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sm-mARY 

Holyoke's Team Police Project has three primary goals: 

1.. improve police-community relations, fostering a positive 

change in community attitude toward police. 

2. improve both the effectiveness and the efficiency of police 

service delivery to team neighborhoods, and 

3~ foster greater police job satisfaction and raise police morale 

levels by creating a more challenging and re\varding police role. 

The 1972 evaluation report has concerned itself pr.Lmarily with the' per­

formru1ces of Team One and Two. Other teams have been in operation for too 

short a period of time to allow proper assessment of their activities. 

Both Teams One and Two have demonstrated success in achieving two pro­

ject goals: improved pOlice-community relations and increased effectiveness 

and efficiency of police service delivery. 

1. I~proved police-community relations. 

Attitude surveys administered to a random sample of Area One and Two res­

idents indicated strong support for the Team Police concept;· residents inter­

viewed stated that they felt more secure (56-59%), were receiving better ser­

vice than under tradltional policing, (77-80%), thought that Team Policing was 

, a good idea (88-91%), and desired the project to continue (85-91%)~ The 

structural aspect of Team Policing which \vas most appreciated by Area One' 

and Two residents was police proximity to neighborhood areas: police are 

now located in area t f t d th \ s ore ron s an rerefore are able to respond more quickly 

to complaint calls. 

Dur~ the first six months of each team's operation, residents in both 

areas reco1ded similar positive opinions with reference to perceived police 
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attitudes to"lard c· . .L: tl." zens. '''' 1972 h A • ~., owever, rea One residents expressed 

a greater percentage 0:( neutral opinions with reference to team attitudes 

tcnvard citizens, i.ndicating that some deterioration in community attitudes 

had occurred in Area One during the course of the second action year o This 

occurance was more th~n likely related to a slight decrease in Team One con­

tact \'1ith citizens and in team spirito This deterioration has occurred as a 

result of three separate factors: 

1~ Changes of personnel on Team One 

2. Structural alterations in the team concept, and 

3. Problems in obtaining wage raises, and hence, availability of extra 

time for community activities. 

Although Team One as a whole still maintains a strong positive image 

among Ward One residents, it is evident that Team One must re-examL~e its :role 

in the community and work to re-establish itself, particularly among the eld­

erly citizens of that area. 
~. 

A significant finding was that on most questions, Area Two residents ex­

pressed a greater percentage of positive attitudes toward police than did re·­

sidents in Areas Three and Four which did not have team units at that time. 

2. Improved effectiveness and efficiency .. 

Both Team Units One and Two have also made significant progress towards 

the improvement in effectiveness and efficiency of police service. At a 

time ivhen the city as a \'I'hole experienced a slight increase (4,. 5%) in crime 

rate, Area One experienced a decrease of 31% in its crime rate (as measured 

by the number of Part I offenses occuring in Area One in 1972 as compared with 

1971). Coupled \'Tith increases in the number of service calls and disturbance 

calls which Team One received in 1972, these data stronely suggest that the 

continued operation of Team Unit One has made significant positive impact on 

crime patterns and reporting patterns in that area. 
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Due to deficiencies in the departmental records-keeping system, compar­

isons could not be made between nan-team performance levels. Hence, Team Two 
., 

performance has been assessed according ·'to performance standards established 
J 

by Team One in its first action year o Comparison of these two teams during 

their first six months of operation demonstrated similar response times 

(approximately two minutes) from receipt" of call to police presence at the 

scene of the call, similar numbers of calls handled per month by each team 

(approximately 250-350 calls per month per team), and similar clearance 

rates (number of cases which have been closed by arrest J extradition, or 

other police action). Teams One and ~iO clearance rates for Part [ offenses 

were significantly better than those of the nation as a whole, (53% for Team 

T1.10, and 4'l'/o for Team qne as compared to a national figure of approximately 

20{0). The demographic similarity of Areas One and Two, and the similarity of 

performance levels of Team One and 11'10 during their first six months of oper­

ations, would tend to indicate that in the future Area Tt.'lO crime rate figures 

will follow the same improved pattern as have Area One figures in 19720 

Progress towards the third goal of the Team Police project, improved 

police job satisfaction and morale levels, has been more difficult to assess. 

1972 was a year of intense controversy \'lithin the departmento Horale in gen­

eral within the department was low, as indicated by a 200{0 rise in the number 

of sick days taken per man per month by both Team One and 11'10 members and non-

team personnel. ~fuile the Team Two sick rate viaS almost identical with the 

non-team rate, Team One members continued to have a sick rate of only one­

half that of the remainder of the department. This data suggests that al­

though morale decreased slightly in Team One in 1972, Team One members in 

general continued to demonstrate higher morale and job satisfaction levels 

than othet department members. 
\ 

Interviews with Team One members confirmed this opinion. Members indi-

cated that\they have continued to feel greater job satisfaction and increased 
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effectiveness as p'olice officers due to the team structure, particularly 

those facets of the structure encouraging greater independence, individual 

:flexibility, police oommunity contact, and reduced rank consciousness$ 

Follo~ling cases to conclusion, greater Imowledge of an area and its people, 

and team spirit were particularly cited" by members as having had a positive 

impact on job satisfaction and morale. Problems w~th monetary incentives 

and increasing departmental control over the team have contributed, however, 

to a decrease in satisfaction and morale on Team One in 1972. 

Team Two members, on the contrary, expressed lower levels of satisfaction 

and morale, largely becaase personnel tended to share in the negative de­

partmental feelings about Team Policing., Hembers of Team Two could also cite 

little difference between traditional policing and Team Policing as it existed 

in most areas of the City, and this inability to distinguish between the 

two concepts has added to Team Two member skepticism about the need for a 

Team Police project • 

Because of the ambiguity of most data in this sedion, one cannot deter­

mine unequivocally whether or not the team structure leads to improved job 

satisfaction and morale o Department resentment over the Team Police project 

and general dissatisfaction with the police pay scale have seriously distorted 

all 1972 measures of job satisfaction and morale. It is significant, hOl.rever, 

that ?lterations in the team model in 1972 have affected morale on Team One in 

'a negative direction o This would tend to support the hypothesis that at 

least on Team One, the team structure was a significant determinant of high 

levels of satisfaction and morale as recorded in 1971a 

Although Teams One and Two have made significant progress toward two pro­

ject gOals'~ specifically improvements in community attitudes tOl'lard police 
, 

and in the "efficiency and effectiveness of police service, the experiment con-

tinues to f~ce two major problem areas in 19730 
\ 

\ 
\ 
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1. Alterations which have occurred in the team structure in 1972 must be re-

viewed in 1973. To a great extent, a precinct model of policing, as opposed 
I 

to a team model, exists in Holyoke at this point in time. Close supervision 

by sergeants has Idtiated the goal of ~educing rank consciousness; centralized 

decision-making authority, and failure to adequately define Commanding Officer 

responsibilities and team perogatives have greatly reduced the independence 

and initiative given to teams. Re-assignment of personnel in and out of the 

four area teams has broken the concept of the "unit" and has seriously hin-

dered the development of in-depth knowledge of one area and its people. 

Delays in formal training programs have reduced the scope of the generalist/ 

specialist concept in Teams Two, Three, and ~our which therefore rely heavily 

on Detective Bureau personnel to provide investigative backup_ 

At this point in time city and police administrators and plap~ers must 

clearly decide 'r'lhat form the team model will take in Holyoke and particularly 

to what extent centralization i'fill continue to be permitted. 

If a more decentralized team model cannot realistically be achieved, 

particularly one which encourages team decision-making authority, the gen­

eralist/specialist concept and permanent personnel assignments to one area 

of the city, planners and officials should be mTare that project goals may be 

difficult to achieve. Although Teams One and Two have to date made substantial 

progress toward project goals with reference to community attitudes and 

improved police service to Areas One and Two, future achievements will very 

likely' be adversely affected by structural alterations. We have already 

seen the impact of these alterations on Team One morale and on community 

attitude', measures in Area One.. Team efficiency and effectiveness too, de­

pendent as they are upon group and individual initiative, citizen cooperation 

and in-dept knowledge of one community area, will certainly be affected by 
\ 

current practices within the department •. 
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2. A second major problem facing the Team Police Project in 1973 is the div­

ision which sti]~ exist.s \'rithin the department \'iith reference to the Project .. 

TO a great extent, resentment with Team Policing has become focused into 

opposition to the Master Plan Staff. Ri valrie s bert-ween staff-line functions, 

residual resentment \'lith innovative change, and the self-enforced isolation of 

the staff have contributed to a continually \'rorsening relationship bet\<leen 

staff personnel and Commanding Officers. As a result t departmental planning 

and decision-making is fragmented and time-consuming.. Information flm"l' be­

tween staff and line persoIlnel is minimal and not likely to increase o 

In summaryv the Team Policing experiment in Holyoke has demonstraGed 

under difficult circums~ances its ability to approach several project goals~ 

At this point in time hO'r'lever, the department remains severely dividEd over 

the issue of innovative changeD Further, a highly centralized team-precinct 

J " "thO th "ty Both of these developments are operation is deve .oplng W~ In e c~ • 

affecting project goals, and the staff as it currently exists cannot be ex­

pected to significantly improve the situation due to its own poor relation-

ship with both Commanding Officers and most non-ranking personnel. A decen-

tralized planning mechanism is one alternative \'ihich could be instituted in 

the remaining project period. If during this time, substantial progress has 

d . 1 repa";ring the divisions \"lithin the department, 20 invol-not been rna e In. ~ 

~-ng all levels of department personnel in the planning, problem identification-

and-resolution process, 3. defining the extent of Commanding Officer and 

team perogatives and 40 instituting a more decentralized !<Iteam" model 'r'iithin 

the city, continued federal or local funding of the program should be ser­

iously questioned, for it is doubtful that progress toward project goals can 

be maintained.. The cooperation of department personnel and the establishment 

of a more adequate, but realistically, modified team structure are both nec-

essary if real and continued progress toward project goals is to be achieved .. 

\ 
\ 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

In December 1970, an experiment in police service was initiated in 

'vlard I of the City of Holyoke, Massachusetts. Since that time the project, 

entitled Team Policing, has been expanded, first to another ward, and then 

throughout the city. The projec.t, still considered an e:xperiment, has been 

a controversial one in the city; it will be reviewed again by the City Fathers 

in the Spring of 1974 to determine its effectiveness as a means of police 

service delivery to this city of 50,000 people. 

This evaluation report will concern itself with the first ~wo Team 

Police Units; the first has been in operation a little over two years, the 

second in operation sinpe August 13, 1972. Although the third and fourth 

teams will be mentioned, they have been in operation for too short a period 

to allow other than cursory exemination. 

t oO 01 on prned with- 1 determining the extent to The repor ~s pr~mar1. y c c~ .• 

which the first two teams have achieved the goals of the experiment as 

p,laborr:! tp.d by police planners, what modifications have occurred, and ~'lhat 

affect they are having upon the teams; and 2. describing to the reader the 

general atmosphere with which the experiment has had to contend arn which 

in many ways has adversely affected the project. This atmosphere has 

clouded the experil"lsnt to the extent that it has become impossible to ignore 

its affects as one examines the Team Police r~ncept as it exists in Holyoke. 

• 
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II. HISTORY OF THE PRO.JECT 

A. ,-MY EXPERIMENT HITH POLICING? 

Improving police service has been a subject uppermost in the minds of 

public officials in recent years. Rising crime rates and outspoken national 

leaders have focused attention upon the issue and forced. many in this COU'1try 

to take a long, hard look at policing. 

A further imp8tus for examining poliring as it currently exists came in 

the 1960's, when a new kind of policin~ prohle~ developed: how to deal with 

college-aged, middle class youths demonstrating a-:::r08" the nation and how to 

deal with the "hot" SUTJl1Tl.8rS in the nation's ghetto areas. Observers saw that 

police, in trying to mRnage'ofttimes violent dissent, provoke<1 greater violence 

by their very presence. Time and again violence erupted as communication links 

broke between police and demonstrators. 

Public officials began to question the wisdom of traditional policing 

philosophy, as they saw its l~ited effectiveness not only in controlling 

crime but in dealing with dissent and disorder on the campus and in the ghetto. 

As police planners examined these particular situations, they began to 

see a pattern of communication breakdo~~ which extended far beyond police 

and dissidents. The IIpolicef! as a group had somehow become separated from 

the community, from average citizens. This was particularly obvious in 

minori ty group areas, where customs and language barriers made understa.'1ding 

difficult for both police and residents. But, it was also true of other 

areas whose contact with police was minimal. No one seemed to understand 

what a police officer Has and what he could do and could not, do; by the same 

token there seemed to be little understanding on the part of the police them­

selves of community feelings, needs, or desires. Criticism, just and unjust, . - . 
1 n t began to faiJ on police forces across the country, cUlminating in Supreme ~our 
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decisions on POlicing pr,ocedures and individual rignts, and in investigations 
, 

sUch as the Knapp and Kent state hearings. 

h1hy had this separation between police and their cOl1ummi ties occurred in 

What seemed so short a period'? Has it that the police had ouddenly become 

brutal or psychotic or did the fault lie elseHhere? 

As officials examined the problem, it became more and more obvious 

that perhaps the g~eatest cause of diSintegrating police-co~~unity relations 

"Tas the attitude of police officers in dealing with community disorder. This 

attitude stemmed directly from the role perception of police offi(;.,er5. Host 

police officers vie-Ned t.hemselves, and ';ofere e~cted to viel{ themsalves, as 

enforcers of law charged 'with bringing the la.wbreaker, the criminal, to 

justice. In reality, hOH8ver, the police officer had to become much more 

than a law enforcer in the 1960's: he had to maintain order in the community, 

dealing with lawbreakers who were not necessarily criminals in the classic sense. 

Sometimes laws were broken becaus~ of genuine disagreement over national 

attitudes. ~ometimes lm"s were broken because of differences in national 

customs. 1'/l1em a Puerto Rican Ifloiterslf and refuses to move, he feels justified 

in dOing so because Ifhanging around lf the corner is something one does in hiS' 

community to participate in the life of that community. 

If the police officer reacts to such situations in terms of law enforce-

ment alone, he immediately becomes an adversary. ~parated from the COI11JTluni ty 

as he already is by the very structure of his job*, he becomes progreSSively 

~ alienated from those with whom he must deal by the very fact that he 

views community problems in terms of law enforcement alone.. Order within the 

community in such situations comes to rest on the power to arrest. And when 

only the fear of arrest separates a community from violence, violence is sure 

to erupt. 

* He dresses differently, he rides through the COmmunity in a Cruiser, he 

usually meets people under tl.' .Ln. circu-;;stances. 

) 
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Even in non-violent situations, the law enforcement attitude of a 

p6lice officer may be harmful to pOlice-~ommunity relation~;, it may cause 

him to react in the same manner to a law-abiding citizen who nas failed to 

stop fora red light as he might react to someone w~o had co~~tted a much 

~eater criminal act (they have both, after all, broken a law). Such treat .. 

ment, however, only serves to antagonize the citizen who feels needlessly 

'beli ttled or in suI ted, and further separates the officer from the people 

wi th whom he deals. 

As officials and cJ.tJ.zens ,. began to examine these issues, they came to 

, . • rim 'I e of conflict realize that' if the police role was thoUght of p al'J. Y as on 

management or maintenance of community order, with only a ~~ll percentage 

to l'aw enforcem, ent (as is actually the case) of its time actually devoted 

t sJ.'tuations, such as those described above, in it no longer had to confron 

an adversary manner. And, the thinking went, as soon as the police began 

this reorientation, the community could be expected to make a comparable 

shift in its feelings towards the police. 

the community and the police. 

Such a' shift would benefit both 

I idea of role re-orlentation, iMplied This kind 0 f thinking, the who e 

conflic t mana~ement, L~ understanding different that more training in _ 

cultures and customs, in overcoming language barriers, in handling oneself 

and others, and in handling non-criminal situations, was necessary in order 

, i tt· ing their goal of order tor police officers to become effective n a a~ 

maintenance wi thin the cor.nnu,ni ty. 

i 1 con~J.'nued to examine the breakdown of police-community As pOlice offie a s u 

I i ht Not only was the role description relations, another cause came to _g • 

and the training for their role outdated and ineffective of police officers 

in dea ng WJ. c , li 'th ommunities' the very structure of most police depart. .. ·nents 

the development of a relationship of cooperation beu~een often discouraged 
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p6liee and communi ties.. Bureaucr~tic, mili ta.ristic, hidden away in ~chaic 

_ arid often prison-like buildings, mos't police departments were ~t geared to 

drawing the average citizen off the stree~ and into ~e )01ice world ih 

or.:g..er that he might grow to better understand that world. Police buildings, . 

police uniforms, police cruisers are intimidating sights for the average· 

p~on and are usually not sought out unless one is in trouble. Hence it 

is not unusual -that most citizen contact with police comes in tragic or bother-

some situations. That is, there is no police stTV,cture which a.llows close 

police-co:rmnuni ty contact in qther than stress,ful circumsta.nees. , 

Mechaniz~tion and modern police techniques have also contributed their 

The share to the growing s~paration of the p.~lice officer and the pe,oPile. 

walking beat ~ad allowed friendly contact to develop, put wi til the adven~ of 

the automobile, the advant~ges in both deployment and~eed of motorized 
. , l e_ patrols became o?vious, and walking beats were drastically curtailed. 

• 

• 

• 

Thus, the police have become progressiv~ly more separated from the com­

munity. Although in a sense no group of officials is closer to the people 

" than those who are "there" in time of trouble, in another sense, no group is 

more isolated from the peop~e than those not given the opportunity to meet 

and work with people in other than confrontation situations. 

This concern over the separation between police· ~nrt community, whether 

that connnunity be ~.Jhite, Puerto Rican, or Black" is a very real one today. 

