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The COPS Program After 4 Years—
National Evaluatlon | |

byjeffreyA Roth and Joseph F. Ryan

Nearly $9 billion of the 830 billion of
expenditures authorized by the Violent
Crime Control and Law Enforcement Act
of 1994 (Crime Act) was allocated to the
law’s Title I, the legislative basis of what
soon became known as the Community
Oriented Policing Setvices (COPS) pro-
gram. Title I listed four specific goals
intended to change both the level and
practice of policing in the United States:

1. To increase the number of officers
deployed in American communities.

2:_T0 foster problem solving and inter-
action with communities by police
“officers. :

3. To encourage innovation in policing.

4. To develop new technologies for assist-
ing officers in reducing crime and its
consequences.

Over a 6-year period, the approximaiely
§9 billion was to fund three primary ap-
proaches to achieving the foregoing goals.
The first approach involved the award of

3-year gran!s to law enforcement agencies

for hiring police officers to engage in
community policing activities. The sec-
ond wzs to award grants for acquiring
technology, hining civilians, and, initially,
paying officer overime—all with the
intent of increasing existing officers’

pmduétivity and redeploying their saved

_ time to community policing. The third

approach was to award grants to agencies
for innovative programs with special pur-
poses, such as reducing youth gun vio-
lence and domestic violence.

The hiring grants were limited to 75 per-
cent of each hired oflicer’s salary and
fringe benefits, normally up 10 a *3-year
cap” of 875,000. The grants for other
resources were not limitcd by the cap.
Normally, grantees were required to-
match the grants with at least 25 percent
of program costs, to submit acceplable :
strategies for implementing community
policing in their junsdictions, and te
retain the COPS-funded officer positions
using local funds after the 3-year grants
expired. Funds were authorized to.reim-

burse up to $5.000 of training costs for

former military personnel hired under
the Act.

Further; the Act required simplified
application procedures for jurisdictions
with populations of lese than 50,000 and
mandated an equa} distribution of funds
between jurisdictions with populations
of more than and less than 150,000,

As with most Federal grant programe,
COPS-funded resources were required

“to supplement local expenditures, not

supplant or replace them,


http:acc~i.mt
http:takeiri.to

08/07/00 MON 14:58 FAX

R e s e ar ch
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connnued

aspects of communlty pollcmg mm]wng
bmldrng partnershlps wﬂ:h communites -
and 1rnplemermng probrem sohnng?

Key Fndmgs Among the prmcnpal fnd—' o

-ings of the EValuatlon are the ‘followmg

- By May 1999, the COPS Office had
awarded agenoes funds for 100,500 of-

ficers and officer equwa1en‘rs The COPS -
program will have raised the fevel of

policing on the street by the' equwalent of .j
62,700 to 83,900 full- tirme, officers (net of .
attrition and cross- hmng betwean agen- o
cies) b): 2003, accordlng the current best .

estimate, which will be refined as data
coilected in rmd 2000 are anaryzed

. The prograrn accelerated transmons o

1o locally defined versuons of cornrnunlty
poiicing. COPS funds seem more likely to
have fueled movernents toward adop-

tion of cornmunlty pohcnng that were al ) _

ready acce!eratlng than to have caused
the BCCETETEIIOH S .

To meet the requiremenis of Title L,
eight initiatives were undertaken:

1. Three days after the Crime Act
was signed into law, COPS Phase [
granis for hiring officers were
awarded to agencies that had previ-
ously applied unsuccessfully for
granis under the previous Police
Hiring Supplement (PHS) program;
together, COPS Phase I and PHS3
funded nearly 4,700 officers.

2. Within the next 2 months, the
Department of Justice created 2
new agency, the COPS Office, to
administer the new grant program.

3. Within weeks, the COPS Office
esteblished two grant programs for

. _'-.,o Bulldlng partnershlps W|th ccmmurutnes
sl by COPS gramees were comrnonplace |n
B many Df the agenaes wsned but, all too

e An analysus of 8,062 taw enforcement -
- agendies found.that the 1 Eercent with the .~
. largest 1997 murder counts received 32 par

cent of all COPS lunds awarded thmugh
- 1997, Tha 10 percent oilunsdlcnons with tha
S hlghes_t murder counts received S0 percentof .

- ORI COPS awards. A nearly identical patteth
. “oceurred with respect 1o robbery. On aver- -
: age nationwide, core cities received substan- -
~ “tially larger awards per. 10 J000 residents than
" did the rest of the country, but their average

award.per 1,000 mdex mes was Tess than

-twcersrds of rhat ElSEWf‘IETB. :

. COPS apphcation procedures and cus-

- forher sefvice orientation resutted in many, -
i smaller pohce agencms reportmg high levels -

of s.atnsfacnon with the program'’s applica-

. tion. and administéative processes. Larger
" agencies tended tq. find administrative re- - -

qu;rements no-less burdensome rhan those S

of other grant programs

hiring officers: Funding Acceler-

ated for Small Towns (COPS FAST),

with simplified application proce-
dures for small agencies: and Ac-
celerated Hiring. Education, and
Deployment (COPS AHEAD), with
more stringent application proce-
dures, for large agencies. Later,
these two programs were succeeded
by the Universal Hiring Program
(UHP) for all jurisdictions regard-
less of size.

4, Within a fcw months, the COPS
Office created the Making Officer
Redeployment Effective (COPS
MORE) program to fund technol-
ogy. civilians, and avertime (the
overtime option was eliminated
after fiscal 1995).

EEHME 2

., often, partnerships were in name cnly or
- simply standard, temporary working-ar-
.- ‘rangements..Thé majornty of wisited agen-
s appeared engaged in problem solwng,
.whose form and vigibility varied widely. .
drom agency o agency. in observed sites,
-~ arfme prevention efforts abounded; pnm-a-
-rily manifested as traditional progranis now
_ subsumed under the cornrnumty polu:mg
o -iabel ' : :

- The COPS prograrn facni:tated the effons
. of agency chief executives who veere in-
T dined t0ward innovation and. represented

perhaps the ]argest effért to bofster deval-

- opment of law enforcement tachnology

since the. 1967 President's Commission on

AW Enforcernent and Admamsh'aﬁor: of
C Justices -

'='I'Targeraud:ence' State and local law

: :'. ':.emmentadmlmslrators Federal agenaes )
..'and congressnona! commmee: mvc:h;ed in
__' -icnrn:nal 1ust|ce :ssues and rese _rcher&

3. To process tra.ining' grants for hired:
- military personnel, the COPS Office
established the Troops to COPS

program.

6. To address local law enforcement -

needs other than new oflicers and -
other resources, the COPS Office
received authorization to administer
the existing Comprehensive Com-
munities Program and created other
grant programs to launch the Police
Corps and to help grantees address
such specific problems as domestic
violence, youth firearms violence, -

I gangs, methamphetamine, and
school crime,

7. Ta encourage and assist the polic-
ing field in its transition to commu-
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nity policing, the COPS Office
funded four additional activitiea:
the Community Policing Consortium
10 provide training and technical as-
sistance in community policing; its

" own Program, Policy Support, and
Evaluation Division to conduct as~
sessmenls and evaluations of com-
munity policing activities; pait of
the policing research program of the
National Institute of Justice (N1I):
and a network of Regional Commu-
nity Policing Institutes (RCPIs), -
where educators, law enforcement
agencies, and community organiza-
tions collaborated in community
policing research, demonstration
programs, treining, and technical

- assistance.

8. To foster compliance with the pro-
grammatic requirement to imple-
ment cammunity policing and with

all administrative requirements, the -

COPS Office undertook an exten-
sive program of information dis-
semination, training and technical
assistance, telephone contact with
grantees, legal reviews and opinion
letters regarding grantees plans,
gnd onsite monitoring by the COPS
Office, working in conjunction with
the Office of the Comptroller (OC),
Office of Justice Programs. U.S.
Department of Justice. '

The national evaluation

Under its policing research program,
NIJ was ssked to admimister an inde-
pendent evaluation of the COPS pro-
gram: NIJ selected the Urban Jnstitute
(UI} to conduct it. In addition, NIJ
awarded granis to various organizations
to evaluate several components of the
COPS program other than the hir‘ing
and COPS MORE programs. With
NIJ’s concuirence, the Ul team ex-
cluded the innovative programs from its

scope to avoid duplicating other evalu-
ators” efforts. The PHS and COPS
Phase I grants were awarded before

all granimaking innovations were
adopted, and the award processes were
fully completed before this evaluation
began. Therefore, although Ul counted
those program resources in its analyses,
it did not single out those programs for.
separate program evaluation purposes.

TFipally, because the RCPIs emerged

well afler the evaluation was under way
and project resources commitied, ob-
servations of their activities were lim-
ited to incidental findings onsite rather
than a systematic evaluation.

This Research in Brief presents Ul's
national evaluation findings covering
roughly the first 4 years of COPS.

with primery focus on the COPS
FAST, AHEAD, UHP, and MORE
programs. Our work was guided by the
logic model shown in exhibit 1, which
outlines the COPS program and ns
intended effects. -

The model indicates that COPS pro-
gram outcomes depend on local deci-
sions and actions to & greater degree
than Federal block grant programs (in
which formulas determine {unding al-
localions) or discretionary programs
(in which Federal officials select
grantees based on detailed plans for - -
using the funds). Starting from the up-
per left of the exhibit, distribution of
COPS resources depended on eligible
agencies’ responses to a proposed ex-
change of Federal resotirces in return
for local financial and programmatic
commitmenta. The financial commit-
ments were to share the cosls of the re-~

“isources during the life of the grant and

to retain the COPS-funded officer po-
sitions thereafler, Grantees’ program-
matic commitments were to police

their jurisdictions following principles

of community policing.

CHBE 3 BECR

As the COPS program was launched,
neither the retention nor the commuy-

ity policing commitment was fully

spelled out at the Federal level. The
retention requirement waa not pre-
cisely defined until 1998. Consistent

" with community policing principles,

grant applicants were required 1o de-
fine the concept locally by submitting
their own strategies specifying how
they would meet four broad ehjee-
tives—partnership building, problem
salving, prevention, and organizational
suppori of those objectives—using a
plan tailored to local needs, resources,
and context. Awards to applicants with
inadequate community policing strate~
gies were accompanied by a special
condition requiring training and tech-
nical asaistance by the Community
Policing Consortium.

As shown ir exhibit 1, successful ap-
plicants were to implement three kinds
of organizational transitions. First,
recipients of hiring granits had to re-
cruit, hire, train, and deploy an influx
of new police officers. Second, COPS
MORE grantees were obligated to
acquire and implement technology, to
hire civilians, or (under 1995 grants
only) lo manage officers’ overtime.
thereby permitting the redeployment of
officers or full-time equivalents {FTEs)
to community policing. Third, to ac-
commodate the demands of community
policing, most agencies needed to
change their organizations in various
ways—uan explicit objective of the

COPS program. -

As shown in the center of exhibit 1.
successful Jocal implementation was
to include advancement of three pro-
grammatic community policing objec-
tives specified by the COPS Office:
problem solving, building partner-
shipe with the community, and panici-

pating in prevention programs. In turn,
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grantees’ expanded pursuit of those

objectives affect local criminal justice

ggencies and other units of local
government.

" The processes described above are the
subjects of this Research in Brief, As
a process evaluation, this study sels
aside questions of comimunity impact,
represented in the shaded sector of the
exhibit: how police and community ac-
tions stimulated by the COPS program
affected levels of community satisfac-
tion with police, fear of erime, social
and physical quality of life, levels of
serious crime, etc. More specifically,
this report addreases the seven major
questions noted in the accompanying
sidebar (see “Major Questions Ad-
dressed by the National Evaluation”on
page 7). ' :

The anawers 1o those questions were -
shaped by the history of the COPS
program and its roots in presidential
politics, academia, policing practice,
and Federzl assistance programs to
local law enforcement and criminal
justice agencies. Therefore, before

this report addresses those evaluation

questions, a review of the salient as-
pects of COPS history and roots is
appropriate,

The COPS program and
its roots

The COPS program can be viewed as
the confluence of two forces. First, the
1992 presidential campaign occurred
when public confidence in the ability
of government to control crime was
low, fear of crime was high, and resis-
tance to Federal budget increases was
even higher. In such a climate, a pro-
gram to “put 100,000 officers on the
streel” made sense, especially if done
with a display of Federal efficiency at
minimal cost. '

Second, over the preceding two de-
cades, some students and practitioners
of policing had begun to develop ideas
that collectively became known as
“community policing.” The meaning of
the tcrm was fuzzy—as many believe it

. should be because its essence invelves

tailoring program specifics to local
needs and resources. Nevertheless, a
consensus was emerging that commu-
nity policing had five main ingredients:
solving underlying problems that’
linked seemingly unrelated incidents
of crime and disorder instead of re-
sponding to them one by one; deem-
jphasizing routine palrol and rapid
response as pnmary crimefighting

tools; involving the communities being |
policed as partners in identifying prob- .

lems and planning or even executing
responses: preventing crime through
strategies for socializing children
and youth and for making high-crime
places safer; and changing organiza-
tions 1o support the other goals.

