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PREFACE

Reading the popular press and the professional literature over the past year or S0,
one senses that the future of American policing is taking shape. And that it is gravitating
toward concepts of "community policing” and "problem-solving” approaches. To some, these
phrases conjure up little more than a return to the beat cop of a generation ago. To others —
certainly to the police managers who are actually trying to work out the operational detail of
the concepts at the beat level - the movement to community policing is complex substan-
tively and managerially. It is not a simple return to an old style. Itis a distinctly new style of
policing. :

This is a report of detailed empirical research on New York City's attempt to put
community policing concepts into practice at the beat level. The Community Patrol Officer
Program (CPOP) began as a pilot program in the 72 Precinct in Brooklyn, in 1984 - early in
the Commissionership of Benjamin Ward. By the time Commissioner Ward left office, at the
end of 1989, CPOP had matured (though no one thought its maturation was complete), and
it had been expanded to all 75 precincts in the City. During those years, Commissioner Ward
regularly requested briefings about what was being learned in this research. He saw to it that
the lessons were applied to the evolution of the program, and he compared notes with his
colleague Lee P. Brown, then the Chief of Police in Houston, Texas, who was at the same
time re-structuring the Houston Police Department to accommodate the demands of this
new approach to police work.

New York City, now under Commissioner Brown's leadership, is moving aggressively
to apply the lessons learned in CPOP to the rest of the New York City Police Department's
operations. The text that follows is (with the exception of some up-dating of the literature
referenced in Chapter I and the omission of some of the bulkier appendices) in the same
form as it was when it was presented to Commissioner Ward at the end of his tenure and to
Commissioner Brown when he took up the reins at 1 Police Plaza. 1know that the empirical
detail of the report has proved valuable to this City's police leadership: But I believe there is
a wider audience -- of police managers and academics - whose continuing work on
community policing and problem-solving policing will be advanced by greater familiarity with
the rich store of empirical detail this report holds. Ifso, I hope we will be forgiven for not re-
packaging the report as a more conventional text for national dissemination. For example,
 the concluding chapters (which tie the research to specific actions that might be taken to
advance the practice of community policing in this City) are dated already, as Commissioner
Brown takes the Department further down this road, Nevertheless, there is a wider audience
for this fine effort by Jerry McElroy, Colleen Cosgrove and Susan Sadd —~ as it stands.

Michael E. Smith
Director
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Chapter 1
Introduction

A)  The Why and The What of Commupnity-Oriented Policing

Increasing numbers of street crimes, especially crimes of violence, a growing and
openly competitive drug market, and the flight of small scale commercial establishments
from the inner city provoked much concern and discussion during the 1980's about the crises
of our cities and the role of the police in addressing them. The resulting literature reflects
some consensus about the deficiencies of conventional urban policing, including:

.- arecognition that reliance on the traditional tactics of preventive patrol,
rapid response to citizen calls, and increasingly sophisticated investigative
techniques offers little hope of improving crime control performance (Kelling
and Moore, 1988);

-~ arecognition that fear of crime is a serious matter in its own right, and that it
is largely a product of perceived incivilities and signs of disorder on the neigh-
borhood leve! (Skogan, et al., 1982; Skogan, 1990);

-~ arecognition that the police have not focused attention on such "quality of
life" or "order maintenance” problems, because of their preaccupation with
serious street crime and because their resources are largely consumed by
mobile response to apparently disparate incidents. Whatever their merits,
these tactics leave patrol officers relatively ignorant of the community's
quality of life and order maintenance concerns, and largely anonymous 10
community residents (Kelling and Moore, 1988; Skolnick and Bayley, 1986).

A strategy for correcting these deficiencies would appear to require, at least, the
following elements: an improved capacity to analyze crime and disorder problems in terms
of the specific places, times and situations in which they occur, as well as the people involved
both as perpetrators and victims; the deployment of police resources in accordance with a
problem-solving plan based on these analyses (Goldstein, 1977 and 1990; Eck and Spelman,
1989; Kelling and Moore, 1988); and the design and implementation of these corrective
strategies with input from and the cooperation of residents, merchants and organizations
immediately affected by them (Moore, Trojanowicz and Kelling, 1988; Moore and
Trojanowicz, 1988 (a) and (b)).

The decade of the eighties has seen a number of police agencies implement projects
and initiate departmental reorganization schemes embodying these elements. In addition,
several research studies designed to describe the new programs and measure their effects on
crime rates, fear levels and the volume of calls-for-service have been carried out, many with
the assistance of the National Institute of Justice (Eck and Spelman, 1989, Goldstein, 1990,
Police Foundation, 1981; Skogan, 1990; Trojanowicz, 1983; Weisburd and McElroy, 1988;
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Farrell, 1988). The results of those studies and debates (often heated) over their meaning
and implications began to appear in the literature during the latter part of the decade. This
debate has been stimulated and fed by the series of papers emanating from the multi-year
Executive Session on Policing sponsored by Harvard University's John F. Kennedy School of
Government. Indeed, the products of those sessions have given much impetus to what is
now perceived as the community policing movement, and have helped to surface a wide
range of issues related to it.

The police initiatives that are typically subsumed under the community policing
rubric take many forms, but, according to David Bayley (1988), the four principal elements
they appear to have in common are: "(1) community-based crime prevention; (2) proactive
servicing as opposed to emergency response; (3) public participation in the planning and
supervision of police operations; and (4) shifting of command responsibility to lower rank
levels" (p. 226).

Kelling and Moore (1938), who see cdmmﬁnity policing asa newly evolved strategy
of palicing, describe the major elements of its character as follows:

Source of Authority -- community support (political), law, professionalism.

Function -- crime control, crime prevention, problem solving.

Organizational design -- decentralized, task forces matrices.

Relationship to environment -- consultative, police defend values of law and
professionalism, but listen to community concerns.

Demand -- channeled through analysis of underlying problems.

Tactics and technology -- foot patrol, problem solving, etc.

Outcomes -- quality of life and citizen satisfaction (p. 13).

B)  The Issues

The books, articles and conference papers about community policing, produced in
the last few years, reflect a large measure of agreement about the deficiencies of traditional
police operations and organization, but they also surface a substantial number of reserva-
tions about and outright disagreement with community policing as remedy.

Is community policing properly conceived as representing a radical break with the
era of "professionalism” that has dominated American policing for the last fifty years, or is it
merely a tactical refinement of that paradigm (Hartmann, 1988; Moore and Trojanowicz,
1988; Kelling, 1988; Goldstein, 1990; Greene, 1989)? What has that evolutionary process
meant to minority groups in the United States, and what stake have such groups in the
debate today (Williams and Murphy, 1990).

Does community policing actually portend a meaningful change in police operations
and organization, or is it, in the words of Peter Manning, "a contrapuntal theme: harmony
for the old melody. It now seeks control of the public by reduction in social distance, a
merging of communal and police interests, and a service and crime control isomorphism"”

(1988).
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Carl Klockars (1988), reflecting on the work of Egon Bittner (1967), describes
community policing as the latest in a series of societal "circumlocutions” developed to help
us live with the disquieting fact that the police are the institution with a "monopoly on a
general right to use force." He says that the disturbing nature of that fact requires that
society "wrap it in concealments and circumlocutions that sponsor the appearance that
police are either something other than what they are or are principally engaged in doing
something else" (p. 257). He suggests that it is in this regard that community policing may
serve the same function as did the rhetoric of legalization, militarization and professionaliza-
tion in earlier periods. While Klockars is sharp in critiquing many of community policing's
underlying assumptions, it is not entirely clear whether he expects this rhetoric to have any
real effects on the operations and organization of American police.

Virtually all commentators agree that the concept of "community” as used in the
rhetoric of community policing is imprecise, perhaps interchangeable with the concepts of
neighborhood, district, or beat, and largely uninformed by a century of sociological usage
and study. This lack of precision has implications not only for how operational boundaries
are drawn by police agencies, but also for the assumptions they make about order and
consensus in the areas in which they work, the social processes and structures to which the
police relate, the kinds of problems to which they give their attention, the objectives they
establish and the variables and methods used to measure accomplishments (Mastrofski,
1988; Klockars, 1988; Bayley, 1988; Greene and Taylor, 1988; Kelling and Stewart, 1988;
Kelling and Moore, 1988; Hartmann, 1988; Greene, 1989; Williams and Murphy, 1990).

The community policing strategy seeks to have an impact on the levels of reported
crime, the extent and nature of public disorder problems on the neighborhood level, the
level of citizen fear of crime, and the volume of calls-for-service received by the police
agency. These are ambitious goals. In the seminal article by Wilson and Kelling, "Broken
Windows," (1982) a theoretical scheme is offered which links disorder to both fear and
crime. But empirical research on the impact of community policing is sparse, and the results
so far are inconsistent and mixed at best (Trojanowicz, 1983; Moore and Trojanowicz, 1988;
Moore, Trojanowicz, and Kelling, 1988).

Greene and Taylor (1988) have subjected Wilson and Kelling's hypothesized linkages
between disorder, fear, and crime to empirical tests using data from a variety of studies.
They found no evidence to support the hypothesized link between incivilities and a
weakening of informal social controls; they found some evidence which “confirms an inde-
pendent linkage between incivilities and fear, but suggests that the linkage is conditional,
obtaining only for particular types of neighborhoods"; and they found evidence indicating
that the apparent linkage between incivilities and crime is "largely driven by the linkage of
both concepts with social class and does not exist independently” (202).

Greene and Taylor also reviewed the results of research on community policing
projects in Newark, Oakland, San Diego, Houston, Boston and Baltimore County, and
concluded that the results are inconsistent and marred by deficiencies in the research
designs. More time and additional research will be needed before the success of community
policing projects can be properly assessed.
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Commentators have expressed numerous reservations about the potential effects of
community policing, which serve as useful cautionary notes at this stage. These include:

- the rhetoric of community policing's proponents will create expectations that
are impossible to meet (Klockars, 1988; Manning, 1988);

—  the crime control mission of the police could get lost in the context of
community policing’s multiple goals (Bayley, 1988; Klockars, 1988; Hartmann,
1988);

— community organizing efforts of the police could produce nothing more than
a political action group sustained and directed by the police themselves
(Klockars, 1988; Bayley, 1988);

-~ the police could themselves be co-opted by the community and lose the will to
maintain public order (Bayley, 1988);

-~ the police could extend their reach undesirably far into the social and cultural
life of the community (Bayley, 1988);

—  the interests of minorities in the neighborhoods could go unprotected by the
police because of their desire to be responsive to the wishes of the majority
(Bayley, 1988; Mastrofski, 1988, Manning, 1988; Williams and Murphy, 1990);

-~ the shift in supervisory responsibilities and styles required by community
policing might not be made effectively, with a consequent increase in police
corruption, or abusive behavior (Bayley, 1988, Wasserman and Moore, 1988).