F:>r police officials readily admit that good policing is only possible with 

close community cooperation. It is a rare occurrance when a crime is 

f li ffi In· most ~~stan~es, the officer committed in the presence 0 a po ce 0 c~r. ~. ~ 

. , 

mUst depend on the cooperative citizen to inform him of -trouble, give accurate 

• information and serve as a witn1dss in court. Just as i.'T.portantly, when one 

- of order mai'''ltenance, one sees that .., approaches policing from th~ perspective 

• 

• 

.' 
• 

• 
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" 

e, ci.tizens must learn to !/,C?rk closely with one' another and with police in 
''':of 

-·.~identifying .potential trouble Spots, setting up programs to deter crime, 

calming down potentially. ~olent community 'disturbances, and in general 

assisting police in keeping the commurd.ty safe. The best deterrant to 

crime is the knowledge that every resident of an area is a potential assistant 

to the police. 

In. summary, ,as William A. 'Westley has written:l police planners came to 

see in recent years that, " ••• the principal objective of modern urban 

pOl1ci,ng should be'the mai~tenance ()f publ~c order. Toac'hieve this objective 

the police must haye the cooperation o£ citizens, be trained in skills 

eliciting such cooperation, and be given a relationship to the community 

'Which breec1.s trust and confidence. II 

• e' It was just these feelings'of mutual trust and confidence between police 

and the co~ity which seemed to be collapsing in the 1960's. 

• 

• 

• 

There is another side to today's concern with the practice of policing. 

We have spoken of changing public attitudes with reference to the role a . 

pOlice officer must play and the importance of providi~ a structure of 

community coor-eration Within which this role of order main~nance can be . 
performed. Police administrators have also realized t,ha.t the quality of 

police service received by a community depends to a great extent on the 

calibre of the individual police officer dispensin~ that service. Hence, 

we have begun '\;0 see a drive to attract more qualified personnel into the 

police profession. As the nature of a policeman's job beccrnes more arid more 

comPlex, a~ it must in today's world of diverse cultures ,and sit~uations, it 

• becomes increasingly important for the poltceman to become a Erofessional: 

e skilled, trained, competent, with examinations that assure a certain level . ' 
of quality • 

• 
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But if orle wishes to attract highly qualified personnel, one must' assure 
~ J 

, the~e personnel that thejbb will provi.de challenges, satisfactions, and 

benefits that compare attractively with other professions. 'i'he manner in 

which polici~ has developed in recent years, however, has hindered its 

ability to compete successfully. with other jobs. 

specialization has entered police departments just as it has entered 

other rea.l.zns. A'Dayton, Ohio, police syllabus describes the situation as 

follows: 

"Today, police aloe terribly specialized: they have special units 
for inv,=stigations, traffic c'ontrol, accident investi~ation, 
juvenile ,aid,. co~;nity relations; and a wealth of other, special 
activities. Police officers assigned to these specialities rarely 
receive adequate training to bec'ome Ibook' e:q:>erts I in a technical 
sense, but over the years, by working at the one iden~ified task, 
they gain a fairly high degree of competency in a narrow tas~ ar.ea. 

.Such specialization can be destructive to the dp.velopment of the 
initiative of field patrol officers. ,For example, if a beat 
officer res!1onds to a traffic accident where a !:ierson is injured, 
in most cities his only re~onsibility is to aid the sick and ' 
injured; the investigatiol1. must be left' to the accident 
investigation specialist. The sa~e is t~le of a great number 

.- of situ1'I.tions; fer e:<:a~ple, if. a mi~or crime is encountered, 
the detective is called in to investigate and the beat officer 
goes back on pa tro'l. 

With police :?,?encies constantly trying to rec!"''.li t and ut.ilizp­
college trained men, this type of or~anizational struc'ture does 
not allow a mature;,md responsible indivi(l'ual to exercise 
initiative. Few college ~aduates would find it attractive, 
as a job opportunity, to ride around in a marke~autcmobile 
all day being seen, but no~ being allowed to foll~w through 
on any particular case. .~d when this occurs, the beat patrol 
officer cannot be held responsible for what happens on his 
beat for all he does is take reports, he doesn't investigate 
or participate in like matters. 11 

. Tho frustrations on the part of the be:::.t patroL"Tlan in such instances 

are understandahly great. fro at,tract high calibre personnel, and to keep 

the~e personnel performing at high le~els of quality, the policeman's job 

had to be altered. 

• 
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And so, police offici'ais and planners began a search for solutj,.ons to 

- -tlie problem, discussed above: the, sf'.!paration of police and citizens in 

general and more particularly, the breakdown in communication between the 

police and various segments of society, and the unattractive, unsatisfying 

job structure into which most patrolmen are placed. The solution it was 

felt: 1. must embody an attitude and role chan~e which would allow police 

to "return to the community", without jeopardizing the objectivity of the 

officer in making a necessarY arrest (an argument traditionally used for 

justifying minimal police-community contact), 2. would have to provide a 

police structure within which cit'izens would be more likely to seek out 

police officers in other than crisis, situations, and 3. would have to pro',;, 

vide a job structure which would attract yo~,g, qualified people ~nto the 

• e police profession and which would increase the individual responsibility of 

each officer'. 

These, then, are some of the basic goals of projects in policing which 

• have developed in recent years. 

. I, 

• 

• 

• 
. " 

• 
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• .' B. THE IMMEDIATE PROBLEM, 

• 

• 

One such project was begun in Hol.yoke, Massachusetts, in December 1970. 

Holyoke, the "Paper City", is typical of many NE'!w England cities. Reaching . .,.... . 

its zenith at the turn of the century when its mills were providing paper 

and cloth for the nation, Holyoke is now fighting to hold on to the remaindE'!r 

of its industrial base =1d to cope with the ~ulti-faceted problems of older 

cities: tenement housing, suburban sprawl and a concommitant decay of the 

Central Business District, a declining total population (from 54,540 in 1960 

~ 50,112 in 1970, according to U., S. Census, figures), and a populace 

changing from middle an~ upper low income w~ite to lower inc~1ne non-white. 

The overall ratio of ' minorities, ~owever, is relatively law when compared to 

most urban areas (in 1970, Black and Puerto Rican nOL~orities accoUnted for .- only'8%of,the city's tota~ populati9n). 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

As is usually the case, however, most minority residents are located in 

one area of the city, Wards 1 and 2, (See table 2-!, Terun Areas One and Two) 

which contClins 2a,; of the city's total popul::1.tion, but almost 60% of its 

Black and Puerto Rican minorities. Living condi~ions are poor in this area; 

almost one quarter of the fa~lies in these wards have incomes below the 

poverty leve~. Recently, minority res~dents have begun to locate themsAlves 

in a deteriorating area to the west of Ward 2 and south of t:~1e CBD (part of Team 

g~a Four on . Table 2-I). Police-conununi ty relations in each~~ i:' these 

areas are potentially: the worst in the city • 

. Holyoke h?s taken positive steps to deal with these problems. The first 

step was Holyoke's receipt of Model Cities funds in 1969 to develop a 

e Model Neighborhood in 'Hard 1. Appro~ately 1/10 of the city'~' population 

of 50,000 people occupy this area. The ward population is approxL~ately 20% 

Puerto Rican, 10% Black, and the remainder French, Polish, and Irish families 

who had originally settled the area and,who, within recent years, had begun 

u 
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Table 2-1. SELECTED DEl10GRAPH1C CHARAC'mRIS'I'1CS OF' THE GITY OF HOLYOKE & TEAM AREAS , 

BASlID ON 1970 CENSUS INFORHATION * 

" 

Characteristics Area 1 Area 2 Area 3 Area 4 City 

Tbtal Population 4,666 G~184 - 31,044 10,218 50,112 
. I 

1/ %**' 1/ % /I % 1/ % # % 

Blac,k 420 9 223 5 210 .7 274, 3 1127 2 

Puerto Rican 893 19 ~87 7 41. , .1 49 .5 1496 3 

White ~338 72 ' 3664 88 ,30730 99 '98,6 96 47362 95 
, 

Income' Below 
Poverty,Level • . 
(Families), 23~ 22 246 25 406 ·5 432 11 1319 11 

" 

" 

Average Family 
$6,189 $6,J.~2i !n? ,353 $7,606 $9,963 

Income 

* All data is basen on C~nsus'Tract Divisions and hence is slightly inaccurate but serves for purposes of 
description e.nd comparison~ Area 1 corresponds eXActly with Tract 8114. Area 2 has been equated with Tract 
8115, but is in reality laresr (i~cluding the Springdale-Ingleside Area of the City). Area.3 has been e~uated 
with Traots 81~8, 8119, 8120, and 8121, but is smaller by apprOximately 2300 people, moat of whom'live in the 
Springdale-Ingleside section of Area 2; the remainder are added to Area '4. Hence, Area 4 (Tract 8116 and 8111) 
1s .larger tnan 1 t appears. ' ' 

** Roun~ed oCf to 'the nearest percents. 

II • • e' • • • • • • • 
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Their uneasiness was reflected in a 1i~tof neighborhood needs which 
• ". . i. • • 

,-..vas drawn up by the citizen body governing the Model Cities 'Program. A 

specific request was made that ~~del Cities·planners develop a project 

which would bring back a "sense of security to the neighborhood." 

This was in 1969. The summer of 1970 brought special impetus to police 

planners in the city to provide an answer for this request. That s'UI!U11er, one 

police officer w~s stabbed, another narrowly missed a skull fract'ure from a 

tossed flowerpot, a third was shot in the stomach. Although no major riots 

occurred, near riots were a constant, threat to order and. s'tability. 

'The city government's reaction to .this situation was to authorize 

planning for a Model Cities-police ~~oject to ease the te~sion in the city. 

The plan decided upon was an elaboration of th~ "Team ~olicing II c10ncept 

which had begun in Aberdeen, Scotland, shortly after ';iorld tolar II and had 

spread to a handful of cities in this country. The project was to be funded 

w;i. th ¥.odel Cities-HUn monies, with ~'lard I serving as the experimental area 

and Ward 2, its demograpbiG twin, serving as a control. !~ard 2 would receive 

police service delivery in ,a traditiqnal manner; Ward I would have its own 

Team Police Unit. Planners envi~ioned that if Team Unit One c,ould prove a 

success in the tense situation into which it was thr~~, the team concept 

could be exp~dp,d to another area and eventually ~~roughout the city as the 

means of police service delivery. 

, ' . 

" . 
'" " 
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THE TEAM APPROACH . , 

• 

• 

• 

·e 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

1. Goals 

Holyoke's plan is perhaps the most far-t'eaching of any teruTl police 

experiment in the country, for it encompasses most goals which other depart­

ments have attempted to cope with in a piecemeal fashion. The goals of the 

Holyoke Team Police Project are as follows: 

I. Improve police-community relations, repairing the breakdown in 

connnunications which has occurred bet~een:police and citizens. 

a. develop a means of policing qetter equipped yO deal with the 

cultural ~d language barriers which separate police from minority 

groups or foreign l~guage citizens. 

b. foster a positive change in cormnunity atM.tude tOvlard police 

individually and toward the police institution. 

increase cooperation between the community and police. 

II. Develop a more s~tisfactorJ role concept~on and jo~ description to 

govern the pe;rormance of police officers, one which all~~s for both 

resp~nsiveness to and greater responsibility for community problems. 

a. cha-~ge in a positive m~~er the role conception of police in 

o~er that they may come to view their roles as more self-Il1-otiV'ated 

and self-directed, 'affording more responsibility and authority in 

decision making. 

b. change the job description of police officers by developing a 

generalist/specialist approach to police se.rvice delivery. 

c. foster greater job satisfaction by creating a more challenging 

and rewarding police role. 
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• ~ III. Improve both tpe effectiveness and efficiency of police service 

• 

• 

• 

.-
• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

--delivery to a neighbol"hood. 

a. ~duce the cost of service delivery 

b.' increase the sense of security in the co~i ty 

2. The Team Police Model 

Holyoke Poli.ce :plrumers developed broad guidelines to accomplish these 

goals, guidelines which were to be elaborated upon and refined by team 

members themselves., This general :structure has been most adequately described 

in a previous e~valuatic;n r~,port prepared by John Angell, f!.a:y' Galvin, and 

Michael O'Neill. : 

ftTI1e police operation that was i~nlemented in Ward I was to be 
relatively independent of controf from the normal connnand 
hierarchy of the' Holyoke Police Department. A t8P..m of 'Officers 
was assigned to the ar'ea a.T'ld given the responsibility of 
providing police service in the area. The precise goals they 
were to pursue and the me~hods that would be utilized were 
left to the team. In arrivi~ at the definition of the 
goals and the procedures that the.police would be using, the 
officers were requir0d to work closely, with members of the 
community and their organizations. The team structure and 

, operations were to be very 'flexible, insofar as possible 
providing the kind of police service that the people of 
Ward I wanted. The team model was to have the following 
characteristics! . 

1. Police onerations in Hard I were to be decentralized with 
the police offic~rs working out of a local storefront rather 
than the central station. 

2. The team was to be. giveI].: .. ~)ithority to make decisions 
concerning their goals, pr.ocedure~~y assignments, training, 
needs,. etc. Such authority was not g!,ien to regular patrol 
officers. 

3. Traditional fo~~l supervisory assignments were to be 
suspended in favor of situational; informal arrangements. 

• 

• 

• 

• 
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4. The concept of autocratic supervision was to be dropped 
and democratic methods of decision-making within the Team Area 
were implemented •• Ran.1I: consciousness was to be eliminated and 
each man given an equal vote re~ardless of former police rank, 
not only on administrative procedur~s, but on policy matters 
and disciplinary matters as well. ' 

S. The comml1nity was to be involved in policy-mal?,-ng, 
conflict resolution, selection and training of personnel; 
and in d~cision-m~g, through periodiC meetings between 
the Team and t',jO citizen bodies. the Community Relations 
Council and the Cri~e and Delinquency Task Force. 

6. Centrallv located staff services and investigative 
l!n.xpport units co;'ld be called upon by the Team 'and its 
members. 

7. Team members would be taken out of traditional 
uniform and'put in readily identif~able outfits of their own. 
choosi~ that would not carry militaristic, or repressive, 

. connotations. 

8. Salaried civilian aides would be. recruited from the 
neighborhood to act as liaisons and interpretors for police ! 

and foreign language residents. Their knO'fr1edee and under­
standi~ of the area would provide an important link beti-reen 
police and area residents. . 

9. A task-oriented work team would replace traditional 
preventive patrols and the responsibility for the performance 
of tasks would b~ shared by all members of the team. 

10. All officers would function as generali,sts, assuming 
responsibility for the investigation of all criminal matters 
comin~ to their attention. Department specialists would be 
e1imi~ated from the area except as requested by the team. . 

11. To increase the overall effectiveness of the team, each 
officer would be trained as a specialist in a field such as 
fingerprinting or photc'~raphy. 

12. Provisions would be made to provide each offi~8r ~ith 
increased skills in addressing the widest possible range of 
police problems, particularly in the sensitive area of 
conflict management. 
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)i1 implementing this-type of program seve~al assumptions were made by 

HOlyoke1s Police Pl~~ers. 

POLICE-CO}NUNITY RELA ~ 

In the area of improvi~ police-community relations in general, and 

police-minority relations in particular, it was assumed that in order for 

residents to meaningfully relate to police, police had to ~evelop a community 

strueture and a role toward which residents could relate. The assumption was 

made that the isolation of police fram the general populace was in large part 

due to the role they had traditionally played (law enforcer), the ofttimes 
, 

-authori t;u-ian bearing and attitude of police officers, 'the imposfDg: atmosphere 

of'most police stati~ns and the, simple fact that the average citizen has 

little or no contact,with police ·officers in other than stressful situations. 

Furthermore, planners recognized that within the city there were several 

smaller co!TlI'1UIlities, each with its own policing problems and needs. Increasing 

poli.ce familiarity with a specific neighborhood area and its problems, would 

produce improved police-community relations in the area. By establishing a 

neighborhood police team, permanently assigned to an area and working out of 

an informal setting (the storefront), natural and easy 1in:es of communicatio"u 

and understanding could be opened be~~een police and neighborhood residents. 

Using neighborhood aides for translation and liasion purposes would facilitate 

the breaking down of barriers be~een minority groups and police and would 

a!~ist minority residents in entering the police force. 

It was above all assumed that th~ c~~ty's input into policing should 

be a vital and int,imate one.~ not only in terms of providing ' . ..-itnesses and 

:1nfomation, but also in terms of defining those arep's towards which limited 

police resources should be directed. Further, it was hypothesized that by 

-e 
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ehifting part of the re~ponsibility for order maintenanoe to community ~esidents 
. , 

themselves, community support.-could be e~listed in devel~ping alternative courses 

of action in potentially violent situatiol'ls.4 Hence, the program envisioned 

community bodies, ~ade up of a cross section of area reSidents, which would 

a!!!sist the team in developing and clarifying the broad guid.elines and policies 

which planners presented to the team. Through such bodies, area residents 

would also learn to understand .the policeman's duties ,and perspecti~e. 

It was assumed that in order to accomplish these ends, the police officer 

.would have to view himself differently; he must understand ,that his primary 

task is the management of community con:flict and not simply law e~forcement 
q '. • 

and he must be 'provided with skills and techniques for interv:ening in or pre-

venting t,he development of. commun:Lty crises. A deeper awareness 01£ community 

styles and custcms had to be developed by each officer ,in order to prevent 
, . 

senseless confrontations. 

These goals were to be accomplished not only by intensive training pro-

. grams ~~ but by allowing the team to a~ ter its appearl3:nce in such a way as to 

facili tat.e closer police-resident contact. It was believed that the tr~.di tional 

uniform, with its militaristic appearance, contributed to both citizen unwa~.l­

ingness to socialize with police, and the authoritarian attitude of most poliqe 

officers when dealing with citizens; A less traditional blazer uniform would, 

it was believed, contribute to th~ rapprochmefit of the officer and the community. 
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ROLE CONCEPTION AND JOB. DESCRIPTION OF. POLICE 

-I 
tfraditionally, the Chief of Police'1's !ihe only person held accountable 

for the COi'idition of community relations 1 ' . , po ice services, and crime control 

in the city. The specialized and divided f unctions of police personnel pre-

vent the fixing of accountability at lower levels of perfonnance, for in one 

crim:inal case or in one area, any number of specialized bureaus might contribute 

, to the resolution of a problem, Holyoke's planners assumed that specialization 

as it currently 'exists not only hinders individual aC'count~bility (and hence. 