From the standpoint of many police
executives, a program that combined
community pelicing with additional
officers had both positive and negative
aspects, Community policing encour-
aged police to share crime reduction
responstbilities with other segments
of their jurisdictions. Additional re--
sources are generally seen as useful,
but involving other partners in decid-
ing how to use them can raise sensitive
issues. Similarly, while st the time
“more technology and more civilian
employees™ was herdly a politically

viable Federal response to the Nation’s |

fear and outrage over crime, several
prominent police chiefs and mayors
were arguing that those resources
would be more useful than additional
officers.

For several years beginning in
the Bush administration, the U.S.

IR 4 WHBR
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Depaniment of Justice and other Fed- .
eral depariments had begun to rethink
the mechanisms for distributing Fed-
eral {inancial assistance. Grant pro-
grams had begun inching toward
bypassing States to deal directly with
local governments, reducing adminis-
trative burdens, and lowering categori- -
eal boundaries on how funds could be
used. The difficult question was how
to support local priorities in less con-
straining ways without giving up all
Federsl leverage for shaping those
priorities. Early programmatic eieps

"in this direction included the Bush

administration’s Operation Weed and
Seed and the Clinton admivistration’s
early Project PACT and Comprehen-

sive Communities Program.

These factors challenged the COPS -
program with an extremely ambitious
goal: encouraging law enforcement
agencies across the Nation to hire
100,000 officers and 1o adopt commu-
nity policing as a guiding philoso-
phy—without raising the Federal
budget deficit. Theze objectives com-
pete, because burdensome measures
taken to monitor compliance with the

community policing requirement eoculd

diminish the auractiveness of the
grants. Yet failure to monitor compli-
ance raises the danger that a program
intended to increase the number of
agencies doing community policing
may reduce the gquality of the commu-
nity policing they do. '

At the urging of eevera! influential
police chiefs who placed higher prior- -
ity on aequiring technology and hiring
civilians than on hiring new officers,
the COPS MORE program was created
to support these alternative resources.
However, the statute obligated the
COPS Office to require applicants 1o
demanstrate that the productivity gains
associated with these resourcea would
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permit ihe redeployment of existing
officers 1o the street at least as cost-
eflectively as hiring grants. Other ben-
efits of civilians or technology were
icrelevant under the statute. Lacking
an expenence base for estimating the

productivity gains, most applicants
succeeded in projecling that redeploy-
ment would occur cost-effectively.
However, achieving the projected
redeployment becamé contingent

on grantees’ ability to implement

iBE 5 MWBE

technologies that were sometimes _
unfa-miliar and, in the case of one key

~ technology—wireless transmiszion of

field reports—essentially unavailable
at the stant of the COPS program.
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Senior Justice Department officials
concluded that demonstrating effec-
tiveness of the Federal Government in
this complex mission required a new
organization doing business in new
ways. Therefore, a new Office of Com-
munity Oriented Policing Services was
created within weeks nfter pa_ssége of
the Crime Act and quickly became
known as the COPS Office. The new
agency undertook the heroic task of
staffing up, announcing the COPS pro-
gram to some 19,000 eligible grantee '
agencies, assuring that applications
complied with programmatic require-
ments, and making award decisions,
ail within a few montha.

The COPS Oflice succeeded in pro-
cessing more than 10,000 grant awards
in its first 4 months. While the early
rounds of that work were completed
before the national evaluation began,
the design and implementation of the
evaluation relied heavily on COPS
Office manual and automated records.
During that work, evaluators found
that grant files typically showed evi-
dence of fairly thorough eligibility and
programmatic review. The high accu-
racy levels of COPS Office records -
greatly facilitated our work.

COPS grants were not exempt from
standard Department of Justice budget
revicw and administrative require-

meuts, which are administered by the

QC. For the relatively simple hiring
granis, the combined COPS Office/OC
process required about 7 months on
average from application submission
to signed acceptance of those awards.
During startup, the COPS Office at-
tempted to reduce this delay with an
“accelerated” procedure that permit-
ted agencies to hire officers after
receiving an announcement letter
but hefore formal obligation of grant

awards; 50 percent of AHEAD grant-
ees and 35 percent of FAST grantees
reporied using this procedure. In some
jurisdictions, local rules prevented
agencies from hiring new officers
before the official award

Formal review and approva_l of the
more complex COPS MORE grants -
required an average of 11imonths,
even under normal circumstances.

‘For many grantees, this delay was

prolonged between October 1995 and
April 1996 while a Federal budget dis-
pute shut down OC grant reviews and
left the COPS budgst in doubt. Conse-
quently, an average of 16 months

 elapsed for 1995 MORE applicants

between application subniission and
signed acceptanee of the awards.

During debates over the 1994 Crime
Act, a Local Law Enforcement Block

_ Grant {LLEBG) program had been pro-

posed unsuceessfully by Republicans

as an alternative to the COPS program.:

After the 1994 elections, the LLEBG

" initiative resurfaced and COPS pro-

gram authorizations were reduced by
about $500 million in the fiscal 1996
and subsequent budgets, with the

" $500 millivn repmurammed to

LLEBG. This reprogramming raised
concemns that LLEBG, with its Jower
match requirement of only 10 percent
and fewer restrictions on how funds
could be spent, would reduce locali-
ties’ interest in COPS grants.

Despite these difficulties, the COPS
Office “customer satisfaction” orienta-
tion succeeded at the outset with small

. agencies (i.e., those serving jurisdic~

lions of Jess than 50,000). Among
small-agency Wave 1 survey respan-

dents with prior Federal grant expén- -

ence, nearly 80 percent described
COPS epplication and administration

SEE 6 HES

2
)

as simpler than others, as of 1996.
This compared with 40-50 percent
among large agencies, which faced

* moare elaborate application require-

ments, especially among MORE
grantees, who had suffered the moet
consequences of the Federal budget
confrontation and whose applications
required more elaborate review.

As startup difficilties were sur-

mounted, the COPS Office shifted its

focus to program operations, which

. were intended to encourage implemen-

tation of community policing and new
technology and 1o foster compliance
with administrative regulations. The
office expanded the Community Folic-
ing Conseortium, which the Bureau of
Justice As=istance had created in .

~ 1993 10 advance community policing,
- end created Innovative Community

Oriented Policing programs. Some of

- those programs were intended to de-

velop innovative approaches to such.
problems as gangs, domestic violence.
and methamphetamine, Others were
intended to advance community polic-
ing in special environments, such as
schools and distrensed neighborhcods,

.10 advance problem-solving skills,

and to advance community policing
through supportive organizational in-

" novations. Finally, the COPS-funded

RCPlIs brought academic, practitioner,
and community perspectives to bear
on training and loca! innovation for

‘community policing,

To foster compliance with administra-
tive regulations, five unils were in-

- volved. The COPS Office Legal

Division defined complisnce by inter-
preting Tille I, writing regulations,
and applying them to specific local
circemstances. The Grants Division
informed the field about requirements,

‘reviewed applications for compliance,
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- l Major questtons addressed by the natlonal evaluatlon

: How dnd Iocai agenues re- -
' 'spond to.the exchange offered by

o dressed thns qQuestion pfima nly thr0ugh
fthree waves of national- IeIephonE! sur~- '
- veys. Wave 1 lnter\rlewed a. random

.'-‘sampFe of law enfercament agences of y '
'_-all ypes and sizes, selected in May 1596 .

and stranf ed'to overrepresent COPS hir-
ing grantees, MORE grantees, and the
_nongrantees that were sénving ]UI’ISdlC- T
tions.of more rhan 50,000, Wave 2 |nter-

wewed a new samp!e ofagenoes whose - :
first COPS award was a 1996 UHP.grant =
‘and remterwewed members of the Wave °

1 MORE subsarnple with granrs for g fno-
bite' conputing technology Waved.
L remter\newed the’ muntc|pal and county
fpohce agencres that were lntemewed in

 Wave 1 and gither (a} belonged tothe
. Wave 1 nongrantee or hiring grantee -
- _'_'.subsamp!es and served |unsd|ctlons of -
~. more than 50,000 or { b) bek:.nged to
""the Wave 1 MORE subsample regardless
of jurisdiction size, Under Sibcontract; -
- the. Natlonal Oplnlon Research Corpora
- tion colfected the Wave 1- data i mn, Octo—
: ‘--f.ber-November 1996, Wave 2in .-

Septembér—October 1997; and Wave 3in. -

, June—-Ju!y 1998 During June—JuIy2000

. Wave 4 reiniterviewed all agendies intef- - -
- \.rlewed in Wa\.ret ‘Additional mformatlon_ s

< care’to fight dunng site visitstd 30,

. grantee agencies;. conducted between L

E early 1956 and 1998 by teams of re-
. searchers and p-ohce pract-boners.

2 What distribution of cops funds '
resulted from localltes’ appllcatlan
- dEGSIOI'IS through the end of T 9977 -

: Analyses of COPS Ofﬂce grant manage .
.. ment databases addressed that question. - -~
The analyses were updated Several nmes )

. between February 1995 and March
1998 :

.- what were their expectatlons for: re- _

“talning the’ CoPS-funded offucers? We

. "addressed the hiring questlon pnrnanly T

 throtigh the Wave 1 survey, the retentioh ! -
~‘question pri imarily in the Wave 3 survey;

and gathered supplemental |nformanon T

~ on both matters on site visits. The. Wave o

: |$5ues

" “achieving the prmected redepluy~ -
mid-15987 An o .
~ analysis of a répragentative sample of 438
" -grant files for 1995 MORE awards ascer- CoL
*tained what types of 1echnology were -
T awarded in the first year of tie progra'n o
" 4mplémentation progress was. the prrmary -
focus of the Wave 2 survey of all 183~
" 1995 MORE grantees that recewed
! MORE-funded mobile computers, the -
7 most commonly dwarded type of tech- " & -
. nology Far all types of techne!ogy, The

3 How dud COPS hlrmg grantees Bg

© . complish, their hiring and deployment-,:'_ '3
" the COPS pmgram" The-évaldation. ad-- . '

ohjectives through mid-1998.r and. .

4 survey upd-ated lnforrnatton on both

4 How did cors MORE, grantees suc-
ceedi in acquirrng and umplementlng

ment targets throug

Wave 3 survey, opdated this, mformatlon -

-.b.S What mcreases in’ po!lcmg Ieve!s
.were pro;ected and achieved byl Ioca! o

agencies uslng coPs resources? Toes
timate increases through 1998 based on 7
grants awarded through 1997, survey: -

" based estimates &f hlnng progress, tech-
" nology implementation, and retention *.. .

expectations were applied to the projec- . -

. tons in COPS Office data. As abenchs - . -

" mark, we performed ume-senes analyses
" of 1989-95 data on swarn force size re- ..