Finally, the literature on community policing cries out for empirical answers to a wide
range of questions regarding what police officers actually do in the name of community
policing (Manning, 1988); whether the officers are especially resistive to, or notably
unprepared for particular community policing tasks; how they react to their new assign-
ments and how they are perceived by other officers (Trojanowicz, 1983); whether the
officers actually change their perceptions of and attitudes toward neighborhoods in which
they work and, if so, how (Manning, 1988); the nature and extent of community involvement
in problem-solving efforts of the police (Goldstein, 1990; Kelling and Stewart, 1989); how
the supervision and management of community policing efforts is actually carried out
(Wasserman and Moore, 1988; Kelling, Wasserman and Williams, 1988; Bayley, 1988;
Weisburd, McElroy and Hardyman, 1988).

The research reported here provides empirical grist for the police administrators,
policy makers and academics who are milling these questions. The findings go principally to
questions of implementation; role performance; perceptions and attitudes of police officers;
the selection of problems and the development of problem-solving strategies; the efforts of
the officers to involve elements of thie community in the problem-solving process; and the
nature of the supervisory changes required by the program and the negative consequences
of ineffective supervision. In addition, this report reveals some of the difficulties involved in
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measuring the impact of problem-solving strategies. While the study does not address
directly the global issues presented by community policing's candidacy as the grand design
for reorganization of police services in America, it provides much useful information about
the feasibility of implementing it.

The research described here is an effort by the Vera Institute of Justice to study and
evaluate a community-oriented, problem-solving policing program, launched by the New
York City Police Department (NYPD) in July, 1984 as a pilot project in a single precinct
and expanded to all seventy-five City police precincts by the end of September, 1988. The
Community Patrol Officer Program (CPOP) was designed to reflect what was known about
community-oriented patrol in the early and mid-1980s, and it presented an opportunity to
explore some of the questions identified above.

C)  The Origins, Assumptions and Essential Features of the Community Patrol
Officer Program (CPOP) :

In the second half of the 1970s, the profound fiscal crisis experienced by New York
City resulted in the Police Department's loss of almost ten thousand non-civilian positions.
Yet, the volume of calls-for-service received over the 911 system rose throughout the period
(now estimated in excess of eight million calls). Inresponse, an ever-increasing proportion
of the patrol force was assigned to answering these calls, the resources available to precinct
commanders for flexible deployment against local problems were reduced sharply, and the
police accorded less and less attention to the problems of disorder which troubled the
people. These problems, referred to in New York as "precinct conditions," or "quality of
life" conditions, tended to worsen for a variety of reasons, including official neglect.

During the same period, the problem of street-level drug dealing, both a crime and
quality of life problem, arose in neighborhoods where it had never existed before. Asa
matter of policy at the time, the NYPD did not attack street level dealing aggressively, but
rather focused its narcotics enforcement resources on the detection, apprehension, and
prosecution of major traffickers and the disruption of their supply and distribution systems.
Given the extraordinary personnel retrenchment the Department experienced between
1975 and 1981, that policy became more compelling. In the meantime, however, the
problem spread and, with the advent of "erack” in the mid-1980s, it emerged as the problem
about which the people of the City were most intensely concerned.

In 1982, having turned the corner on the fiscal crisis, the Department began to hire
new officers in large numbers. The Vera Institute of Justice, a consultant to the
Department for many years, was invited to help determine how best to use the new
resources becoming available to the Patrol Services Bureau. Toward that end, senior staff
at Vera interviewed the Department's senior managers, all of the Borough Commanders
and many of the precinct commanders, to elicit their perceptions of the problems and needs
faced by the patrol force and their views on how new resources might be deployed most
effectively to address these problems. In addition, Vera circulated a questionnaire to all
precinct commanders soliciting information about the organizational structure of the
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precinct, the number and characteristics of patrol officers assigned there, the methods used
to allocate these resources across tours and sectors, and the nature of the special patrol
programs or units operating in the precinct, if any. Finally, Vera staff conducted an
extensive review of the research and policy literature dealing with the patrol function.

This planning exercise resulted in a proposal to create a demonstration project,
called the Community Patrol Officer Program (CPOP), in the 72 Precinct in Brooklyn, to
study and report on the pilot project and, if the results merited it, to begin expanding it to
other precincts in the City. The project was seen as an effort by the NYPD to embody the
major principles of community-oriented and problem-solving policing in a new role to be
performed by patrol officers at the precinct Jevel. In a document entitled, The Community
Patrol Officer Program: Orientation Guide (1987), the Department spelled out its view of
those principles as follows.

Community policing might best be described as a philosophical position which
holds that the goals of policing, the conditions which it addresses, the services it
delivers, the means used to deliver them and the assessment of its adequacy should
be formulated and developed in recognition of the distinctive experience, needs
and norms of local communities as well as the dictates of law and prudent
procedural regulations. ... Operation Pressure Point [is another} department
initiative [which is] rooted in this philosophy as are a wide variety of programs now
being implemented by major departments throughout the country. Although
these efforts differ from each other in important respects, the following opera-
tional and organizational principles appear to be more or less common to all:

—  continuous assignment of police units to specific neighborhoods or beats;

- insistence that the unit develop and maintain a knowledge base regarding the
problems, cultural characteristics and resources of the neighborhood;

-- emphasis on the importance of the unit's reaching out to neighborhood
residents and business people to assure them of the presence and concern of
the police;

- use of formal and informal mechanisms to involve community people in
identifying, analyzing and establishing priorities among local problems and in
developing and implementing action plans for ameliorating them;

— delegation of responsibility to the community police unit for addressing both
the crime and order-maintenance problems of the neighborhood and
expansion of the unit's discretion in fashioning solutions to those problems;

-~ emphasis on increasing information flow from the community to the police
and on the use of that information by various elements of the police agency to
make important arrests-and to develop important intelligence on illegal enter-
prises in the community;

- sharing with representatives of the community accurate information on locai
crime problems and the results of on-going efforts to address them (p. 4).
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CPOP was designed to operate as a special unit within the precinct. Typically, the
units consist of 10 police officers, called Community Patrol Officers (CPOs) and a super-
vising sergeant reporting directly to the precinct's Commanding Officer (CO), usually a
captain. Although the membeérs of the unit sometimes take action together in the
community, the principal actor is the individual CPO taking responsibility for addressing
crime and order-maintenance problems within the beat to which he or she is permanently
assigned. The beats are geographical areas ranging in size from 16 to 60 square blocks,
which are characterized by residential, or mixed residential/commercial land use patterns.
The starting and ending times for the CPO's tour are set by the officer, with the approval of
the sergeant, ostensibly to coincide with the time periods in which the problems of the beat
are most evident. To enhance the accessibility of the CPO to the people, the officer usually
patrols the beat on foot.

The core of the program, then, is the CPO role, especially its problem-solving
dimension. The role was designed to foster officer accountability for correcting problems at
the neighborhood level; increase the officer's knowledge of and identification with the
community to which he or she is assigned; and encourage the officer to take an active role in
assisting the people of the community to identify and correct the quality-of-life problems
that they find most disturbing.

The four major dimensions of the role have been described by Michael Farrell
(1988), an Associate Director at the Vera Institute and the principal architect of the
program, as follows: .

Planner

The first responsibility of the CPOs would be to identify the principal crime and
order-maintenance problems confronting the people within each beat area.
Toward this end the CPOs would be expected to examine relevant statistical
materials, record their own observations as they patrol their beats, and solicit and
secure input from residents, merchants and service delivery agents in the
community. The problems identified would then be prioritized and analyzed and
corrective strategies designed. These strategies would be reviewed with the Unit
Supervisor and incorporated in the CPO's Monthly Work Plan, which would form
the focus of the officer's patrol for the coming month.

Problem Solver

CPOs would be encouraged to see themselves as problem solvers for the
community. This begins with the planning dimension of the role described above,
and proceeds to the implementation of the action strategies. In the implementa-
tion phase, the officer would be encouraged to mobilize and guide four types of
resources against beat area problems: the CPO acting as a law enforcement
officer; other police resources on the precinct and borough levels that can be
brought to bear through the CPO sergeant and the precinct commander; other
public and private service agencies operating, or available to operate, in the beat
area; and individual citizens or organizations in that community. The strategies
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developed by the CPO would call for the application of any or all of these
resources, and the CPO's success in resolving the problems identified would turn
in large part on his or her success in marshalling them and in coordinating their
application.

Community Organizer

Community resources cannot be brought to bear on crime and quality-of-life
problems unless the community is willing to commit them for that purpose.
Increasing the consciousness of the community about its problems, involving
community people and organizations in developing strategies to address the
problems, motivating the people to help in implementing the strategies, and coor-
dinating their action so that they may contribute maximally to the solution are all
aspects of the community organizing dimension of the CPO role. The CPOs
would be required to identify potential resources and, where they are not
adequate, fo help in organizing and motivating the citizenry.

Information Exchange Link

Through his or her links to the community, the CPO would be in a position to
provide the department with information about problem conditions and locations,
active criminals, developing gangs, illicit networks for trafficking in drugs and
stolen property, information about citizen's fears, and insights into their percep-
tions of police tactics. In turn, the CPO could provide citizens with information
pertinent to their fears and problems, technical information and advice for
preventing crimes and reducing the vulnerability of particular groups of citizens,
information about the police view of conditions in the neighborhood and
strategies for addressing them, and information about police operations in the
community. This information exchange aspect of the CPO role was expected to
result in arrests that might not occur otherwise, greater cooperation between the
police and citizens in addressing crime and order maintenance problems, and a
heightened sense in the citizenry that the police are a concerned and powerful
resource for improving the quality of life in the community.

The CPOP pilot project began in the 72 Precinct in Brooklyn in July, 1984. After
only a few months of operation, the Department decided to expand the program to other
precincts. Expansion began in January of 1985 and continued, slowed occasionally by
budget concerns in the City, until late September, 1988, when the program became opera-
tional in the last of the City's seventy-five precincts. Thus, as of this writing, CPOP is
operating throughout the City and, on a given day, involves approximately 750 police
officers and 75 sergeants.