~tifles an important source of motivation); ~t also negates any opportunity 

f~r officers to bee ome intimately' knowi8<igeable about an area of ~e city and 

is a prime source of f~stration for the beat patrolman. 

Further, it was assumed that a police 

role ,in the life of the cormnuni'ty, lacking 

officer, deprived of a~meaninC1ful 
OJ 

a 'positive self-i~age, hemmed in 

by hierarchical structures f 'b"' . o responsl l_ity and 1i.~~:d opportunity for 

. personal init.iative, would be dissatisfied with his job and could not be 

expected to function res ... 'Oonsibly or'·proVJ.."dp. +'" k" d ' _ _ " .. Ae ln of police service the times 

demand. 

Planners assumed that if patrolmen were given the opportl~ty'to be~ome 

generalists, investigating to conclusion all 1" t ca .I,S 0 which they responded, 

officers would, over a period of time, be' ... ;.,' h' '. gln vu ~ew t eir professional police 

ro~es as more self-motivated and would assume more authority in the decision-

making process. Reducing rank consciousne'ss and increasing democratic decision-

making would facilitate this process. Greater'individual and group responsibility 

would serve to develop a more ch~llenging police role which would prove more 

satisfying to participating officers. MOrale level would also increase es job 

satisfac·tion and team spirit grew. 

ft· 
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This change 1 n ~ob" description would attract more q1:alified personnel 

-in the future an~ w0n!d ~~prove the productivtty.0f men c~rently on the 
. 

force 'by providing not only a more challenging job struc'toure but by 

offering greater rewards to officers: salaries could be increased as the 

cost of service delivery was reduced. 

It was also assumed that by allowing interested patromen to become 

specialists in certain fields, team capabilities and individual job 

satisfaction would be increased. 

EFFECTI@TESS 1l.ND 'EFFICI~~CY OF POll CE S~iJIC3 DE~V~Y 

It was assumed by pla...Tlners thP,t the above goals). if ?chieved, would 

_ i I~' . . 
.•• .s~' . 

) 

contribute to the ultir!l,ate goal of more effective police service I to the cOJT1!'l1unity. 

A higher level of police morale and job satisfaction would manifest itself in 

the increased prod1Jctivity of i'ndividual. officers. 

The team, in bringing together the talents of a number of generalist/ 

specialist~ and receivinl; meaningful assistance from the community, would 

handle cases in ~ more corr.plete, expeditious a.nd successful manner. A greater 

number of cases Tl'lould be handled than in the past, thus r8d,ucing the cost of 

rendering these services •. And as the cost of delivering services went down 

and the quality up, ~a"ings to the city would bri.'1g increased dollar returns 

. to the department and the ta:.cpayer. 

By reducing the priority of'preventive patrol and allowing the team to 

concentrate en performing specific tasks, the tSaITl a.nd eom.rnunity would ha'Tr~ .-
gr~ater flexibility in dealing ..rith problem areas, 2nd po'lice o~eration5 would 

become more effective. That is; arbitrary priorities would be elirnin~ted in 

order that the team and cow~unity eouid establis~ meaningful priorities for 

their particular neighborhood. 

) 
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It was further assumed that because of the increased level of police 

service and because o~ the proximity of ~olice to their neighborhood, residents 

would feel more at ease in their homes. MOre concentrated police personnel 

plus added community input and cooperation would result in higher clearance 

.~ate5, shorter response times, and improved crime control. 

: 
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e' D. SYNOPSES OF FIRST APTION YEAR (DECEMBER 1970 - FEBRUARY 1972). 
.: . 

it e 

• 

• 

• 

, 
1. Organization of the TeE1ll. 

. The Holyoke Police Department conducted an intensive education program 

before requesting volunteers for its first team policing unit. Thirty percent 

or the force was ordered to attend several weekend training sessions on thEl 

Team Police conc~pt and from this gro~p twenty five men volunteered to become 

part of the team. or these, fourteen were selected largely on the basis of 

seniority and experience • 

Training of t~am volunteers consis.ted of two approaches: 1. formal sessions 

and 2. site ~s~tations •. The formal training sessions consisted of courses 

ta.ught at Holyoke Community College. and covered three major areas: Elements 

of Crime in Relation to Massachusetts Statut~s; Investigation and Interrogation; 

Interviewing and Report Writing and special courses in Fingerprinting~ 

~otography and Laboratory ~iences~ Between October 1970 and June 1911 con-

sultants and team members also conducted seminars relating to team polic~ 

theory and organization, decision~making in a democratic setting, management 

problems, records keeping, developing communications system~, land various 

other topics • "Short seminars on conflict management, inter-personal 

sf tuations and common behav;i..oral patterns were also given. Yarious action 

alternatives available to police were reviewed in order to help officers 

develop a better way in which to· handle domestic and street problems • 

Site visitations were arranged to allow team members to visit other 

cities wit~ innovative police programs that faced problems similar to Holyoke • 

'.' As the first year's evaluation report states, "Overall the primary 

empha~is of the (training) program was-in the participatory process rather 

than the ~ecifics~ The officers had to learn to assume authority and 

:' • participate: in decision-making about their ow jobs and the management of their 
. 
II . own affairs." 

) 

) 
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~ For a two month pe~iod sessions were conducted on an overtime basis on 

• 
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-:weekends to allow the team to prepare for. implementation. Galvin, Angell 

and O'Neill describe these sessions: 

'"The officers were told they would be responsible for the 
success or the failure of the project. They were encouraged to 
learn and use the informal system •. They then proceeded to 
identify problems, establish priorities among the problems, and 
appoint three and four m~mbercommittees to study the problems . 
and make recommendations back to the entire team. One committee 
worked on corrnmmications, anot-he1"on eq1rl.pment, a third on 
relationships with the rest of the police department and a fourth 
on corrmr.rni ty relations •••• : 

The Team agreed to reduce rank consciousness amopg members 
to as low a le,vel as possible. 1.Jhi:le it wa.s the consensus Of the 
team that·the Project Director; who was a captain, .could overrule 

, a decision at anytime, everyone was to be invo:l:-ved in decision­
making relat.ed to the management of the !,ro'1:ram, and' a consensus 
was to rule unless the captain felt that the implementation of a 
group decision would severely damage the team, department, or 
a citizen." 

Team meetings were to be held ~~ice monthly in order to facilitate group 

,decision-making. The chairman could' be c.hallenged every six months and 

new elections held. Personnel work 'schedules, disciplinary problems-, policy 

making decisions, and rules and procedures were discussed at these meetings. 

Community residents were allowed to attend to offer suggestions and advice. 

A seventeen member Crime and Delinquency Task Force and a nine member 

Community Relations Council (six co~unity residents and three police repre-

:!e~tatives) alse, linked neighborhood residents with the team. 

On Dec~mber 1), 1970, Team Unit One began oper~tions in a storefront 

which members had rennovated themselves. In addition to th~ fourteen patrol-

men and one captain on the team, four Co.mmunity Service Officers. selected 

!rom neighborhood minority groups, were employed to work with the team. 

.J 
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e 2. 

• 
Evaluation 

" 

The first year's evaluation report termed Team Policing in Holyoke a 

"qualified success." Hithin the area of conununity attitude, there was a 

• change in a positive direction as measured by: 1. a community attitude 

survey administered on a pre- and post-test basis in both the experimental 

and control areas, and directed toward eliciting citizen opinions on perceived 

• attitudes of pol±~e" c;i tizen willingness to help police, and the quality of 

poliCing in the area; 2. a clientele attitude survey administered to a 
. , 

r~dom selection of .people who had called for police services in both Wards 

• .' i and 2 during, the' course of the action- year, and df:rected t~w'ard' eliciting 

client opinions on police response time art~ desire to do a good job; and 

3. group intervi~ws with key.people in the community directed toward 

• e elic~ting opinions on Team Policing and police service delivery in gen~ral. 

Although these measures indicated a positive attitude change toward 

police on the part of citizens in iiard 1, .the evaluators did caution that· 

• publicity about the team, which ran.for the course of the experimental and 

testing situation, wight very likely have influenced public opinion about 

the team. Wary. 2 resinents expressed a significant negative attitude change 

.' toward police service in their ward, when one would have expected no change 

in attitude (since police service had not changed). This fact would tend to 

support the hypothesis that publicity had played some role in the attitude 

• changes, positive and negative. 

, Within the area of job satisf;:tction and morale, interviSTtls with team 

members elicited strong positive responses toward conununity involvement and 

• cooperation and toward the team's organizational structure, although responses 

to the latter were not so unequivocal. Men preferred being allowed to work at 

• 

;']1--, ' 
"lI.' , 

) 
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their own pace without constant supervision by a sergeant. 

el!joyed the freedom to,ftillow cases through to conclusion. 

.. ': " . 

Almost all 

Men did decide 

however, (in a team meeting) th~t one man on each shift would be given 

authority to "resoJ,.ve disputes andt.o redirect team ~nergies when needed." 

Hen organized projects within Ward I such as dances and sports events, enjoyed 

the recognition they received in the press and from individual Citizens, and 

felt that their work was more pleasant and easier than traditional policing. 

The team's sick leave record was lower than that of the remainder of the 

department, another indicator of high morale and job. satisfaction~ 

" Although team morale was s in gener.al, excellent one problem area which 
. .' • r 

evaluators saw was the need to pr'ovide a.ddi tional compensation to team 

JIlembers who no longer had enough time ,to take part-time jobs. This issue, 

as we shall see, has not been solved. 

.. ~ In the area of effective and e~ficient police service delivery, evaluatOrs 

• 

• 

.. 

• 

• 

.(;l 

reported the following results: a six man panel composed of police administ'£'ators 

from across the country found that "the team concept obviously contributed to 

the improvement of police service in Holyoke and even though the teams "s public 

relations were important to them, there was' nothing to suggest a deterioration 

of their perfoI1nallce in the area of crime control because of this stance. 

Indeed, the contrary seemed more likely. II 

Because of the inadequacy of the records keeping system within the 

dep~tment, no before-and-after comparisons could be made in evaluating 

team workload, response time or clearance rates. Instead, evaluators chose 

three days at random from each month of the project period and examined all 

team and Ward 2 case reports for those days. fl~alysis showed that the average 

~ monthl~ caseload per team member w~s aPRroximately.twice that of the 

101 members of the department, including Bureau personnel. No other 

of police records could be made. 
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e' Based. on this inf~r.mation, evaluators felt that team policing L~ Holyoke 

. __ -could be declared ,a qualified success in. the areas of improved police-community 

relations, police morale and job satisfaction. 

Data collected in another ~eaJ that of police attitude change, was more 

ambiguous. It was assumed that the team structure, training and increased 

community contact would result in a change in the w.orking personality of team 

members. Therefore, a battel:f ~f psychological instruments was administered 

to the team and to :a control group selected at random from the remaining non-
, . 

,team patrolmen,' both in the pre- and post-test periods of the action year. 

Evaluators indicated thatres'ul ts .for 'both police role orien~ation and 
I 

authoritarian tests.were question~ble because'of the lack. of insularity in 

experimental design; that is, neither the team no~ the control group could be 

shielded from the publicity or increased status of team members, nor from 

-e knowiedge of th~ aims of the experiment. All of these f~ctors, no doubt, 

affected police officers' perceptions of the "proper l1 role and attitudes 

which offi.cers should demonstrate. 

• 

• 

• 

• e 

• 

. . t h that team members ;nitially saw themselves Results of the pre-~es s s ow ~ 

as "social agents", holding the departmentl.s service functions in as much 

esteem as its iaw enforcement activities as compared to the control group 

which viewed themselves as "crime fighters", minimizing the importance of 

non-eriminal police functions. Team members also showed themselves' less apt 

to· be authoritarian, less concerned with power and "toughness", more liberal, 

more' able to tolerate vagueness and make decisions under conditions of un­

certainty, and less prejudiced towaI:d outgroups than the control group. 

Th~ results of the second administration of the attitude surveys, however, 

1 t ot F;rst,· as the 1971 evaluators did not present such a c ear cu p~c ure. • 

pointed out, the control sample appeared to have been contaminated during the 

th 1 0 i· O the. possibility of valid comparisons. course of the project, us e 1m nal.l~ng .... 

) 

) 
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Second, the recorded changes in the Team Police Unit officers' scores. did not 

~al1 point to an unequivocal conclusion. ,All inQices of change were very 

weak, barely reaching significance levels on only four of the seven instru-

ments used.* Ethnocentrism of team. members decreased slightly arid activism 

(willingness to intervene in other than arrest situations) increased. Form;alism 

also increased as did tolerance of ambiguity, indicating possible' dissatisfaction 

Wi,th the democratic model w:Lthi~ the teaJJl~ Control responses, however, also 

shifted in similar directions and hence, no conclusions could be drawn from 

this data. 

The evaluators cClnclude their 1971. report with the follOWing; paragraphs. 

These paragraphs will be quoted in full, for they have a d:lrect bea:ring on 

'the evaluation of the second action year: , , . 

nThe bulk of the evidence certainly supports the concept as 
~L viable approach to urban policing. . Measures of community opinion 
:lndicate that the public served by the team are generally pleased 
1,dth its performance. The officers. assigned to the unit' seem to 
be better motivate1 toward their jobs, and while it is still 
uncertain whether the internal In~chanisms governing the operation 
of the team are funct.ioning'in the desired manner, the team seems 
to have survived the uncerta1Ut2es and is maintaining an accepted 
level of administrative efficiency. A panel of police professionals 
found promise in the generalist approach to li11.e operations . . 
espoused by this organizational form. There can be very little 
doubt that police service has markedly improved in Ward' I since 
the inception of Team Policing. 

On the other hand, there are one or two nagging problems 
that dissuade the consu.1,tants from offering a completely favor­
able report. Pri..ilary anyong these' is our inability to compare the 
activity of the team ver!sus the police activity cal"!"ied out in 
the area prior to the introduction of the team and further, our 
inability to comnare the workload statistics of tea~ members and 
other po~i.ce officers. As has been noted earlier in this report, 
this shortcoming is entirely due to a lack of useful depar~ilental 

, activity data. ' 

• ' Activity sc,~le and formalism scale, -(police role clrientation survey 

developed by the ev:aluators), g'enera1 authori.tarianJ..sm (California F Scale, 

Form 45), conservatism (California PEC Scale, Form h5), ethnocentrism (California 

E Scale susgested final form), tolerance' of ambiguity (Budner Total of 
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d '" di-rficu1ty·which definitely conditions the, 
. The ~7ccn m~Jor -.- that of intpr-organizational conflict. 

team's ob~ous successes 1S -'. d 
Tf the Team. ,police Unit', for the moment, can be Vl.~e R.S an t of 

--" .. , . 1 t' rticularly W1 th the res independent ent1~Y· 1tS re a 1ons.~.pa. ' t . d 
, the police depar~~nt, have at times bee~ severe~y s ra~eh· . 

This by no means is 501e1y due to the ':-Tl1t' s act1~~. t i~er~~up 
t "butpd to the problem and t.here 1S some con c 

__ ,con r1 -. H ' the inter-orp.:anizational chaos related 
in social change. - owever, :.:> f th t dy 

. ' '. e"t 'IoWas so monumental that it needs ur er s u. , 
to this proJ - d t f 1 that the problem stems from the concept, 
The consultants 0 no ~e. ' Ie 
but once again, proving 1t 1S another matter. 

, ' d b G 1""'; Angell and 0 'Neill, the in-The two problem areas mentione y a •• n, 

, ,'. d i t -departmental conflict, have 
adequacy of department record-keepJ.ng an n ,ra, ' . 

, Thsl.'r e'ffects on, the evaluation of the Team Police 
,continued into 1972. 

( 

of this report. 
. 

~~je~t ~~ Holyoke'wi1l ?e. discussed, in fo1~owing sections 

--_.- ---
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Danography of Team Areas 

'Four area teams ~ave been 'established in the City of Holyoke in 1970-

1973 and operate out of community storefronts. A fifth team is located at 

the main station and is charged with providing supportive services to the 

area teams, maintaining detention and laboratory fa'cili ties and manning the 

specialty bureaus of t.he department: the Traffic Bureau, De:tective Bureau, 

Crime Prevention' Bureau, and Safetr qfficer. Commanding officers also work 

out of headquarters. 
, ' 

"Areas" or community bound~ies were established on the basiS df homo-

-e 

geneity of crime problems and demographic characteristics. Area {Four iathe 

Central Business District and the immediately surrounding residential areas. 

The area is predomi.1"lantly white, iower middle class with an average family 

inc~e of ~7 ,600. Area Three by contrast is also primarily white~ but almost, 

totally residential and middle to upper middle class. One would assume tha':r, 

,~eas such as these would have rather different policing problems (breaking 

I' 

• 

• 

• 

-

and entries, and larcenies in p!3.rticular) than Areas One and T"ilO whe:re 

minori ty group tensions 'W'ould be of primary concern to police personneL 

The four areas vary greatly in geographic size ~~d population size and 

density (see Table 2-I). Area One with 4,666 persons is a densely populated 

inner city area, approximately one-half 'square mile in size. Area Three, 

however, is populated with approximately 28,000 people spread ~ver a fourteen 

square mile area. 

Because of differences in area size and problems, team sizes also vary. 

