Executive Summary

1.0 The Goals of the Cross-Site Analysis of Case Studies

The COPS Program was (for sure) designed to increase the scale of policing in America: “to put 100,000 additional cops on the streets.” But the federal program was also designed (at least in part) to change the predominant strategy and operations of American policing: from a strategy that emphasized reactive law enforcement, to one that emphasized proactive community problem-solving. To the extent that the expenditure of federal dollars, and the use of federal prestige and authority was justified by the aim of producing this change in American policing, COPS' success in achieving that result is necessarily an important part of the program’s evaluation.

The best way to measure the impact of the COPS program on the field of policing is through surveys of police departments conducted by the Urban Institute. These surveys offer reliable evidence on the extent to which a representative sample of American police departments have changed their strategy and operations over the last several years. In addition to this survey, however, the evaluation design called for a separate effort to be carried out by the Kennedy School of Government’s Program in Criminal Justice Policy and Management. That effort focused intensive scrutiny on ten police departments. The close scrutiny, in turn, resulted in the development of “case studies” that described how a particular police department changed over the period in which it applied for, received, and then implemented one or more COPS grants. 

The “case studies” were designed to complement the survey data in four important ways. 

First, because the cases were prepared through extensive on-site interviews and the examination of records, they offered a kind of “ground truth” for the survey results.

Second, the cases “enrich” our understanding of the survey results by adding concrete, particular images of what it might mean for a department to “increase its commitment to proactive, problem-solving initiatives” or to “increase its reliance on working partnerships with communities.”

Third, the cases present a contextualized, narrative account of the changes that occurred in police departments. This feature allows us to consider the question of what role that the COPS grants played in independently producing changes in the overall strategy of a department.

Fourth, insofar as the cases allow us to get inside the minds of those who were managing the police departments, they allow us to see how the COPS grants were used by the managers to help them achieve their objectives. 


These features of the case studies imply that a cross-site analysis of the cases could make two important contributions to the overall evaluation effort. The first is to provide additional, detailed, but anecdotal evidence on the extent to which the COPS program was successful in helping to change the field of policing. The second is to offer some important clues about how change-minded police managers could make the best use of the COPS grants to leverage a shift in the overall strategy of their organization.

2.0. The Methodology of the Study

At one level, the conceptual framework for the cross-site analysis is simple and straightforward: we are interested in determining whether, to what extent, and how, COPS grants changed the overall strategy and operational methods of those police departments that received the grants, and the ways in which managers made use of these grants to accomplish these goals.

2.1. Defining the Dependent Variable: "Change in Strategy and Operations"

Given this objective, the dependent variable in our study is simply "the magnitude of change in the strategy and operations of the police department being observed over a particular period of time." Following John Eck, we define the important changes in strategy in terms of: 1) increased use of "problem-solving" as an organizational process; and 2) increased efforts to "create and maintain partnerships with community residents" on the other. We were also interested in the degree to which the changes we observed had become "institutionalized," in the sense that the new strategy had been understood and embraced by department personnel, and that administrative systems within the organization had been modified to support the new operational processes.

2.2. Defining the Explanatory Variables: The COPS Grant

An important independent variable in our analysis (particularly important to the use of the cross site analysis for the evaluation of the COPS program) is the COPS grant itself. We are interested in whether the COPS grant  (understood not only as the grant itself, but also the process of deciding to apply and important interactions with the COPS office itself) had an important impact on the rate of organizational change.

2.3. Defining the Explanatory Variables: Contextual Factors

An important difficulty in the evaluation, however, is that the COPS grants are not the only variables shaping the behavior of local police departments. Police departments are always powerfully influenced by contextual factors as well as by the grant itself. We looked at three contextual factors in particular: 

The political environment: (i.e. the extent to which citizens, interest groups, media, elected representatives on city councils, and mayors and city managers were demanding, supportive of, tolerant of, or hostile to changes in the strategy of policing)

The task environment (i.e. the extent to which conditions in the city such as levels of crime, fear, disorder, affected the work of the police); and

The organization's history (i.e. the extent to which the organization's past history created some momentum for change in the direction of community policing, or some inertia that had to be overcome if the organization was to change, or had created a moment of crisis in which the organization felt it had to change.)


One can liken these contextual factors to a river in which the COPS grant is dropped, like a pebble. The currents of the river can be stronger or weaker. They can be running in the same direction or working at cross purposes. They can be pushing in the direction of changes desired by the COPS program or in different directions. Depending on these conditions, the COPS grant will produce a larger or smaller ripple. If the stream is placid, and moving in the right general direction, the COPS grant may have a very large, independent effect. In contrast, if the stream is moving rapidly ahead, or being roiled in cross-currents, the COPS grant will have little impact.