1 A more detailed description of the program design and its rationale, as well as the content and
structure of the orientation and training program provided is presented in the Farrell article cited above
entitled, "The Development of the Community Police Officer Program: Community-Oriented Policing in the
New York City Police Department"; the Orientation Guide (September, 1987); the program’s Implemeniation
Guide (October, 1985); and its Supervisory Manual (May, 1988).
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D)  The Principal Concerns and General Design of the Research

: Members of the Vera Institute's Research Department spent a year in an exploratory

study of the pilot project in the 72 Precinct (Weisburd, McElroy and Hardyman, 1988). The
Department's decision to expand the program to other precincts was made long before this
study was completed; nevertheless, the experience and insights gained in studying the pilot
enabled Vera research staff to design a more comprehensive piece of research that could be
carried on in several precincts simultaneously. The design was completed, financial support
for it was secured;Z and the additional staff needed to plan and implement it were hired in
July, 1986. The formal data collection period began in December, 1986 and ran through
February, 1988. I

The research was guided by both practical and theoretical interests. The
Department hoped this research would provide information that would enable the program
managers to improve CPOP operations even before the research was completed. The staff
at Vera hoped that it would also shed some light on some of the questions that police
scholars had raised concerning community-oriented and problem-solving policing. It was
thought that addressing the principal questions set forth below would enable the research
staff to satisfy both of those objectives.

1) Can regular police officers implement all four dimensions of the CPO role?
What are the major obstacles to implementation, and how do the officers
adjust to them?

2) How do they react to the role in terms of their job satisfaction and their image
of themselves as police officers; what features of the role do they like or
dislike especially?

3) How do CPOs attempt to establish relationships with the community and
involve community representatives in the problem-solving process? How
effective are they at this aspect of the role?

4) How well do the officers implement the problem-solving process? Are
particular aspects of that process more difficult for the officers to master than
others, and, if so, why? Are there characteristics of background and
experience that appear to prepare them well for effective performance?

5) What kinds of neighborhood problems are identified using this process?
What kinds of strategies are developed by the CPOs, and what strategies
appear most effective in dealing with particular problems?

6) To what extent does the content and effectiveness of the problem-solving
process vary by the organizational characteristics of the beat?

2 Support for the research on CPOP was provided by the City of New York, by the National Institute
of Justice within the U.S. Justice Department, by the New York State Division of Criminal Justice Services,
and by the Burden Foundation, the Ford Foundation, the Daniel and Florence Guggenheim Foundation, the
Norman Foundation, the Chase Manhattan Bank, and the Philip Morris Companies.
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7 What sort of challenges to conventional models of supervision are posed by
the community-oriented, problem-solving aspects of the CPO role? How are
these challenges met, if at all?

8) What is the impact of CPOP, if any, on the volume of calls-for-service, and
robbery and burglary complaints?
9) What is the nature of community reaction to the program?

10) What steps did the Department take to institutionalize the program and to
spread its influence throughout the Patrol Bureau?

To address these questions, the research staff developed a strategy that focused
detailed attention on six of the thirty-seven precincts in which the CPO program was
operating in August, 19863 One precinct was selected from each Borough Command,
except Staten Island, on the assumption that the specific procedures of the CPOP units
might differ somewhat under the different Borough Commanders. In making the selections,
the research staff were looking for precincts which were experiencing at least moderate
levels of calls-for-service and crimes reported; which, when considered together, offered a
reasonable degree of racial, ethnic and socioeconomic heterogeneity; and which, on the
basis of a necessarily superficial initial assessment, appeared to have reasonably well-
functioning CPOP units at the time of the selection.

All the beats within each of the six precincts were included in the research, so that
the CPOP Unit dimension of the program could be studied as well as the activities of
individual CPOs. In fact, no other feasible strategy would have permitted the staff to study
CPOP supervision. Thus, at the start of the data collection the sample included 34 beats, an
equal number of CPOs, and 6 supervising sergeants.

A full-time research assistant, called the field researcher, was assigned to each
research precinct for six months to observe the activities of each of the unit members, prob-
lematic conditions in the community, strategy implementation efforts of the officers (and the
effects of those efforts on the targeted problems), and interactions between the CPOs and
other police personnel in the precinct. The time period was thought sufficient to permit the
field researchers to discuss these matters informally with the officers and to talk with
members of the community about community problems and program activities.

Structured interviews with each of the officers were conducted at the beginning and
at the end of the data collection period. The initial interviews focused on the officer’s expe-
riences in the Department prior to joining CPOP; the reasons for deciding to join the
program; his or her knowledge of and expectations about the program prior to joining; the
officer’s perceptions of and attitudes toward the community prior to becoming a CPO; the

3 More detailed explanations of specific aspects of the research design appear in the chapters in which
they are particularly relevant.

2
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features of the program that the officer liked and those he or she disliked especially; those
aspects of the role with which the officer had most difficulty, and why he or she believed
them to be difficult; and what the officer wanted to be doing and the rank he or she hoped
to hold in the Department five years in the future.

At the end of the six-month data collection period, another structured interview was
conducted with each CPO. This interview sought some similar perceptual and attitudinal
data in the hopes of determining whether any measurable change had occurred over that
period. This Time II interview also solicited information regarding how the officer distrib-
uted his or her time across a number of tasks associated with the role; whether the role was
preferred to that of the regular RMP officer and why; whether the officer thought that the
program produced benefits for the community and/or for the Department; and the steps the
officer would like to see taken to improve the program.

The field researchers were instructed to identify three to five crime or quality of life
problems that each CPO considered as priority concerns in his or her beat. For that
purpose, the field researchers reviewed the officer's Beat Book and then asked the officer
directly to designate such problems. A structured data collection instrument, called the
"Problem Process Record” (PPR) was completed by the field researcher on the priority
problems that each officer identified and worked on within his or her beat over the course of
the six-month data collection period. The PPR called for the collection of information
about the nature of the problem identified and the process by which it was identified; the
nature of the analytic process that the officer carried out with respect to the problem, and
 the major findings that it produced; the nature of the strategy that the officer designed to
correct the problem and the extent to which representatives of the community were involved
in design and implementation; the extent to which the components of the strategy were
implemented and what, if anything, the officer did when others were failing to carry out their
responsibilities within the strategy; the apparent impact of the strategy on the problem
identified.

The research staff attempted to use five indicators of impact on the problem: the
officer's assessment of impact; the sergeant's assessment; the researcher's assessment; the
assessments provided by a small sample of residents and merchants who lived and/or
operated in immediate proximity to the problem; and statistical or archival data where
pertinent,

Using the PPRs as data sources, a scale was constructed for assessing the problem-
solving performance of each of the officers on each of the problems with which he or she
dealt. The scale uses sub-scales for different dimensions of the task: problem identification
and analysis, strategy development, strategy implementation, and community involvement.

In-depth interviews were conducted with the sergeants and the Commanding
Officers toward the end of the research period in each precinct. The sergeants were also
asked to assess the overall performance of their officers on a questionnaire which the
research staff had prepared for that purpose.
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Statistical information was collected on calls-for-services, robberies and burglaries in
the research precincts before and after the beginning of the CPOP program to determine
whether there were any significant changes in these data corresponding to the presence of
the program in the precincts.

Data describing some of the demographic characteristics of patrol officers in the
Department were collected from the Personnel Division to determine how and to what
extent the officers in the research sample differed from their patrol colleagues in general.
Data concerning civilian complaints made against the sample members were collected from
the Civilian Complaint Review Board (CCRB), and data about corruption complaints
against the officers were collected from the Internal Affairs Division.

Finally, members of the research staff, especially the Research Director, had
frequent opportunities to interact with CPOs, supervising sergeants and precinct
commanders from many other precincts in which the program operated. These contacts,
though largely informal, provided another source of information on the program. Insome
cases, they provided insights into program-related concerns that never appeared in the
research precincts. In other instances, the contacts in the non-research precincts were
helpful in estimating whether patterns observed in the research precincts were generally
true elsewhere.

E)  The Uniqueness of Vera's Role

The Vera Institute of Justice has been intimately involved with CPOP from the
beginning. Vera program staff were responsible, solely or in part, for the following develop-
ments: the planning research that generated the idea for CPOP; converting that idea into a
program model and a set of program operations that they believed might work in the
NYPD; securing the support of Department officials for the conduct of a pilot project; and
overseeing operations of the pilot project in the 72 Precinct. They also collaborated with
Department officials in preparing and implementing the plan by which CPOP was expanded
to all precincts, designing and organizing the 80-hour orientation and training program used
to initiate the program in each precinct, delivering many of the training lectures, and
designing and delivering much of the four-hour training and orientation program provided
to all command level personnel in the Patrol Services Bureau. Vera program staff were
responsible for an important audit of CPOP operations in the first 21 precincts to which it
was expanded, and prepared a report and recommendations for strengthening the program,
to which the Police Commissioner and senior officials of the Department responded by
adopting major revisions to the CPOP model and the city-wide structure supporting it.
Finally, Vera program staff designed and carried out a supplemental program of training in
community policing for supervisors; they designed and secured outside financial support for
a program of intensive training in the problem-solving process for CPOs; and they delivered
that training to CPOP units throughout the City.

Vera's Associate Director for Police Planning, Michael Farrell, was responsible for
the program development tasks outlined above. But he collaborated in that work with staff
on the research side of the Institute. The principal author of this report, and the person
responsible for directing this research, was Vera's Associate Director for Research. While it
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is customary to emphasize an arm's length distance between the personnel studying a
program and those with significant responsibilities for its development and operation, that
ordinarily desirable condition could not be achieved in this case. We did not strive for rigid
separation between the program and the research staff. Indeed, throughout this research,
Vera's Associate Directors for Police Planning and for Research met regularly with each
other and with policy makers in the Department, including the Commissioner, in order to
bring énterim research findings to bear on the continuing evolution of the CPOP program
itself.

This blurring of the lines separating program from research, despite the probable
gains in program development efficacy, must give rise to reservations about the neutrality
and objectivity of the research. Those reservations are legitimate, in our view. They may be
alleviated somewhat by a forthright exposition of how the conventional separations were
eschewed in this case. In the end, however, the reader must be satisfied that the researchers
asked the right research questions, used data collection instruments that would provide
them with the information needed to address those questions, used, within the limits of
feasibility, the most appropriate logic for analyzing the data, and drew conclusions about the
program that are supported by those analyses. We believe that a reader applying those
criteria will be satisfied with the objectivity of this report.