Team One is' composed of fifteen patrolmen, Team'Two of eighteen patrolmen, 

Team Three of twenty-one patrolmen, and Team Four of nineteen. Team Five, 

e headquarters has eleven patrolmen plus commanding 'officers and bureau person-

nel~ 

As teams continu~ their operations, ,one would expect that policing styles, 

priorities, and problem ,solUtions would vary from area tel, area as Jolice teams 

• 
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• 

-e 
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• 
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. 
adjust their operations to specific community needs. Continued mom toring of 

team poli~ies and proced~es and comparisons between teams should therefore 
; I , . ~ . 

be ,of interest in the ~ear future~The question to be asked is whether or not 

cT~ser community contact has resulted in ~ore in-depth knowledge of an area, 

. 1" and ~, r';orities tailored to meet specific area problems. and in policing po ~c~es r ... 
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EVALUATION - 1972 

.. 
".., .. '~ .. 

1. Evaluation of Innovative Projects. 

The goal of any evaluation report is to provide a clear answer to the 

question, "Is this project successful according to our criter;ia of success?" 

In the case of Holyoke's Team Policing project, evalU(3,tion must measure to 

what extent the team structure has: 
'. 

1. improved community attitudes toward police. 
. 

2. altered the role perception 'of police officers to a ,more' 

self-motivated, responsible one and improved the'job satisfaction 

and morale of police officers in so doing. -- ~proved the effectiveness and efficiency of police services to 

the team areas. 

• 

• 

-
-
• 

During the course of the first action year, an experimental situatio~ was 

established in Holyoke; a control district'was selected which was geographically 

similar to the experimental area., ''lard I. A battery of community su-~eys and 

interviews were administered on a pre and post-test basis (for the most part) 

to both the experimental and control are~s. Police role orientation and attitude 

tests were also administered to Team One persormel and a random sample of non.., 

te~m police personnel. One would expect in such a situation that measurable 

changes would occur in the experimental area while no changes would occur 

in the area not receiving experimental treatment. Such a design comes closest 

to allOwing evaluators to control' for extraneous variables which could effect 

_ the results of the experiment. Therefore, changes which have occurred in the 

experimental area can be identified as stemming from altered circumstances in 

that area (team policing, in this case). 

But even the best experimental design can be affected by variables which 

) 
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evaluators could not be .expected to anticipate. This is especially true 

...in: projects of a sociolbgical nature taking place on a societal level. The 

1971 evaluation report, although favorable to the experiment in Ward 1, could 

not unequivocally state ~~at Team Policing had produced alterations in various 

measures. Was it the t.eam structure or special personality traits demonstrated 

by Team 1 personnel which produced high levels of morale .and job satisfaction 

on the Team? Was it a community-based police ~eam,which increased the sense 

of security of Area One residents and altered their attitudes toward police 

in a positive dir~ction? Or was it the rntl'i,"e fact of having 1.5 police personnel 

and four Community ,SerVice Officers assigned to t,lle area where only 12 

persons had been assigned previously which led to increased satisfaction with 

policing in the area? 

.- Another problem encountered by evaluators· in 1971 was the fact that no 

accurate b~seline mea,sures of police perfonnance (ego number and tnJes Qf calls 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

h~led, response t.im'3s,clearance rates) could be established because of 

serious deficiencies in department records. No comparisons could be made, 

therefore, betwp.en non-team and team performance levels. Thus, although police 

experts from other cities fom1d Team One to be an efficientl~ run unit, no 
'. , 

quantifiable data could be produced which demonstrated that the team structure 

per ~ had enco.uraged more ,effective police service delivery as compare.d to 

traditional policing. 

. Although Team One was deemed a .success on the basis ,of greatly improvRd 

citizen attitudes, 'the generally quieter atmosphere in the Ward 1 area and 

the high leyels of morale and job satisfaction within the team, many questions 

r.elating specifically to the impact of the structural aspects of team 

_ Ii i . d nSwered The' goal- of the second action year evaluation ., po c ng rema:Lne una • 

report is therefore, to answer some of these questions~ 

) 
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Design 

I 

The 1972 ev'aluation design, although utilizing evaluation measures 

dev~loped in the first action year, approaches Holyoke's tea'll !,o1icin~ 

experiment in a manner diffpren~ fr~ that 6f the 1971 evaluation. Assess­

JIlent of the effects of innova:t.ive change; on 1. the department and 2. the 

team police struct.ure ass'U!!!ed incloeased i'Tllportance a,s a ,controlled experimental 

design was vitiated by citY-v:id~ expansion. Of particular 'interest are the 

factors which ha've contribut;ed to d~par't:YTlental res~ntment tow~rd this 

innova ti ve proj e~tJ 'an,d how ~uch intense fee lj ngs mi ~ht have been avoided or 
" 

alleviA. 'ted by' 3.cL-ninis'trati ve or staff actions. 

Alterations in team structure 'l:'1hich have occurred aBo additional teams 

have been formed are of iIriportance tQ other' tE'am police planners 'ff'!.ced 1-Tith , 

eventual city-wide te;:JTI police eXpansion. A q'Je~tion adqressed in this report 

is, there f')r€', to ;'That ~xten:t ;.lterations vlero necessa!7 in order for team 

policing to expand successfully tbfoughout the city, am to 101hat deg!'ee 

-alterations can cont.inue to h~ lTlElde' in the conc":,+, hefr're a precinct r':("Ic1el 

becomes substituted for the t8am model. Necessary and 't'"ealistic ari,f'ption vs. 

a vitiat,l;d team police model is an issue which is facing Holyoke police 

planners and will no doubt face other team police rlan.ner~. 

As a part of this phase of the evaluation, the activities of the Haster 

Plan Staif (nolice planners) p.re assessed in light of their contributions . . 
with reference to team policing in Holyoke and with refpz-ence to the pro-

fessionalization of the departJrJ.pnt as a whole. 

The impact of innovative ~h~.m~e is assessed, but of equal :bnportance is 

the cOn.'.ulUeri rnoni torin~ of team perf~mar.\ce levels" job satisfaction and 

morale leyels, and cOmInrnity attitudes .. 'ith reference to team polici!l~. 

Because departmental (non-team) baseline measu!'es are inaccurate, Team One 1971 

performance mectsures are used as a baseline with which to co~are 1972 

, .j 
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levels in Team One and Team Two. N2,tional, regional, state and compar.;tbly 

.sized cities data are ~lso cited to pro~de comparisons of tea.m performance 

levels with other areas not experimenting with team policing. Although 

variables no doubt'intervene to cloud comparisons among cities or areas, 

. it is felt that "non';'Holyoke" figures partially hEllp clarify the impact of 

Team Policing in th~s city. 

,Other measures have been specifically altered to discern which facets 
. , ' 

:of the team structure· seem~d to relate most directly to project goals. That 

is, interviews with Team One members are used to attempt to elicit information 

on . which facets of the team structure are wo:r;'king, have been alte~ed since .. 
1971, and what changes in morale an~ job satisfaction hav~ resulted from such 

structural alterations. Team Two interviews also attenipt to unr.over which 

facets of team policing (if any) h~ve appealed to Team Two personnel • 

Commmiity attitude surveys containing' specific questions on what structural 

a~pects of team ~olicing appeal to residents the most and what complaints 

residents have with reference to their team. were used, with the 'hope that ,a 

clear picture could be obtained of which aspects of team structure have con-
, , . 

tributed to alterations in community feelings toward police., 

The 1972 ~valu~tion design also re-examines the goals of the team police 

project ir 1ight of those goals which can realistically be me,asured on a 

short-term basis, and those which can be approached only over a longer period 

of-time. Although it was felt that measurable progress toward most goals was 

a realistic possi~ility in the project's first years, one goal was re-classified 

as long-te~: role orientation and personality alteration. It may be true 

that the team structure all'oW's greater flexibility and independence to 

perso~el, encourages a mOTe activist police !ole orientation, and that this 

structure could over many years have an affect on. the personalities of 

team members. But results of personality and role orientation tests in 

both 1971 and 1972 are ambiguous enough to suggest that detailed analysis 
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, ' 

of such data would be meaningless on a short'-tenn basis. Hence, ~a1ysis of 

~ch data will not be ~resented in this report. 

.3.5::hema ' 

This then is the basic thrust of the 1972 evaluation ,report: an asses's-

ment of innovativ.e change in a traditional institution, and continued monitoring 

of team performance levels and commur~ty attitudes, with particular reference 

to the impact of-team structure on progress tqwardproject'goals. 

As with the 1971 evaluation 'plan, £ubgoals have been est,ablished,to 

detenuine the effects of the 'ocperiment: 

1. assess t~e impact of ,innovative change and the adjustrnen~s 

necessary to accomplish tha~ change, with reference to both the 
" 

police department and the team concept 

2. compare team policing and traditional policing on'the basis of 

effectiveness of police se~~e to the community 

3. assess the effects of team policing on community attitudes, toward 

-police 

4. assess the effect of team policing on role orientation and 

,attitudes of police off~cers 

,. assess the contributions of the Master Plan Staff toward the 

success of the T.eam Police project and toward the professionalization 

of the police department as a whole. 

For the purposes of this evC!-luation report~ the cit3' is divided into four 

ar,eas corresponding with the team area~ now in operation and data was 

. collected on this basis. Data collected from Areas three and four will be used 

a!5 baseline data for measures taken at a future date, thus providing pre-'team. 

and post-team indices for these relatively new teams; 
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. 
Data collected fro!ll Areas One ~d Two (the original experimental and 

centrol areas) o;n a pr~-test, post-test basis, allows in-depth comparisons 
. 

in this report between these demographically similar areas ,and their tp,~ms. 

This schema governs the overall execution of the evaluation, but 

methods of data collection have varied with specific analyses. A discussion 

of each individual measure within the evaluation report is included in 

,Appendix A of this report. 
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e B;: INNOVATIVE CHANGE: .CITY-WIDE IMPL~1ENTATION 

• 

• 

'. 
• 

1. Why city-wide expansion. 

In their evaluation report, Galvin, Angell, and O'Neill cited a problem 

area which had begun to develop in the Team Policing experiment during the 

course of the first action year: intra;"departmental conflict (Team One 

members vs. non-members). Initially, rivalry between ,these two groups served 

a positive purpose with reference to the team, uniting the~ as a body apart 

from others and, hence, contributing to the spirit of the team. Qther team 

policing projects have cited similar re~ults from the creating of one or 
; 

, , 
more teams within a city, but all project leaders caution that "£:riendlyil 

competition must be kept within manageable boundaries. 

'. _ In Holyoke, those boundaries were overstepped, and the result has been 

a period of bitterness and strife within the police department, centering 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

around the Team Police concept and the Master Plan staff. The conflict 

'between pro and anti-team forces came to a head in August - December 1972~ 

as planners sought aldermanic permission to expand the Team Police experiment 

throughout the city. The controversy has abated since the formation of the 

third arid fourth teams and the project has been given a period of grace to 

prove itself. Bitterness is still obvious, however, and has no doubt affected 

morale, job satisfaction, and attitudes in general within the departme~t'and 

teams. 

The controversy's bearing on morale and job satisfaction will be discussed 

in a later section of this report. The following segment ::rill discuss the 

impact of innovative change in the Holyoke Police Department: how and why ~he 

e situation deteriorated to the extent i~ did. It will perhaps serve as a 

guideline to other innovative projects for avpiding similar pitfalls and will 

also serve to present the reasons behind the sudden speed-up in city-wide 
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Team Police implementat~on, which police planners felt was necessary for the 

success of the project~ 

The Holyoke Police Department is in many ways a very political depart­

ment, and has been for many years. ' For the past 30 years, the issue of being 

pro or anti-police has played a part, sometimes major, sometimes minor, in, 

the city's m~,yoral elections. Charges of favoritism, lack of discipline, 

irresponsibility and shirking of duties have been leveled at the police 

department by anti-police candidates. Pro-police candidates, often from the 

ranks of the department itself, have answered such charges. 

Politics on this level does not, qn the surface, seem partic;ularly 
, 

det~ental to the functioning of the department. Because of the structure 

of the city chart.er, hO'Hever, politics enters even more deeply into the 

work:] ngs of the department. The City Charter and Ordinances designate that: 

1. the department shall be governed by two, sometimes opposing, political 

forces: the Board of Aldermen and the Mayor (through designation by the 

Board) and 2. the Mayor has the power to promote officers within the depart-

ment and to appoint and dismiss the Chief of Police. 

The first designation means that decisions about various aspects of the 

Police 'Department can at times become a battle ground between the Mayor 

and members of the :&>ard who oppose him politically. In many ways, the 

wording of ordinances relating to the powers of the Mayor with respect to the 

department is unclear, and bot.h the Board and Mayor's office have sought to 

interpret them so as to gain final decisio~-making authority over the 

department. 

Because of this dual government, police officers who do not agree with 

Mayoral or even in-house departmental -rulings, feel free to "lobby" various 

members of the Board for their support, thus making most departmental decisions 

objects of intense debate and ,political maneuverings. No department can 

function smoothly in this kind of situation. 

]i:" " .., 
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Just such an incident occurr.~d in 1972 during the controversy over 

T~am Police expansion to a city-wide basis. Police ~d some Board members 

foy.ght police and the' Mayor for five months, and not ~imply over the issue of 

the merits and faults of Team Policing, but also over the very powers and 

~sponsibilities of the Mayor and Board with respect to the department. This 

latter issue has not yet been resolved and will not be until the Charter it-

,self is changed to state more clearly who. will have ultimate decision-making' 

authority with respect to the department: the Mayor, th~ Board of Aldermen, 

a board of police cOmmissioners, etc. 

The s,econ~ source of political in"t!rigue in the police department relates 

to the promotional policies o~ the city. Becaus~ the Mayor, 'by designation 

of the Board of Aldermen, has the 'power of promotions and appointments within 

thei police department, the person who sits 'in the Mayor's chair ;ecomes a 
subject of deep concern to many departmental personnel. This is true of all 

departments, on all levels of government to some extent. In a structUre where 

politicking for promotions, favors, and political support . _ assumes prJ,mary 

importance, however, the prope'r functioning of the department becomes 

difficul t if not impossible. The Holyoke Police Department is an example of ' 

such a ·structure. 

During the times when promotions are being made, politicking reaches new 

heights -- relatives, friends, all resources are called upon by even the best 

(although not necessarily all) policemen in order to present their case to 

the Ma~r. ' It i th 'ti 1 JV s e promo ona policy o~ the city itself which, allows for 

and encourages such a situation. Although civil service marks serve as guide-

• lines for promotions, other measures of competence are not necessariJy'given 

• 

_ proper weig!1t (e.g., Commanding Officer's evaluations, quality of field 

work, etc.). There is no formula, that is, which ensures objective promotions; 

hence, the free-for-all atmosphere surr,ounding the process. The fact that 

the ¥4yor also has the power to appoint ~nd dismiss the Chief of Police also 

II 
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The non-professionpl atmosphere within the department has been enhanced 

by a lax disciplinary structure and a weak chain of command. The fact that 

the department had no Rules and Re~llations Manual until June 1973, has 

contributed to difficulties in affi:idng responsibility and duties. Mid-management 

personnel and patrolmen have formed cliques within the department and, as 

police personnel have int~ated in a Satisfaction and Morale Survey,* if one 

1s part Of the clique, or "in", one receives "favorable treatment" (e.g., little 

discipline, easy assignments, etc.). Personal preferences and rivalries, 

rather than fact or sound policing theory, sometimes influence decision-making 

on various,l~vels within the departmen~~ 

, Into this department then, in 1970, came an lIinnovative ll project that 

was aimed at improving police services to the city, ~ improving the police-
l 

man's job itself. It came at a time when city officials and residents were 

concerned with inner city tensions and with a desire to get more out of their 

tax dollars -- and so, Team One was formed. 

It is natural for people to doubt new ideas, and the Team Police concept 

did call for not only a new police organization, but a new ~olice role. It 

is understandable that not all policemen would or could well adapt themselves 

to, these new expectations. Hence planners went slowly at first, conducting 

orientation sessions for the entire department to exnlairt the reasons for 
, - ~ 

and facets of the project. Volunteers were then solicited and Team One went 

into operation under the auspices of the Model Cities Program. 

* Administered to the depar~~ent in October - November 1972. 
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As the year (19711 progressed, howe~er, so did the development of depart-

ment resentment towards th~ project. "Good" publicity accrued to the team; 

none or indifferent publicity (compared to Team news items) was given the 

department. The team became progressively identified as the "Mayor's" idea, 
and hence forces inside d t 'd ' an ou s~ e the department who opposed the Mayor, 
Opposed the team. 

A particularly bitter issue was that of incentive pay promised to Team 

(he members for their volunteering to be ' 
ass~gned to a particularly dangerous 

area of the city. In a dep +- t h ' arUI1en were salaries are low cowpared to other 
cities and towns . th l' 

~n e state, a pay differential was a legitimate choice 

of ~centive for ~ members; for non-team members it was a~other reason to 

resent both the concept and the men who were a part of it (plannel's and 

volunteers). A protest ' 
~ was org~zed within the department, and soon there-

after the original $10 a week wage differential was restructured into a 

choice for Team One members bet $1 
ween 0 a week or regular overtime schedules. 

Thus, the monetary "incentive" was in effeC't el';TIlJ..ll' at'ed ... from the team. The 
fact that no police pay raise was granted in 1 - 971 (due to contract disputes), 

relnforc.ed police bitterness towards a city admin.;stra't.;on ... ... tha t "demanded 

mor~ work but gave no additional pay", according to the police. 

Also, in 1971 a Management .surV'~y of the Police Depart.rr.ent was cond'lcted 

by, Galvin and Jmgell*. This treatise cited in clea~ and cogent terms the ' 

*It should be noted that, given the general 'atmosphere in the department at 

this time (skeptical if not actually resentful of the Team Police Project) it 

was probably not a wise move to employ the three consultants who helped establish 

and train Team One, to also evaluate th~t project ~ conduct a management survey 

of the police deparment •. Although their ik1tegrity is in no way questioned by 

(Continued on next page - bottom) 
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problem are~s within the Holyoke Police Department, some of which have been 

m~ntioned in this sect~on. Major overhaulin~ of department policy, coupled 

wi th the th~at of expansion of team policing if it proved succf?~9ful. 
, . 

severely ro~ked the foundations of tradition upon which the department had 

existed for years. Change was coming fast and furi~us, too fast for many who 

suspected personal gain or political intrigue as prime movers in this 

'''rebuilding'' of the Holyoke Police Department. 