- potedin annua! Unn‘orm Cnme Repors VLT
'-'."(UCR) - . IO
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i+ award counts as'of May 12, 1999, when
. the White H0use'announced achigve-
" ment of the goal offundlng 100,000
. -_-pohce offic cers. We plan to. update this
esllmate based on the Wave 4 sun.rey

o For a prelrmmary esnmate of long -term
: -mcreases in pelncmg Ievets due o COPS

. ‘eg; to COPS Ofﬁce grant

N Towhat extent h.ad the COP'S B
- .pmgram succeeded by mid-1998 i tn
o encouragung grantees to buuld part-

. nerships with. commtinities, adopt
R problem-sr;-lvmg strategres, and par-'
ticipate In’ pre\rentlon programs? To -
. lrace this.evoliition on a national basis, alt
" three srmrey Wiives contained a'checklist
of tactics in, support of these objectives.
e We compared gramee and nongrantee

: 2gendies” -official statements on the ex- .
Ctentto. wh.ch these tacms were in place
co before 1995 were begun or expanded
- fater, @nd were suppcrted by. COPS

C _funds 'rhrough mig-1998, Obserwng the o

round trath; behmd the surveyre-

+* ‘sporisés wias a primary purpose af pro-".
_'grammatrcsrte assessments rn 30 grantee '
" by asking all respondents abait all their ¥ - IR

" * MQRE grants; regardiess of how the- .. :f._" -
agency was selected at Wave. 1 or when e
rhelr MORE grants were awarded

agencres SRS

" To what extent dsd grantaes’
e organizatlons drange through 1998
~ -to support and sustain communlty
' _poﬁdng? We obtathed: natlonal proﬁles
-of orgamzanonal change using the survey
: mewodelogy we adopted for program-
. matic change and observed “ground
" truth® during sité visits. In addition, the
- question was addmessed through 10 case
- . studies conducted Linder subcontract by. .
‘the Police Managernent Program’ of 1he
Ke '_edy School cf Govemment s
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and assigned grant advisors to main-
tain regular telephone contact. The
Monitoring Division monitored compli-
ance through site visils to 432 grantees
in 1998, with a planned expansion to
900 in 1999. The OC established a
separate branch to monitor compliance
with financial and administrative re-
quirements and to monitor the ad-
equacy of grantees' accounting and
administrative controls. The Office of
the Inspector General (OIG) audited
COPS grantees ansite in search of pos-
sible violations of the Title I statute.

Between 1996 and 1998, as the COPS
Office process of awarding grants '
vielded some of the center stage to
compliance activities, the satisfaction
of large local/county agencies with
COPS Office operations declined
somewhat. The percentage of hiring
grantees describing COPS grants as
easier than others to administer de-
clined from 63 to 47 between 1996

and 1998, Although nearly 90 percent

continued to describe their grant advi-
sors as helpful, the percentage who
found them “easy ta reach™ dropped
from 81 to 74 percent.

COPS application decisions

This section describes who partici-
pated in local decisions to apply, what
conaiderations weighed in their deci-
stons, and what their future applica- .
. tion plans were as of 1998.

Who participated in agencies’
application decisions?

Law enforcement agencies’ decisions
to apply for Federal grants are typi-
cally a fairly closed process, involving
the chief law enforcement executive,
elected officials or their staffs, and.

in larger agencies, the unit that will
administer the grant and the agency
grani manager, if one exists. Yet

many believe that community policing
initiatives are more likely to succeed
with broad and deep participation in
planning throughout the agency.

For COPS applications, agencies’ chief
executives were reportedly involved in
virtually all decisions and elected offi-
cials in more than 80 percent. Accord-
ing to the Wave 1 survey, about half
the agencies brought sergeants into the
application decisions, nearly 40 per-
cent involved patrol officers, and vari-
ous segments of the community were
brought into 20 ta 45 percent of deci-
sions. Less than 25 percent involved
union representatives. Despite COPS
Office success in aimplifying applica-
tion procedures, some 40 percent of
applicants nevertheless involved con-
sultants in the spplication process.

Which agencies became
grantees, and why?

An eatimated 19,175 law enforcement
agencies were eligible for COPS
grants. This estimate was obtained by
merging law enforcement agency lists
maintained by the Bureau of Justice
Statistics, the FBI's National Crime
Information Center, the UCR Section,
and the COPS Office. Duplicate re-
cords were removed and agencies that
appeared to be ineligible deleted. Of
these agencies, 10,537 {55 percent)
requested and réceived at least gne -
COPS gxant by the end of 1997. Of
grant recipients, 761, or about 7 per-

" cent, had withdrawn by March 1998,

After the COPS startup period, when

_ short application deadlines and related

local logistical problems diacouraged
some agencies from applying immedi-

_ately, financial considerations became

the primary influence on agencies'
decisions not to apply. Financial con-
cemns during the grant period—zihe
explicit 25 percent match requirement
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and the implicit match needed to cover
annusal salary and fringe benefits ex-
ceeding 233,333 and collateral costs -
of an officer. such as training and
equipment~—were the most.commonly
mentioned reasons given in 1996 by
agencies for their decisions not to
apply in 1995, By mid-1998, concem
aver the cost of retaining the officers
after grant expiration was the primary
influence on decisions not to apply,
and this concermn also led to an esti-
mated 40 percent of the agency with-
drawals, At that time, the nature of the
retention requirement was unclear: the

1.8, Depanment of Justice had not an-

nounced the length of the required re-
tention period (one complete budget
cycle alter grant expiration}, and we
believe the prevailing asgumptton was .
a much longer and more coetly period.

Resiatance to community policing was
not a significant deterrent to applying
for COPS granis. Objecuons to com-
munity policing or 1o Federa! grants
in general were mentionéd by only 8
percent of respondents. Moreover, 88
percent of the laxgest agencies in our
sample that had received LLEBG
funds reported that they were using
them lo supporl community policing
even though there was no requirement

to do so. It appears that by covering

collateral costs not covered by COPS
grants, the advent of LLEBG may have
encouraged participation in the COPS
program. '

What are agencies’ future
application plans? .

In June~July 1998, the program re-
mained popular among grantees:

74 percent of local/county grantees
stated they were planning to apply for
at least one additional COPS grant in
1998 or 1999, a5 were 66 percent of
small agencies (jurisdictions of less

than 50,000}, 78 percent of medium-
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size agencies (50,001-150,000), and
89 percent of large agencies (150,001
or niore). Among the prospective
applicants, MORE technolagy grants
were resoundingly popular: 20 percent
planned to apply for that type only,
and an additional 41 percent planned
to request MORE-funded technology
in combination with officer hiring,
civilians, or both. The most popular
combination was technology plus
sworn officers {25 percent of prospec-
tive applicants). Six percent planned
to apply for hiring grants only, and

3 percent for civilians only.

As with prior application decisions, fi-
nancial considerations strongly influ-
ence future intentions. Of the large
local/county agencies surveyed in
Wave 3. the local match requirement
was described as “very importamt™ by
55 percent of the agencies, restrictions
on allowable purposes for which grant
funds could be spent by 48 percent,
restrictions on allawable types of re-
sotrces by 43 percent, and uncovered
collateral costs by 40 percent.

Distribution of COPS funds

This section summarizes the number
and dollar amounts of COPS grant
awards and their distribution pattern.

. What is the total value of COPS

grants for increasing the level of
policing? '

By the end of 1997, according to COPS
Office records, awards had been an-
nounced of 18,138 grants worth $3.42
billion, Of those, 754 were for innova-
tive programs. The remaining 17,384

‘grants were intended to increase the

level of policing. They carried a total
of $3.388 billion in awards: ebout 16
percent under COPS MORE, and 84
percent under hiring grant programs

~ including PHS and COPS Phase L.

These programs, plus FAST, AHEAD,
and UHP supported the hiving of
approximately 41,000 officers. COPS
MORE supported the acquisition of
other resources {primarily technology
and civilians) whose productivity was
projected to yield the FTE of approxi-
mately 22,400 additional officers for at

least 3 years, for a total of 63,400 offic-

ers and equivalenta.

By May 12, 1999, according to COPS
Office press releases, another $1.9 bil-
lion had been awarded, about 74 per-
cent under hiring grants and the
remainder under MORE, At a cer-
emany that day, the White House
announced thst the goal of funding
100,000 police officers had been
reached. By then, the COPS Office
and its predecessors had awarded an
estimated $4.27 billion in hiring
grants and another $1.017 billion in
MORE grants, for a total of £5.387 bil-
lion, exclusive of innovative program
support. These funds supported the
hiring of 60,900 officers and the ac-
quisition of other resources projected
to yield 39,600 FTEs of officer time
through productivity gains.

How were COPS funds
distributed? :

Eligible agencies’ application deci-
sions led to significant vanation by
region, but regional patterns differed
depending on how they were mea-
sured, The Pacific region ranked first
in terms of the percentage of eligible
agencies receiving grants but third in
terms of COPS dollars awarded per
capita and sixth in terms of COPS
dollars per crime. The Mid-Atlantic
region ranked eighth in terms of
agency participation but first on both

the per capita and per crimé rmeasures.

- Of all agencies pelected for awardz by
- the end of 1997, 4 percent served core
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city jurisdictions (i.e.. central cities of
Cencus Bureau Metropolitan Statist;-
cal Areas), which are home to 27 per-
cent of the U.S. populalion. They
received 40 percent of COPS dollar
awards for all programs combined, and
62 percent of all COPS MORE funds.
On sverage nationwide, core cities re-.
ceived substantially Jarger awards per
10,000 residents ($151.631) than did
the rest of the country ($86,504). How-
ever, their average award per 1,004 in-
dex crimes (£184,980) was less than
two-thirds the average for the rest of
the country ($299.963).

Which types of agencies received
the most COPS grants?
Some 75 percent of hiring and MORE

funds went to local or county agencies.

15 percent to sheriffs and State police
agencies, and the remainder to a vari-
ety of epecial jurisdictions. As re-
quired by Title I, dollars awarded were
approximately evenly split between
jurdsdictions with populations of more
than150,000 and smaller jurisdictions.

The growth in awards during 1996 and
1997 was driven largely by repeat
awards to exisling grantees rather than
by first awards 10 new grantees, By the
end of 1997, $1.42 billion, or 47 per-
cent of all funds designated for award.
had been allocated to agencies with
four or more grants. As a resull, the
distribution of COPS funds became
skewed, 30 that through 1998 the

1 percent of prantee agencies with the
largest grants had received 41 percent
of grant funds. : -

Did COPS funds go where the
crime was? .
Awards to repeat grantees helped to
focus cumulative COPS awards on
jurisdictions that suffer dispropoition-
ately from serious crime. Of the 8,052
UCR contributors that had received
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at least one hiring grant by December
1997 or one MORE grant by June
1998, the 1 percent with the largest
1997 murder counts received 32 per-
cent of all funds awarded through the
end of 1997, including grants to non-
UCR contrtbutors. The 10 percent with
the highest murder counts recejved
50 percent of total COPS awards, A
nearly identical psttem occurred with
respect to robbery. '

Officer hiring, deployment,
and retenfion planning

After the COPS Office announced
awards, OC reviewed and approved

the budget and obligated the Federal
funds. Following OC approval and ob-
ligation of the funds, the COPS Office
mailed & formal award package in-
forming grantees of all conditions.
Grantees were allowed te draw down
{unds only after they had retumed a
signed acceptance of the award and
conditions to the COPS Office. For the
hiring granis, in which conditions were
fairly standard and most OC review
issues involved merely calculation of
salary and [ringe benefits, these pro-
cesses moved fairly emoothly, even
through the Federal budget dispute
and Government shutdown in 1995-
96. During those years, the mean
elapsed time between COPS Office
receipt of the application and meiling
the award package to the grantee was
149-154 days for hiring programs, and
grantees who had returmed their signed
acceplances by mid-1997 did so in an
average of 70-75 days, for a total
elapsed time of about 224 days.

" How did officer hising and
deployment proceed?
Once funds became obligated and
available to spend, hiring of COPS-
funded officers proceeded smoothly
throughout the entire 1996-98

observation perioed. In 1996, more than
95 percent of agencies reporied hinng
their officers within 10-12 months of
award obligation. As of June 1998, 83
percent of medium and large local/
county grantees reported they had
hired all their officers funded through
the end of 1997. Nearly 70 percent of
them reported that all of their officers
had finished training and begun work-
ing in their first regular assignments.
All the agencies reported that they ex-
pected to have 100 percent of their of-
ficers awarded through 1997 on the
sireet by June 2000.

As of the 1996 Wave 1 survey, half of
all small-agency (COPS FAST) grant-

ees reporied deploying their new offic-
ers directly to community policing and

38 percent assigned them to “backfill”

in routine patral assignments for more
experienced officers redeployed to

community policing. About 68 percent -

of medium- and large-agency (COPS
AHEAD) grantees reported using the
backfill strategy. which the COPS Of-

fice recommended.