It is generally true that the research staff for this study hoped to find clear and
decisive evidence of the program’s success. That sentiment flowed not only from the
involvement of their colleagues in Vera's program staff in the design and management of
CPOP, but also from these researchers' belief that the principles of community-oriented and
problem-solving policing were commendable ones for an urban police department to
pursue, and that the CPO program, in design at least, was an appropriate vehicle for those
principles in the NYPD. Despite these hopes, loyalties and beliefs, the research evidence
reported here is not a clarion of CPOP's unambiguous successes. But it remains the case
that our reports of shortcomings in program implementation, manifestations of inadequate
understanding of, or skill in performing, various CPO tasks, and the need for more
leadership and attention from command personnel are all made with an expectation that
remedies will be found. o

Thus, although the tone of the report reflects the generally positive disposition of the
research team toward at least the principles that underlie the CPOP program, it is clear that
CPOP is not without flaws. But not one of those flaws, nor all of them in concert, suggests a
fundamental inappropriateness or unworkability of the CPOP model in the context of the

4 11 should be noted, as well, that a substantial part of the funds supporting the research came from
the technical assistance contract under which Vera has provided the City for many years with planning,
program development and research assistance on virtually all aspects of law enforcement and criminal justice.
And that contract, funded from the Police Department's budget, also financed virtually all of the program
development and management assistance provided by Vera's program staff to the CPO program.
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NYPD. If there is a bias here, it is our belief that shortcomings should be expected, that
CPOP represents a reasonably successful effort to move the Department in a desirable
direction, and that the failings can and should be corrected with time, patience and renewed
effort.

F)  The Structure of the Report

The report begins with Chapter II's presentation of data describing the CPOs in the
research precincts in terms of standard demographic characteristics and prior experience in
the Department. The officers' level of understanding and expectations regarding the pro-
gram at the time they volunteered for it are described, as are their perceptions and attitudes
about the program and the community, since they became CPOs. :

Chapter I1I focuses on the dimensions of the CPO role, the kind of performance that
was called for in the program design, the level of performance that was observed in the
research, the nature of the difficulties encountered by the officers in mastering different
aspects of the role, and the kinds of action that the Department might take to improve the
level of performance. A clearly related focus is evident in Chapter V, in which the instru-
ments created by the research staff to evaluate the performance of individual CPOs are
described, and the results of their application are reported.

The uniqueness of the CPO role creates a series of challenges to the CPOP
supervisor, and these are the concerns of Chapter IV. The challenges are divided into those
related to the supervisor as leader and guide for his or her subordinates in the unit, and
those related to his or her responsibilities as the Department's agent of contro} over the
behavior of the unit members. The primary tasks of the supervisor within his leader and
guide function (e.g., representing the program within the Department, assisting in
representing the program in the community, and assisting the CPOs in implementing their
role) are examined closely. In addition, CPOP's experience of officers' abuse of patrol and
administrative time, complaints about corruption, and complaints of abusive behavior
toward civilians are considered in some detail. The monitoring and control of these
deviations are considered specific responsibilities of the unit sergeant in his or her capacity
as a control agent.

Statistical measures of program impact on reported robberies, burglaries and calls-
for-service are presented and discussed in Chapter VI, while the perceptions and assess-
ments of CPOP held by community leaders in the six research precincts are described and
discussed in Chapter VI

The relationships between CPOs and regular patrol officers in the research precincts
is the focus of Chapter VIII, including the non-CPOP officers’ perceptions of the content
and legitimacy of the CPO role. In addition, this chapter considers the critical importance of
the precinct commander to the effective performance of the CPOP unit and its integration
with other patrol resources on the precinct level. The chapter also presents a description of
the support given to CPOP by the Police Commissioner from the commencement of the
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pilot project through the expansion of the program to all precincts in the City. Finally, the
Chapter considers the Department's rationale for operation of CPOP and for the current
effort to develop a model that extends some of the community-oriented, problem-solving
activities of the CPOP units to members of the regular patrol force.

Almost every chapter contains a section summarizing the major findings presented
there; therefore, the concluding chapter of the report is limited to a presentation of recom-
mendations that the research staff believe would strengthen the CPO program and the
influence of the principles of community-oriented, problem-solving policing in the New
York City Police Department.






Chapter II
The Officer's Perception of the Role

Introduction

The CPO program sought to create a new role for patrol officers in the New York
City Police Department. This research was designed to describe and analyze how that role
was implemented, and the nature of its effects on the community, on the problems on which
the officers focused their attention, and on the police officers themselves. This chapter
addresses a series of questions about the characteristics of those who volunteered for the
program, their reasons for so doing, and the understandings, expectations and attitudes
which they brought to it. Attention is then focused on the ways in which the officers
allocated their time among a variety of activities which make up the role, and on their
assessments of the relative importance of these activities. The effects of experience are
considered next; that is, whether experience in the role brings about any change in the
officers' perceptions of the role itself, their aspirations and expectations concerning their
future careers, and their perceptions of and attitudes toward the community. Finally, the
officers' views regarding desirable and undesirable features of the role and the program are
considered, along with their suggestions for improving them.

A)  Methods

To address these questions the research staff collected demographic data describing
the program participants in the six research precincts and examined them against
comparable demographic statistics for the Department as a whole.

In addition, a rather extensive interview, lasting for over an hour, was conducted with
each research subject at the start of the research period in each precinct (the T-1 interview).
Another interview, of similar length, was conducted at the end of the research period (the T-
11 interview), which sought to identify perceptual and attitudinal changes in the CPOs
concerning the program, the community, their aspirations, their career expectations and the
Department itself. Questions in the T-Il interview were also directed at each officer's identi-
fication of the major types of activities in which he or she was involved as a CPO, evaluation
of their relative importance, and estimation of how they distributed their time propor-
tionately among those activities.

Finally, the observational notes prepared by the research assistants, who were at the
research sites at least four full days a week, were examined for what they contained
concerning how the officers spent their time and what they may have said informally about
their experiences in and attitudes toward the program.

These data do not permit an actual comparison of perceptions and attitudes before
and after participating in CPOP. It must be remembered that the program was operational
in each of the six precincts when the research periods began. Indeed, the officers had been
serving as CPOs for an average of 12.9 months at the time they became research subjects.
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These data do not permit an actual comparison of perceptions and attitudes before
and after participating in CPOP. It must be remembered that the program was operational
in each of the six precincts when the research periods began. Indeed, the officers had been
serving as CPOs for an average of 12.9 months at the time they became research subjects.
Thus, the T-1 interview could not measure attitudes that were unaffected by program partic-
ipation. To approximate such a measure, however, the officers were asked to recall certain
motivations, knowledge, perceptions and attitudes that they harbored at the time they were
invited to volunteer for the program. They were asked to provide similar types of informa-
tion to describe their states of mind at the times of the T-1 and T-II interviews. The analyses
presented here explore changes over these three points in time, while recognizing that the
data regarding the first of those points are subject to the distortions of the respondents'
memories.

The T-1 interviews were administered to 63 CPOs and 6 Unit Coordinators. Because
some officers left during the research period, they were not re-interviewed, nor were
replacement officers who served for less than three of the six months research period.
Therefore, for most of the analyses of change presented in this chapter, the sample size is
51.

As previously indicated, all police officers in the CPOP, in both the research and
non-research precincts, volunteered for the assignment. Before considering the
demographic profile of the research subjects, therefore, a brief description of how they were
recruited to the program is provided.

B)  Recruitment to CPOP

Union regulations within the NYPD require that any assignment that does not
comply with one of the Department's standard tour charts must be staffed with volunteers.
CPOs are encouraged to set the beginning and ending times for their tours, subject to the
approval of their sergeants, in response to the special needs of their beats, rather than
rotating tours in accordance with one of the standard charts. Therefore, all CPOs volunteer
for their assignments. Nonetheless, when a new unit was begun in a precinct, the CPOP
sergeant approached officers already assigned to the precinct and invited them to volunteer.

This invitation to volunteer was considered an important feature of the program by
both its designers and the CPOP supervisors. The obviously novel quality of the program,
especially the increased discretion and freedom of movement it gave the officers, placed a
premium on selecting the right people for the job. The sergeants and the precinct
Commanding Officers looked for officers whom they thought they could trust to avoid
corruption hazards and to put in a solid day's work without close supervision. In addition,
they sought officers whom they believed were reasonably out going and capable of working
amicably and effectively with residents, merchants and community leaders on the neighbor-
hood level. Finally, they tried to select officers whom they thought would work well
together.
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Once the sergeant had prepared a list of candidates and reviewed the list with the
Commanding Officer, he approached each candidate individually. Typically, the sergeant
would describe the program to the officer, based on what the sergeants had learned from
orientation meetings with the designers of the program, describe what he or she perceived
to be some of the benefits of the program for the officer, express his or her confidence in the
officer's capacity to perform the role well, and ask him or her to think seriously of
volunteering for the assignment. While not everyone who was approached accepted the ser-
geant's invitation, the sergeants in the research precincts were largely satisfied with the
complement of officers they assembled.

In all cases, the officers assigned to a unit had been working in that precinct for some
period of time prior to receiving their invitation. Most of them knew the CPOP sergeant
before joining the unit, either indirectly by reputation, or directly as a former member of his
or her patrol squad. In most cases, the officer's knowledge of and respect for the sergeant
was an important factor in his or her decision to volunteer. Shortly after each group was
formed, the members participated with the sergeant in the program's formal training
program. As will be seen in the pages that follow, the amount of information provided to
the officers and the perceptions they formed prior to beginning that training were rather
varied.

<) Major Findings in Brief

The highlights of the research results reported in this chapter may be summarized as
follows:

While the flexible hours and fixed days off offered by the CPO program were the
features most responsible for the officers' decision to volunteer, the program's involvement
with the community was also cited as a reason by more than a third of the research subjects.
This was so despite the fact that the officers were generally less aware of the community-
oriented features of the program at the time they volunteered.

While the officers in the research precincts were somewhat ambivalent about the
probable effects of CPOP service on their police careers, their expectations that it would
help in this regard increased from the time they volunteered through the time of the T-1I
interview. These improved expectations seem justified by the fact that two-thirds of the
CPOs citywide, who left the program voluntarily in the year from mid-November, 1987
through mid-January, 1989, transferred to assignments that are generally considered
desirable within the Department.

A much higher percentage of respondents identified features they liked about the
CPO role than features they disliked. The flexible hours and the fixed days off were the
most frequently identified positive features, while the program’s community involvement,
independence and ability to follow-up were identified as positive features by from one-third
to one-half of the officers. On the other hand, the demands of the Beat Book was clearly
the most disliked feature of the program.
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While the officers in the research precincts saw their non-CPOP colleagues as
generally ill-disposed toward the program when it began, most of the CPOs believed that
those attitudes tended to improve over time as the actual work and contribution of the
CPOP unit became more apparent.