Whan' happened in Holyoke in 1970-71 was that change, once having gotten 

its foot in the door, soon was asserting itself on all lev~ls of department 

functioning. The ,city was not simply experimenting with Team Policing anymore; 

it was attE'rTlp't1.ng to professionalize its police department. To do so would 

require training, re-orientation, fixed and objective promotional and manage­

ment policies, elimination of politics (with all its ramincation~), etc. 

And this rehabilitation, it was hoped by planners, could be structured 

, to take pl~ce within a team policing mode of service delivery. In early 1972, 

, additional monies were received by the city to fund an Administrative staff 

of the Chief of Police which would prepare a M.3stp.r Plan for city-wide team 

policing and depar~~ental improvement. ' 

It·was at this point that the Chief of Police, who had theretofore 

supported the team concept, balked ~t the face pace, and enlarged scope of the 

project. '\-Ji thin a short time, a new Chief was appointed constituting another 

shake-up in an already shaken department. Add to this the natural conflict that 

often occurs between .staff and line functions and personnel and the fact t~at 

~taff personnel were receiving additional training, money, and more prestige 

than department personnel an~ the stage was set for the controversy which 

erupted in the St'!l'l1JT\er and ,fall of 1972._ 

* this evaluator, their close associat.ion with the innovati.ve project did raise 

doubts as to their objectivity; both among department. personnel and aldermanic 

officials. Such doubts would most likely have arisen re~ardless of who actually 
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Whether or not the problems of innovative change could have been handled 

differently and more eaSily in the Holyoke Police Department is a difficult . I 
question to answer. It seems obvious thit both planners desiring change and 

police personnel fighting change were in part responsible for the bitterness 

which evolved in the department. Clique structures were used by opponents of 

the concept to spread rumors and doubts. about the goals of the project. B~t 

staff personnel also contributed to the problem, cutting themselves off as they 

did from the remainder of the department. Orientation sessions which staff 

personnel had begun in order to disseminate information to police personnel 

were allowed to fade out. The staff became permeated with the idea 'that such 

sessions would do no good when men had already refused to lis,ten. : Planning 

sessions would be a waste of time because commanding officers had shown themselves 

to be against the concept. 
'.1 

Some 'commanding officers a,nd police personnel, shut 

• e off from all but rumors! questioned and then actively fought the concept. One 

cannot doubt, regar';i1ess Df how much time would have been or 'Would not have· been 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

,wasted, that had meetings, briefings, information dissemination and joint staff­

line planning been attempt8d and. cont.in'Jed on a regular basis, mistrust would 

not have developed to the level it did in 1972. 

In,this effort, clear and firm guidance from an experienced police 

administrator would have been invaluable. It was just at this point, however, 

that the chief's office was in a state of flux - filled first by someone who 

could no longer support the Team Police concept, and then by a new administrator 

who had to learn the ropes, so to speak. This new appointment as we have ' 

conducted the evaluation or survey, given the level of resentment within the 

department. But it is more than likely that the selection of these men so closely 

tied with team policing, contributed to the doubts rising within the department. 

~ ~ql--~--------------~--------~------------~~ . , Ii - '. '" -. ", ,~ J:_ ~Jl~ 
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~entioned put a strain on loyalties in the department at a time when bitterness 

was already high • 

The eli test treatment of the team in, news media, mistrust of staff 

perso~el, a politically charged department~· fear of change - many factors 

contributed to the department's reaction to Team Policing. Perhaps the most 

important factor was that aU.hough the original impetus for an innovative 

program came from within the department itself, much of the planning for it 

~ok place outside of the department, and the forces su,porting change were 

primarily non-department personnel. As mentioned above, department personnel 

felt that an experIment had been imposed upon them by outsiders, by civilians, 

, and this was resented~ Al thouO'h the Ma:>ter Plan Staff is composed of a majority 
o ; 

, 
of police personnel, such resentments of "those outsiders" continues. 

'In August, a decision was made to seek approval for city-wide expansion 

of the Team Police concept. The reasoning went that if police personnel had 

the experience of being on a team, their anti-team stance would disappear. The 

department, as it existed before August, 1972, was split; planning occurred 

on two 19vels (department cmd team) and coordination was difficult~ Continuing 

the period of strife and indecision for another six months to a year (the 

projected date for Master Plctn appro-val and city-wide implementation) would 
, 

have been disasterous to the department. 

The public d,=bate o-rer Team Policing began in August and continued through 

December 5, 1972, at which time expansion was approved in a 9 to 5 vote by 

the Board of Aldermen. During the course of this period, formal and informal 

prot'?sts occurred within the department. ft,ldermanic hearings brought to the 

public t s attention the fact that few aldermen seemed to support the concept 

(or the Mayor), anti news stor1:es on the "fEl.ilures" of Team Policing became 

dailY,occurrances. 

There is no doubt that both Teams One and Two and department morale have 
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been affected by the b~tterness of the controversy over Team Policing • (This 

will be discussed moret thoroughly in the, section entitled "Morale and Job 

Satisfaction." The tension within the department seems to have abated, hOillever, 

with the formation of Teams Three and Four; resignation or cautious observation 

are the by-vl0rds within the department. But feelings in 1972 ran high, and 

might erupt again in the fall as a mayoral election approaches. 

One finds that in Holyoke, a combination of circumstances led to a bitterly 

contested fight over Team Policing and innovative, change: 

1. The political or "unprofessional" structure of department policies 
as regUlated by the city charter, which encourages maneuverings, 
favoritism, and intrigue. Given this structure, even the best police­
men may have no choice but to "politick" for their futures.' lmd depend,·' 
ence on poll tics and tradition has been translated into opposition to 
change. 

2. The anti-mayoral feelings wi thin th,e department, particutar1y since the 
onset of the wage dispute, and a Team Police project and staff which 
has become closely identified with the Mayor. 

3. The removal of one Chief who did not support the project and his replace­
ment with another during the course of the year (1972), at a time when 
firm guidance vras crucial for t1}.e well-being of the department. 

4. The threat of rapid and vaguely specified' change wi thin the department 
once Team Policin~ got its foot in the door. Oft-times, planning for 
the department and team' 'seemed disjointed - no one brew what 'the, future 
of Team Policing '(lOuld be or the extent of "change" as it was being 

• planned. ' I I 

5. The fact that much planning for the projPct and for change was 
seen as coming from "outE-idel! sources (i.e., outside the department, 
outside 'the city.), although the impetus for the project came' originally 
from wi. thin the departmen t itself. ' 

6. The break-dmm of commtmications between planners and mid-management 
personnel after initial orientation sessions. 

, 7. Rivalries,or jealousies between staff and line f\l1lctions. 

It is probable that controversy over the Te2m Police Project 'fould have 

occurz:ed in Holyoke regardless of how -change was handled. A strong M'lyor who 

supports innovative change, and a politically oriented department which has 

• 
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identified the present J19.yor as "anti-police", created a situation in Holyoke 

which erupted when Te~ Policing was bro~ght to the fo~. It is likely that 

~innovative project of this magnitude would have resulted in similar problems. 

It is probable, however, that steps could and should have been taken to 

~ttempt a smoother transition within the department'from traditional to team 

polic:tng: a strong Chief who could firmly control the ciepartment-:l-, conti.n-ned 

department orientation and planning sessions, less emphasis upon the elitest 

aspect of the team and the negative aspects of the remainder of the department, 

closer coordination of staff and line functions (through more joint meetings), 

emphasis upon in-house cont.ributions anQ. opinions and less upon the "outside" 

nature of the concept. 

As had probably become obvious, Holyoke was not the ideal 10caUon for 

experl,menting with a team policing p:roject •. A well-disciplined, strongly 

hierarchical B.nd professi.on:;tlized department vTould have provided better testing 

grounds for such a concept. In Holyoke, in order to implement a successful 

, team police project, a host of ot/her reforms 'Here ,a!?:.,d_ are necessary, all 0 f 

which contributed to the feeling of too rapid change which struck the depart-

ment in 1971 and 1972" 

Although, as has been stated previously, certain steps could have been 

taken by planners and the city aruninistration to insure a smoother transition 

within the depc,rtment, it is also true that rapid change was necessary in 

order that the department prepare itself for team policing or any innovative 

modern concepts. 

*. It should be noted that such an appointment was attempted by the Mayor but 

thwarted by the city charter, which stipulates that the Chief of Police must 

have been a resident of the City of Holyoke for wo years previous to his 

apPOintment. 
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Faced with the magnitu~e of their tasks and the strife within the department, 

Holyoke's police planners and city ~dministration took the only possible 

step: expansion of the project and innnedi~te implementation of the Master 

Plan for police department development • 

The immediate goal of the move seems to have been I accomp ished. The 

atmosphere within the depa,rtment has c'leared substantially, at least on the 

surface. All fopr area team units are now in operation as is the fifth, or 

support unit. Rapid expansion has, so far, allowed the team project the time 

it may need to prove itself OT fall. 
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PERFORMANCE MEASURES OF POLICE PERSONNEL 

1. Records of Perfprrnance 

An avowed goal of the Team Police Project is to increase the efficiency and 

effectiveness of police service delivery to the areas within which teams are 

operatin~. ,Although the commtmity's perception of the quality of police service 

is a valuable meast~e of success in achieving this goal, the much more tangible 

evidence of team am non-team actual performance records is the preferred measure 

of improved police efficiency. 'Data of this kind (response time, clearance 

rates, types and numbers of calls handled) have been collected from Teams One and 

Two in 1972 ?lId ,f:t;"oni department r-,~!cords (mostiy contained wittq.n the D:ltective 

Bureau's files) for a,reas without, teams, in order to compare team and department 

performance. Unfortunately, both the' reliability and meaningfulness of such 

• e cornpar~sons ,are severely liwited by the deficiencies in the police department'p 

,record keeping activities, a situation which is not unc~~on in police departments 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

across the country • 

A decentralized police records system existed before Team Policing began in 

Holyoke, but it is obvious that the problems of decentralization have been 

exacerba~d by the addition of four new operating units. A significant proportion 

of the Master Plan Staff's time has therefore been programmed into developing a 

centralized system which would meet the requirements of a decentralized mode of 

poli0e operations. Until such a system is implemented, however, tabulation of 

records is at best a tedious mannal chore and hence is done only for the FBI 

Uniform Crime Report. Information cannot be put to other uses because retrieval 

is time constnring, costly, and ,:' inaccurate (as will be discussed shortly). For 

the purposes of this report, therefore, data were collected manually from all 

sources of records and cross-checked to the extent ,possible to ensure a minimum 

~l:.'vel of duplicated reporting and a maximum level of comprehensiveness. Police 

personnel were employed for the purpose o~ collecting this data from department 

, 1~· . 12 
.J. .. ' 
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_ and team records in order to ensure: 1 .. accuracy in reading reports (since cases 

often had to be followed/across the department filing systems) and 2. confiden­

tiality (police files are not open to civi1ia~s). 

It was possible to overcome the problems of decentralization by manual 

review and codification; but a second problem bears more directly on the meaning-

fulness of the data presented in this section. Whereas team members report all 

events (crimes, incidents, services, etc.) on a complaint card and an investigation 

report, other patrol officers report selectively, generally only when a_ "significant" 

police service is rendered or wherein a report is usually required. That is, 

although one can get, a fairly accurate pi-cture of workload, crime statistics, 

and performance measures for team members, such a picture i,s !!.2i av~li1able for 

other police personnel. Hence, no meaningful comparison can be made between 

-- dspartment and team performanCeS. 

• 

• 

• 

The tablE'ls ~ealing with non-team records, therefore, do not represent 

E£'r.fonnance measures for, the department so much as they represent the state 'of 

records keerin~ within the department: Hence, It will never be possible to 

attain a before-team and after-team measure of performance in Holyoke: the record 

base is too poor. We can, however, attempt to put avaih,b1e non-team 'data into 

easily recognizable form, and discuss performance levels of Teams One and Two, 

where improved record keeping has been instituted. These latter data can then 

be used in two ways: 1. as a baseline with which to compare the performance of 

later teams (three am four) and 2. as a means of comparing Holyoke Team Police 

perfol"Il1~mces with national figures. 

The fo11owin~ analy~is of response timesjc1earance rates, and numbers and 

• types -of calls to teams describes what changes have occured between 1971 and 

• 

_ 1972 in ,city rates in Tec.mOne, and changes occuring between the first months 

of operat,ion in Teams One am Two and the second year of operation in Tea."!1. One. * 

* Keeping in mind that variables such ?os' team \TI"''''a.1~ and rie,!,arment ~t.ti ">~d.~s 
toward team policin~ clnud the re1i.abi.li ty of comrarisons between differ>:~·-:-. 
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Other data co11ecte~ from department records on calls and response~ to 

non:"team areas (Team Area Two in 1971 and t.he first hal'f of 1972, Team Areas 

Three and Four in 1972) are included in this report as Appenri.jx B, ruld are 

presented as examples of the problems in reporting which the department has 

faced'and which hamper~ the evaluation of team performance levels by vitating 

baseline performance statistics. 

- " 

'-·1- -, f' "' - ';~ 
_ ...... JoA.Ao ", 



.' 
• 

• 

'. 
• 

e' 
,', 
" 

. ' . 
" " . 

-51-

HYPOTHESES 

I 
In reviewing available data, one would ~ticipate that continued operation 

of a team in Area One would serve to alter the picture of crime in that area in 

a positive manner as measured by frequency of types of calls coming to Team One 

headquarters. One would also expect to find improved clearance rates and 

response times in Team One in 1972 as compared to the beginning months of Team 

One and. Team Two. 

That is, Team One in 1972 should demonstrate not only better perfonnance 

levels than Team One (1971) and Te?.In Two (1972), but also more encouraging 

crime rate levels. Data are presented below. 

a. Crime Indices. (see Appendix C for "~ual Unifo~ Crime Reports, 

•• .., 1968 - 1972, for the city of Holyoke) 

• 

• 

• 

Ti'i(/ following is a description of the Crime Index and Uniform Crime Reporting 

Program as stated by the FBI in their Annual Crime Report. 

" The Unifonn Crime Reporting Pro~ram utilizes seven crime 
classifications to establish an index to measure the trend and 
distribution of crime in the United States., These crimes -­
murder, forcible rape, robbery, aggravated assault, burglary, 
::larceny $50 and ov~r in value, and auto theft -- are 'counted by 
law enforcement agencies ~s the crimes become known to them. 
These crimes "Tere selected for use in the Crime Index because, as a 
group, they represent the most co~~on local crime problem. They 
are all serious crimes, either by their very nAt.ure or due to 
the voltwe in which they occur. Offenses of murder, forcible rape, 
robbery, and aggravated assaUlt are categorized as violent 
crimes. Offenses of burglary, larceny $50 and over in value, arid 
auto theft are classed as crimes against property." 

Table 3~I., a record of crime indices for the City of Holyoke for the past 

• five years, describes the overall Violent and property crime picture in Eolyoke 

~ as it i~ reported to the FBI. The crime" index trend (percentage increase or 

decrease in the total number of Part I offenses) is calr.l.l1.ated by compariI18 

• the total number or" Part I crinleswith that of the previous year. Thus, one sees 

i ~':.' . , «, 

• .t _ 



Year 
; I' 

~;( 1968 . . 

, 1969/1968 

··.··1970/1969 

1971/1970 
. , 

i 1972/1971 

J 
.' U"\ 

I 

• 
Table 3-1. ' Crime Indices for Holyoke (1968-1972) 

Based on Uniform Crime Reports of Part I Offenses * 

Crime Index 
(# actual offenses 
minus 1bz~c,6b) 

1,666 

1,930 

2,403 

2,298 

, 2,407. 

Increases (+) or Decrease (-) In 
'-, Offenses OVer Previous Year 

.' 
264' (+) : 

i 

473 . (+) I 
105 (-) 

109 (+) 

** 

% Increase (+) or Decrease 
In Offenses Over Previous Y 

16% (+) 

25% (+) 

4.4% (~) 

4.5~ (+) 

* Tabulated by Holyoke Detective Bureau 

** Part I bl£enses are: 

• .' • 

criminal homocide, forcible rape, robbery, aggravated assaults, burglary, 
larceny, and auto theft. For purposes of computing the yearly crime index, 
the following categories are not included under number of actual offenses: 

• 

manslaughter by negligence, (4e). assaults. not aggravated, and 
larceny under $50 in value. 

" 

" • • • • ' . • • • 
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.. ~ that Holyoke experienced. a rise of 16% 'in Part I offenses in 1969 as compared 

with 1968, a 25% rise ih 1970, a 4.4% decrease in 1971, and a 4.5% increase 

• 

'. 
• 

• 
in 1972. 

Tables 3-11 through 3-VI indicate crime index trends during similar time 

spans for the United States, the Northeast, Massachusetts, New England and 

cities of 50,000 - 100,000 people (within rThich is included Holyoke). Thus; 

we see that between 1971/1970 crime, as measured by Part I offenses, increased 

6% in the United States, 9.2% in the Northeast, 14% in New England, 17% in 

Massachusetts, and 9.5% in cities of. 50,000 - 100,000. In Holyoke, however, a 

decrease of approximately 4% WRS shown -between these years. The previous' 

yearly span (1970/1969) shows Holyoke to have a crime inde~ trend which is 

almost twice that of other areas included on Tables 3-I1 and 3-VI.
1 .- That is, Holyoke crime rate fiBures do not seem to follow national or 

, ' , 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

area patterns in 1970 or 1971. 