2.4. Defining the Explanatory Variables: The Role of Management

One additional factor is of particular interest to us, and has been accommodated in our analytic scheme: namely, the idea that there are purposeful individuals in positions of authority who use the COPS to leverage broader changes in organizational strategy. For purposes of analysis, it is important to understand that viewing the COPS grants as an instrument used by purposeful managers transforms the status of the COPS grants in the analytic framework. Instead of viewing the COPS grants as independent variables exerting a separate effect on organizations, they are viewed as dependent variables, grasped by purposeful managers, and exploited for the managers’ purposes. 

This doesn’t mean no effects could be attributed to the COPS grant itself. The COPS grants may still be viewed as having an important effect. Indeed, their real effect may well be greater if they are actively used by strategic managers than if they simply landed within an organization and did whatever they did.  It does suggest, however, that to the extent that we find some important changes that can be attributed to the COPS grants independent of contextual factors, some portion of that must be attributed to the ways in which leaders and managers used the grants as well as to the grants themselves. This fact is of particular interest to us because one of the things we are trying to learn through the case studies is how skillful change managers used the occasion of the COPS grants to leverage a wider change in their police department.

Figure 1 sets out schematic diagram that presents the basics of the analytic scheme that have been discussed so far. It says that the observed level of organizational change is a function of: 1) the context of the organization; 2) the COPS grant; and 3) the managerial interventions that are being made through and alongside the COPS grant. It also indicates that each of the explanatory variables can be influencing one another as well as the dependent variable.

In much of the rest of this report, we will be refining and adding detail to the basic variables in this model, trying to measure the variables in particular organizations in our study, and develop inferences about which of the independent variables seem particularly important in determining the magnitude of the organizational change. In these respects, we are carrying out the usual analytic processes of social science.

2.5. Problems of Observation and Inference

It is important to understand, however, that in many respects the analysis is not and cannot be a straightforward process of data analysis and inference. Part of the difficulty comes in trying to develop operational definitions of what we mean by variables such as the “change in the strategy and operations of a police department” or the “context of the organization,” or “managerial purposes and interventions.” Another difficulty comes in accurately measuring whether a variable was or was not present in a particular case, and if present, to what degree, or in what quantity. A third difficulty comes in making causal inferences about the extent to which the magnitude of an organizational change can be reliably attributed to a particular variable.

Perhaps the greatest difficulty, however, comes from the fact that we are by no means sure that the causal system we are examining is one that is well modeled by a simple linear, additive system. That system would be drawn like Figure 1, but with arrows pointing only in one direction. We think the arrows go in both directions in this causal system. Moreover, we think that there might well be odd discontinuities in the process. For example, it may well be that the size of the COPS grants’ impact on an organization could be highly variable depending on the organization’s context – that the very same COPS grant could be highly catalytic and powerful in one organization and its context, and inert in another. 

If the causal system were like this – with causation running in several directions, with many critical mass effects, and so on – then it becomes very difficult, and probably wrong conceptually, even to talk about, let alone measure, the separate, independent effects of the COPS grant. The size of the effect depends on the grant and the state of the particular system in which the grant is dropped rather than on the grant itself

We think that this is, in fact, true. We will work hard at trying to separate out the particular effects of the COPS grants on the observed level of organizational change, but we think that the size of this effect does, in fact, depend crucially on the state of the system as a whole. That is one reason why the cases are a good kind of data to use in investigating the question of what impact the COPS grants had. They do present a contextualized and narrative account of the state of the whole system, and thus allow us to see the effect of the COPS grants in an interactive, dynamic system.

3.0. Measuring the Change towards Community Policing

The crucial dependent, evaluative variable in our study is the level of achievement and degree of change a department makes in implementing the philosophy of community policing. Of course, a police department can change along many different dimensions. It can get larger or smaller. Its morale can go up or down. It can become more or less focused on serious crime and dangerous offenders. It can become more or less aggressive in its patrol operations. Its administrative systems and technological infrastructure can become more or less sophisticated and well adapted to its operations. It can become more or less corrupt and brutal. Arguably, any or all of these dimensions of change could be of interest to someone for some purposes.

3.1. Defining the Change Towards Community Policing


For our purposes, however, we focus our attention on a particular kind of change: the extent to which police departments that received COPS grants shifted their overall strategy and operations towards “community policing.” To answer that question, one must have an operational definition of what it means to “move towards community policing:” what concrete, observable characteristics of police departments constitute a more or less significant change in the direction of community policing.

Following John Eck, we define “community policing” as an effort to enhance two functions that were always present in police departments, but which are given new emphasis and importance by the philosophy of community policing. One of those functions is increased reliance on “problem-solving” as an operational method within the police department. The other is an increased effort at establishing “working partnerships” with other government agencies, and most importantly, with various kinds of community groups.

Movements of police departments’ operations along these two large dimensions that define the strategy of community policing captures one important way of measuring the change in a police department. In addition, however, we are interested in the questions of how long the changes will be sustained; whether any momentum generated by the change in the time period in which we made the observations will be sustained or flag.