According to the research subjects, their perceptions and attitudes toward the
community became more positive from the time they entered the program through the time
of the second research interview. In general, they claimed that the change was a function of
their coming to understand more about the problems in the community and the desires of
the residents to experience peace and order in their neighborhoods. The CPOs claimed that
the program exposed them much more fully to the large number of good people who wished
to correct the area's problems. Moreover, the respondents also believed that the attitudes
of the community toward the police also improved over the life of the program.

Almost all of the respondents (97%) thought that CPOP was a worthwhile program
both for the police and the community. The most valuable features of the program in the
eyes of the CPOs themselves were: its capacity to assist the police in understanding the
community better; the opportunity it affords the officers to follow through in addressing the
community's problems; and the fact that the community leaders and the residents like the
program so much.

This generally positive assessment of the program did not prevent the officers from
suggesting ways in which it might be improved. The leading suggestions were: to increase
the flexibility afforded the CPOs in choosing patrol tactics to address various problems; to
decrease the size of some of the beats or increase the number of CPOs assigned to cover
them; and to shorten the length and reduce the paperwork demands of the Beat Book.

When asked to estimate how their time is allocated among a dozen or so activities
which the role involves, the CPOs estimated that, on average, about 30% of their time was
spent on general patrol and another 22% was spent working on priority problems in the
beats. If these are reasonably accurate estimates, it would be desirable to increase the
proportion of time devoted to specific problem-solving activities. That objective would
apparently be welcomed by the officers since over two-thirds of them rated "working on
priority problems" as very important and another 28% saw it as an important activity in the
progran.

Finally, the research subjects were asked to indicate whether they felt safer in CPOP
or in regular RMP patrol when performing five activities common to all patrol officers
(general patrol, dealing with youth, answering requests for help, entering buildings, and
stopping and questioning people). The most common response for each of the activities was
that there was no difference in safety between the two modes of patrol. Moreover, more
people felt safer performing each of these activities in CPOP than they did as RMP officers,
although about a quarter of the respondents felt less safe in CPOP on four of the five
activities.

3
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D)  Demographic and Background Characteristics of the QOfficers

: Sixty-nine officers, including the 6 Unit Coordinators, and 63 beat officers completed

the Time Iinterview. Eight (11.6%) were female and 61 (88.4%) were male. Fifty-five
(79.7%) of the officers were white; 9 (13.0%) were Hispanic, and 5 {1.2%) black.
Department statistics as of July, 1989 indicate that 85.6% of Police Officers (the number
does not include personnel of other ranks) were males and 14.4% were females; 75% were
white, 11.3% were black, 12.9% were Hispanic, and 0.8% were classified as “other."t Thus,
a slightly higher proportion of the CPOs in the research sample were males and white, while
a somewhat lower proportion of the sample were black officers.

The age of the CPOs ranged from 24.3 years to 47.4 years with an average of 30.2
years old (sd=4.7). The average age for Police Officers throughout the Department was
just over 32 years. Over two-thirds of the CPOs (69.6%) lived in New York City, and few of
the them had military experience (15.9%), although such military experience was slightly
more common among the CPOs than among Police Officers in general (14.0%)

The CPOs in the research sample were somewhat better educated than Police
Officers in general. Nearly a third of the CPOs had only a high school education (31.9%),
compared with 42.2% of the officers in general; 55% of the CPOs compared with 47.0% of
the Police Officers in general had some college, and 13% of the CPOs compared with 10.9%
of the officers were college graduates. Only three of the CPOs indicated that they were
currently enrolled in school, and five officers indicated that they currently held a second job.
Thus, in the research precincts at least, the abandonment of the rotating tours was not
accompanied by large numbers of CPOs taking second jobs or enrolling in school.

Over half the CPOs in the research precincts were married (56.5%, plus an
additional officer, representing 1.4% of the sample, cohabiting), 33.3% single, 7.2%
divorced, and one officer was separated. Comparable figures for Police Officers throughout
the Department were: 42.5% married; 56.8% single; 0.1% widowed; 3.2% divorced; and
1.3% legally separated. The spouses of 28 of the 39 married CPOs (71.8%) were working

outside the home, 20 of them fulltime. One third of the CPOs indicated that they had no
dependents, and one quarter of them had one dependent; the remaining 41% had between
two and five dependents (generally two or three). Fourteen of the CPOs indicated that they
spoke a second language, ten of them Spanish, two French, and two spoke languages other
than Spanish or French.

E)  Reasons for Becoming a Police Officer and a CPO

During the initial research interview, the CPOs were asked a series of open-ended
questions designed to probe why they had joined the force; which aspects of the police

1 pata describing selected demographic characteristics of Department personnel as of July, 1989 were
provided to research staff by the Personnel Department’s Data Unit. These data describe the composition of
the Department about sixten months after the data collection period for this research ended. It is assumed,
however, that they provide a reasonably accurate description of the Department during the research period
since the hiring and attrition processes went on routinely during the intervening year or so.
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officer job they liked or disliked; and why they volunteered for CPOP. Up to five responses
to the question, "Why did you become a cop?” were coded for each officer. The most
frequent responses pertained to the pay and benefits, job security or steady employment,
having family members who were current or former police officers or who encouraged the
officer to join the Police Department, or the fact that the officer always wanted to be a cop.
The distribution of responses appears in Table II-1.

Table IL.1

"Why Did You Become a Cop” -
REASON PERCENTAGE MENTIONED (N=69)
Pay and Benefits : 40.6
Job security/steady employment 217.5
Family history/encouragement 24.6
Always wanted to be a cop 21.7
Like helping people 14.5
Passed/took the test 11.6
Interesting/exciting/diverse work 10.1
Best available job/a change 7.2
Other 29

The officers were also asked open-ended questions concerning what they liked and
disliked about being a police officer, and these responses were coded in a similar manner.
The responses to these two questions are presented in Tables 11.2 and 11.3. More than half
the officers said that the features they liked involved working with or helping people, or the
fact that the work was interesting and not routine. Many of the CPOs also enjoyed various
aspects of the working conditions, such as working outdoors rather than at a desk, flexibility
of hours or independence.

Table I1.2
"What Do You Like about Being a Cop”
JOB FEATURE PERCENTAGE MENTIONED (N=69)
Working with/helping people 56.5
Interesting work/not routine - 50.7
Working conditions (outdoors, flexible, etc.) 20.3
Pay and Benefits 20.3
Comraderie 5.8

Other 4.3
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As indicated in Table I1.3, by far the most frequently mentioned negative factor
about being a police officer was dealing with a Department that many officers believe is
unsupportive toward the patrol force. As one officer explained,

The Department does not back its personnel. The Department js more willing to
bend for the community, but when it comes to the policemen they don't care.
They really hinder the ability of a cop to do his job. They are supposed to be a
paramilitary organization, but I have been in the military and the military supports
its men. For example, when you are in the line of duty in the military, your bosses
are too. But in the PD, you are out there alone making decisions, or the bosses
are there, but only to tell you what to do. They don't lead you. When a problem
arises in the streets, they want to know what you did wrong, and what the perp did
doesn't matter.

Or as another officer stated:

I don't like the higher level management, because these policy-making types are
out of touch with reality. You can't make policy just by looking at statistics. The
cop on the street should have more input into policy decisions.

This suspicion and resentment of the Department is not peculiar to CPOP officers or
to members of the NYPD in general. Vera's earlier research on a stress reduction project
introduced by the Department (Cosgrove & McElroy, 1986) found that the primary sources
of job-related frustration for patrol officers were what they perceived to be manifestations
of departmental bureaucracy and unresponsiveness. Other research projects concerning
stress among police personnel have reported similar findings.

Police scholars have noted and commented on this phenomenon for some time
(Bittner, 1983; Goldstein, 1977). In general, they see it as a function of the :
military/bureaucratic character of police organizations which, as the scholars see it, seeks to
control the behavior of their members through an excessive reliance on the detection and
punishment of a long list of rule violations. In such a climate, the officers may see
themselves as perpetually vulnerable to somewhat arbitrary sanctions.

Nearly one-fourth (22.4%) of the respondents mentioned disliking precinct-level
supervisors (presumably, other than their COP supervisors) or being treated in a
disrespectful manner by the public (16.4%).
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Table I1.3
"What Do You Dislike about Being a Cop”

JOB FEATURE PERCENTAGE MENTIONED (N=67)
Dept./Headquarters doesn't care 582
Precinct-level supervisors 224
Lack of respect from public 16.4
Testing/promotion system/quotas 149
Going around the clock/midnights ' 13.4
Rules 11.9
Work conditions (e.g., weather) 9.0
Other _ 7.5

F) Reasons for Volunteering for CPOP

The length and type of prior police experience of the CPOs in the sample varied
widely, with the number of years in the Police Department ranging from 1.6 years t0 21.8
years (mean = 5.7 years, with a standard deviation of 4.3 years); the average amount of time
in the precinct in which they served as a CPO was 3.3 years (sd=2.1). For Police Officers in
general, the average number of years on the job was 7.3 years in July, 1989, while the
average length of time in their commands was 3.4 years. In this connection, it is worth
noting that, in the earliest planning meetings with Department officials, the designers of the
program suggested that the ideal candidate for the role would be an officer with between six
and nine years of experience in the job. It was felt that experience of that length would
provide some assurance that the candidates would be comfortable in their identity as police
officers and their ability to function on the street. Department officials agreed with that
hypothesis, but pointed out that, because the City's fiscal crisis had precluded hiring new
police officers during the second half of the 1970's, there were very few patrol officers
available with that level of experience. Thus, in general, the CPOP officers tended to be
fairly young, with a little less time of the job that was true for Police Officers in general.

To determine the nature of their prior experience, the CPOs were asked which of a
list of types of patrol work they had done. Nearly all (95.7%) had been assigned to Radio
Motor Patrol (RMP), and over half (58%) had been on conventional foot patrol posts.
Seven officers (10.1%) had been in the TOPAC car (Total Patrol Concept) concentrating
on quality of life conditions in the precinct, and seven had been assigned to precinct clerical
positions. Three officers had been in Anti-Crime units, two in Street Narcotics Enforcement
Units (SNEU), and 11 in other units. None of the officers had been in Street Narcotics
Apprehension Program (SNAP)or Robbery Investigation Program (RIP) units. Thus, the
officers had very little special unit training or experience before entering CPOP.
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The main sources of information about CPOP for these officers prior to joining the
unit had been other CPOP officers (44.9%) and the CPOP sergeant (36.2%); thirteen
(18.8%) learned about the program from other sources. Each CPO was then asked an
opened-ended question concerning why he or she had volunteered for CPOP, and the
responses were checkedona list.% The two most frequently cited factors were flexible
hours, mentioned by 68.1% of the respondents, and fixed days off (56.5%). The distribution
of responses is presented in Table I11.4.