A plausible explanation for Holyoke's divergence from national figures in 

these years is the city's "musual ll J?roblem "in Hard I in 1970. 1970 was a 

"hot sununer" year in Holyoke, with violent outbrepjes occuring in the ''lard I CI.rea. 

The sharp increRse in reported crimes for that year is due in large measure to 

actual increases in the numbers of Part I Crimes which occurred within the city , 

just prior to Team One formation. in this respect, Holyok~, which has 

experienced a sudden growth in its minority po~ulat;.',on, may have been subjected 

in 1970 to the kirid of situation which occurred in major cities in the mid -

1960's. 

The very formation of Team One no doubt also contributed to the rise in 
, . 

the crime rate in 1970. During its first few weeks of operation, Team One 

~ reporting accuracy most likely increased the numb~:s of Part I offenses which 

were recorded in the ''lard I ?rea, thus adding'to the city's already high 

Part I figure. Whether or not Team One con.tributed t<:> the 4% decrease in crime 

rate in !21!. cannot, unfortunately, be ascertained from these data. 
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CRIME INDEX TRENDS 

TABLE 3-II. National Crime Index Trends 

Year 

. ' . 
'.: ....... 

Increase in total Part I 
Offenses OVPl~ Previoufl Year 

----..:....-------------.;.....;.;.;~~~~" 

.. 
; 

1969/1968 
1910/1969 
1971/1970 
1972/1971 

TABLE 3-111. Northeast Region Crime Index Trends 

TABLE 3-IV. 

" 

1970/1969 
, 1971/1970 
1972/1971 

New England Crime Index Trends 

1970/1969 
1971/1970 

TABLE 3-V. Massachusetts Crime Index Trends 

1970/1969 
191'1/1970 

TABLE 3-VI. Cities of 50-100,000 Crime Index Trends 

1970/1969 
197V1970 
1972/1971 

+11% 
+11% 
+ 6% 
- 3% 

+10.6% 
+ 9.2% I 

:.- 8 % 

+13.3% 
+14 % 

+i4%i! 
+17% 

+13.1% 
+ 9.5% 
+ 1 % 

~. Jl~' . -, , , , 
.,.~ .:-lMio , 
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d 1972 the national crime rate fell for the first time by 3%, e In 1971 an , 

• an~ the Northeast regiopal rate by 8%. Holyoke's crime rate, however, during 

• 

,. 
• 

this time ~ by almost 5% over the previous year. Holyoke1s figure, there-

fore, does not echo that of either the nation'"or the region. A further analysis 

of crime index trends across cities and regione, 'hOi-lever, indicates tha,t the 

1972 national crime decrease has been greatly influenced by the 12% decrease in 

reported crime in cities of over 1,000,000 people and the 8% decrease in ~rime 

in Northeastern st~tes (which are largely comprised of just such dense population 

centers). In cities across the country which are crnnparable,in size to Holyoke, 

(5~,OOO - 100,000 and 25,000 - 50,000) cr~e i~cre~~pd by 1% in 1972,'which is 

in line with the Holyoke rate. It should also be noted that Team TWo began its 

operations in August, 1972, a~d improved recprds from this ~rea may have contributed 

to the rise in the city's crime rate in 1972, just as Team One' s in~eption no 

• _ doubt contributed to an increased reported crime rate in 197~. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

In ~ broad terms, Holyoke's crime index trends ~ conform to those of 

the nation as a whole for the fo~ year period between 1968 and 1972 -- high 

rates of increase in crimes in 1969 arid 1970 and a sudden tapering off of the 

rate of incre:.:tse in 1971 and 1972. Figures for Holyoke have tended to fluctuate 

broadly, however, and as yet no trend in Holyoke's crime rate over ~his period 

, can be discerned. One would hope th~t as reporting accuracy is impro~ed through­

out the city, data on crime rate will take some demonstrable direction. 

Although one would expect Part I offenses to be fairly accurately recorded 

as compared to other crimes of a less serious nat~e, there is very little 

guarantee that the crime index even approaches accuracy. The FBI itself cautions 

that crime reporting methods and accuracy vary greatly from city to city. Hence, 

e Borne arguments exists as to the relative_worth of crime index values as measures 

of crime' rate from one city to another. .-

,". 

• e' 

• 

'. 
• 

.-
• 

• 

• 

• 

,', 
'" 

" 
~A: ... '" 

-56-

Given this situation, it would seem more fruitful to anal~e crime, index 

data from the Ward 1 arpa of Holyoke over, the two year span of Team One operations, 

a time during which reporting of Area One crimes has improved greatly in 

accuracy. Records (see Tables 3-VII and 3-IX) show that the number of Part 1 

offenses,; in Team Area One decreased from 636 between March - December 1971 

to 439 between March - December 1972. That is, in Area One, where one might 

expect continued high levels of violent crimes and property crimes, these kinds 

of crimes decreased by approximate~y 31% in 1972. 

This sharp decrease in the number of violent crimes ani crimes against 

property in Area One in 1972, coupled wi~h the 4.5% increase in crj~e rate in 
I 

the city, would seem to suggest that some of the decrease ~n Part I offenses 

in Area One resulted from displacement; i.e., perpetrators of violent crimes 
, I 

chose areas other than l,-laro 1 to commit their crimes. This is a common occurence 

in policing 'projects -- when the heat is on, one goes where it is not so hot. 

. Because verifiable and accurate data ,is not available on Part I offenses 

in other areas of the city in 1972 (non-team areas) or in Area One prior tp 

Team One fonnation, we cannot state ~lnclusive1y that the Rdvent of Team Policing 

was directly responsible for the 31% drop in violent crimes in Area One, although 

data certainly point to this conclusion. Continued monitoring of other teams, 

however, as the concept expands throughout the city in 1973 should clarify to 

what extent team units can make a demonstrable dent in the rate of Part I offenses 

in t.he ci tz 8nd to what exten::' dJ.splacement effect can be turned into a citY-'{icie 

reduced crime~. It is stressed that in order to accurately assess these 

crime rates, continued accurate reporting is necessary from all team areas. 

&rMMARY: CRIME INDSX DAT.! 

In very broad t,erms, Holyoke ''3 crime indices conform to trends visible 

in the nation as a whole for the four year period between 1968 and 1972 

high incr~ases in violent crimes in 1969 and 1970 and a sudden tapering off of 
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e the rate of increase in'such CI"imes in 1971 and 1972. 't,.;ide fluctuations within 

the: city's rate, hOiieven, indicate changes in the accuracy of report wri Mng as 

a result of team formation and reflect the hot summer of 1970. Although Holyoke's 

crime rate rose by 4.5% in 1972 as national and regional rates dropped, this is 

not as discouraging as it seems. The greatest decrease throughout the nation 

occurred in major population centers; areas comparable in size With Holyoke 

reportp,d increaR8s in 1972 in crime rate of approximately 1%. Again, accurate 

reporting in teams no doubt contributed to Holyoke's sl:tghtJ.y higher rise in 

reported criMes in 1972. Further, although th~ city's crime rate rose, Team 

Area One c~.;el'ienced a 31% decrease in Part I offenses* in the 1972/1971 

reporting period. 

Although this figure is encouraging, the adv~nt of Team Policing in the 
, .- city during 1971 and 1972 cannot be absolutp,ly correlated with Area One's sudden 

and large decrease in crime rate. This d~crease, hmTever, at a time when the 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

crime rate for the city was on the rise does seem to indicate that Team One may have 

'had a ~nificant impact on crime pattp,rns in the Ward 1 area over its two 

years of operation. 

* Data on Part I offenses appearing in Tables in this report do not include 
criminal homicide as a category although it is included in the FBI crime 
index figure. The number of such crimes occurring per year in the city is 
so small however, that for all practical purposes crime data as categorized 
by the FBI am by this report are the same. 

• 

• 

• 

,. 

• 
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This section includes data on munbers' and types of calls being handled by 

team pe~sonnel, response times, and clearance rates. 

1. Team A~ea One Performance Record for first and sAcond action years. 

1971. Table 3-VII shows records of calls rece~.ved by Team One between. 

March 1, 1971 (apprOximately 2 1/2 months after the te~~ls inception) and 

February 28, 1972. 

Service calls, which include con~laints of barking dogs, downed street 

si~s, transportation to hospitals, a1~s so~mded, open doors" downed wires, 

etc., comprise the largest category of calls to Team One averaging approximately 

12~ per month, or 8.4 calls per team member per month. ... 
~ P~rt I~ offenses*, which are made up of narcotics cases, vandalism, motor, 

• 

...• 

• 

• 

• 

.vehicle violations, distrubances, false alarms and all attempts of the above, 

~orm the next largest police service categqry, with an average of 96 cases per 

month, or 6. h per man. If one examines the T.able from which THble 3-VII was 

. developed (Table 3-VIII), one sees that the greatest type of call within Part II 

calls is ,disturbances (drunkeness, trouble with youths, suspicious persons, 

barking dogs, tresspassin~, disorderly conduct, etc.). Fli,ghest average per 

month figures fo~ Team One in 1971 are thus in the service and disturbance 

categories. 
.. 

.' 

* It should be noted that although all Part II offenses included in these 
tables fall within the FBI's Pert II cate?-ory, not all FBI Part II offenses 
have been includpd in tablllatirig calls to the department or teams. Only 
those types of calls foun:i to occur most frequently (see Appendix D) were 
developed into tables which d~scribe Team and Department performance. 
Thus, although Table 3-\~IIshows that during the month of ~?rch 1971 
Team One re'ceived a total of 304 cal1:s, only 171 are listed on Table J-VII. 
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e. Part I offenses, are the smallest category of crimes on this table, and 

include the crimes whic~ are usually considered most serious -- breaking and 

entering, larceny, robbery, assaults, automobile theft, and attempts of the 

above. Out of the average figure of 61 Part I offenses handled per month in 

1971 by Team One members, the largest single category is larceny (felonies and 

misdemeanors) which averages 27 per month. 

Records collected on clearance rates fo~ Team One during the first action 

year (clearance denoting a case no longer requiring police attention or 

investigation) do not allow a breakdown of clearance rates for the three 

c~tegories of calls listed in Table 3-VI~ (se~ce, Part I, and Part II calls). 
; 

In this particular ease of records collection and tabulation, 'clearance data 

was collected apart frc,m type of call, and correlation is therefore impossible. 

Table 3-VIII does give monthly clearance r~tes and an average monthly rate of 

84% for the' first year of Team One. This figure is skewed, however, in a positive 

'direction by both service call clearance rates, which are always high (most 
, . 

'service calls are Lmmediately cleared) and Part I~ clearance rates, which are 

largely disturbance calls and again are usually cleared immediately. Part I 

offenses, requiring in depth investigation for the most part, tend to have 

lower clearance rates. Thus, in order to accurately m~asure team performance~ 

it is necessary to divide clearance ,rates into three categories, as was done 

for the second action year of Team·One. 

,1972. Table 3-IX shows that in contrast to action year one, where service 

calls were the greatest in numbers, Part II offenses were the largest category 

of calls in 1972. This constitutes a rise of approximately 44% over the 

March - December 1971 figures. Table 3-X, upon which Table 3-IX is based, 

e indicates that the rise is due to a 200~ increase in disturbance calls to Team 

One during 1972. F?r the most part, average monthiy figures for other kinds of 

Part II calls decreased slightly clr rel"lained tl'..8 same between 1971 an::i 1972. 

i' Ill.q---,----:-------..··-··· 
.;,,-,,~ll 

I ' 
.' . 

:~.' . 
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Tne question then ~ises as to whether increased numbers of disturbances 

ill Area One denote an,/increase in community tf.'nsion in 1972 or whether people 

were simply reporting more minor disturbanc~s to their team. 

A more detailed breakdown of disturbance calls ~hoi-{s that the greatest 

single category of calls (553) was in the "miscell"'neous" t (' calls '" ca egory J.e., 
, ' 

which were classified by the personnel collecting records data simply as 

"disturbances" w:i,th no accompanying explanation.) Other large categories were 

"trouble with youths" (171 calls) which includes such incidents as throwing 

snowballs, stones and bricks, breaking i-lindmfs and possessing B.B. guns; 

, "suspicious pe~son~" (118 calls) which :inc ludes "~eeping Toms" an~ proHlers; 
, 

and IId5.sorder1y conduct" (90 calls). "Drunkenness" accoilllted for u2 calls, 

"family disturbances" for 59, "loud noise" for hS, "unwanted gUAstsll for ~3 
! 

and "disagreements between neighbo:t's or tenants II for 27. With such a 1.arge 

category of miscellaneous or undescribed disturbance calls, it is difficult 

tQ determine how many of these calls were of a serious nature (threats to 

lives, gang fights, near riots) ar.d ?OW many were less directly dangerous, to 

lives and order maintenance. 

other data, however, do ~ su!?gest th8.t a rise in distfIT,bancB calls 

denote8 'increased community tension or co~flit::t in Area One. The average 

number of assaults per month has remained approximately the same from 1971 to 

1972 and vandalism has decreased slightly from 1971 to 1972. One would ex­

pect concomit?nt rises in both these categories if area conflict were on the 

rise. Finally, interviews with team members and area residents indicate that 

the ward is,''quiet'' although confrontations between police and minority group 

citizens occur infrequently. One'would thus conclude that the sharp rise in 

disturbances in Area One in 1972 was due to residents reporting more rrdnor 

disturbances to team members, and is also an indication that residents may be 

more willing to use team members to help resolve disp~tes, minor conflicts, etc. 
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The most signific~t data include~ in Table 3-IX is the drop in P~t I 

offenses from March - December 1971 to March - December 1972, a decrease of . , 

197 calls or 31%. Within this category, the"greatest decrease in average 

monthly rates occured within the larceny category, with a slight drop in 

Breaking and Enterings. Other categories remained approximately the same. 

These data are compatible with national crime rate figures which also repor~ 

sharp decreases i~ property crimp.s in 1972. The rate of decrease in Area 

One, however; is over ~ times that of the national rate (-3%) and is a signif­

icantly greater drop in crime than that reported nationally. One would not 

• normally expect a decrease of this size. in an impacted area such as Ward I, 

and this coupled witl:'l the fact that the crime rate of the city as a whole 

ee 

e 

rose slightly would tend to indicate that Team One was a significant variable 

in the decrease in crime in Area One. 

Clearance rate figures for 1972 in Team One are as expected: high rates 

for service calls and Part II offenses (mostly disturbance calls) and a lower 

rate for Part I offenses (54%) which more often th~ not require in depth 

investigation. 

National and regional clearance rate data, as given by the 1970 and 1971 

.' FBI Annual Crime Report, was also analyzed j.n ord~r t.o provide a comparison 

with Team One figures. Although 1972 figures are as yet una~ai1ab1e, the 

national clearance rate for Part I offenses was 20% in 1969, 20% in 1970, and 

• '18.4% in 1971. New England reported the lowest clearance rates of any region 

,in the nation -- 16.9% in 1970 and 16.9% in 1971. Other regions reported 

rates of ar'Proxirnately 20% for both years. In cities of 50,000 - 100,000 the. 

.. 1970 rate was i8% and the 1971 rate was 19.7%. 

e Thus, clearance rates (number of -cases cleared by arrest, refusal to 

prosecute, extradi.tion) from across the coun;try in 1969 - 1971 are cl'Jstered 

• arc:-l~~nd 20%. 1972 data are not expected to be arPrecirtbly different. Data 

rJl",' , ~ 

. ~ I.... . 
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Table 3-VII. 

. . Compiled Records qllferformance in Team Area One 
March 1~ ... February 1972 

First Action Year 

(1.) (\) 
0 0 

(1.) ''-; '"C1 Q) c1j 
t) ;:. Q) o e .~ (J) H (J) 1-1 

H (\) rl C'Cl '~r-l '" Q) HH rf.l~Q) H~(l).p 
Q) c;j ~ rl Q)c1j~~ 
(1)0 00 ~O(.) 

' .. 

March 1971 53 . 

April, 76 . 

May 82 , 

' .. 
June 101 

-
" 

, 
J 

July 94 &3 &1 
• E--I E--I 

0 0 
August 128 f:3 j 

• H 

September 
0 0 

141 0 0 

en, (() 

October 164 § 53 
0 

~ 0 
/l:1 

November 165 c:t; 

~ 0 

December 186 ~ 

. 
January 1972 149 

'February 178 

Average/Month 126 

* Part I Offenses for purposes of ~ese tables are: 
, . 

B&E, Larceny (misdemeanor & felony), Robbery, Assault 

(all cateF~~ies), Automobile Theft and attempts of 

(J) 

*' '(1.) 
rl t') 

C +> Q) 
~-I Cr-! 
c~ Cr-! 
p.,o 

50 

69 

57 

81 

54 

95 

80 

48 

41 

61 

59 

34 

61 

, . --' 

(1.) 

~ ((J 

(1.) 
t) H t) 

H'"C1 rlfd .H '"C1 HC 
'Q) HQ) CJ Hr.> 

+> H 1-1 H ((J -l-' 1-1 
-l-'§ 

H 
1-1 C\l -l-'m(1.) H co ..., co Q) 
c1j Q) H Q) -l-" C'Cl Q) HC>-l-' 
o..rl co rl ~ ,~ ~ t rl C'Clrl~ 
~o p.,o 0 p.,o p.,o . 

" .- 68 

'103 

7'3 

139 
, 

~ ~ 107 &3 G3 
8 ~ 0 

E-i 8 . 
~ ~ 84 

0 0 

H 
t3 ~ 

0 0 
H , H 
0 0 

0 0 129 0 0 

CJ) CJ) CJ) CJ) 

~ ~ 113 § ~ 0 0 0 
0 0 

~ 
0 

~ r:il 
~ 76 ~ 

~ 0 0 0 :z: :z: :z: 123 
" 

75 
" 

67 

{ 

96 

'**Part II Offenses for purposes of these tables are. 

Narcotics, Vapdalism, WV Violations, Disturbance, 

False Alarm, attempts of above categories. 
-.-J 
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Month 

.. 
March 1971 

April 

May . ~. -
June 

July 
C"'\ • 
'1. August .' 