3.11 Operational Measures of Community Policing: Problem Solving

In looking for evidence of changes in a department's reliance on problem solving as a operational method of policing, we considered the following items.

1)
The extent to which the Department’s concept of problem solving had shifted from the relatively superficial ideas of “directed patrol” and “special operations” (designed primarily to deal with a crime problem by concentrating patrol operations on particular places and times) to the more complex idea of problem-solving (which includes problems involving disorder and fear as well as those involving crime, and which requires the police to search for interventions in addition to threatening or actually arresting offenders). 

2)
The extent to which administrative systems in the organization were created to “recognize” problem-solving efforts, and thus transformed the activity from something that happened informally at the individual officer level to something that happened formally at multiple levels in the organization. One version of this change was the creation of particular structurally defined units committed to problem-solving. But another more significant advance was the creation of administrative systems capable of authorizing and recognizing problem-solving initiatives at whatever scale and wherever they occurred in the organization.

3)
How broadly the authorization to initiate and engage in problem solving efforts was distributed across the organization. We assumed that the more widely the activity was authorized, the more of it occurred, and the more that problem-solving was likely to be embedded in the culture of the organization.

4)  The capability of the organization to define and act on problems of varying sizes. Some problems are relatively small in terms of their importance to a community, the time and effort it would take to solve, the claims they made on specialized resources within the department, and the amount of help required from other government agencies and the community. Other problems are much larger. 

5)
Whether the departments were set up to assess the impact of particular problem-solving efforts and to learn from them. Those that were capable of doing so were considered further along in their commitment to problem-solving than those that did not devote much attention to assessing impact or learning from their own operations.

6)
The extent to which the organization was capable of enlisting other government agencies and the community both in defining and solving community problems. Those departments that were skilled in enlisting other organizations to help them solve problems they had defined, and (more importantly) open to and willing to work on problems nominated by community groups and other government agencies, were considered “more advanced” than others.

In a crude sense, these characteristics became the scale along which we measured progress towards “increased quantity and quality of problem-solving.”

3.1.2. Operational Measures of Community Policing: Community Partnerships

In looking for evidence of increased efforts at creating and sustaining community partnerships, we considered the following indicators:

1)   The extent to which the police department had taken advantage of and extended previous efforts to mobilize citizens to help the police achieve their objectives. This included the extent to which the police had developed a network of neighborhood watch groups. In addition, we were interested in the newer efforts to recruit and maintain a corps of volunteers to help them staff their operations.

2)
The extent to which the police department had articulated and operationalized a philosophy of service and responsiveness to individual citizens and citizen groups with whom they interacted as clients. Related to this was the question of whether they relied on surveys of citizens as an important measure of performance.

3)
The extent to which the police department had structured itself to ensure easy access and continuing connections to citizens to its core patrol operations. This included the questions of: a) whether the department had defined precincts, sectors and beats to correspond to natural neighborhood boundaries; b) whether the department relied on modes of patrol (such as foot, bicycle, or mounted)  that encouraged face to face contact with citizens; c) whether manpower allocation schemes and dispatching rules fostered a continuing relationship of an officer with a particular geographic area; d) whether officers were explicitly authorized and encouraged to attend community functions of various kinds; e) whether the department had established decentralized physical locations (e.g. store fronts or mobile vans) that offered convenient access to citizens; and f) whether the department established specific liaison officers from among operational patrol to be responsible for work with particular groups of citizens (whether neighborhoods or people with particular interests such as women, or minorities, or the downtown business community).

4)
The extent to which the police had acted to form more effective partnerships with other governmental agencies, including other elements of the criminal justice system, and other elements of municipal governance.

5)
The extent to which the police department had acted to embrace accountability, and make their organization and its operations more visible to individual citizens and organized groups. This includes the development of: a) citizen academies that allow citizens to learn how the police department operates;  b) the development of advisory groups and citizens forums at different levels in the department to discuss policies and operational priorities; and c) the development of much more open and proactive policies and practices toward the media. Of particular importance here is the extent to which the police department becomes and remains open to citizens’ nominations of important problems to be solved and operational priorities.

6)
Efforts made to establish close working partnerships between the police and representatives of minority groups. Part of this concerns the extent to which the police engaged in active efforts to recruit a diverse police force, but goes beyond that to ask the question of whether the police could actually establish effective working partnerships with poor, minority communities. This seemed particularly important because it is in these quarters that police legitimacy is often the shakiest. It is also in these quarters that the work of building effective partnerships is often the most difficult, since it involves crossing ethnic and class barriers, and setting aside a past history of antagonism.

As in the case of problem-solving, these different features of a police department’s capacity to establish working partnerships with citizens define a ladder of achievement. The more activity and capability we see in these different realms, the further along a police department has gone towards the implementation of a strategy of community policing.


