620
-0.06882

0.07155
-0.12647
-0.07818
-0.06616

0.07727

0.14442

0.08931

All Part II Crime

155

Reference Group: Nonaggravated Assault
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TABLE H-2 -~ Multiple regression analysis of the effect of patrol procedures

on travel time.

Dependent Variable: Travel Time, logarithm

Independent Variables
(1) Busted Call
(2) Officer Could View

Crime on Routine Patrol

(3) Officer In or Out of
Assigned Beat

(4) Officer's location is
in Beat of Incident

(5) Incident is in Officer's

Assigned Beat
(6) In or Out of Car

(7) Car Stationery or
Mobile

(8) Distance Traveled
(9) One or Two-Man Car

Interaction of
Variables 1 and 2

Involvement Vandalism

Involvement Forgery,
Freud, and Fmbezzlement

Weapon Possession
Drunkerness
Disturbing the Peace
Disorderly Conduct
Discovery Varidalism

Discovery Forgery,
Fraud, and Embezzlement

Constant
Multiple R: 0.77082
R Square: 0.59417
F: 10.98046

B Beta
-0.05140 -0.07883
0.08778 0.15897
0.00503 0.00914
0.09961 0.12755
0.02280 0.00670
0.03904 0.04477
-0.00684 -0.01244
0.16820 0.55232
-0.00186 -0.00159
-0.09987 -0.32075
0.08645 0.11275
-0.00532 -0.00578
-0.06732 -0.06070
0.10252 0.12612
0.07669 0.10349
-0.04892  -0.03973
0.1353% 0.16294
0.10344 0.07885
0.59389
Sample:
N.

Reference Group:

193

F
0.193

0.672

0.020

3.564

0.014
0.488

0.038
74.057
0.001

1.619
2.242

0.007
0.870
3.258
2.037
0.403
4.837

1.553

Simple r
-0.40798

-0.05233
-0.00489
0.27006

0.01756
0.08741

0.03849
0.64783
0.02346

-0.33242
0.04776

-0.04198
~0.23950
-0.03738
0.01323
-0.02412
0.24822

0.12368

All Part II Crime

154
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GLOSSARY

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--An 8-hour patrol watch in a beat. There are three watches per
day in each beat, making a total of 207 beat-watches for the 69 beats in the city.

BUSTED CALL--Any dispatched call in which the first of two officers dispatched
responds to the incident scene without waiting for the arrival of the backup offi-
cer, or any call in which an officer not assigned responds to the scene before the
arrival of the officially dispatched officer.

CALIER--Any citizen whose call to the police initiated a response to an inci-
dent but who was not involved in the incident as a victim or a witmess.

CITIZEN-CALLER--Any citizen, victim, witness or caller, whose call to the po-
lice initiated a response. |

CITIZEN EXPECTATIONS--The length of time a citizen expects response to a call
to take.

CITIZEN PERCEPTIONS--The length of time a citizen has perceived that response
to a call has taken.

DISCOVERY CRIME--Any crime which occurred unobserved, or if witnessed, the
witness did not report the crime.

DISPATCH TIME--The time from when a dispatcher understands the nature and io-
cation of a call until an officer acknowledges the end of the dispatch assigning
him to the call or has begun response to the call, whichever comes first.

FIELD INJURY--An injury to a citizen who was not transported to the hospital

before arrival of police.
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INITIAL INVESTIGATION BEGINS--When an officer made contact with a citizen
directly related to a crime incident or when the officer arrived at the actual
scene of the crime.

TNVOLVEMENT CRIME--Any crime in which a citizen saw, heard, or became in-
volved between the time the suspect began committing the crime and the citizen
was free from involvement in the crime.

NONTARGET BEAT--Those beats not included in the target area. This involved
34 of the city's 69 beats. The nontarget beats were excluded from the target
area because none of the three beat-watches within the beat fell within the up-
per 27th percentile of beat-watches based upon combined numbers of robberies and
aggravated assaults in 1974. Observers were not assigned to these beats.

OBSERVER--Any of nine civilians employed by the Kansas City, Missouri, Po-
lice Department to accampany. officers in specially designated beat-watches and
collect data pertinent to the study.

ON-SCENE APPREHENSION--The apprehension of a suspect in flight from, adja-
cent to, or at the scene of an incident before the conclusion of the initial in-
vestigation of the call. The arrest must have been directly related to the crime
for which an officer wrote his offense report.

PART II CRIME--As categorized in this study, included the crimes of nonaggra-
vated assault; vandalism; weapon possession; drunkenness; disturbing the peace;
disorderly conduct; and forgery, fraud, and ermbezzlement.

PATTERNS TN REPORTING--Those voluntary actions taken prior to or in the
process of reporting and the attitudes which affected them.

PROBLEMS IN REPORTING--Uncontrollable hindrances encountered prior to or in
the process of telephoning police.

REPORTING TIME--The time from the end of a citizen's involvement in or dis-

196

R e

Tt i S e et

i i

RO

covery of a crime or noncrime incident until a dispatcher had been contacted
about the incident and understood the nature of the incident and location to

which an officer shculd be dispatched.

RESPONSE TIME COMPONENT--Any of eight lengths of time identified as occur-
ring within the reporting, dispatch, and travel intervals and comprising the to-

tal response time continuum. The components were 1) crime begins until citizen

involvement ends. 2) discovery of a crime or citizen involvement ends wuntil

initial comnection with police dispatcher. 3) initial comnection until infor-
mation about the nature and location of the call is understood by dispatcher.
4) information about the nature and location of the call available until dis-
patcher calls for location of a specific car or any car in the vicinity.

5) dispatcher calls car until dispatch assigning car to call is terminated.

6) dispatch terminates until officer begins his response to the call. 7) offi-
cer responds until arrival at dispatched location. 8) arrival until initial in-
vestigation begins.

RESPONSE TIME CONTINUUM--The total length of time elapsed from the end of
citizen involvement in or discovery or a crime or noncrime incident until a po-
lice officer begins his initial investigation of the incident. The time period
includes the time necessary for a citizen to report an incident, for a dispatcher
to assign an officer to the call, and for the officer tc 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 con-

tinuum are the reporting, dispatch, and travel intervals and are synonymous with

reporting time, dispatch time, and travel time.
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RESPONSE-RELATED ARREST--The arrests which resulted fram rapid response.
This excludes arrests made after a citizen apprehended a suspect, when the sus-

pect's name or address was provided by the victim or a witmess, when the suspect

oA

was unable to leave the scene because of an injury, or when the suspect turned
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himself over to police.

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-watches based
upon combined numbers of robberies and aggravated assaults for 1974. ;

TARGET BEAT--Any beat which fell within the target area and to which observ- |

ers were..deployed for collection of data.

TRAVEL TIME--The tire 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 begar his initial investigation of the call.

VICTIM--The citizen against whom a crime was committed. Unlike most statu-
tory definitions, the victim of a cominercial robbery, by study criteria, would be
the clerk held up at the business ar.’ not the individual or corporate owner or

|
the business.

VICTIM-CALLER--The victim of a crime whose call to police also initiated po-

lice response.
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WITNESS--Any citizen, other than a victim or suspect, who saw, heard, or be-

came involved in a crime or noncrime incident at any point during its occurrence.

FECTAEAIR NI IE B S

WITNESS AVAITABIT.ITY--Contact between a field officer and at least one wit- i -

ot

1ness to a crime other than the victim, before the conclusion of the initial in-
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vestigation of a call.

WITMES3-CALIER--A witness to a crime whose call to police initiated police

| response,
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