, 

September 

October 

November . .... 
December 

. January 1972 
" 

february 

.Average/Month 

<i) 
() 

~ 
~ 

(I) 

53 

76 

82 

101 

94 

128 

141 

164 

165 

186 

149 

178 

126 

• • 
T'ab1e 3-VIII. 

>. >. H 
~ Q) 

r:i! (!) ;g 0 
~ H 0 

~ tx: .:q 

15 ·24 1 

14 32 1 

13 30 1 

16 46 1 

11 29 1 

40 31 1 

15 31 2 

4 22 2 

7 15 2 

13 23 3 

22 24· 0 

11 14 . ' 2 

15 27 1 

• • ., • 
RECORDS OF PERLANCE'IN TEAM .AREA ONE 

~arch 197~ - Feb. 1972 

First. Action Year 

I , 

~ If) ~ 
0 [/) 0 . 

o+J on ' . .-{ on C/l .a 
~ o+J r;J .~ o+J $ ~ 

0 C1l CI) (!) 

ctI " 0 ~-o ~'ci 
Q) M If) 

CI) H § t: (/J o H 
til ctI ~t;! is ti)~ -< l:24 > -< 

6 '1 14 27 37 26 4 

13 4 29 . 34 23 36 9 

7 4 19 17. 19 33 6 

10 7 31 8 27 93 8 

8 0 16 3 14 88 5 
• 

16 2 7' 13 2~ 62 7 

20 1 31 13 31 '67 12 

13 4 21 10 25 69 7 

9 ,0 12 5 14 53' 8 

14 1 21 14 22 79 8 

3 2 12 18 11 38 10 

5 6 7 27 11 24 2 

10 3. 18 16 22 56 
. 

7 
. 

• • • 
.-.-

I , . ... ~ 
(!) .~ 

~~ 
, [/) 0 Q)~ 
~ <1.J 'C ~ Q) ()),-" 

~ ~ ~ ~ tU b!)~ 

~~ 
r-4 ct! ~ ct! 0 roU C\l <:.) it ~$ ~ p. ~. 
o+J ~ a Q) ()') 0 

-ct!M 0'+-1 o '+-IE rl ro l> Q) :.r ' rx.. ~ E-i0 E-iO' o~ ~~E-

0 304 241 79% 2.2 

0 360 279 78% 2.2 

0 323 255 79% ~ 2.4 

.0 455 373 82% 1 •. 8 

0 376 327 87% 2.2 

0 357 290 81% 2.2 

17 384 338 88% 2.0 

9 345 303 88% 2.2 

6 298 261 88% 2.1 

8 394 341 87% 2.0 

5 299 255 85% 1.9 . 
3 270 241 89% 1.7 

4 347 292 84% 2.0 
- , 

i 
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March 1972 
.' 

April . 
• t", 

May 

June 

July 
.. , , 

. 
August 

September 

October 

.' November 

December 

-" 

Average/Hon th 

• • •• • 
Comp'iled Records o&rformance in TeaIJ!, Area 

crn~ 

0) 
() 

.~ en 'r-! 
Hr-! 
<V ro 

{J)O 

102 

82 ' 

123 

105 

144 

88 

73 

71 

79 

63 

93 

March 1972 - December 1972 
Second Action Year 

0) Q) 
en t> 0 

'M -0 Q) III * 'Q) ::. Q) o ,::: ,..., ~') 

~ H CI) H E H Q) r-! cu ~ma:l +'0 
U)r-iQ) r-IQ)~ HCo-i 
~cur-i Q)lllr-lre roCt-i 

uu u.too~ p..o 
'- , 

+02 100% 35 

82, 100% 51 

123 100% 49 

104 99% 54 

143 99% 62 

88 100% 46 
• . 

72 99% 27 

70 99% 39 

" 72 91% 27 

60 95% 49 

92 98% 44 
, 

. 
Q) 
() 

H'ti ~ 
,...,eIl '0) 

+> H H 
H CU +,(ij<V 
ell 0) H <V +.> 
~r-i CU,..., ~ 
::::::::0 (:1..0 

22 63% 

28 55% 

29 59% 

29 54% 

38 61% 

34 7.4% 

15 56% 

~3 33% 

13 48% 

16 . 33% 

24 . 54% 

• • • 

. 
~ en 

<l) 

'H () 

H 'ti H~ H Q) <:.l Hco 
Hen +> H ~-i 

+> fa H CU .j..)(ijQ) 

~~ 
ell Q) HO+> 
0.. 8 cu,...,~ 

p.,o ~ p.. 0 • 

, 
118 118 1'00 

98 96 98 

147 146 99 

206 
, 

203 ' 99 

209 205 98 

151 145 96 
, 

145 128 88 

148 136 ' 92 

125 108 86 

112 96 86 

146 138 94% 
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Table .3-X. 

Month 
I 

• • • • 
RECORDS OF PERFOR_CE, IN TEAM AREA ONE 

March 19~- Feb. 1973 

Second Action Year 

. 

• • • 

.. 

" ________ ~· __ ~--I----~--_4----4_--_+--~~--~--_+----+_--_r----r_--+_--~----r_--_r--_; 

March 1912 

. . April 
'. ' 

May 

June 

July 
I 
~AUgust 

September 
" 

102 8 

82 13 

123 10 

105 

144 

8 , 
88 10 

.16 

17 

23 

26 

23 

11 

9 

1 

1 

2 

2 

3 

1 

1 

October 

November 

73 

71 

79 

9 .. 9 

9 5 

o 

1 

December 63 20 

January 1973 \05 15 . . 
February 115 15 

. Average/Month 

.. 
" " 

96 11 

10 1 

14 ·5 

24 1 

16 2 

10 

10 

7 

10 

20 

6 

2 

5 

2 

3 

22 1 

7 

6 

10 

o 

1 

4 

11 2 

4 4 

90 

11 .3 

S 

5 

J 

3 

o .13 

O. 21 

1 24 

10 

6 

7 

21 

34 

8 5' ',30 

17 28 

22 27 

23 22 

18 23 

5 3 

7 10 

11 11 

.: 

o 

o· 

o 

o 

13 

18 

107 

8,3 

124 

181 

185 

134 

100 

.0 0 

10 8 

7 14 

814 

11 

2 

5 

4 

3 

o 

98 15 

76' 2 

o 

o 

69 

56 

75 

101 

7 0 

5 20 

1 19 

6 7 

356 327 92% 2.7 

342 298 87% 2.4 

413 380 92% 2.2' 

486 448 92% 1.7 

550 509 9.3% 1.9 

383 273 71% 1~8 

301 265 88% 1.8 

326 219 86% 2.0 

286 236 83% 2.0 

279 218 78% 2.0 

224 187 83% 1.6 

250 204 82% 1.5 

343 302 86% 2.0 

• 



• • 
Figur.e 3 ... I. 

'.: First 

150 

135 

r 
" 'd 120 . t' 
" . 

Q.) 

~ 
m 
(1) 

105 r-l 
t) 

CIJ 
ri 
ri 90 
m 
() 

oti--
~ .q75 
m'E1 

, ., 
J 1.0 0 ' . 

~~60 i m Q) 
t) b.O .. ,' m . Ct-i ~45 0 ! L 

l> I 

:>'m 
t) '-" 

~ 
Q) 30 . , 

& . 
'(1) 

M 
J';r... 15 

0 jl ' "~ 

1.0 
ri 
ri 

TYP,es of m 
(.) 

C~r11s (l) 
() 

'n 
l> 
M 
(l) 

. ' til 

• • • e, e 
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~' for Team One in 1972, however, indicate a clearance rate of 54% for P~t I 

ofrense.s, or over twice/ that of other areas across the nation. This is a 

:~ ... 

. 
significantly better performance level than that of most other police departments. 

Referring to Tables 3-VIII and 3-X one sees that the average number of 

calls handled per month by the team has remained appl'oximately the same ·over 

a two year period, on. th each rum handling 23 calls per month in both 1971 and 

1972. Averaee response time figures (time in minutes from the? receipt of a 

call at team base to the arrival of an officer on the scene) are also the 

same, 2.0 ~tnutes (averaee/month) in 1971 and 1972. Unfortunately, no national 

figures are available with reference to·response time with which to compare 

Team One rates. Further, no records of response time wer~ kept by non-team 

personnel in 1971 or 1972. Hence, comparisons in this vein are also impossible. 
1 .-.., sm1MARY: Team Area One Performance R~cord for First and Sec0nd Action Years ' 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Over a two year period ir. '!'ec>.m One iole see that workload and response time 

has remain~d the same, with respons~ time clustering around the two minut~ 

'mark. The average number of Part I offenses per month has decreased 31% in 

Area One in 1972. Part II offenses have increased by 44% in 1?72, due to a 

200% rise in the n\unber of disturbance calls. This rise does not indicate 

increased community tension, however, because there is no parallel ri~e in other 

indices. A pOf;sible explanation for the rise in such calls is an increased 

citizen willingness to call for police assist~ce in the. event of minor 

quarrels, suspicious hapt:enings, and disturbances of the peace. The average 

'number of service calls per month dropped from 126 per month (1971) to 96 per 

month (1972) in Area One. 

In general, changE!s in data between 1971 and 1972 in Area One indicate 

a possible trend torrarci decreasing numbers of Part I offenses (viole~ttl cl"5.11les 

against persons and also property crimes) and increasing numbers of disturbance 

calls (which tend. to be less serious poUcing problems.) Eoth of these t,:ends 

" . 
• 

• 

'. 

'" " 

" \ ',. 

, -6S-

are encouraging, indicating a~ they do a hOft to d 1 ' ~ s ~ war ess ser~ous cri~es. 

"I. ,t ..... 

HQwev~r, without accurate data fro~ oth~r areas during the same'time period, 

it is impossible to conclude that Team Unit 'One was the major variable in 

Area One which resulted in a changing crime pattern. The fact that the city 

a~ a whole experienced an increase in Part I offenses in 1972 would tend to 

support t.he conclusion that areas which had not had teams in operation (Are~s 

three and four) or which had a team in operation for half ~ year (Team Area 

Two), experienced greater numbers of Part I offenses in 1972 over 1971. 

Data thus substantially favor the conclusion that continued team operation in 

~ea One has changed crime patterns in that area. . ' 

• Other performance measures (response time and number of ~alls handled) have 

not changed significantly in Team One between 1971 and 1972. Clearance rate 

comparisons between action year one anq action year two will not be made -- the 

• ~ data collected in 1971 yields clearance rates for all calls only and thus doe~ 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

not allow a more meaningful breakdown into Part I and Part II clearance rates. 

',Clearance rates from other areas in the nation, however, indicate that 'ream One 

had a clearance rate in 1972 of over twice that reported in other compar~ble 

. cities, the New England states and the nation as a Whale.. This strongly 

indicates t,hat Team One 'has not only a. better reporting system, but more 

efficient police operations than other regions or cities. 

Again, however, the reader must be cautioned that just as national and 

are~ crime rat.e data is subject to inaccuracies in reporting, so clearance rate 

data from other areas may be inaccurate. An examination of Holyoke police records 

tends to confinn thl s 'suspicion, for if clearance rates !ire ('otrlparpd for 

March - A'lgust 1972 between Team Area One and areas not served by teams (see 

~ Tables A-5 -- A-~ in Appendix B) one finds that report~d 'Part I clearance 

rates are signific~tly higher in Te.?-'11 Area One than in the rest of t.he city 

O..L _ ;0 .l!'ea ,e VS. /J n ."I.rea Two, 3.<> in Area Thre'e, and 5% (Non-team ., ..... ea~)·. 61d in a On 3d i A c:I 

in Area Fo'ur. 

ill ,.. " ' 
...... ~~ .. ; 



• 

• 

'. 
• 

·e 

• 

• 

• 

" 

,-69-

These data in Area~ Two, Three, and Four are linked with comprehensiveness 

or reporting and not n~cessarilywith actual police performance levels; thus~ 
. 

caution is advisable when drawing conclusions from national or regional data 

with reference to clearance rates. 

2. Comparison of Team Two performance for first ~~ months of oneration 

{August 13, 1972 - January 1973) vs. Team One pA'!'formB.nce dur:i nC?; anproximately 

the same time ::-eriod (August 1972 - Janua.ry 1973) v~. 'rP!?m One performance for 
. ' 

the first Rix months of operation (Decem1)er lQ70 - M,qy 1971) .' 

In order to assess the performance levels of Team Two, which began operations 
1 

on August 13, 1972, data similar to that collected in Team Area One were collected 

for the first ~~ months of Team Two operation. Data include frequen~y and 

types of calls, response times and clearance rates •. Two kinds of comparisons 

are made in this section: 1. a comparison between the first ~ months Qf 

Team Two operation and the first six months of operation of Team One (December 

1970 - May 1971) and 2. comparisons of these two groupings of data with Team 

One data collected during its second action year, (August 1972 - January 1973). 

one would expect that performance leY~ls for the first months of team 

operation would be comparable in Teams One and Two and that performance in 

both teams during this time woul~ be at a lower level than that· of 'ream One 

two years later (August - January 1973). During this two year period, Team One 

would have .hp~ the opportunity to familiarize itself with the team concept, 

investigative skills, the team area neighborhood and residents, all of which 

would contribute to higher levels of pEirformance. 

Unfortunately; the comparison of beginning months of operation is limited 

• to a great extent in this case because initial operating periods occurred 

during different yearly periods, one p'l"imarily in the spring, the other in 

"1' 1 
, ,.!. 

( 

( 

'l"'''~'' 
• 

clearance rates may be influenced more by seasonal variation than by team 

a~ility. 
• 

Keeping this limitation "in mind, it would appear from Figure 3-11 that tit 
the frequency of Part I offenses handled in Teams One and Two was approximately • 

the Earne during their first months of operation (an average of 48 per month 

for Team One versus 45 per month for Team Two) •. Within this category, types 

of calls were very similar. in frequency in the two team areas (see Tables . 

3-XIV and 3-XV) although a.greater number of larcenies occured in Team Area 

One during this tiI)t6' period. 

A greater number of Part II offenses was handled by Team ~~o (an average 

of 90 per month as compared to an average of 73 per month for 'ream One during 

its first few monthS). Within this category, frequencies of types of calls 

(narcotics violations, vandalism, motor vehicle violations, false alarms) 

were similar in Team Areas One and Two, with the exception of disturbances 

which were greater in the Team Two Area during its beginning months (an average 

of 50 per month in Area Two versus 34 per month in Area One). Table 3-X51 

shows that. the higher level of disturba."1ce calls in Area Two was not simply a 

result of the hot surruner vreather which occurred during Team Two's first 92 
, ' 

months: di~turbance calls remained consistently higher than those of Area 

One throughout the ~ntire period, even during the colder winter months of 

December and January. 

Frequency of service calls was also greater during Team 'Two's first Months 

than during those of Team One, averaginf; 80 calls per month from "~ea Two and 

60.per month from JL~ea One. The higher frequency of service calls to Team Two 

can be understood by looking at Table 3-XII which records total numbers of 

service calls per month in Area Two. vIe see from the table that during the 

first l~ months of operation of Team ,Two, 226 service calls were received, 

a figurt;! almost equal to i:.he total number of service calls received during 

the next four months. It is likely that many of these ca'lls were a result 

, . 
" 

". 
',' 

• 

• 

• 

e. 

• 

.' 

• 

• 
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~r the curiosity of neighborhood residents as to what their team would be 
'" 

like. Team policing n~d been given a great deal of publicity by the local 

news media, and during this particular l~ month period, a severe battle was 

being waged before the Board of Aldermen as to the merits and faults of the 

team concept. Ignoring these 13:s months, Team One and Two service call figures 

are similar, althou~h Table 3-XIV indicates a slight trend tow~rd an increase 

in service calls to Team One during its, 4th, 5th, and 6th operatin~ months, 

which has not o~cured as yet in Team Two (Table 3-XV). 

'Tables 3-VII and 3-IX indicate that this incr~ase in service calls has 

continue~ in Te<411 One from its' fir~t year to its second. This may very 1.fell , 
be due t6 increased rapport between citizens and their te&l1 unit as the unit. 

. 
contim;.es to operate. ThClt is, citizens may be more wiiling io'c~lltpe team 

about non-crime related problems as their kn~~ledge of and confidence level 

:In the team groHS. If this is true, one would expect Terun Tl-ro to ~experience 

.• 41, the same trend as its operation continues past its init.ial months. Continued 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

monitoring of Team Two is therefore necessary. 

In general, workload in terms of total numbers of ~alls handled per month 

by eacl.l team seems to be fairly comparable. Although records of the total 

numbe!' of calls per month were not collected during the first three months of 

Team Onel~ operation, the figures for the last three months of oneration se~m . ~ 

to fall within the same general area as ~hose for Team Two (see Tables 3-XIV 

and 3-XV). Team One figures on total calls during this period are somewhat 

higher, however. 

,Clearance rates for the three different crime categories (service, Part I, 

Part II) were not collected for Team One dUl~in~ its first year of operation; 

the only available .figures are clearance rates for all types of calls, . 

beginning in March 1971 as shown on Tabl(=! 3-x:rV. Comparing these figures 

-with Team Two figures (Tab,le 3-XV~ we find that Team Two clearance rates for 

all calls in the last three months of the time period are higher than rates 

" 

• 

• 

• 

,. 
• 

'.'-,~--.-

.~n Team One for a similar period (90%, 86%, and 91% for Team Two; 79%, 78%, 
" 

~d 79'$ for Team One). I These higher clearance rates for Team Two ar'e in 

part the result of a greater number of disturbance calls to Team Two (which 

are usually cleared immediately) and to the slightly greater number of Pert I 

offenses o~curing in Area One at this time,,' particularly larcenies. Average 

response times in both teams are very similar; centering around 2- ~~ minutes. 