3.1.3. Sustainability of the Changes Observed:

In trying to measure the degree to which the changes we observed were likely to be sustained in the future, we considered the following indicators:

1)
The extent to which the commitment to change remain rooted in the leadership of the department, and in the expectations of those in a department’s political environment who oversee the department’s operations. We reason that if the commitment to community policing is anchored in the expectations of citizens and their representatives, and those who lead the police departments; or if it is anchored in a funding source that continues to supply funds for the reforms; then the likelihood of the changes continuing over time increases.

2)
The extent to which the changes were organizational wide rather than specific to a particular structural unit. It seemed likely that the changes wrought would be more likely to survive and be influential if many in the organization were caught up in the change process than if the change was isolated within a particular structural unit.

3)
The extent to which the changes were rooted in the physical and operational infrastructure of the department: e.g. the extent to which the changes were embodied in new physical plant, in new information technologies, and in new operational procedures. The tighter the connection between the changes and these underlying infrastructures, the more durable and influential the changes were likely to be.

4)
The extent to which the changes were embodied in revised administrative systems that guide the organizations operations. Particularly important here are the personnel systems that police rely on to recruit, select, train, evaluate, compensate, promote and discipline their officers. But also important are the systems the department uses to allocate resources, monitor operations, and measure the overall effectiveness of the Department.

5)
The extent to which the changes came to redefine the cultural understandings and commitments of the department – the extent to which employees at all levels of the organization “bought in” to the idea of community policing, and understood and believed in its principles. Of particular interest here was a kind of “generational” effect that was produced by a change in the proportion of people in a department who had grown up under the new system rather than the old system of policing.

Again, these characteristics form a scale of achievement. If many of the things we were looking for were present, we considered the changes to have been effectively “institutionalized.” If none of them were present, we viewed whatever changes we had seen as quite vulnerable.

3.2. Findings From the Cases: Significant Levels of Achievement and Changes in Organizational Strategy

Using these definitions and criteria, Table 1 presents our preliminary assessments of the levels of community policing, and the magnitude of the changes we observe in the ten cases we examined.

The following conclusions can be drawn from this table.

First, eight of the ten departments have gone a long ways toward the successful implementation of a philosophy of community, problem-solving policing. 

Second, in six of the eight departments that had gone a long distance in implementing community policing, we thought there was a  high or medium-high degree of institutionalization. In two others, we thought the changes were less well established.

Of course, these favorable results should not be surprising. The cases were selected to find the organizations that had gone furthest in implementing the strategy of community policing. So, these results tell us nothing about how common this level of success is in the nation at large. Still, it was heartening to find that some police departments had, in fact, advanced the frontiers of community policing. 

Moreover, some of these departments achieved a remarkably high level of success in advancing toward community policing in a relatively short period of time, starting from a relatively disadvantaged position. Many of the highest achieving departments in 1997 occupy this position because they started early in the direction of community policing, and that experience provided a platform they could use to advance farther. (This characterizes Colorado Springs, Portland, St. Paul, and Spokane.) A few departments, however, (notably Lowell) started only recently towards community policing, and nonetheless made rapid progress, and seems to have institutionalized some of the important changes. So, not only do we see significant levels of accomplishment in our cases, but also some dramatic and rapid changes. 


It is also significant, we think, that for the departments that moved later from lower bases of performance, the COPS grants played a crucially important role in initiating and catalyzing change. This was particularly true in Lowell. Again, this tells us nothing about how often this effect occurred nationally. But there is data showing the existence of an effect that interests us.


This is all the good news. It is also worth noting some less encouraging news as well. Specifically, while many of the Departments seemed to move pretty far in the direction of increasing the quantity and quality of problem-solving efforts, they did less well in developing their capacity for establishing and maintaining community partnerships. By our assessment, five departments had achieved high levels of performance in establishing community partnerships. In addition, five had made big, or medium to big changes in this dimension of performance. There are some standouts in this domain: Portland’s strong links to a network of community associations, and St. Paul’s well established connections to minority communities, establish benchmarks for the rest of the field. But many departments did not get as far towards "effective community partnerships" as they did toward "problem solving." 

Particularly troubling is the fact that success in establishing working partnerships with minority communities was spotty at best. The only clear success stories here were the work that the St. Paul police department did with the Hmong. In addition, Lowell and Portland have made solid gains in working with their minority communities. Spokane made a major effort to strengthen its relationships with its minority communities, but it is not clear whether that has produced an important change in the attitudes of the minority community.  Apparently, establishing effective partnerships with community groups remain more challenging to police departments than the development of a proactive capacity for problem-solving, and it remains particularly challenging to establish effective working relationships with poor, minority groups – just as it has always been.