Table 114
"Why Did You Volunteer?”
REASON PERCENTAGE MENTIONED (N=69)
Flexible hours ' 68.1
Fixed days off 56.5
Community involvement 34.8
Something different 26.1
Walking the beat 18.8
Working conditions (e.g., steady post) 15.9
Ability to follow up 14.5
Independence 11.6
Not RMP 10.1
No midnights 58
Career advancement 1.4
Other 8.7

To assess the knowledge base supporting the officer’s decision to join the program,
each was asked, as an open-ended question, "What did you know about CPOP before
volunteering?" After recording the officer's spontaneous responses on a checklist, the
researcher called attention to each specific feature in the list by the asking respondent, if he
or she was aware of it at the time the decision was made. The responses to both of these
questions are presented in Table IL5.

As expected, the officers generally knew more about the program than they
indicated when the question was asked in an open-ended manner. Nevertheless, there were
wide discrepancies in the percentage of officers indicating an awareness of specific features
in both lists, ranging from 98.6% to 41.2% when the list was read, and from 71.0% t0 11.8%
in response to the open-ended question.

2 The list contained eight pre-coded responses and an open-ended "other” category. The responses 1o
the "other” category were coded during analysis.
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In general, the working conditions offered by the program, including its reliance on
foot patrol, the flexible hours and fixed days off it offered, and the fact that it invoived
working with the community, enjoyed high recognition percentages in both lists. On the
other hand, some of the program's more specific community-oriented features, such as its
focus on quality of life conditions, and its requirement that officers work with community
organizations, provide information to the public and help form community groups were less
well-known at the time they decided to volunteer. Moreover, the relatively large differences
between the percentage of officers who mentioned features without prompting and the
percentage who said they knew about them when the list was read suggest that these
program features were not very important to the officers' decisions. Finally, it is notable
that relatively few officers said they were aware of the demands of the Beat Book before
joining the program. This level of ignorance may have assisted the recruitment efforts given
the widespread unpopularity of this program feature.

Table 11.5
"What Did You Know Before You Volunteered”

PERCENTAGE MENTIONED (N=69)

FEATURE Open List Read Change
Foot Patrol 71.0 98.6 27.6
Responsible for specific beat 46.4 94.2 478
Flexible hours 60.9 92.8 319
Fixed days off 58.0 91.3 33.3
Work with community 56.5 87.0 30.5
Focus on quality of life 11.6 76.8 65.2
Work with organizations 13.0 58.0 45.0
Serve as information source 5.8 51.5 457
Help form community groups 13.0 45.6 32.6
Beat Book 11.8 412 29.4

G)  Career Advancement Perceptions and Career Aspirations at Time 1

The officers were asked to recall whether at the time they joined CPOP, they
believed it would advance their careers. Approximately half of the officers indicated that
they thought so at the time they joined CPOP (6.2% agreed strongly and 43.1% agreed).
About one fifth of the officers did not think CPOP would advance their career (12.3%
disagreed and 9.2% strongly disagreed), and the remaining 29.2% were neutral (neither
agreed nor disagreed). -

While the average CPO had been in the program over a year (mean=12.9 months,
sd=8.06) at the time of initial research interview, few of the officers indicated that their
impressions regarding the potential for career advancement had changed since they joined
the program. At the time of the T-I interview, over half the officers (56%) believed CPOP
would advance their careers (12.5% strongly agreed and 43.7% agreed); 23% did not think
so (12.5% disagreed and 10.9% strongly disagreed); and 20.3% were neutral.
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Although the overall distribution of responses remained the same, 23 officers
indicated that they had changed their opinion while working in the program. Of these
officers, seven were more positive, because they believed that CPOP work would receive the
same "quality/career ladder" points as would investigative work in the Anti-Crime units,
while six indicated that they had seen officers promoted to prestigious details in recognition
of their accomplishments in CPOP. Ten other officers believed that the CPOP assignment
had reduced their career options, including four who believed that CPOP was a low activity
unit, and therefore they would not be viewed as worthy candidates for promotion.

Overall, the responses of the CPOs suggested that they believed that the CpPOP
sergeant and the precinct Commanding Officer would provide favorable references for a
CPO applying for transfer to one of the desired units, such as the Organized Crime Control
Bureau (OCCB). Nevertheless, several respondents stated that they believed that "quality
points" notwithstanding, their application would not be taken seriously, because CPOP was
not an arrest-oriented unit:

The CPOP sergeant and the Commanding Officer have indicated that they will
help the CPOs who want to change, but I have seen no evidence to show that
CPOP will help with career advancement. What's important is who you know.

Another officer stated:

It depends to a large extent on your supervisor. In my case, the CPOP sergeant
recognizes that I do a good job and he’s willing to stand behind me. Even so, no
one knows anything about CPOP, so they don't know what to make of me, like if1
applied to OCCB.

Similarly, a CPO who, at the time of the T-I interview, strongly disagreed with the notion
that CPOP would help his career stated:

Advancement is based on politics and who you know. Idon't believe that the
Department follows the point system--we're not really going to get credit for inves-
tigative work. They may use CPOP against you, but not for you. Some of the
bosses have a negative view of CPOP.

3 Officers secure promotions up 10 the rank of Captain through a civil service testing system.
However, there is an alternative through which officers may move to desired assignments without being
promoted in rank. The end status in this alternative system is assignment to the Detective Bureau. Typically,
a patrol officer reaches that status by moving through other assignments which involve increasing levels of
investigative work and arrest activities. The first steps on the way to the Bureau include precinct-level assign-
ments to the Anti-Crime Unit and/or the Street Narcotics Enforcement Unit (SNEU). Effective performance
in these units qualifies an officer for assignment to such investigative units as the Organized Crime Control
Bureau and the Inspectional Services Bureau, from which most members of the Detective Bureau are selected.
About eighteen months after CPOP expansion began, assignment to the CPOP unit was formally equated with
assignment to the Anti-Crime Units for the purpose of movement along the career path.
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Another officer who joined CPOP believing initially that it would neither help nor hurt his
career concluded after 18 months that it had probably limited his opportunities for

" advancement--again, because he believed that many people in the Department did not
understand the program.

CPOP is set apart from everything else in the Department. It's not traditional
police work. We're not making collars, so there's no chance we are going to look
attractive to SNEU, Anti-Crime, or OCCB. Maybe we could go into Community
Affairs or Youth Affairs, but so far it hasn't happened.

In contrast, an officer, who stated, "I never really looked at CPOP as a stepping stone
to anything when I volunteered,” concluded after being in CPOP for several months, that the
potential for career advancement was great.

I have seen it happen. Two of the original CPOs went to OCCB, and another
went to a different detail. When 1 first started in this precinct, promotion was .
based on your activity, like making quality arrests. The first step is RMP, then
Anti-Crime, then Robbery Investigation Program and then Detective. In CPOP
there is not so much of an emphasis on arrests but more on deterring crime.
CPOP is recognized as doing a lot of work, and people are rewarded for doing
good work.

Or as another officer explained:

The work that you do in CPOP provides you with a well-rounded knowledge and
understanding of the community. You work with so many community groups to
solve problems that it enables youtodoa good job. You can make good arrests
based upon the information that you get from the people in the area. You have
the ability to supply information to other units to solve various crimes, You can
solve the problems that affect police-community relations. The ability to do all of
these things looks good to the department and helps you to become known for
your efforts.

Despite the lack of agreement in the T-I interview on CPOP's value to career advan-
cement, the great majority of the CPOs said they intended to stay in CPOP (86.4%), and for
16.9% of them, the assignment of choice in five years would be CPOP. "The most popular
single unit aspired to by these officers was OCCB (18.6%), followed by CPOP and the
Detective Bureau (13.6%), with Anti-Crime a distant fourth (6.8%). No one wanted to be
in RMP duty in five years; 5.1% wanted to be in a RIP unit; 33.9% in other specialized units;
and 5.1% wanted to leave the Police Department within five years. Over half the officers
aspired to the rank of sergeant (60.3%) within five years, 14.3% each to lieutenant and
detective; 6.3% wanted to remain police officers and 4.8% responded "other".

In considering these findings regarding the perceptions and aspirations of the CPOs
in this research, data provided to Vera by the NYPD provides some insight into the actual
transfer and promotion patterns for officers assigned to CPOP throughout the city. The
NYPD database consists of information on the 1044 officers assigned to CPOP at any point
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between November 15, 1987 and January 15, 1989 (a period which was generally later than
the period during which the research data were collected). Of these officers, 291 (27.9%)
left the CPOP unit during this time span. Thirty-one (10.7%) of these officers left
involuntarily; that is, they were asked leave because they were not adjusting well to the
CPOP assignment, or, in a few cases, because they were charged with allegations involving
serious misconduct.

Data regarding change in assignment for officers who left the program voluntarily
were available for 245 of the 260 officers. Of these 245 officers, 67.3% transferred to assign-
ments that are considered desirable, including Anti-Crime Units (7.8%), OCCB (17.1%),
other details (35.1%), or promotion to sergeant (7.3%). However, one out of five (19.7%)
returned to RMP, and an additional 13% left because of retirement, resignation from the
NYPD, on-the-job injuries, or for other reasons. Thus, the citywide data suggest that
opportunities are available to the CPOP officers and that, when officers leave the unit it is,
in most instances, to advance their careers.

H)  Positive and Negative Aspects of CPOP

Each CPO was asked in open-ended questions to mention positive and negative
aspects of CPOP. The results were consistent with the reasons given for joining the
program--the most popular features were flexible hours (71%) and fixed days off (60.9%);
the least popular feature was the Beat Book (disliked by 33.8%). See Tables I1.6 and 11.7.