How are COPS-funded officers
spending their time? '

Two of the three prime components

of community policing articulated by
the COPS Office—partnership build-
ing and problem solving—were the
most commonly expected uses of
COPS-funded officers’ tlime; each

was mentioned by about 40 percent of
the medium and large tocal/county

agencies in the Wave 3 sample. About

26 percent of those agencies reported
their COPS-funded officers would

' spend subslantial amounts of time on

“quality of life” polisipg, a style some

believe requires strong control by the
community if it is not to undermine
community partnership building. Rou-
tine patrol and “squeezing in proactive

‘wark” were hoth mentioned by around
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30 percent of agencies. The COPS-
funded officers were expected Lo spend '
substantial time on routine patrol -

by 40 percent of the agencies with
agencywide community poliging and
by 24 percent of agencies with special-
ized community policing units. Some
23 percent of the egencies reported
their COPS-funded officers would
apend af least some of their fime on
undercover and Lactical assignments, '
and 35 percent expected them to
spend at least some time on adminis-
trative or technical assignments.

As an indirect measure of COPS-
funded officers’ aclivities, we asked
how those activities were affecting
other agencies. Among the large local/
county grantees, 83 percent reported
greater demands on code enforcement
and senilation agencies; 83 percent re-
ported greater demands on community
organizations and businesses: and 66
percent reported greater demands on
agencies that deal with violence in the
home. These impacts are consistent
with direct reports of strong emphasis
on problem solving and partnership
building, along with referrals of do-

‘mestic violence cases.

How were agencies planning to
retain the COPS-funded
officers as of 15987

' Through the 3-year hiring grant peri-

ods, 98 percent of respondents re-
ported they had either kept their
COPS-fundéd officers on staff or re-
placed departed officers expeditiously.
At the time of the Wave 3 survey in
1998, our aample contained few agen-
cies with expired grants. Therefore,
f[indings are limited to plans and
expectations regarding retention, not
actual retention experience.

The Weve 3 survey was conducted

_ before the COPS Office announced the
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lengih of grantees’ retention commit-
ment: compliance with the retention
tequirement requires keeping grant-
funded officer positions filled using lo-
cal funds for at least one budget cycle
beyond grant expiration. Despite the
uncertainty, approximately 66 percent
of Wave 3 respondents reported they
were “certain” their agencies would
retain the COPS-funded officers when
their grants expired. Another 24 per-
cent indicated they were “slmost posi-
tive” they would retain the officers;

6 percent were “pretty sure”; only 4
percent stated they were “not sure at
all.”

Next, respondents were asked whether
they agreed or disagreed with a series

. of statemeénts intended ta describe in
more detail their expectations shout
how their agencies would retain the
COP5-funded officers. About 95 pex-
cent reported that the COPS-funded
officers either were or would be part of -
the agency’s base budget by the time
the grant expiregd. About 52 percent
stated they were uncertain about long-
term retention plans. Only 10 percent
of the respondents reported that de-
spite the “good faith effort” required
as a grant condition, unforeseen condi-
tions were likely to keep their agencies
from retaining all of the positions,

Other common responses are difficult
to interpret and suggest that despite
extensive COPS Office eflorts 1o edu-
cate agencies about the retention re-
quirement, the persons authorized to
speak to our interviewers on behalf of
the agency may have been uncertain
about what the requirement entailed.
About 37 percent reported expecting
that the COPS-funded officers would
be retained by “using positions that
open up” {i.e., through attrition, indi-
cating an intention to retain the COPS-
funded officers but not the positions).’
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About 20 percent reported expecting
that the COPS-funded officers would
be retained by cutting back positions
elsewhere, a plan that would constitute
supplanting under many common
conditions: 5 percent agreed that the
COPS-funded officers were likely to be
retained both through attrition and by
cutbacks elsewhere. Now'that the re-
tention requirement has been spelled
out in more detail, we are reexamining
long-term retention plans in the Wave
4 survey.

Implementing MORE and
achieving productivity gains

COPS MORE was a pivotal component
of the COPS program. From the
administration’s perspective, MORE
was key because it accounted for 39
percent of the 100,000-officer total but
only 19 percent of the COPS budget.
From the grantees’ perspeclive,
MORE-funded resources. especially
technology, were extremely attractive
because they promised a variety of lo-
cal benefits without the burden of
postgrant retention costs that new of-
Rcers carried. This section describes
what is being acquired with COPS
MORE awards, how implementation
of MORE-funded technology and
achievement of productivity gains is
proceeding, and how MORE-funded

~ civilians are being integrated into

grantee agencies.

How are COPS MORE funds
being allocated and used?

" COPS MORE has heen especially

popular with large jurisdictions, and
awards have been more heavily con-
centrated than hiring grant awards in
relatively few agencies. Of the 17
agencies serving populations of more
than 1 million, 33 percent had re-

* ceived ot least one COPS MORE grant

by the end of 1998, compared with just
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5 pcﬁ:enl of agencies serving popula-

tions less than 25,000, By the end of
1997, the 1 percent of grantees with

the largest MORE grants had received

48 percent of the $528 million award-
ed 1o that point, compared with 37 per-

- cent for the largest hirng grantees.

The concentration of large MORE
granis was even greater among local/
county agencies, and it increased
slightly during 1998,

In 1996, the General Accounting Of-
fice reported that technalogy absorbed
just over half of 1995 COPS MORE
resources, civilians somewhst less,
and overtime less than 10 percent.
Overtime was not supported by COPS
MORE after that year. By 1993, 38

. percent of MORE grantees had been

funded exclusively for technology,
another 44 percent for both technology
and civilians, and 5 percent for tech-
nology, civilians. and averiime.

What Is the relationship between
COPS MORE grants and counts of
officers? '
To receive a MORE pgrant, an appli-
cant had 1o produce a credible projec-
tion that the funded resources would
vield at feast four FTEs in increased
productivity per 100,000 of grant
funds—the rate at which Federal
COPS {unds supported officer hiring,
On average, in a random sample of
1995 MORE grant applicaticns, civil-
iane were projected to yield 4.54 FTEs
per $100,000, largely through replacc-
ment of officers on a one-for-one basis. |
Technology projections averaged 6.12
FTEs per $100,000

Starting in 1996, the COPS Office
began converting dollars from

MORE technology grants to projected
FTEs at the four-per-$100.000 mini-
mum needed to demonstrate cost-
effectiveness—a more conservative
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assumption than epplicants’ projec-
tions. The conservative projections

~ were used in COPS Office estimates of

total FTEs funded and were the stan-
dard of accountability imposed on
graniees. Even under the conservative
assumption, technology aceounts for
64 percent of total productivity gains
projected for COPS MORE.

implementation of MORE-funded
technology - '
Starting with the budget review and
funding abligation process, COPS
MOREF. technology implementation was
problematic. Because of the additional
cornplexity of COPS MORE plans and
budgets, Federal processing of applica-
tions required at least 4 months longer
than hiring grants. For 1996 appli-
cants, the average time between receiv-
ing a MORE application at the COPS
Office and mailing the award package
to the grantee was 269 days. compared
with 149 days far hinng programs.

Between October 1995 and April
1996, the MORE award process was

- stretched out even further by a Federal
budget confrontation. A Government
shutdown halted OC review of 1995
applications in the pipeline. Also, un-
certainty over the fiscal 1996 COPS
Office budget delayed award decisions
an applications received just before
the September 30 end of fiscal 1995,
which had pushed the total requests
for fiscal 1995 beyond available
MORE resources. As a result, sutcess-
fu) 1995 MORE applicants waited an
average of 16 months between submit-
ting their applications and receiving
autharity to draw down funds.

What types of technology were
acquired and what redeployment
was projected? At the time of our
Wave 1 survey in 1996, few agencies
had received more than one MORE

‘grant, and so most local/county MORE

technology grantees were pursuing
only one type of technology. By far the
most common was mobile computers,
being implemented by an estimated 60
percent of these agencies, followed by
management/administrative computers
(23 percent) and bocking/arraignment
technology (10 percent). Some agen-

cies were pursuing telephone reporting

systems (2 percent), Computer Aided
Dispatch (CAD) systems (1 percent),
and other technologies such as geo-
mapping and reverse 911 systems. -

- By 1998, many MORE agencies were

implementing more than one type of
technology. Therefore, the percentage
of agencies implementing each tech-
nology type had grown to 79 percent

for mobile computers, to 45 percent for

management/administrative comput-
ers, to 12 percent for CAD systems
and booking/arraignment technology,
and to 6 percent for telephone repont-
ing systems. The 199698 changes
make clear that most CAD and tele-
phone reparting system projects were
begun more recently than most mabile
and management/administrative com-
puter projects.

Although automated COPS Office
records do not allow one to attribute
projected FTEs to specific technolo-.
gies, it was possible to compute the -
number of FTEe for categories of
MORE technology grantees based on
their combinations of funded technolo-

gies. These computations suggest that

the mobile computers were projected

to play an important role in increasing

productivity. Of 16,870 projected
FTEs funded through June 1998,

34 percent were generated by agencies
with mobile computers only, and

29 percent by agencies with a combi-
nation of mobile computers, menage-
ment/administrative computers, and
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other technologies. Only 24 percent
were projected to come from agencies
without mobile compuiers.

The knowledge base from which MORE
applicants could develop their projec-
tions of FTEs saved through productiv-
ity gains was sparse. For most of the
technologies, projectiona clustered
around 2.4 hours per officer per shift,
slightly more tlian the 2 hours used by
the COPS Office as an example in the
MORE application kit.

Haw rapidly is implementation
proceeding? Technology implemen-
tation was far from complete a¢ of
summet 1998, even by agencies whose
first COPS MORE grant was awarded
under the 1995 program. Among

those agencies, 61 percent reported
mansgement/administrative computers

were {ully operational, as did 47 per-

cent for telephone reporting systems,
45 percent for booking/arraignment
systems, 44 percent for mobile com-
puters, 39 percent for CAD systems,
and 65 percent for other technologies.
For computing technologies, imple-
mentation has procecded most rapidly
among small agencies: 50 percent of
agencies serving jurisdictions of less
than 50,000 have all mobile computers
operational, compared with 23 percent
of agencies with juriedictions of more
than 150,000. For management/
administralive computers, the compa-
rable percentages are 78 percent and
53 percenL '

Some management/administrative and
mobile computers were not operational
simply because they were purchased.
not long before the Wave 3 survey.
Nevertheless, for two reasons these fig-
ures probably nnderstate the adverse
effect of delays in mobile computer
implementation on achievement of
projected productivity increases. First,
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CAD and telephone system projects
began, on average, under more recent
grants than computer implementation.
Second, the one available time study
indicates that any projected mobile
computer productivity increases will
be due to wireless field reporting,
which eliminates trips to stations to
write reports—nol from wireless in-
quiry functions applicable to driver's
license, vehicle registration, and other
files. The inquiry capability produces
benefits such as improved officer
safely, elimination of waits for clear
voice-radio channels, and protection
from secanners but are unlikely to save
measurable officer time that can be re-
deployed to communiry policing. Yet,
to our knowledge, as of June 1999, no
major police department has achieved
departmentwide implemcntation of-
wireless field reporting, although three
are reportedly in the {inal phases of
testing. Therefore, all the agencies that
reported they had operational mobile
compuoters were referring to inquiry
capability, not wireless field reporting.

What productivity gains are be-
ing achieved and reallocated to
community policing?

Because of the delays in technolopy
implementation, the 1998 Wave 3 sur-
vey offers only a fragmentary basis for
comparing actual productivity gains
with those projected in MORE grant
applications. As of June 1998, MORE
grantees from 1995 expected to ach-
ieve only about 49 percent of the pro-
jected FTEs, but the Wave 3 sample
was not designed to produce a defini-
live natignal estimate. The estimate of
productivity gaing will be updated in a
future report based on the Wave 4 sur-
vey in 2000, when more grantees are

B expected to have experience with fully

operational technolagy.

What other benefits and costs of
technology are local agencies

experiencing?

Although prospects for achieving 100
percent of the projected productivity
geins are not encouraging at this time,
agencies report expecting or achieving
a variety of other benefils from their
mobile computers, even without wire-
less transmissjon capability. These
include:

» Automated ficld reporting: more
complete, accurate, and recent real-
time information and permanent
records; improved crime/data analy-
sie capability: more accurate/corn-
plete/timely records: improved
spelling/grammar/legibility: more
report writing: easier retrieval of in-
formation; shorler review process;
and reduced time for records stafl.

o Wircless query and response func-
tions: improved officer safety due-
fG Taster, more secure responses to
. queries regarding license plates,
vehicle regisirations, and persons;
gecure car-to-car communication:
and fewer demands on dispatchers.

s Increased effectiveness: higher clear-
awﬂmmﬂmﬁﬁﬁf
improved reports; better recovery
of s@rmr_quny; positive response
from community (though some re-
port adverse reactions from victims
and witneszes); more information
shanng across shifts; better commu-
nications with neighboring agen-
cies; better tracking of community
events; easier provision of informa-
tion to the public; and better prepa-
ration for court.