4.0. Accounting for High Levels of Achievement and Rapid Change: The Role of the Context and Environment

One explanation for the high levels of achievement of the Departments we have reviewed is that the particular context in which they were operating made it necessary or inevitable that they would achieve high levels of success. In this view, neither the COPS grant itself, nor the particular managerial efforts undertaken to produce a change in the strategy of policing could claim to have contributed much to their success.

Table 2 presents our preliminary assessments of whether the context of each department was favorable, neutral, or unfavorable to the implementation of community problem-solving policing. A series of analyses of the impact of each of these features of the context on the  degree of organizational change revealed that the different parts of the context cannot account by themselves for the observed levels of organizational change. This suggests that there is some role for leadership to play in determining how far a department can go in implementing community policing. We will explore how leadership was able to overcome some of the problems in the contexts below.  Before doing so, however, it is useful to offer some tentative observations about the relative importance of different aspects of the context from a more nuanced and detailed examination of the cases.

First, it seems clear that a favorable or neutral political environment helps. None of the cases we observed found themselves in an environment that was completely hostile to community policing. Several, however, found themselves in situations where political interest seemed either ambivalent or indifferent. This created an opportunity for a reform-minded chief to forge ahead if he wanted to do so, and that is what they did. (Fremont, Spokane)

Second, community policing also gets a boost when there is a strong local tradition of neighborhoods, joined with a tradition of neighborhood governance. (Portland, St. Paul). Portland’s strong communities date back to 1974 Model Cities efforts that established Office of Neighborhood Associations. It is weaker when it is hard to find these coherent communities, or when city government as a whole is not organized in these ways (Savannah, Fremont).  Knoxville had a “torrent of community organizing” at about same time as they were introducing community policing, and that seems to have aided their efforts to implement community problem-solving policing.

Third, the supply of financial resources that translated into manpower in the force seemed to be very important. Several departments had important initiatives stopped by budget cuts that hit in the early and mid eighties. But these cuts seemed to pave the way for dramatic changes when cuts were restored in subsequent years, and then supplemented with federal support. The most favorable budget trajectory was one in which cuts were followed by increases at the time that the new initiatives were being launched. (Note: resources available to department were importantly influenced by managerial action and leadership. In two cities, chiefs did political work of passing bond issues. In virtually all, they built strong political bases that would ensure a flow of tax resources. In many cities, they supplemented these funding streams with grants.)

Fourth, in several cases, some of the strongest pressures and most important cultural events that triggered change came from significant problems in handling minority groups. These could have been chronic problems that flared up predictably with police operations. (Spokane, Savannah) But in other cases, the problem came from the arrival of new groups that needed to be integrated into the community. (St. Paul)

Fifth, it seems like there are some kinds of problems that community policing is well adapted to handle. This includes problems with housing projects, or with drugs and disorder. When these problems are present, or when they develop as important problems in a community, community policing gets a boost. (Lowell, Portland, Savannah)

Sixth, community policing is aided by a track record of applying for and receiving grants, and having a history of innovativeness. Many of the departments we observed participated in the waves of innovation that swept over policing: those focused on enhancing patrol and investigative effectiveness (e.g. ICAP, rescheduling of patrol force); those focused on more proactive prevention (Youth Programs, CPTED,);  and those focused on building community relations (Neighborhood Watch, Team Policing). Experience with the innovations that focused narrowly on improving the capacity of the police to apprehend offenders through patrol and investigation could act either as a trap that anchored police in traditional methods, or as a platform for further advances. The parts that were “progressive” were proactivity, the use of information, and the interest in prevention. The part that was “regressive” with respect to prospects for community problem-solving was the exclusive focus on arrests as the goal of policing. Particularly important is having had some experience with Team Policing.(Fremont, St. Paul) Moreover, Colorado Springs imported as chiefs police officials from Los Angeles who had had experience with team policing; and Portland drew on the experience of the County Sheriff’s Department in team policing. It is as though a general experience with innovating, and more particular experience with particular kinds of innovation prepare the department for making rapid progress in implementing community policing.

Seventh, though it doesn’t show up in the chart, the cases suggest that successful implementation and institutionalization of community policing is aided by a “generational” effect. If people can remember team policing, or if a department turns over relatively quickly as a manager is trying to implement community policing, that seems to have an important effect on the level one can achieve, and the extent to which the changes come to be internalized. (Portland, Knoxville, St. Paul)

Eighth, for many of the departments we observed, it was crucial that the chief and some key members of his staff be connected to regional or national networks of police executives who were talking about new philosophies of policing. (All eight cases that achieved high levels of community policing.) Sometimes departments got the benefit of national experience by importing chiefs who had been exposed to the ideas in other departments. (Colorado Springs, Fremont, Spokane) Other times, the exposure came from deliberate efforts by local chiefs to learn about and expose their staffs to the new professional currents. (All eight cases that achieved high levels of community policing)