Table I1.6
"What Features of CPOP Do You Like”
JOB FEATURE PERCENTAGE MENTIONED (N=69)
Flexible hours 71.0
Fixed days off ' 60.9
Community involvement 49.3
Independence 30.4
Ability to follow up 29.0
Walking the beat 17.4
Positive feedback 8.7
Like co-workers 7.2
Hours, chart days 5.8

Other 13.0
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Table IL.7
"What Features of CPOP Do You Dislike"
JOB FEATURE PERCENTAGE MENTIONED (N=68)
Beat Book 338
Victim surveys 14.7
Trivial non-crime problems 11.8
Dislike by non-CPOs ' 103
Requirements of the job 88
Community pressure 74
Foot patrol . 7.4
Paperwork 59
Other 13.2

It is worth noting that a much higher percentage of respondents identified features
that they liked about the CPO role than features they disliked. Moreover, it is not surprising
that "flexible hours" and "fixed days off” were the most frequently identified features that the
officers liked. Throughout the Department, these are the most desirable perquisites of any
assignment. The fact that almost half of the respondents identified "community involve-
ment" as a positive feature of the program is more noteworthy. It seems unlikely that an
equally large percentage of the general patrol force would identify community involvement
as something they desired in their assignments. This suggests that the sergeants were
reasonably successful in recruiting people who were positively disposed to this dimension of
police work.

The fact that almost a third of the officers identified "independence"” and the ability
to "follow-up" as features of the CPO role which they liked also deserves comment. Officers
assigned to RMP duties often express ambivalence about the assignment. On the one hand,
they tend to see this type of work as the core of police work which, although sometimes
tedious or excessively demanding, does provide a certain level of excitement and busyness.
On the other hand, at least as often, they complain that they are tied to the radio, deprived
of any discretion in choosing conditions on which to work, and prevented from having any
significant impact on the conditions to which they respond, because they must get back on
the radio for a new assignment within twenty to thirty minutes. Against this backdrop, the
ability of the CPO to exercise discretion in identifying problems and developing strategies to
correct them offers an attractive opportunity for independent action. Additionally, the
CPO's responsibility for implementing the problem-solving strategies provides a much
desired opportunity to follow through and have an observable effect on a condition in the
community. Thus, these are features of the role which have the potential of providing
officers with types of satisfaction that are highly desired, but not often realized within the
context of the regular patrol force.
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I Perceived Attitudes of Non-CPOs Toward CPOP

The CPOs were also asked to describe the attitudes of non-CPOP officers in the
precinct toward CPOP, both at the time the CPO joined the program and at the time of the
first research interview. Over half the CPOs recalled that at the time they joined CPOP,
non-CPOs in their precinct were negative (38.8%) or very negative (20.9%) toward the
program. Only 9% of the CPOs recalled that the other officers had positive attitudes
toward CPOP; and nearly a third (31.3%) stated the non-CPOs were neither positive nor
negative. Some non-CPOs were reported to have characterized CPOP as a "do-nothing
unit" that did not involve "real" police work, and only cops who did not want to work would
join the unit. One CPO stated, "Everybody miade fun of us. They said it was sissy work, and
that we're not part of patrol." Another officer explained:

Well, the guys asked why I would want to join CPOP. See the police like to see
themselves as "crime-fighters,” even though they know they aren't really. At least
not all of the time. To go into a unit that they think doesn't portray that image--
they can't understand it. Talso think that they were somewhat envious of the unit,
because of the good hours and days off.

Many of the CPOs reported that, by the time of the first research interview, the
attitudes of the non-CPOs toward CPOP had improved. Approximately a third of the CPOs
described the attitudes of the non-CPOs as negative (26.5%) or very negative (10.3%). An
additional 32.4% stated that the non-CPOs had positive and 10.2% very positive attitudes,
while 20.6% indicated that the non-CPOs were neutral.

Most of the CPOs who thought there had been a positive change in attitude
attributed it to greater knowledge and/or understanding of the program.

Now they see that we are out on the streets, and they see the work that we do.
RMP knows that we have to be doing something because we give them informa-
tion all of the time.

Another officer stated:

In the beginning the attitude of the other officers was somewhat negative. They
didn't understand CPOP; they didn't know much about it; but they still didn't like
it. They were basically jealous of the hours and days off.

He continued:

Now, the attitude is better, but the other cops are still jealous. But whereas it was
difficult to recruit cops for the program, now they're beating down the door.
There is more respect for CPOP now, especially among RIP and Anti-Crime.
These guys realize that CPOs get helpful information from people that most cops
could never get.

Others attributed the positive change in attitude to CPOs reducing the workload of
RMP officers:
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Because of the things we have done to improve the work load for them. TS
(precinct telephone switchboard) doesn't get as many calls for quality-of-life
problems. We deal with those problems and most of the time we know about
them before patrol does. They know a little more about what we are doing out
there. Some of the cops feel sorry for us because we are out there walking the
beat. They can't understand why we're not in a car. One guy came up to me and
said, "Hey, you seem like a good cop, how come you're not in a car?" He was
shocked when I told him I didn't want to be.

He continued:

Now people in the precinct understand and know about the program. We do a ot
of things that take the pressure off other units. For example, all calls for
ridiculous things, the RMPs don't respond to them anymore. We tell the public to
call us if it's a non-emergency. CPOP frees up the RMPs.

Nevertheless, some officers indicated that the attitudes of the non-CPOs were
negative from the beginning and have remained so.

They don't know what the CPOP guys are doing, 5o they don't think we're doing
anything. It's not traditional police work--collars--and so they don't like CPOP. In
a way you can't blame them. If Iwas on RMP again, I'd feel the same way.

The other cops don't think we do anything, because they see us in the station
house. They don't understand the program. They think we're toy cops, not real
cops.

Most cops think its somewhat boring (especially the young cops) because they
don't have the opportunity to respond to radio-runs. In CPOP you have to be
willing to listen to a lot of complaints. It's not the television cop. It's not high
activity, and the nature of the work isn't exciting.

1) CPOs' Attitudes and Beliefs about the Community

As part of the T-I interview, the CPOs were asked to describe their attitude toward
the community at the time they joined CPOP. A few officers (15.9%) stated that their
attitude toward the community was negative at that time, because, while performing RMP
duties, they often encountered people who were angry, hurt, or hostile. These officers were
asked to provide an explanation of their answers. The following comments represent a
sample of such explanations.

This area is a very bad. It's all drugs and weapons and you're constantly battling
with people.

My attitude was somewhat negative. In patrol you're always meeting people at
their worst, and they give you a hard time.

The people that you dealt with on patrol were 5o negative. They didn't care what
you were doing for them, but wanted to know why you aren't there when they
needed you and why you weren't there five minutes earlier.
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Another officer mentioned the apathy of the community.

Nobody wanted to get involved. They would say "I don't care. That's your job; you
do it." Most of them were fearful too.

Nearly a quarter of the officers (22.2%) described their attitude toward the community as
neither positive nor negative at the time they joined the program; 54% said it was positive,
or very positive (7.9%).

By the time of the initial research interview, only one officer felt very negative and
two officers felt negative toward the community. Five officers (8.1%) were neutral; 58.1%
felt positive and 29% very positive toward the community. The most common reason for
change (17 of 26 who changed) was that the officer had become much more familiar with
the neighborhood and had met many of the good people. Four officers indicated that they
had changed their attitudes because the people liked them, and five officers gave other
1easons.

When the CPOs were asked to characterize the attitudes of community toward the
police in general, nearly a quarter stated that at the time they joined CPOP, the people on
their beat had a negative (16.4%) or very negative (6.6%) attitude toward the police. These
CPOs stated that the community did not trust the police, because they did not believe that
the police would solve problems, or they thought the police were brutal and abused their
authority, or they were influenced by negative media coverage, or they did not understand
police activities. As one officer explained:

. Their attitude was very negative because of the things that they see the police
doing to people. They feel that cops have quotas and that cops are giving tickets
and summonses for no reason. They think that cops think they are better than
everyone else. People also think that the police abuse their authority. There are a
lot of things that people just don't just understand about the police.

Nevertheless, more than half of the CPOs indicated that at the time they joined CPOP, the
community attitude toward the police was positive (45.9%) or very positive (11.5 %), while
19.7% stated that the attitude was neither positive nor negative.

In marked contrast, in assessing community attitudes toward the police at the time of
the initial interview, only 4.9% of the CPOs reported that the people on their beat had a
negative attitude toward the police, while 62.3% described the attitude as positive or 24.6%
very positive; 8.2% indicated it was neutral,

Among the 25 officers who changed their opinions, 13 attributed the change to their
being known by the people in the community and another 11 credited the change to CpPO
follow-through on problems. '

Very positive. They know me, and I have helped them to understand the
unknown. "What you don't know you fear.” Once people understand the
unknown, they have less fear. People now have a more positive attitude about the
police because I explain to them why the police do certain things that to them may
seem wrong.
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Several officers believed that the goodwill fostered by CPOP has promoted a positive
attitude toward the police in general. One officer described it as the "spill-over effect.”
Another stated:

For many people I am the first cop they have ever had a conversation with, If the
interactions are positive, it may carry over to other cops. Ilet people know there
are other nice cops.

Another officer summed up the situation as follows:

The fact is that through CPOP I've gotten a chance to go out in the public and find
out that there are people who are positive about the police.

He continued:

In turn, people who were once negative see this "individual” officer trying to help
them and it makes them mote receptive to cops. We're not just kicking down
doors or writing tickets anymore.

When asked how the people on their beats felt about them personally, the CPOs’
assessments were, with few exceptions, positive--49.1% very positive, 43.9% positive, 35%
neutral, and 3.5% negative.

K) CPO Attitudes and Beliefs about the Program and the Qualities of a
Good CPO

The question, "Are there any qualities or skills that you think are more important in
CPOP work than in regular patrol work?" produced a wide variety of responses from the
research subjects. Although the responses defied easy classification, there were a number of
notions that recurred throughout the comments. Specifically, while the CPOs believed that
all patrol officers should be courteous, sincere, patient, articulate, and good listeners, they
stated that these attributes are especially important in CPOP work. The following
comments are typical:

YYou have to have a cool head on your shoulders. You can't get pissed-off easily.
It's the same in RMP, though you just can't have police who get mad easily and call
everyone an asshole.

You have to be able to adjust from being a scumbag to a nice guy. You have to be
able to come from RMP to CPOP and learn that you can't talk nasty to everyone.
You give more of yourself in CPOP. You give a little extra than you would in
patrol. :

You have to be a little more sincere with the public and a little more dedicated.
You have to have the initiative to want to do something about the problems on
your beat. You are more accountable to the public.

You have to be able to communicate well, be a good listener. You have to be
sympathetic if you really are interested in doing something for the community and
not just putting in an eight-hour day.
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Being able to listen to people. Not everyone has the patience to listen to people
talk. It may be important for you to listen to someone for a few minutes more
than most people could tolerate.

You have to be sincere. You have to be able to establish to the people that you
are honest. Tell them and show them--project your honesty.