= Agency benefits: opportunity for staff
to learn computers; officer morale
booster (sometimes after a break-in
period); and expected financial sav-
ings in the long run.
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Agencies also experienced extra costs
with the new technology. The most
common were computer stafl ime, aye-
tem installation time, and time to train
personael in the use of the technolo-
gies. Time incurred by computer staff
and/or vendors was an especially com-
mon expense in agencies with ongoing
technology projects that MORE-
funded technology had to fit. Some

“agencies that anticipated the costs

included them in their initial grant
budgets without sacrificing the cost-

-effectiveness of their MORE programa.

Depending on technology type. 23 to
27 percent of MORE technology grant-
ees implementing the five mogt com-
mon technology categories reported
that unexpected implementation costs
increased the local cost of their MORE
grani= by at least 10 percent over the
maltch they had originally planned.

Not surprisingly. the likelihood of an
agency experiencing unexpected costs
jncreased as implementation pro-
gressed. The percentage reporting un-
expecied costs rose from 21 percent of

-agencies with mobile computers not

fully implemented to 31 percent of
agencies that had completed imple-
mentation. The percentage reporting
nnexpected cosls rose from Z2 percent
to 29 percent for agencies implement-
ing desktop computers, from 26 per-
cent to 43 peccent for CAD systems,
from 3 percent to 60 percent for
automated booking systems, and from
12 percent 1o 32 percent for telephone-
reporting systems. | ‘

Three categories of cost have been
especially problematic for agencies
funded for mobile computers, espe-
cially those pursuing wireiesa field
reporting. These are upgraded tele-
communicatjons capacity; integration
of field reporting with existing (or
developing) records management
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systems; and vehicle mounts, which
were frequently designed from scratch.

Use of MORE-funded civilians
This section describes the functions
being performed by MORE-funded
civilians, civilisn hiring and retention,
and deployment of the officers re-
placed by the new civilians. ‘

How did hiring, deployment, and
retention of civilians proceed?
During 1993, the first year of COP3
MORE, the program awarded 8145
million to fund civilians to create 6,506
FTEs of sworn officer time. By June
1998, this amount had fiscn to $287.2
million to support 12,975 FTEs. At
that time, more than 80 percent of
srantee agencies reported hiaving com-
pleted their civilian hiring, and all ex-
pected to complete their civilian hiring
by the end of 1999, Sixty-four percent

of grantees reported that ail their eivil-

ian hires were still on stafl, and 80 per-
cent of the remainder reported that
they had replaced ali who had left. An
estimated 96 perceni reported that the
civilians were saving officer time. and,
for the four most common civilian posi-

tions, 73 10 80 percent of agencies re+

ported that their new civilians had
been used either to create a new posi-
tion or to increase the total number of
people in each position.

The MORE civilian program appears
1o have provided modest encourage-
ment to an ongoing trend toward
civilianization, Approximately 45 per-
ceit of MORE civilian grant recipients
claimed to be already in the process
“of civilianizalion when they received
their grants. The annual average in-
_crease in civilians between 1993 and
1997 (which span the early COPS
years) was 4 percent, up from 3 per-
cent annually over the preceding
3 years.

What functione are the MORE-
funded civilians performing?
MORE-funded civilians were hired 1o
increase resources for comrnumly po-
licing in four ways:

1. Shedding routine lasks from swom
officers to civilians, such as cleri-
cal/administrative positions (e.g..
typing, filing. scheduling duty ros-
ters, taking phone messages) and
recerd maintenz_mce.

2. Replacing sworn personnel in exist-
ing specialist positions, such as
desk/duty officers, dispatchers,
telephone reporting unit staff, and
evidencetechnicians.

3. Filling new or existing specialist
positions that are expected to im-
prove officer produetivity, such as
coniputer technicians. '

4, Staffing new community policing
positions, such as community coor-
dinators/organizers, domestic vio-
lence specialists, or CPTED (Crime
Prevention Through Enviranmental
Design) planners.

The most common assignments of
MORE-funded civilians were to cleri~
cal/administrative positions {43 per-
cent of agencies assigned at least some
civilians to such positions), dispatch-
ers {34 percent), and telephone re-

-sponse unit members (26 percent).

COPS effects on policing levels

The effect of the COPS program on
policing levels is the total of the two
components discussed in the preced-
ing sections. The first is sworn officers
hired through COPS grants and re-
tained after the grants expire. The sec-
‘ond is productivity gains, measured in
officer FTEs yielded by MORE-funded

resources. This report contains pre-

_ liminary estimstes of both effects,
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which should be treated with caution
for several reasons. First, anticipating
the Wave 4 survey, we did not design
Wave 3 to survey & representative
sample of small local/county agencies
or, indeed, any samples of other types
of agencies. Second, Wave 3 data were
collected at a time when grantees had
little actual cxperience on which to
base estimates of two key factors in the
projections: the percentage of hired.
officers that will be retained following
the required period and the actual
number of FTEs generated from re-
sourees acquired with COPS MORE
grants. The Wave 4 survey and other
data will be used to produce updated.,
move valid, estimates.

With these cautions in mind, we répon
estimates of COPS program impacts

~ as of two'points in time: the impact,

through the end of 1998, of grants
awarded through 1997; and the long-
term impact of grants awsrded through
May 12, 1999, the date the White
House announced that the goal of fund-
ing 100.000 officers had been met. '

How will COPS hiring grants
affect the number of law
enfarcement officers in the
United States?

'Wave 3 survey data was first used to

estimate the number of COPS-{unded
officers hired as of June 1998,
Through 1997, the COPS Office had
awarded hinng grants for 41,000 offic.
ers; survey restlts indicate that about
39,000 of them had heen hired. The
difference reflects grantee delays in
accepting awards, recruiting candi-
dates, and hiring officers.

This gross jncrease is partiatly offset
by delays in {illing vacancies for non-
COPS positions, and cross-hiring be-
tween agencies. Allowing for these
factors, we estimaie that the 41,000
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officers awarded by the COPS Office
as of the end of 1997 resulted in a na-
tional net increase of between 36,300
and 37,500 officers by the end of
1998, '

In the longer term, offsetting factors

- include certain federally approved
cuts in sworn force size and less-than-
complete retention of COPS-funded
positions beyond the 3-year grant pe-
riod. Given the uncenainty surround-

ing these factors, a best case scenario .

would have grantees retain 91 percent
of their new hires indefinitely, and a
worst case scenario would result in a
64 percent retention rate,

By May 1999, the COPS Office had
awarded agencies approximately
60,900 officers through hiring grants.
Under the best case scenario, these
awards will pruduce an estimated peak
effect of 57,200 officers by the year
2001 and, after postgrant attrition, the
permanént effect of the grants will sta-
bilize at an esfimated 55.400 officers
hy 2003. The minimum retention
scenario, in contrast, suggests that the
net impact of these awards will peak at
48,900 officers in 2000 but decline to
a permanent level of 39,000 by 2003.

How wilt COPS MORE grants
affect the number of FTE
officers redeployed through
increased productivity?

Estimates of time savings {rom MORE
grants-were based on the Wave 3 sur-
vey, which contained a representalive
sample of 1995 municipal and county
MORE grantees. To develop national
egtimates, we extra.po]ated the results
of these agencies to other types of
agencies and later cohorts of MORE
grantees. :

By the summer of 1998, the COPS
Office had awarded agencies 22,400

R-e. s e.ad r c.h

FTEs through MORE grants for civil-
ians and technology, and survey
results indicate that grantees had
redeployed 6,400 FTEs with these
grants. At that time, however, only

23 10 78 percent of MORE technology

. grantees (depending on agency popu-

lation category and type of technology)
described some or all components of
their technology as fully operational.
Thetefore, grantees were also asked to
estimate future productivity increases
they expected to achieve once all

grants were fully implemented.

‘.Agencies that had progressed the fur-

thest in making their technology op-
erational projected preductivity gains
that were smaller {60 percent of the
original projections} than those ex-
pected by MORE grantees as a whole
(72 percent of the original projections),
suggesting that agencies adjust their
expecied productivity gains downward
aa they gain more experience with op-
erational technology.

We used those figures to compute best
case and worst case interim estimates
but recognize the worst case egtimales
are based on only a partial subsample
that has substantial impiementation
experience. This subsample ie growing
and becoming more representative
over Hme, and 50 revisions of eati-
mates of MORE-supported productiv-
ity increases are planned in 2000
using Wave 4 survey data.

Using these assumptions and an esti-

" mated 3-year timeframe for full imple-

mentation by grantees, we estimate
that by the end of 1998, between
9,100 and 10,900 officers were rede-
ployed {rom resources funded by
MORE grants swarded by the end of
1997. If these implementation patterns
hold for post-1998 MORE grants, the
39,600 FTEs awarded as of May 1999

EE s mBY
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will result in the redeployment of be-
tween 23,800 and 28,500 FTEs by
2002.

What will be the combined
effect of hiring and MORE
grants awarded by May 1993

on the level of policing? '

By May 1999, the COPS Office had
awarded approximately 100,500 offic-
ers and officer equivalents through
hiring grants and MORE grants. Qur
estimates for the two types of grants
are combined in exhibit 2. Upper
bound projections based on June 1998
survey estimates of maximum officer
retention and maximum officer rede-
ployment suggest that these awards
will result in a peak pational net in-

crease of 84,600 officers by the year -
- 2001, before declining somewhat and

stabilizing at a pernanent level of
83,900 oficers by 2003, Lower bound
projections based on estimates of .
minimum officer retention and mini-

. mum officer redeployment suggest that

the COPS-supported increase in the
number of officers and FTEs deployed
at any point in time will peak at
69,000 officers in the year 2001 and

"decline to a permanent level of 62,700

by 2003.

Total COPS-funded FTEs added to po-
lice agencies throughout this period
will be greater than the number avail-
able during any particular year, espe-
cially if our lower bound projections
prove more aceurate, ln this regard,
the COPS program might be compared
with an “open house™ event. in which
the total number of visitors 1o the
event is larger than the number
present at any given point in time.

" Using this open house concept, we

estimate that COPS awards made
through May 1999 will result in the
tempordry or permanent hiring of
60,900 officern and the deployment of
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between 23,800 and 28,500 FTEs,
thereby adding between 84,700 and
89,400 FTEs to the Natian’s police
agencles at some point between] 994
and 2003, though not all these FTEs
will be simulianeously in service at
any single point in time.

Whether the program will ever in-
crease the number of officers to .
100,000 on the street at a single point
in time is not clear. The COPS Office
has continued t¢ award COPS grants
since May 1999. If the agency contin-
ues to award hiring and MORE grants
in the same proportions and our upper
bound projections are correct, roughly
19,000 additional officers and equiva-

lents awarded could be enough to
eventually produce an indefinite in-

crease of 100,000 offlicers on the

street. If the lower bound essumptions

———

are more accurate, the program may
require an additional 59,000 officers
and equivalents awarded 1o create a
lasking increase of 100.000 officers.
More definitive answers to these
guestions will be available following
completion of the Wave 4 survey in
2000. '

COPS and the style of
American policing

The COPS Office listed four principal

goals of community policing: building

police-community pannerships, prob-
lem salving, crime prevention, and
organizational support for these pro-
grammatic objectivea. The evaluation
used three approzches to observe how
the COPS program affected law en-
forcement agencies’ pursuit of these

_ gosls. First, at three points in time, the
‘national survey of agencies measured
agency representatives’ official state-
ments about the implementation status
in COPS grantee and nongrantee agen-
ciea of 47 tactics for pursuing these
abjectives, as well as the role of COPS
funds in grantees’ implementation of
thase tactics. Second, teams of police
practiioners and researchers visited .
30 sites, many twice, for programmalie

Exhibit 2. Estimates of COPS Impact on Levef of U.5. Policing

Awards through December 31, 1957

Awards through May 12, 1999

Officers Hired and Estimatad Net Hirad
 FTEs Redeployed of Aedeploysd
Funded (12/97) Gross (6/93)  Net {12/98) ' Funded Projection -
Proaram {1} (2) {3 i {4) Year {s)
Hiring 41,000 39,000 36,300-37,500 60,900 High
{PHS, COPS 2001 : 57,200
Phase |, FAST, 2003+ : 65,400
AHEAD, UHP) .
Low
2000 : 48,900
2003+ 139,000
MORE 22,4001 6,400 9,100—10,900 39,600 High
: - 2002+ 128,500
Low
2002+ 123,800
Total 63.400 45,400 45,400-48,400 100,500 High
: 2001 : 84,600
2003% : A3,900
~, Low
2001 : 69,000
2003+ 1 62,700

1 Nat ot 3,600 second- and third-year supplemants for retalning

+ As of June 1998,

+ Ingicatas “steady rate” projection, a.g., 2003* indicatas “or yaar 2003 and beyond™

civilians, which are included in COPS Offica records of 26,000 FTEs fundad.
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site assessments of the *ground truth”™
underlying agencies’ statements about
the tactics in use. Third, to explore the
roles of local Jendership and COPS re-
sources in facilitating community po--
licing mnnovations, 10 case studies
were conducted by a Kennedy School
of Government team.