Ninth, it seems that the pace of change (if not the level of achievement) can be linked to the particular time in which a department initiated its reform efforts. Those departments that began their changes long ago tended to move more slowly to significant levels of achievement. (St. Paul, Colorado Springs, Knoxville, Portland, Spokane) Those who started later could often make very rapid progress simply by relying on the experience of those who had come before. (Lowell, Fremont, Savannah) In some cases, the “late adopters” may have leaped ahead, not only in terms of the rate of change, but also the absolute level of accomplishment. (Lowell) 

5.0. Accounting for High Levels of Achievement: The Role of Leadership

The final “variable” we consider important in accounting for observed levels of achievement and rates of change is “leadership:” the decisions made and actions taken by those with formal or informal authority over an organization. In some ways leadership is the most important factor for us to examine. This is true for two reasons. First, it is this variable that is particularly well measured through the use of case studies, since we can talk to the managers and find out what they were thinking, and we can observe some of their more important actions and initiatives over a period of time. Second, if we can learn what the most skilled managers did to exploit the opportunity represented by a particular context and a COPS grant, we might be able to improve the overall performance of the COPS program by teaching managers to make better uses of the opportunities. 

In assessing the impact of leadership, the first job is to identify the locus of leadership: who, or what team, took the initiative to make significant changes in the Department. The second, more elaborate job is to determine (to the extent that our data permit) which managerial interventions seem to be necessary or particularly powerful in producing high levels or rapid paces of change.

5.1. The Impetus for Change and the Locus of Leadership

Leadership begins with some individual or team taking the responsibility for initiating a change process. Usually, this is also occasioned by some event or shared understanding about why change is necessary: the “driver” of the change effort. Some important possibilities include: 1) a fiscal crisis that forces a change in the way that a department can operate; 2) a political crisis involving the loss of significant support for the police department and its leaders in the city at large, in particular parts of the community, or among the officers themselves; or 3) some emergent problems that the police department finds difficult to handle. In some cases, the impetus for change could come simply from a professional aspirations for excellence. 

A review of our ten cases reveals evidence for all of these different forces for change. Virtually all of the cases show that the departments had faced fiscal crises earlier in the eighties, but in the period in which rapid change occurs, the departments had usually received a flow of fresh resources. Concerns about the quality of community relationships were an important driver of change in 5 of the 10 departments. Concerns about crime control effectiveness were the important drivers in only two of the 10 cases. One of these cases, however, achieved a very rapid rate of change from a standing start. (Lowell) This is one case in which concerns for crime control animated an important shift towards community policing. Surprisingly, however, one of the most important drivers of change was professional aspirations. This was important in four of the ten cases, and helped two of those organizations (Colorado Springs and Knoxville) achieve high rates of change and institutionalization.

Given a reason to change, one must look next at who takes it upon themselves to make the change. The leadership could come from outside the department or inside. The responsibility for change could be picked up within a police department by an individual or by a team. The responsibility for driving the change could stay in the same hands over a long period of time, or it could be deliberately handed off from one person to another, or it could simply be picked up by another person if one person or one team tires.

A review of our ten cases showed that in no department, did the initiative for change remain entirely outside the department, or stay entirely inside the department. There always seemed to be some partnership between outsiders and insiders. This is a natural result of the shared responsibility for running police departments. A kind of team had to develop between those outside and those within the department. By far the most common pattern was for the initiative for change to start outside the department, and then find some expression inside the department. This pattern produced both relatively high and relatively low rates of change, however. The pattern that begins with strong internal advocates and reaches out to external support occurred less frequently, and produced only medium rates and institutionalization of change.

5.2. Managerial Interventions 

Once a team exists, in order for it to have an effect on the way a Police Department actually operates, it has to take action. The team members must undertake concrete reforms of the Police Department’s administrative systems in order to advance community policing along the three dimensions we have identified. We examined 8 different kinds of managerial interventions, searching for the kinds of interventions that seemed particularly important and helpful in making organizational changes.

5.2.1. Political Management

Among the most important managerial challenges facing those who would manage change in a Police Department are the actions they can take to influence the political environment in which they find themselves. Of course, one could take the view that, from the perspective of a chief, or a leadership team that included the chief, these features of the political environment have to be viewed as fixed and unmovable. But that is not actually true. When the leadership team includes the Mayor or City Manager, the political environment can obviously be influenced by the chief. But even when the Mayor or City Manager are not central to the leadership team, the political environment can be reached and influenced by police leaders.