The following two questions were asked on the assumption that working as 2a CPO
would increase an officer’s understanding of the community: "How has your knowledge and
understanding of the community changed since you became a CPO?" and "How has this
knowledge been useful to you as a CPO?" Again, there was considerable variation the
responses and it was not possible to classify them. Nevertheless, the following comments
reflect some of the diversity.

One of the themes in these responses was that being a CPO helped the officer gather
information about criminals and illegal activities on his beat. As one officer stated:

I'm much wiser as to what's going on in the community. I don't have blinders on
like I did when I worked in RMP. Now I know when and where the bad guys hang
out, and ] know what they're doing. The neighborhood always helps me out. I've
learned more about who is out there.

He continued:

This knowledge has helped me solve crimes. I get to know more about incidents
in the community--how they happen and, many times, who does what. T've also
been able to know the territory real well, like even the alleys in the neighborhood.

Several CPOs stated that they had become much more aware of and sensitive to the
problems in the community.

Being in CPOP has helped. 1 now understand the reason for the community's bad
attitudes toward the police. For example, the drug problem had made them bitter.
Now that I understand this attitude, I can help ease their feelings. Ican help them
solve some of their problems, help them start living a normal life again by helping
to clear up the drug problem.

Or as another officer stated:

I now have more compassion. In the car, I just went from job to job. I didn't care
about the loud radios kids played. Now I know people. Now I understand that a
kid playing that radio loud for two years in front of someone’s house is intolerable.

In a much different vein, an officer described how he became more aware of
resources to assist him in solving problems:

There are more resoutces out there than I ever knew existed. For example, the
Community Planning Board. I used to think all they did was just have meetings. 1
never realized that they were willing to help or even had the ability to help with
people's problems.



The Officer’s Perception of the Role Page 36

Another officer summed up the situation as follows:

The community does want help from the police. They do care about the place in
which they live. Idid not think they would be as positive towards me as they are.
In RMP we had this "us versus them” attitude.

He continued:

1 draw from this "positive energy” and it makes me want to get more involved in
their lives and try to be helpful.

The responses to the question of whether CPOP was a worthwhile program were
overwhelmingly positive, 97.1%. The most commonly cited value of CPOP was that it
enables the police to get closer to or understand the community better (30.3%). Almost as
many CPQOs (27.3%) thought that CPOP was worthwhile because it allowed the officer to
follow-through and address problems. Another often-cited asset of the program was that it
helped the community or that the community liked it. Asone CPO explained:

It's the best thing that ever hit the Police Department. It improves relations
between the community and the police.

He continued:

The program brings the cop back to the beat in a more effective way. A CPO has
many more dimensions to his role than the old beat cop. The program proves o
the public that cops are out there to help and offsets any negative reactions the
public might have to RMP.

The following comments exemplify those regarding the CPOs' ability to address and
follow up on problems.
CPOP covers many facets of police work. It allows the flexibility to deal with the
community and help solve some of their problems. You're able to follow up. It

allows you to eliminate problems because you build relationships. Even the kids
hanging out on the corner will come to me. I'm known here.

Or as another officer stated:

1t is worthwhile that somebody does spend time in the community and follow up
on problems, which is so different from what RMP does. It's good to have
someone walking on the side streets often ignored by regular foot posts. And it's
good for people to see us in a friendly manner.

Several officers stated that CPOP improves police-community relations.

It gives the community the feeling that they have someone to help them work out
their problems. People are happy to talk with the police and have the police
presence in their neighborhood.

Or as another officer said:

<
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People in this area never saw cops before unless something was wrong. Now
they're closer to the community than ever before. The quality-of-life problems are
being addressed.

A few officers stated that one of the strengths of the program was that it gave the
public a specific officer to call, so they were no longer dealing with an impersonal
department.

I think they should have it in every precinct in the City. CPOP is a "buffer zone™
between the community and the police. It gives the community the chance to rely
on at least one cop in the precinct--they know someone there.

Or as another officer stated:

CPOP is productive. It actually works. It clears up problems; provides public
education about palice work; lets them know one police officer personally. This
isn't exactly police work, but it's important.

He continued:

It definitely "pulls more than its weight.” It gives people a feeling that someone is
watching over them or can help them. They know if they call the office, someone
will respond (unlike calling some unknown person). It also helps the community
to get to know us, because we recruit blockwatchers and attend the community
meetings.

Another officer emphasized the importance of developing a familiarity with the
people in the beat, and how that led to an exchange of information.

You are able to be out there, and you know what is going on in your beat. You
are capable of preventing situations because you learn who is "dirty" and who isn't.
There is a good deal of information exchange between cops and community.

Nevertheless, two officers, who worked in beats where drug problems were very
severe, expressed reservations about the usefulness of CPOP in areas of that type:

Well, the ideas are good, but T am not sure that it will work here. This place is all
drugs and a ot of the people don't care. The bad people definitely outnumber the
good.

It's just the idea that people think that CPOP can work in a place like this. There
are so many drugs and the community is hard to define. It is hard to know who is
good and who is bad. The ones that are willing to talk are very afraid. CPOP may
work in five years, but it will take long-term change.

The percentages of officers identifying various features of CPOP as valuable are
presented in Table IL8.
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- Table IL.8
Valuable Features of CPOP
FEATURE PERCENTAGE MENTIONED (N=66)
Understand the community better 303
Able to follow through 273
Community likes it 24.2
People have a cop to call 18.2
Improving police image ' 16.7
Information source/exchange 13.6
Good experience for officer 7.6
Other . : . : A 16.6

L)  Ways to Improve CPOP

When the CPOs were asked in an open-ended question to mention ways in which
CPOP could be improved, 12 officers offered no recommendations. However, 55 CPOs
made one or more recommendations, which included more flexibility in patrol tactics
(30.9%), smaller beats or more CPOs (29.1%), the use of scooters or other transportation
(20%), and a short, more concise Beat Book (20%). The results are presented in Table I1.9.

Table 11.9
Ways to Improve CPOP
SUGGESTION PERCENTAGE MENTIONED (N=55)
Flexibility in patrol tactics 30.9
Smaller beats or more CPOs 29.1
Use of scooters ' 20.0
Shorten the Beat Book 20.0
More training for CPOs and others 18.2
Eliminate victim notifications 12.7
More opportunity for promotion 9.1
More special programs; resources 7.3

Other . 20.0
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The desire for more flexibility in patrol tactics generally reflected the belief of
officers working in narcotics-laden beats that the Department imposed too many constraints
on the tactics uniformed officers, including CPOs, are permitted to employ in attacking
these problems. As is discussed later in this report, the anti-drug strategies and tactics used
by CPOP units were quite varied, and differed across precincts.

In some of the geographically large precincts, especially in Queens and Brooklyn,
beats sometimes encompass fifty square blocks. As a result, officers often believed that
these beats were too large to cover effectively on foot, especially if the beat contained more
than two or three areas with serious or chronic problems. This perception is reflected, as
well, in those officers who wanted access to a scooter to provide them with the mobility to
crisscross their beat during any given tour. Nevertheless, at the time of the research, the
operational guidelines for the program prohibited the use of scooters, because it was feared
that the officers would spend too much time patrolling the beat on the scooter, rather than
walking foot patrol and dealing directly with the community.

The Beat Book was a universal and persistent source of officer discontent. Police
officers in general dislike paperwork, and CPOs are no exception. The CPOs believed that
the demands of the Beat Book were especially burdensome. Specifically, they believed that
there was needless repetition, and the recording and updating process was too time-
consuming. Moreover, and perhaps of greater importance, they felt that some of the
information was overly detailed or useless. Program staff at Vera and in the CPOP Coor-
dinator's Office were continually engaged in attempts to clarify the purposes of the beat
book and to reduce the effort required to maintain it.

A number of officers expressed a desire for more practical training regarding non-
police resources that are available for addressing various types of problems, and the means
by which they could contact those resources and bring them to bear on the problems they
were confronting on their beats. For example, several officers wanted more information
about services for battered wives, or agencies providing assistance to alcohol or drug
dependent persons. These officers indicated that they did not know how to deal with the
bureaucracy of the various city and state agencies.

CPOs were required to contact victims of various types of crime in their precincts
and to inform them of assistance that might be available to them through state and city
victim services programs. Originally, the design of the program encouraged CPOs to
contact victims selectively, because the officers might be helpful in some cases, and because
such activity might be a useful source of information and an effective sign of the
Department's concern with the welfare of the neighborhood residents. However, late in the
first year of program expansion, CPOP units were asked to make contact with all crime
victims in their precincts.

At the time of the research interviews, many of the officers expressed resentment
over this duty. There were several reasons for that resentment. Specifically, in each
precinct, the Crime Prevention Officer is required to review all the crime complaints each
day, and then mail a packet containing information about victim compensation SErvices to
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victims who may be eligible. Because the Crime Prevention Officers were performing this
function, the CPOs saw little point in trying to contact people who had already received the
. necessary information. Moreover, the time involved in contacting victims varied consider-
ably by beat, with the burden being placed on CPOs in high crime areas. Thus, officers in
the most difficult beats were required to take time away from patrol and dealing with
priority problems to distribute literature that the victim had, in all likelihood, received
already. Moreover, in many instances, the CPOs found the encounters with victims to be
very unpleasant, because the victims were often belligerent and demanding--wanting to
know what the police were doing to find the person who had robbed the victim, why the
quality of police protection was so poof, etc. Thus, while the CPOs believed that selective
victim contacts could be a useful part of CPOP, they believed that it was wasteful and often
counterproductive to require contacts in the majority of cases.

M)  Officers' Perceptions of the CPO Role at Time I1

The T-II Interview was conducted during the sixth (last) month of the research in
each precinct.4 To determine how CPOs spend their time, officers were asked to gstimate
how man% hours they spent during a typical month (within the last six months) on each of 13
activities.0 The mean number of hours and mean percentage of time spent on each of these
activities is presented in Table IL.10. The findings reveal that, on average, nearly a third of
the their time is spent on general patrol (i.e., walking the beat, talking to residents and
merchants, observing trouble spots), while 22% is spent working on priority problems, and
11% on paperwork. The remaining third of their time is fairly evenly divided among the
other ten activities.

4 These interviews were not conducted with coordinators or alternates or officers who had been CPOs
in the precinct for less than three of the six research months; therefore, the sample size for most of the
questions in the T-Il interview is 51.

3 The researcher explained to the officer that the average month should total 160 working hours, and
worked with the officer to help him or her adjust the estimates to total 160.