Has the COPS program
advanced the adoption of
community palicing in the
United States?

The answer is “yes,” but it must be
quickly qualified. “Adoption of comn-
murity policing™ has very different
meanings in different jurisdictions,
.and COPS funds seem more likely to
have fueled movements that were al-
ready accelerating than to have caused
the acceleration.

Between 1995 and 1998, the use of n
number of tacties commonly labeled as
community policing swept the country
among grantees and nongrantees.
Among those that reportedly spread
the fastest were citizen police acad-

" emies; cooperative truaney programs
with schools; structured problem
solving along the lines of SARA
{Scanning, Analysis, Response, As-
sessment): and patrolling on foot, bike,
or other ransportation modes that of-
fered more potential than patrol cars
for interacting with citizens. Grantees
and nongrantees alike reported revis-

- ing their employee evaluation mea-
sures and their mission, vision, and
values statements to codify their ver-
sions of community policing. Packaged
prevention programs became almast
universal by 1998, such ag Neighbor-
hood Watch and drug resistance edu-
cation in schools, which in 1995 were
already among the most widespread
tactics commonly described as com-
munity policing.

R-e s e a r.¢c h

We have no messure of the extent to
which the COPS program played vari-
ous roles that may have indirectly en-
couraged nongraniees to adopt these
tactics. Possible mechanizms included
uaining and technical assistance
programs and matexials, publicizing
grantees’ community policing suc-
cesses, and acting as a catalyst that
encouraged grantees to demand more
community policing training from re-
gional and State academies.

The advancement of community polic-
ing among nongrantees offers some
weak evidence that the COPS program
provided fuel but not the launch pad
for the nationwide proliferation of
community policing tactics between

1995 and 1998.

With a few exceptions, COPS grantees’
reported use of community policing
tactics grew more repidly than did
n@_&? - However, the diffcrcfm.::
in reported adoption rates was statisti-
cally significant for relatively few:
joint crime prevention projects with
businesses, citizen surveys, tech-
niques for bringing the community
more fully into problem solving, and

bringing probation officers into prob- '
. lem-solving initiatives. Grantees

were significantly more likely than
nongrantees to report adopting late-
night recreation programs and victim -
assistance programs. Finally. grantees
were significantly more likely than
nongrantees to report instituting three
organizational changes in support of
community pelicing: new dispatch
rules to increase officers’ time_im their
beats, new rules to increase beat offic-
ers’ discretion, and revised employee -
evaluation measures.

In this information age. the community
policing vocabulary is well known.
Federal [unding rewards departments
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that profess the successful implemen-
tation of community policing prin-
ciples. In that context, survey findings
that agencies’ use of community polic-
ing tactics grew between 1995 and
1998 could merely reflect socially de-
sirable responses, at least for COPS
grantees, Our site vigits were intended
10 learn the ground truth behind the
survey reports and to shed light on the
different meanings that law enforce-
ment agencies aseign to strategies and
tactics that are commonly labeled as
coinmunity policing, Given the limited
time on site, one might expect it to be
difficult to separate the rhetoric of
community policing from the reality

of what Jaw enforcement agencies ac-
tually do. Indeed, it often was. There-
fore, the enonmous veriation detected
across sites in the operational mean-
ings of key community policing
concepts is especially telling.

This vaiation is described nexv

How are COPS grantees
building partnerships with
communities?

Problem-solving paﬁncrships for coor-
dinating the appropriate application of
a variety of resources are common-
place in many of the agencies visited.
Yet all 100 often, partnerships are in
name only, or simply standard, tempo-
rary working arrangements. Partner-

.ships with other law enforcement units

and agencies merely to launch short-
term crackdowns are not in the spirit
of problem solving or partnerships nor
are partnerships in which citizens and
business representatives are merely
“involved,” serving primarily as extra
eyes and ears a5 before. True commu-
nity partnerships, involving sharing
power and decisionmaking, are rare at
this time, found in only a few of the
flagship depariments. Other jursdic-
tions have begun to lay foundations for
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. true partnerships, however, and as

problem-solving partnerships mature
and evolve, the trust needed for power
sharing and joint decisionmaking may
emerge.

How are COPS grantees
implementing problem solving?
Cenainly, it appeared onsite that the
majority of agencies visited are en-
gaged in problem solving, although its
form and visibility vary widely (rom
agency lo agency. Some of the strongeat
features of problem solving that evalua-

tors observed included: the evolution of

problem solving from “special opera-
tions” 1o more complex activities that

"attack disorder and fear and require.

police to search for interventions other

than arrest; administrative systems that

recognize problem solving at multiple
seales and multiple levels within the
organizations; broadly distributed au-
-thonty to initiate problem-solving
“prajects™; systems to assess the im-
pact of particular projects and to leamn
from them: and the ability of the law
enforcement agency to engage other
government agencies in defining and
solving community problems.

In some jurisdictions, traditional en-
forcement and investigative activilies
are called problem solving under the
community policing umbrella when
these activities are directed toward
problerms the community has identified
a3 concerns. Problem-golving projects
dominated by enforcement actions.
however, rarely advance the objectives
of community policing, in that thiey

arc uplikely to either fix underlying
eauses or atiract the community aup-
port needed to matntain solutions.
Therefore, enforcement-based solutions
'to stubbom problems are likely to be

short term, although when successful,
they sometimes encourage residents to
reenter public spaces and begin devel-
oping more permanent solutions.

A visible sign of enforcement-based
problem solving is the'recent and
growing trend toward zero-tolerance
policing, a term also lacking consen-
gual definition. In the sites visited,
zero tolerance policies take different
forms. Some are manifested as zero
tolerance efforts of short duration (e.g..

operated for a few days each quarter or

once a year) with a narrow focus (e.g..
street drug dealing or public drinking
on the July 4) and within a cireum-
scribed area {e.g . high-trafficking arca
or downtown). In other junisdictions,
zero tolerance is less focused, What
might have been called s crackdown

5 years ago is now implemented under
2ero tolerance or order maintenance
policies and classified as part

of community policing.

Zero tolerance policies have been
included by some agencies under
community policing, since they often

- focus on quality of life crimes and inci-

vilities, and primarily because *the
community wants it.” Zero tolerance
policies may help achieve some goals
of community policing within a frame-
work that uses community input in set-

" ting priorities and delegates discretion

to officers working under mission state-
ments that value the dignity of citizens,
even suspected offenders. However,

there are dangers that without adequate

.mechanisms for the diverse communi-

ties within most junsdictions to register
their demand for or oppgsition te zero
tolerance taclics, those tactica may di-
rectly undercut the objective of part-
nership building by alienating potential
community partners.
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How are COPS grantees
implementing crime preventjon?
Prevention effons abounded in ob-
served sites, primarily manifested as
traditional prevention programs now
subsumed under the community
policing label. Neighborhood Waich,
D.A.R.E.%, and a wide variety of youth
programs remain the mainstays of pre-
vention eflorts. Beyond the standard-

ized programs, examples were rare of

systemic prevention eflonis based on
the resolution of the underlying causes.
of crime. '

What legacy will remain from
community policing initiatives
stimulated or facilitated with
COPS funds?

There are shining stars among the
COPS grantees that provide examples
of what most obaervers would classify
az “the best of community policing.”
There are far more agencies stiiving to
change their organizations to pursue

“community palicing objectives and are

sotnewhere on the long and tortuous
road. A few want nothing to do with iL

The national survey and site visit re-

sults indicate that COPS funding has

helped o accelerate the adoption and
broaden the definition of “coramunity
palicing.” The effects of this massive’
suppont for community policing has
both positive and negative aspects.
Certainly, COPS funding has enabled
a greal number of law enforcement
agencies 1o move shcad in their imple-
meniation of community policing as
locelly defined. Funding conditioned
expressly on community policing
implementation, coupled with peer
pressure o embrace this model of po-
licing, has also led a aubstantial num-
ber of law enforcement agencies to
stretch the definition of community
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policing to include under its umbrella
traditional quick-fix enforcement ac-
tions, draconian zero tolerance poli-

| cies, long-established crime preven-

tion programs, and citizen advisory
councils that are clearly only advisory.

Our supplemental study of multiple
funding streams in large grantee agen-
cies hinted at the power of loca] deci-
sions o determine the course of the
community policing movement. Of the
100 largest grantee agencies in the na-
tional sample, 88 reported using their
LLEBG funds te supment COPS end
local suppert of community poli€ihg,
despitmuim-
ment 1o do so. However, 82 of the 100
agreed or strongly agreed that their
“agency has & clear vision and is able
to interpret grant requirements to sup-’
port that view.”

Given the power of local decision-
makers, the COPS program will almost
certainly wind up affecting the nature

- of policing in three ways. In some ju-

risdictions, the forces fueled by COPS
grants will achieve the community
pelicing objectives articulated by the
COPS Qffice. In others, local forces
will transform the objeciives into

something unrecognizable by forebears

and creators of the program. In still
others the forces will fizzle out for rea-
sons that have to do with leadership,
implementation strategies, turnover

at top levels, organizational processes
within grantee agencies, and commu-
nities’ capacities and willingness to
join the enterprise,

Precisely where each of these out-~
comes occurs will not be known for
some years. However, change seems
most likely to be inslitutionalized and
sustained when: planning for change
js broad based; the commitment to
change is rooted throughout the senior
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leadership of the agency and the po-
litical leadership of the jurisdiction:
changes are organizationwide rather
than limited to a special unit; organi-
“zational changes become embodied in
‘new physical plant or technology; the
new programmatic objgctives are re-
{lected in administrative systems (e_g..
{or personnel administration or perfor-
mance measurement); and the change

redefines the culture of a department, ~

or at least of an entire age or rank co-
hort within the department.

Weasures of success

Readers of an evaluation report are en-
titled to the clearest possible answer
to the question “Did the program sue-
ceed?” In the case of COPS, the clarity
aof the answer depends on the criterion
for success. At least the following suc-
cess critena warrant attention:

e Client satisfaction.

s Eifect on the quantity or level of
policing in the United States.

o Effect on agencies’ transitions to
community policing. '

s Effectiveness in stimulating
technological and organizational
innovation. - '

» Effect on crime.

Client satisfaction

If one considers grantees the clients of
a Federal grant program, the COPS
Office one-page application and cus-
tomer service orientation largely snc-
ceeded with law enforcement agencies
,serving small jurisdictions (i.e.. those
serving populations of less than
50,000). For many of those agencies, -
COPS was their first Federa] grant ex-_

perience and they reported high levels y
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- agencies with prior Federal graut ex-

perience found COPS grants easier
than gthers to request and administer -
Larger agencies tended to find admin-
istrative burdens no less burdensome
than other grant programs, but a num-

‘ber of innovative departments com-

bined COPS funds with other funding
streams to support their community
policing initiatives:

Simplification had ene unfortunate
consequence. By avoiding tedious
explanations, the grant application kits
failed to resolve ambignity in two key

-administrative requirements: retention

of COPS-funded-oflicer positions and

‘ nonsupplanting of local fiscal effort. At

least a few jurisdictions failed to apply
because of their overly conservative
interpretations. Other jurisdictions
adopted more aggressive interpreta-
tions. Determining the compliance
status of eome of those required sev-
eral years for OIG audits, COPS Office
appeals of audit findings, and inde-
pendent mediation to resolve disagree-
mente between OIG and the COPS

 Office regarding compliance status.