The most dramatic examples of the role of external political management in supporting the change efforts come from the cases of Colorado Springs and Spokane. In both of these Departments, the Chiefs with their leadership teams essentially built the political support necessary to pass Bond Issues that increased the flow of resources to their Departments


More generally, the managers in our "high change" cases seemed to be unusually interested in and adept at politics. Several took higher office at some stage in the change process. Several others ran for office while continuing to run their Departments. Several focused on building connections with the business community.(St. Paul) Others benefited from the existence of a dense network of community groups to which they became responsive. (Portland). Still others showed a great deal of imagination in finding community support by organizing it on different bases when geographically-oriented citizen groups concerned about crime did not appear. (Fremont)


The net result of all of these political management efforts was to change the image of the police department, and to build a wide network of support. That network of support began with the Mayor and City Manager, but then also embraced the Federal Government, the media, and various community groups. This ensured continuing support for the process of change. In effect, the political management efforts "capitalized" the change effort both by providing resources, and creating the room to innovate.

5.2.2. Defining Mission, Strategic Planning

Another common managerial intervention on the overall level was more or less elaborate, and more or less participatory efforts created to define the mission and values of the organization, and to develop a strategic plan. One might think that this would be the first step in initiating a reform effort.  Interestingly, however, the strategic planning effort often came after the organization had taken some unplanned community policing initiatives (such as Portland’s Overlook Neighborhood effort, Lowell’s flagship precinct in Centralville, and the Help-P Unit and Team Policing Pilot Project in St. Paul). 

Still, at some stage, and usually fairly early on, all of these departments self-consciously sat down to plan the remainder of their change efforts.  The sessions varied with respect to things like the extent of participation, the explicitness of the plans they produced, and the assignments of accountability that they made.  (They varied also, of course, with respect to what direction they proposed.)  But every agency went through some version of the effort.  In doing so, three central problems emerged: finding a balance between planning and flexibility, generating participation throughout the department, and developing a capacity for planning activities.

Portland wrote perhaps the most elaborate plan in the group, and in doing so, locked itself into a detailed plan for reform.  Drawing on massive input both inside and outside the Bureau, it laid out several broad goals and hundreds of specific tasks. The finished document was then used as the basis for a whole new structure of resource distribution and accountability.

At the other extreme, Albany’s plan was fairly minimalist -- assuring it a high degree of flexibility. Unfortunately, the flexibility that resulted proved damaging to the overall reform effort. The department failed to follow through on many elements of the plan precisely because the steps were not clear, and accountability was not fixed. 

With respect to participation, most agencies made extensive efforts to generate participation from all ranks, hoping that the planning sessions would accomplish the important cultural effect of getting the officers to understand and "buy-in" to the process of reform. Occasionally, however, planning had the opposite effect by excluding a key group.  Riverside is a case in point where the department excluded Sergeants from initial planning sessions, and many RPD members report that this was one reason (though not the only one) that group never came on board

Finally, if a sophisticated (but not stultifying) plan is important, and planning must be broadly inclusive, then it becomes important for agencies to develop the capacity to engage in this complicated activity.  In many of these agencies, that task proved challenging.  For example, in Knoxville, one department member reports that the first strategic planning session was difficult:  “None of us had ever really done anything like that before, and we all were asked to come up with goals and objectives.  Well quite frankly, most of them didn’t have a clue what a goal and an objective was.” 

To develop the needed capabilities, some agencies turned to outside consultants for assistance. Importantly, they did not use COPS grants to fund these activities. Of the eight high change agencies, only Knoxville drew on COPS funding (specifically, a DEMO grant rolled over from BJA) to fund such activity, hiring a consultant to help guide a mid-term community planning effort. So, while this was an important managerial intervention, and one where funding did play some role, it was not one that was widely supported by COPS grants.


5.2.3. Organizational Re-Structuring

Organizational restructuring played a central part in most of these community policing efforts. Sometimes the re-organization focused on the creation of special units; other times on changes within the existing units.  

Every department except Knoxville created special units for problem-solving and fighting disorder, and most created other special units focused on specific communities (such as schools) or specific crime problems (such as domestic violence).  Many of these units contributed to community policing by developing experience with new skills and ideas, institutionalizing the “precarious values” of community policing by giving them a protected space in which to grow.  

Grant funding was often central to the development of these units, for the alternative was robbing the patrol force at large to staff them. Doing that exacerbated an already difficult reform, since it inspired jealousy and complaints that workload had been displaced.  

Nevertheless, if creating new special units with grant funding was all but necessary for the most dramatic reform efforts, it was not sufficient for them.  Departments such as Albany and Riverside had some success with special units but could not leverage their gains to catalyze change in the department as a whole.  We will return to this problem below.

Reorganizations of existing units—especially patrol and investigations—also played a role in most of these efforts.  Particularly visible were efforts to decentralize patrol operations and create quasi-permanent assignments for both officers and their supervisors.  But interestingly, many of these departments already had something like “beat integrity” for their patrol officers. The important new changes affected Sergeants and middle managers, who had formerly supervised officers throughout their cities but now took on geographical assignments.  

In any case, the content of these efforts (for example, the size of “beats” or “districts”) does not go very far to distinguishing the most successful cases from the others, so geographical decentralization does not seem to be the magic bullet for community policing that some have seen it as.  Moreover, grant funding played little role in them. They required more in the way of imagination than funding, and the great bulk of COPS funding simply could not be used for the sorts of “soft” expenses (like consultants) that could be useful to them. 

5.2.4. Re-Engineering the Technical Core


Three reforms to the technical core of department operations also played a central role in most of the change efforts described in these cases: those that 1) affect the burden of 911 calls officers must handle, 2) provide structure for problem-solving, and 3) influence the ways in which officers use their discretion.  Where departments neglected these reforms, as in Albany and Lowell, the agency either made some compensatory reform (as with Lowell’s massive precinct system), or else important aims of community policing simply were not realized (as with Albany’s failure to develop any significant problem-solving capacity).  The other agencies advanced their community policing efforts by finding new ways to free up patrol officer time for problem-solving, to recognize and give structure to that work, and to recognize and encourage officer discretion.  


5.2.5. Developing a Physical Infrastructure

Many departments also sought to give a boost to their community policing efforts by developing a physical infrastructure that both symbolized and supported these goals., such as the creation of new neighborhood police stations, or store fronts. Other departments bought other kinds of equipment -- "toys" -- to enhance morale in the department while it was undergoing change. 

Given the expense of these efforts and the unavailability of general fund money for them, one might expect grant money to play a large role.  And indeed, places like Fremont and Lowell did use grant money to help pay for some of their new facilities.  

But Title I COPS money could not be used for these expenses.  In any case, some agencies—like Fremont and Knoxville—are finding that they can create a sense of organizational accountability to neighborhoods without embedding that in physical structures. Others have found that while new physical infrastructure and "toys" have some potential to improve morale and build support, it is not a silver bullet.  

In any case, Title I money does not fund such efforts, so in none of the cases was that grant money important for this intervention.

5.2.6. Information Infrastructure

Improving a departments automated information infrastructure can feed into community policing (when, for example, it provides officers with cell phones that allow citizens and citizen groups to reach them directly). But it can just as easily be tangential to it (when, for example, the installation of computers in cars forces the police back into their cars to get important iinformation).  The difference lies in strategic use of this intervention to address the central problems of reform.  

What we observed in our cases was rarely a strategic use of investments in information processing technology to support community policing. What we usually observed was a long list of expensive equipment purchases whose impact on strategy and operations was hard to discern.

The quality and utility of the information infrastructure depends not only on the existence of information, but also on people who can and want to use the information for purposes of analysis and evaluation. In terms of building the human capacity for analysis, the preferred response turns out to be civilianization and therefore hiring.  

In developing both the information infrastructure and the people to use it, the central managerial problem is money. Although a department's general fund seems to be more munificent for information infrastructure than for buildings, grant money still plays an important role in many of these cities.  The efforts the COPS money funded do not always feed substantially into community policing reform, as Riverside’s automation efforts suggest.  But the majority of these cases used MORE money directly to advance important elements of community policing—especially the development of analytic capacity necessary for both problem-solving and monitoring reform.

5.2.7. Human Resources

Three aspects of the human resource system—hiring and recruitment, promotions and evaluation, and training—play central roles in supporting community policing reform:  The agencies that neglected some of them, like Riverside, Albany, and (for a time) Spokane, found their efforts held back significantly.  On the other hand, a number of agencies were able to leverage COPS funding to advance this important category of reforms—especially in the case of DEMO and Regional Training Institute grants, which enabled departments to fund new training efforts directly.  

But the much larger pool of COPS money for hiring also played a role, albeit through a more indirect route:  It created a spike in national police hiring, and in that way it opened a window of opportunity for important changes to personnel systems.  This pattern played out most dramatically in Lowell, where the massive influx of new COPS hires throughout the state created a critical opportunity, allowing the LPD to open up a new recruit academy that it was able to redesign almost from scratch.  Moreover, many of these agencies report that massive COPS hiring, together with extensive retirements of officers brought on by federal grants in the early 1970s, gave them uncommon leeway to self-consciously shape their forces.

5.2.8. Transforming the Culture

Cultural change involves establishing new values and norms of performance; in effect, a new understanding of the ends and means of policing, and a belief in their desirability and efficacy. The COPS program made a major contribution to this effect simply by including language in the 1994 crime bill and earlier legislation that put its weight and prestige behind the concept of community policing.  In various ways, many of the managers in these cases took advantage of that fact to leverage their own efforts at cultural change. In addition, the cultural change effort was helped by all the other interventions laid out above: by efforts to create a political environment that either demanded or was open to the new strategy of policing; by the strategic planning processes that engaged officers in discussions of why the change was important and what it required of them; in the efforts to re-engineer the technical core that changed the working conditions that officers encountered and the relationships that became important to them in doing their work; and in all of the new efforts made at recruiting and training officers.

6.0 Conclusions:

[Insert Conclusions from Full Report Here]