Effect on level of policing

. Qur best estimate at this time 15 that

by 2003, the COPS program will have

raised the level of policing on the

street by the equivalent of 62,700 to
83,900 full-time officers. This estimate
contains two elements: 39,000-55.400-
hired officers (net of attrition and
cross-hiring between agencies), and
23,800-28.500 full-time equivalents
(FTESs) of officer 1ime created by pro-
ductivity gains due to technology and
civilians acquired with COPS MORE
funds. To those who considered the
level of policing in 1994 inadequate,
this constilutes success, even though

of satisfaction with the application
and administration processes; small
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it falls well short of the target of
“100,000 new cops on the beat.”
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Even though we plan to update and re-
fine these estimates afier the Wave 4
survey, the actual increase is unlikely

~ ever to be kndwn precisely, for several
reasons. Firet, if the optimal number of
police officers in & jurisdiction is re-
lated to local conditions, such as crime
rates or tax receipts, then the bench-
mark against which the COPS-funded
increase is counted shifts when condi-
tions change. Second, anly about half
the COPS MORE grantees have sys-
tems in place to measure produetivity
«ains, and because the measurement
requires before-and-after comparisons,
it is already too late to put measure-
ment systems in place. Third, even
where measurement systems are in
place, they are likely to understate the

* productivity gains because some of it
occurs in very small increments of
time, which officers may well forget
1o record.

Effect on transitions to
‘community pelicing

It seems clear that the COPS pro-
gram accelerated transitions to locally
defined versions of community polic-
ing In at least three ways. First, by
stimulating a national conversation
ahout community policing and provid-
ing training-and technical assistance,
the COPS program made it difficult for
a chief executive seeking professional
recognition to avoid considering adopt-
ing some approach that could plauvsi-
bly be labeled “community policing.”™
Second, the COPS hiring funds and in-
novative policing grants allowed chief
executives who were 50 inclined to
add new community policing programs
without immediately cutting back
other programs, increasing response
time, or suffering other adverse
consequences, Third, the COPS funds

created an incentive for agency execu-
tives to adopt community pelicing.

Whether, in accelerating transitions to
community policing, the COPS pro-
gram distorted or watered down the:

" concept is difficult to say. Tautologi-

cally, more replications of any strategy
that encourages tailoring to local con-
ditions will stimulate deviations from
one specific definition of that strategy.
In addition, two policing strategies

.burst onto the national scene during

the life of COPS but apparently inde-
pendently of it: zero tolerance and
COMPSTAT (computer comparison
STaTistics). the New York City Police
Department’s system for inereasing
commanders’ accountability. Although
the obligation of COPS grantees to

pursue community policing may have

encouraged some police executives to
describe those strategies as “commu-
nity policing because the community
wants il,” it seems at least plausible
that use of those techniques would
have proliferated even if there had 7
been no COPS program. ’

Effects on arganizational and

‘technological innovation

In agencies whose chiefl executives
were inclined toward innovation, the
COPS program facilitated their efforts
in several ways. First; the broad se-
mantic umbrella offered by the-term
“community policing” creates latitude
for expérimentarion with new policing
tactics and organizational structures.
Second, the application required speci-
fication of a community policing strat-

‘egy, thereby offering an occasion for

engaging broad segments of the agency
and community in planning that strat-
egy. Third, COPS resources allowed
departments the opportunity to add
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new modes of policing without drawing
resources away from existing priorities.
Fourth, although achieving the pro-
Jected productivity increases from
MORE-funded mobile computers
required telecommunications and other
technology that was unavailable at the
outset of COPS, the MORE funds fu-
eled a large enough market to attract
vendors inferest and to atimuiate their
efforis to satisfy the new demand. This
represented perhaps the largest effort
to bolster development of law enforce-
ment technology since the recommeén-
dations of the 1967 President’s
Commission on Law Ecforcement

and Administration of Justice.

Effects on crime

As a process evaluation, this study did
not address the question of whether
the COPS program had an effect on
crime. Indeed, that question could not
have been gerious!y addressed in the
early years of COPS because “the
COPS program™ meant something

- different in each jurisdiction,

However, the adoptian of new policing
tactics by g0 rnany agencies us they
expanded their swom forces does
present an opportunity to investigate
which tactics {or clusters of tactics)
had beneficial effects on crime rates.
By statistically relating local crime
trends to the adoption of new tactics,

it should be possible to identify prom-
ising strategies that were more likely
than not to reduce crime more rapidly
than the national average. Once prom-
ising strategies or tactics are identified
atatistically, semistructured site obser-
vations should help to identify the
qualitative aspects of implementation:
that distinguish effective from ineffec-

- tive uses of these promising strategies,



__ 98/07/90

MON 15:10 FAX

. Acknowledgments '

We are deeply gmteful to our cnau- -
- thors of the:full evaluatmn repodt, -
: .-who developed so, many of the fncl- B
ings that we were pnwleged to. read :

probe synlhesme, and-summarize.

in this Resedrch in Brief: Stephen J : '_
* Gaffigan; ChnslopherS ‘Koper, -+

Mark H. Moore, Jan Roehi, Ca.lvm

. C. Johinson, GrelchenE ‘Moare, .-

Ruth M. White, Michael E.

 Buerger, Elizabeth A. La'ng'ston RSN
and David Thacher. We are.also ..

deeply 1ndebted lo.six colleagues _
whose ﬁndmvs, msughta. databases,

or anal}'Ses helped make this slud‘y
what it is: Catherine Coles, Francxs o

X. Hartmann, Darryl Herrscheft
Edwerd R. Maguire, Péter .- ..

She;ngold and Mary K. Sheue-f” -
_In addmon, lhree of. lhose col— v

:_'-lengues——Buerger L.angston and

. 'Roehl———led programimatic assess-.
menl tearns, that generaled rich re- .

o ports based oti sne visits to'30

. ,COPS granlee agencies. Ot.her Iead- ;f'

" ‘ets'and members of site teams were'*

"Thomas Cowper; Mark Cunmﬂ'
i Lawrence Fetters, Jack Greene, L
Blaine Liner, Rﬂy Manus, Mlchael e
‘Maxfield, Edmund McGarrel,

Alberto Meli’s,' Kevin Reeves,

Willism Rehm, Roger Rokicki, and -

Denris Rosenbaum, We are grateful

to them and to t'he chief executives .
and staff, too. numernus t6 menlion

here;, of the 30 agencies tha.t hested.

- our teams, answered thelr queshens, o
' _and revnewed. Lheermﬂ repons o

'IThree more colleagues l:sted
'above—Coles, Sheinbaum, and

' :'Thacher—a.lso served dou.ble duty

' .“ automaled ﬁles. eonstmetlvely

by WHtJ.ng. under the dmecbon of

- Mark Moore.and Francis. Hartmann,”
_case studies of orgamz.at:onal change
o 10 COPS grantee agencws '

" the National Opinion Research- -
" Center (N ORC), who- conducted

“thrée waves of nanona] sunreys of' )
. law enforcement agenc:es Cathy -

Haggeny dlrected Wave 1; Alma :
Kuby and Laurie Imhof dlrected
‘Waves 2 and 3; and Phll Pa.nezuk ,-
- did the complex programmiing, |
needed for computer-assisted lele-_
phone mlerwewmg at all three

mtervmwmg teams for then' per-
“sisténce and accuracy and to the

thelr quesllOns

- erations. 0. Jay Arwood produced

the fext, tables, and I'gures for Ihree'
eomplete drafts of this report; he -~
d;splayed creauvny, aceuracy, end ..

' grace under pressure well beyoncl
" the call of duty. He, Dmna Bt
Dandridge, Joyce Sparrow, and

th: 8 complex proj ject.

The COPS Oﬂ'.ice supported us in -

N every way that an evaluator has a

right to expect: pmwduxg hack-_ .

ground mfomahon, answering our -

. questions, providing manual and *

< |
£

o22

_eha.llenging our interim findings as

- needed, and providing helpful com-
"'ments on the final draft. Directors.
o _'IJoseph Brann and Thomas Frazier
L created a cordml c]:mar.e wtthm :
We owe lhanks 10.otar colle&gues _l. - khich others, especially Pam -

N __'C.a.rn.l'naratﬂ1 Cha.rlotte Grzebla.n
.+ "Dave-Hayeslip, Gil Ke_ljl_nkowekl,_

~ Nina Pozgar; Ellen Scrivner, Ben- -
~ jamin Tucker, and Craig Uchida,

armnged or prowded whalever as-

: ;msmnce we, L
. requested

. Joseph Koonis extracted nnd ex- .
L plamed Lhe COPS OEce c'rnnta S
waves. We are grateful to NORC ' :

o -'study grﬂntees Cymhla Schw:mer '

* provided financial data ﬁ'om the 0f~
1,724 law enforeement chief ¢ execu— C
‘tives and desugnees who answered

fice of Justice Pro-gram’s Office of

. the Comptroller., Weldon Kennedy
" ‘and Brian Reaves pm\ndcd datasets

- = Irotn the Federal Bureau of Investi-
At the Urban lnstrtute, Iohn Roman o |

' eontnbuted &n econornic a.nal}'s::, st
o and Ma.ry Norris Spence cs.pably

managed several data collection: op- o fmme {01- non grantees

gatjon and Lhe Bures.u of Jusuce

o Stzhstlcs respectwe_ly, lhat we,
*;: neéded to consiruct lhe sa.mple

We are g'ratcful ‘o NH not only fer

the opportunity ta conduct this

‘study but also for protecting ita in- -
- dependence providing ba.cl:g,'mund

' information, and editing the report.
.~ We also msh to thank four anony- .

- Nicole Brewer provided the a.drmn— :

. istrative support needed r.hroughoul

. mous peer reviewers; their com=
. ments greatly unproved the report
. 'and we appre(:late lhem '

We hope hat all of these cnru:nbu-

" tors consider the Enal report and

S this summary worlhy of their effor‘la-

-'.f_-Responslhhty rests wllh us for any
" exrors or omissions that remain .
7 despite the valuable ass:stance

) ‘ -recewed Ao . e



http:Thom..as

R P

__._98s07/b0 MON 15:10 FAX ' ' - @023

R e s e a r ¢ h

Findings and conclusions of the research re-

.Ieffrey A Roth Ph. D 18 Dlrector L _g}atoré of the natimia.l-e{ral'uét-ioﬁ 7, ponted here e thase of the authors and do ot

o . necessunly reflect the officiul position or polj-
-of Cnme Contml Pollcy Stud:es at .. .summarized by this Resem-ch m W+ ciesof the US, Department of Justice, and the
- the. Urban Institute, Washmgton .-~ Brief. The full-length report of the :ﬁf&;ﬂ:ﬁ; 2:&”:?&‘&::3:2?3?&‘;?“
D Joseph Ryan, Ph.D.is - - ,evaluanon is available on NIJ's- -7 Institute, its trustees, ar its fundess.
ha:r. Departments of- Pubhc Ad- o Web 3118 “The research for thJs ,

. --_mlmsb-atlon -and Criminal J ustlw, study was supported by NI, undcr: The National Instinue of Justice is a
"."Pace Unwers;ty, thte Plams, Nc.w . - a gmnt (number 95—U—CX—0073) R ;‘:c’:g:_ ::;n:vh?{hﬁio 2 gf;e;{e?:::e
g '..York "-They arB co-pnnctpa] mvest:— - awa.rded to the Ur]:an lnstltule Ge of_rg_;;;“h,,,i,ma_ the Bureau 'oerulic:

Statistics, the Office of fivenile Justice and
Delinguency Prevention, and the Office for
Victims of Crime.

This and other NXJ publications can be
found at and downloaded from the NIJ

Web site (http://www.oip.usdof.gov/nij).

NCJY 183644

chk Access to N'IJ Pu.bhcatlon News

3 For news ahout NIJ's most recent pubhcanons mcludmg so].ICItatlons for g'rant app].lCatmns
" subseribg to JUSTINFO the b:monthiy newsletter sent to you via & mml Here 5 how-

"-_,-'Send au e-maﬂ to hstproc@nc;rs Qrg
,-_';'Leave r_he subJect Ime biank' S

:.'.I.'f(e g su.bscnbe Justm.fo J ane Doe) in the body of t.helmeaaage i e

Or'check qut the “Pu.bhcatmns and Products ‘section at the NU home pagc http.ﬂmvw ojp. USdO] gov!nu'  _- .'
' L cor the “Ncw This, chk” séction at the Justice Infommtmn Center home page‘ ' SR
L e -.7'htth/ww nc_]rs org T



http:Instit/.#.le
http:http://~.ncjrs.org
http://-www.ojp.usdoj.gov/Qij

.. 48/07700 MON 15:11 FAX

5%

K B R e s e ar ¢ h.

About the National Institute of Justice
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A, nsmg, cnme réte spells trouble for A, govemmem _hat,.came to ofﬁce
promlsmg that it would be “tough-on crime, tough:on..

HE admission by Jack Straw, the home
secretary;; that-¢rime is increasing for:the;
ﬁrst. nime-in:six years;makes:it.certainsthat:
law and. order iwill.be: k| ccntral issue; at the
next election. The prime minister, Tony Blai,
is.certainly. worried: At:a meeting. with chief-

constables:next weekiin-Downing Street; he
" 1997, when crime’ was falling, so were the
numbers of policé-Nevertheless the decline;
is.embarrassing f for:Mr, Straw; who unwwely

. gave. theimpres:
- Party conference that;the averall strength of.

will urgethem: tocrack downonstreetcrime,
Grimes of viglence haveancreased by nearly
afifth over,the past year; In some irban ar-
€as; hke Londo sand the ~West; »M:dlands.
crimes of violence including mbbery have
increased by:nearly.qo0%:Thisweek -. .0 .
‘theaudience of ces. televisioninews
in-the, Umted Stares was treate.d toa

entcnmethan Amerlca 2t i
The Tories-have been qunck (6] ;3'
eh_plog_t the -figures. Ati parliamen- .3
tary..questions: on-June;26th Ann™®
Widdecombe;.- the -Gonservative -
shadow., ‘home:affairs-- minister, . ;
_ tried to,show:thay the government.&
had: been softon crime, She blami d v
- the currem.upsurge onra decline in-
- policer.numbers.in England -and
wWales ofi2,600.(10%} sinceithe geny+
eralelectioniniggz,and thegovern:
ment’s encouragements of the .early
release of prisoners. - :
. Neither: explananon is. very, -,
convineing. During,ithe: past 18
months, . nearly.. 21, 000 prisoners’
havebeen released on home-deten- *

tion:curfew; usually .on condition thatthey -

wear electronic tags. But of these, only atiny:

number (2%) are known;ta have commiitted
further offences while they were bemg mon- '

The clalm‘ thahfallmg pollce numbe
has led;toincreased come is more p]aUSIb]C.

In areas; such as London; where pohce (A
sources; are acknowledged to, be’ senously..-j.
stretched, thealack, of, police-on the streets,
combined.-with-nervousness- aboyt | usmg.

stopsand-search; pOWers; may. have led toan

increase; in certain:types of crime, such as_ .

mugging. The Metropolitan Police Commis-

sioner;Sir John Stevens, is onrecord assaying

THE ECOMOMIST |ULY 137 2‘0_1.)0

. wher there was 3 bri

e,

the causes:of.crime?...:

'that bie-is unable 10 police the capnai ‘with
confidence” until the current, downward

trend in police numbers is reversed. :
The link between police strength and
crime is, however, weak. Police numbers
went up very sharply in the 1980s, and yet
crime more than doubled betweenigozand.,

nyat;last; year’s-Labour,

steadﬁy by 5%.a ¥ arEven during the 1990s
decline inoverall of -
fences, the numbers of violent and sexual of-

rprise would be ifit -
ded crime hasrisen -

T‘he current mcrease 41} cnme ha cer-

'tamly 'COTNE. A5 N0 surpnse 10.6rimi olog1sts :

Ini partlcular, a nse;in the numbers:of young
men aged between 14and 25wasexpectedto
lead:to.a;rise mTpropertyhcnme A Home Of-.

. burglanes would mcreasc by 55%
and theft and handling offences by 40% be-

- fween 1997 and zo03.

Such studies sound infuriatingly-fataliss
tic, Surely somethmg can be done.tg reduce
this crime wave? The nngmg dcc]aranon :by
Mr Howard; the férraédr Corservafive home
secretary, that “prison works” has certainly
had;aneffect. on:sentencing:policy:sJudges.
" havé begun to hand out longer sentences for
crimes-of.violence: Burglary .now: attracts a
mandatory, minimunt ssentence, of . . threé
years:for. those:convicted of a. th1rd of'fence .
Mr_Sgrqw is- commumg +his; predecessors

i35 .. hardline Last week hegriticised:

‘the..caurts: for, treating; robbers
+ Q0. ]emently, noting that average
- sentenceshad-fallen m‘the past.
s sevenyearsby 10%.:5. ol
s - Evidence'sfrom: hc Umted
States;suggests, that-if.- you lock
enough peopleupscrime istikely:
to fall: America.now-has  almost
2m peoplesbehind-barssiand: in-
. carceration rates thati are more
than-four times: higher than any--
where in Western Europe:Butby -
' the,standards. of :other-Western
. European-countries; Britaini alx
. ready has a relativelyhigh rate of

- imprisonment—second-only: 1o
 Portugal:Britain’s prison popula;,
 tion.has risen by. 50%in he last.
decade - - i
. What effect has,all. thls had
. on.crime? Incarceration: does, of
", course, take:high:risk- potential
. re-offenders out-of circulation.

But_]a|lmg repeat-offenders has asmaller ef-
fe

ect:thian is commonly thought..A study-in

S 1984 by, Roger Tarling, head of the:Home Of-
; !

researchand planning unit, estimated
thatit. would need-a_25% increase in: the:
country‘s prison population-tocutthe crime

"raté by 1%. That s largely for thesimple rea-

.son ;that so few criminals are. caught. Evi-

-...dence:from the, British Crime Sutvey. sug-

gésts that only-two out of 100 criminal

_:offcnccs resultinconviction. .- ..,
e The likelihood of being caught tsa; much

.more powerfu] deterrent than severity. of
sentencmg. according.to a study conducted

-byithe: Institute- of. Cominology at- Cam-
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bridge. A burglar.whg knows his chance of
being caught i5 minimal; will ‘not worry
mch's abom«how he will fare incourt. Fewer
than a fifth ofburglarles thefts and rohber—
ies were cleared upin 1998
" Onereason why crime rates vary widely
across-the-country may-be'related to'differ~
ences in detection. The gap between the best:
and the'worsthohce foreds in:the-cotintry
has steadily- widened over the past five years.
AnrauditEommission study last year found

. that-the'pohice in Dyfed Powys, 'in" Wales,

_ Lord.Jenkms hirnself has:™ -

_ somespacetotheach:evement

clearup thote than 0% of crime in their area;
threé times as much as.their colleagues suct'
ceed in achievingif the THame's VaIIey Even:
forces w:th similar pepu]atlons have Iarge

T WAS the most Brmsh of put-downs In n

tégéTonyBlair; riiight have'only‘a “second-

. tass -mind™.*As+Lord -Jenkins*has .subse-
‘quently emphasised, he:was only quoting

Walter Lippmann's rémark :about Franklin

. Roosévelt=that" He~had- a: “second-class_

mind, firstclass temperament™—and argis:
ing that thelatteris the more important qual
ity for+a-politician. But-some- +*
how thereader.was leftin little .-
doubt about whatsortofmind .

‘Indeed:“ifi his- 'adtobiog'-- .
raphy Lord- Jénkins - devites -

of his firstclass'degree’ at:@x-- -
ford; -remarking: that-“thetca= -
chet7has Beén. nice o “have~
tucked-away?:Since Lord =Jen-\
kins-is-new chancellortof Ox-. :
ford Wniversity he' might beass -

sumed to have an unusualiy

stmng interestin such mattes.

But in fact the noblelord is-far
from alone'amotigBritish potis-
ticians in 1aking a-strong intér- -
estin the;udgmem ofthe um- :
vermtyexammers o

2 :All-politicians who got:a-

them to use toughened,

I interview withithe Spectator Lord Jerikins:
of Hillhead obsefvéd thavhis friend and. pro-.

]
kY

differences. The clear-up rate in the West
Midlandsismore thanone-third higherthan
thatin London.

- More effective policing—in particular,
by targeting repeat offenders and by beter
gathening of intelligence—would undoubt-

edly help reduce come. Simple, direct, ;s0lus;

tions can alsobeeffective. Cardiff’s hospltﬁls

. have reduced the number of people injured

incriminal assaults by a fifth in four yearsby
monitonng victims, naming and sharning
pubs where violence is common, and urging

glasses. Technology can also have a signifi-

cantimpact oherimeiCarsiare now: Thueh
harder to $teal than they werefive yéirs ago;-

Robm Cook, the Fo:elgn secretary, "was!,
apparent]y letdown by apaperomsiti-cen:
tiry- authors: A’ biography of:Peter. Mandel: -
son, the Northern Ireland secretary, quotes

and perhaps i m consequence car&cnm has

shatter-proof -

TR

gonedownby15‘}‘ ‘““-_-.-’5 i gf_:; A

From the time of Draco onwards, politi-
cans have been beguiled by the notion that
crime could be reduced by tougher punish-
ment, Lord Bingham, the-former Lord Chief
Justu:e, sounded a.usefulnote ofica utlpn €aFr

 Tié'this viear whidn he pointédiout that there

was no simple, single solution to crime. In
particular he gave waming against the belief
that longer prison sentences were the an-
swer. The interests of society, he pointed out,
were “much better served by the releaseof a
humanised offender after a shorrer term

“sthan the releaseofa brutahsed eﬁenderaﬁer
a,longer b if J }; sAndn .

7 n
the masterofhls Oxford college as behevmg
thatmr Mandelson* ‘cocld'have gotar firstin-
stéad:of a-pérfecily respectable’secondif
only=he:had worked 7abiti Rarder..David’
Blunkétt, theed ucatioh’ secfetary; blamies hi
“heavyinvelvernéntin:local politics®forhis:
second: atrSheﬁield'iAs for Mr-BIalr, hisibiog- .
rapher quétes: Derry IVingT now ‘thevLord
Charicelloryias' saying:thatsyoung: Tony did
riotgeta’ ﬁrst because“he simply: dldn texen

Any 1mtatlon ‘feltby-MeoBlair at- this is-
~ilikely:to have heen: helghtened
0 bythe factthat” frardijenkins:
“riadeit clear thathe:, regarded
' Gordon'Brown;the chancellot,.
© and Mr Blair'slong: timefriend
and rival;dsa-Arsté rate mind:-
* ~But- the* companson\ that is
i iostdikely-tointerest po]m-
“ciaris of Lord Jenking’s. genera-
tion-is'the oné made between’
~rusthes current ‘Blairicabinet’and
i iwhiat was, Do papertlhe most
f‘academlcally : distinguished:

-‘govémment in:British hiistory,
Harold WII.SOHS Labour ad-

- “This~ was'™ Bntam s') self-
: styled Camielot;anadministra-
tion of politicians who-really
- were convinced that they were
the brightestand “the™ best.
:There was ‘Lord jerikins - him-
+ self; the plain Woy; inposses-
~<-sion of afirst-lass degree from
‘Balliol College, Oxford;like his
_colleaguie: Denis Healey Rich-

first can be expected to makea:
good deal-of itin’their mem-
oirs; " And. many - politicians:-
whio did notsparkje in-their-f=::
nal examinations seem 'to be”
still explaihing-away their- per~
formance,” decades: later, The
biographies of various aca-
demically<challenged - mem-.
bers-of :the Blair government’
always seem-ito “contain a -
slightly emibarrassed reférence -
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"-ard Crossman and fAntHony
Crosland also got firsts;<Both
- wrotesemlnalbookSOannsh
-politics-and -the constitution.
- Cmosland’s “The Future of So-
* cialism” was-the bible fora,
generation of ‘democratic so-
- clalists, -and still contrasts fa-
* vourably “with ‘Mr- Mandel-
son's dismal work “The Blair
Revolunon :

.‘But the' bnghtest of them
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