SO'MMA.RY: Tt~2ms One and Two: First Six Months of' Oneration 

, A comparison of Teams One and Two during their first mont,hs of operation 

indicate~ similar response times, number of calls handled per month and , 
number of Part I offenses handled (with a slightly higher n1lmber being 

handled in Area One than in Area Two ate the close of the period ~aer 

,investigation). 

.A greater number of Part II calls were received by 'l'eam Two than by 

• A' .., Team One, the difference in numbers due ~ostly to a.consistently greater number 

• 

• 

• 

., 
e, 

of disturbance calls received by Team Two. Frequency of service calls was 

. also greater in Team ~xea Two, ~ue in all probability to a large number of 

"curiosity" c'alls received in the beginning l~ months of Team Two operations. 

In later months, service call frequencies in Area Two approached those of 

Area One. A slight trend toward increasing numbers of service cnlls was 

observed in Area One from March' through May. No comparable trend was observed 

in Area Two. If such a trend is due to citizen confidence levels in their 

team, as has been hypothesized, one would expect Team Two service calls to 

increase in nu.rnber over the course of the next year. 

In general, performance data from Teams One and ~NO during their first 

months of operation were similar, with the feW exceptions noted above. 
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The second set of comparisons to· be made between Teams One and Two is 

Of performance during rimilar yearly time periods (August 1972 - January 1973 

for Team One* and August 12, 1972 - January 1973 for Team Two). 

A comparison of Tables 3-XIII (compiled records of Team One) and 3-XII 

(compiled records of Team Two) shows an identical average number of service 

calls per month and an almost identical number cleared. Clearance rates for 

service calls are therefore quite close (96% for Team Two, 97% for Team One). 

A .closer examination, however, of numbers of service calls, occuring on 

a monthly basis ('rabIes 3-XII and 3-XIII and Figure 3-III) indicates that 

although\average per month figures are similar during August - January 1973' , " 

in Areas/One and Two, monthly fluctuations o~ service call frequencies are 
t 

not similar. That is, Team Two experienced a greater number of calls in its 

first one and a half mont.hs than it did in later mont.hs (indicating curiosity 
l 

calls, as we have stated previously), while Team One experienced a more 

consistentl¥hi~h level of service calls ~uring each month of the August 

January 1973 period. As we have stated before, this may have been due to 

.increased confidence levels in citizenry with reference to their Team which 

had ?een in operation for almost two years at this point. Continued monitoring 

of Team Two as it continues operating may bear out this hypothesis. 

* Clearance rate data for 'ream 'One are available for five months only; hence, 

'average monthly rates have been calculated on a five month basis while frequency 

of calls per month has been calculated on a six month basis. Compari,sons 

between the two are therefore slightly inaccurate but valid nevertheless. 

Although it would have been possible to eliminate the month of January 1973, 

and calculate data for Team One on a five month basis, the resultant difference 
, . . . 

·in average monthly figures from figures derived by counting January are so -(' ~ small that' it was arbitrarily decided t~ include that month in ourcalculatiofls 

• 
when January data T,o/'c:lS available, Hence, in Table 3-XIII average frequency of 

calls per month cll1 e based on six months of data whereas .average number of 

CS?3eS cleared per month and clearance rates are based on five months of a ' 

• 

• e 

• 
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• 
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• 

• 
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Frequency of Part I offenses between August and January 1973 is 

lower for Team One than Team Two (an average of 39 per month vs. 45 per 

month). Tab~es" 3-XV ani 3-X indicate t~at within the Part I category, a 

greater number of larcenies (25) and automobile thefts (20) occured in Area 

One,.within a slightly longer period of time • 

, AI though we knmT that Area One was experiencing a decrease of 31 percent 

I ff i 197'2 there is no accurate baseline data in its number of Part 0 enses n , 

on TeaJ'l Area Two which would allow one to determine whether Par,t I offens9s 

fell, rose or remained the ·same in Team Area Two during the first months of 
, \ 

Team Two \ operations. It is probable, however, that a decrease in Part I 

I 
offenses does hot occur in the first mo~ths of team ope~ation, but is 

'th' a One .. TOU ld expect rather a result of continued team operation Wl man-are. 

'that tin d o."'eratio. n of Team Two would lead to a de-from tms hypothesls, con ue .... 

crease in Part II calls in Area Two over the course:,of"th~,next one and a 

half years. 

A slightly greater clearc>.nce rate for' Part I offenses is recorded for 

. Team Two than. for Team One during 'this period, (53% for Team Two, 49% for Team 

One). Again, these clearance rates are significantly better than those recorded 

in the nation and parts of the country during 1969 - 1971. 1972 nationwide 

data are as yet unavailable. 

~he frequency ·of Part II offenses is greater in Area One than in Area Two 

during this time (an average of ~28 per month in P~ea One vs. 90 per month in 

) Distur'oance calls contribute most directly to these d&ta: 'I'eam One Area Two • 

received a total of 668 disturbance calls between August and January, while 

Team Two recorded only 273. As stated in a previous section, Team One experienced 

.a sharp rise in disturbance calls in 1972. , Although a greate~ number of 

disturbance calls occured within the hot summer months, these months are not 

alone in having high nuplbers of disturbance calls. Compari.ng Team On".! I S first 
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Table 3-XII.. Compiled Records of Performance in Team,Area Two 
March 1972 - January 1973 

Imp1imentation of Team Un:i.t 2 . 
" 
0> (l) 0> 
U 0 CIl u 

0> 'M "d I.l.l (\j * '0> H'"Cl ,.,§ U ? 0> o r::: 
,...; t') '0> 

.~ CIl H CIl H 'b! H 
;:: +' H H 

'''''; <!.l ,...; ('(l ~,..-l (\j (l) or> (]) H (\j -t-'C\l0> 
Hr-i Cl)r-i0> r-/a>+, H Ct-i. (\j Q) H (\) +' 
(\) ro ~\"Or-i Q) ro r-/ ,'l! ~t3 P-,r-i \"0,., ~ 

Cl)U uo UlUU~ ~o p..u 
" ' 

March 0 O· 0% 26 2 - 8% 

April . 0 0 '0% 26 0 0% 

May 2 Q. • 0% 22 0 0% 

June 0 0 0% 19 1 5% 
, 

I 

July 0 0 0% 16 0 0% 
.. . ' 

August 1 - 12 0 0 0% 6 1 17% 
• 

August 13 - 31 112 105 94% . 43 22 ,51% 

Septembel· 114 106 93% 56 19 34% 

October 59 59 100% 39 22 56% 

November 52 52 100% 40 . 28 70% 

December 51 51 100% 37 22 59% 

January 1973 52 52 100% 35 23 66% 

Average/Month .4 0 0% 21 .7 3% First ~ }1onths ,....-- ...... . 
, 

Second ~ Months 80 77 96% 45 24 53% 
. . -

". • • e,' • . 
" • • 

~ (t) 

G.l 
'H u 
.H "d H~ 

HO> <!.l HC"J 
H CIl +' H H 

r::: H C\I +'C"JO> +> Q), Clj Q) HG.l+J 
fJt: ~ <3 Cljr-i~ 
p..o Po. Q • 

. 

5 2 40% 

7 Q 0% 

14 0 0% 

9 3 33% 

9 1 11% 

1 0 0% . 
. 80 75 94% 

95 75 ·79% 

75 67 89% 

80 78 98% 

87 76 87% 

77 76 99% 

8 1 13% 

90 . 81 90% 
j 

e 
• • • 
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Table 3-XIII., Compiled Records of Performance in Team Area One 
August 1972 - January 1973 

Second Action Year 

Cl) Q) 
r..> (.) 

0) '''; '0 0) rd 
r..> ;::. Cl) 0 t:: 
'~ Ul H Ul H 'E ~ '@ Q) H <:> rl C'j 
$-trl Cf)r-!O) ~Q)+l 
0) m ~C'jrl Q)rdr-l~ Cf)0 00 UlOO 

'- , 

August 1912 88 88 100% 

September 73 12 . 99% 

October 71 10 99% -
" 

, 
I 

November 79 72 91% 
, 

De~ember 63 60 '95% 
• 

"Tanuary 1973 105 * * , 

, 

Average/Month 80 ___ --Z~ 97% 

* Data not collected. Average/Honth figures 
''for these columns are based on 5 months. of 
performance; other Aver&ge/MOnth figures are 

41tse~ on 6 monthe.of ~erfo~ce. 

CIl * ,0) H'O 
rl L,) '0) 

t:: -I-' H 
+l 0 H rd 
~~ Cr-i m 0) 

" ft-t P-.rl 
P-.O ~O 

46 

27 

39 

27 

'49 

43 

39 
I 

". , . 

Q) 
r..> 

rl@ 
H 

-I-'mO) 
H 0) +~ 
C'j rl P2 P-.Q 

34 74% 

15 56% 

13 33% 

13 48% 

,16 33% 

* * 

18 49% , 

,H 

• • . , • • • • 

t 
'(1) 

CIl 
'H r..> 
,H '0 HC H 0) (1) H~ H Ul +' H H 

C H co +l ~ 0) +> 0) rd 0 HC>+l 
~~ &. r-I mrl~ 'U P-. c..:> • P-.O -;;;: 

-

151 145 96% 

145 128 88% 
, 

148 136 92% 

125 108 86% 

112 96 ,86% 
, 

88 * * 
, ' 

128 123 90% ' 

e 
. • • • 
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Month 

- - - -- -----

December 1970 

Jan. 1971 

Feb. 

March 

April 
I 
~May 
I . 

. .. 

Average/Month 

• 
Table }·:XIV. 

. 
- --- -------

Q) ~ ~ 
0 ~ Q) 

.~ ~ Q) :2 ..;; 0 
H 

~ 
0 

Q) ~ 
CI) /XI 

• • • •• 
.RECORDS OF PERFORHA~IN TEAM AREA ONE 

Dec. 1970 - .May 1971 . 

First 6 months of operation 

, 
--.~ ------l-:-

~ ~ 

---

0 00 0 
~ ,,.-\ 'M .n 
~ ~ ';il ~ 

0 .. ~~ m 0 "d 
00 ~ ~ 

0 
!'J) 'M 
<: :z; .. -:> 

. 
CIl .a 
~ E ~ 
CIl Q) 
Q) ...-lCll 

~ 
00 .3~ 'M 
~ Ci)U 

- --,- ----- -- --- ----- - ~--

43 9 12 1 3 2 +4 7 7 37 6 

47 8. 14 0 13 3 5 24. 24 33 4 

60 8 14 0 15 2 12 14 16 38 5 

53 15 24 1 6 1 14 27 37 26 4 

76 14 32 1 13 4 29 .34 2.3 .36 9 

82 13 30 1 7 4 19 1.7 19 33 6' 

60 11 21 10 .3 16 21 21 34 6 
- - ',--

) , 

• • • • 
e, 

I 

-, -
.," 

Q) 
~ 

'M 

~~ =:u:: :g ~ 0 Q.)~ 
~ Q) 00......,. 

...-l';il 00 Q. (1$ MS:: 

.~ ~ ~~~ H 00 0 
000 ~$ H p.. Q. 
~ blH~ Q) OJ ~ 

&~ OlH ...-lro :> Q) it: 
E-iO E-iO u~ ~~ 

0 

0 

b 

0 304 241 79% 2.2 

.0 360 279 78% 2.2 

0 323 255 79% 2.4 

'0 
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Table 3-XV. 

• • • 
RECORDS OF PERFORMAN"IN TEAM AREA TWO 

March 1972 .' an. 197.3 

Implementation of Team Unit 2 

-- -- ----- ~~- --"-1-- '--- -------- ~----- ----, --~--

Month 

c:-­
March 

'April 

May 

June 

J. July 
tr Aup"ust 1 .. 12 

o 

o 

2 

o 

o 

o 

~~~---, 

15 C; 0 

2 19 3 

7 15 

2 12 

3 11 

o 4 

o 

o 

o 

o 
B~ -------- -- -----

August 13-31 112 

September 114 

October 59 

November 52 

Decembe~ 51 

January 1973 52 

9 10 

7·27 

6 15 

16 10 

7 11 

13 10 
--' - - -' -- ----

Average/Hontl:l fo_ 
first * mon ths .4 5 

3 

3 

1 

o 

1 

2 

o 

2 

o 

2 

1 

1 

o 

o 

3 

',4 

o 12 

O. 5 

o. 7 

o 0 
----'---~ 

10 

7 

8 

8 

4 

5 

9 

5 26 

o 

·0 

o 

o 

16 

13 

21 

4 

-'- -'--

Average/Month fo 
second'~ months 80 11 15 2 8 1 16 

- ----- - --- ~ ----- - -- -- '-- ------;---
" 

~ 
o 

, .,.., 
~ ,. r-I 
o .,.., 

;1> 

1 

o· 

o 

o 

o 

o 

15 

18 

27 

18 

16 

27 

22 

o ~-2-

o :; I 0 

o 2 o 

o 4 3 

o 't. 2' 1 

o 1 1 

6 53, 11 

10 46 

22 ,32 

17 48 

11 50 

11 44 

12 

9· 

6 

14 

5 

.50 10 

• • • 

.. 

--.-- --, '- --

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

.38 

39 

47 

43 

45 

12 

9 

2 

,1 

10 

7 

5 

o 279 236 

o 348 264 

o 257 220 

1 261 236 

o 291 249 

2 245 224 

.5 287 260 

24% rec. 

5% " 

2% II 

23% " 

16% " 

42% " 

8,% 2.2 

76% 2.0 

86% 2.5 

90% 2.3 

86% 2.3 

91% 1.9 
---- -.,-, --

no 
15% rec. 

93% 2.4 
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code: , 

*. team calls 
(Aug.72-Jan.73) 

** team 1 cleared cases 
(Aug.72-Dec.72) 

*** team 1 calls 
(Dec.70-May 71) 

**** team 2 calls and cleared 

• • • • • 
COMPARISON OF TEAM TI,~ERFORfJIANCE (II CALLS 
HANDLED AND # CLEARED,.FOR FIRST 5t MONTHS 
OF OPERATION (AUG.13,1972-JAN.1973) VS. TEAM 
ONE PERFORMANCE DURING APPROXIMATELY THE SAME 
TIME PERIOD (AUG.72-JAN$73) VS. TEAM ONE 
PERFORMANCE FOR FIRST 6 MONTHS OF OPERATION 
(DEC.72-MAY 71). 

. ,cases (Aug.13,72-Jan.73) 

• • 
Figure 3-II. e 
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and second action years," (Tables 3-VIII and 3-X) one sees that, month ?y 

~mon~h, action year ~o ~~cords a greater n~ber of disturbance calls than 

action year one. This rise was not interp~eted as an indicator of nei~hbbr-

hood unrest but as part of a possible change in crime patterns in the area 

from more serious to less serious crimes. 

Clearance rates for Part II offenses are identical in both teams (90%). 

Average response times for all calls are also similar in Areas One and Two 

(2.4 minutes in Area 'I\10 and 1.9 in Arpa One). 

SUMMARY: Te;tm~g.I'_c:...!nd Two Duri!!5..Au>-!ust 1972 - JA.nuary 1973 

A comparison of Tea,ms One and Two during the same t:iJne periods (August 

1972 
• • I 

January.1973) indicates that Team One, aft~r two years qf operation, 

had consistently greater numbers of service calls than Team Two, recorded 

fewer Part I offenses than Team 'rW'!) (a total of 231 for ,R six: month l time period 

• ,~in Area One and a . total of 250 for a shorter five and a half month time period 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

. in Area Two), and recorded over ~iice as many disturbance calls as Team Two. 

These data indicate: 1. Area ~le citizen willingness to call police about 

non-crime related matters and 2. possible changes in the nature of police 

problems '~ithin Team Area One (in a positive direction). Both of these states 

were goals specified by the Team Police Project and appear well on their way . . 
to fu).f1.1lment. 

Da.ta also indicate that the decrease in Part I offenses in Area One was 

not· reflected in the 1972 crime index for the city, which rose slightly. 

This ~ndicate's that other parts of the city (which parts cannot be determined 

because of insufficient data) experienced an increase in Part I offenses. 

Because baseline data prior to Team 'I\To fOTMation is poor, it is impossible 

. to determine whether Area Two experienced a decrease in Part I calls as a 
~ . 

result of Team 'I\To's creation .. It is probable that-such a decrease did not 

occur, however, the decrease being a result of continued operation of a team 

and not the ver.y fact of creating one. 
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Ii!:, service, Part II and . 1 for both teams for 
~learance :ates are' s.~ ar a are significantly higher 

~ t s for bot~ teams 
• Part I offenses; and clearance ra e 

the re~der must be cautioned about the 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

than national or area rates. Again, 
'., b drawn from them. 

th conclusions whloch can e 
validity of national rates and e 

t ' 5 for all calls 
Avera~e response ~e 

, in ~ea T-w-o and 1.9 in Area One). 

are sWlar in the two a.I'~laS (2.4 minutes 

The major variable in these se 
the length of time of team 

ts of data was -

op~ratio~, since Areas One a 
1 . 'lar and the time 

n:l Two are dt::!mographical Y S'l.I11J. 

Therefore, one would 
lo
'n which data was collected were the same. 

periods in Team Area Two 
f calls would occur 

S~m~larly changed patterns 0 expect that .......... 
ontinues its operation. 

.' .~rea One as Team TWo c , as 'occured lon t\. 

.. 
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.. be~an, stated that one would expect the ~ The hypothesis ,with which we s 

• 

• 

•• 

• 

'. e 

• 

.' 
• 

• 

f t b' ~imilar to one another, beginning months of Team One and Two per ormance 0 t;.., 

keeping in mind the limitations to comparison posed by the differences in 

h t b A S econd hypothesi s was -that seasonal periods in which eac earn egan. 

perf~rmances of Tp-ams One and Tv-TO during these beginning periods would be at 

a lower level than taat of Team One tw'o' years later (1973), due to greater 

t.eam experience and familiarity with the area. It was also hypothesized that 

Team Unit One would have made a positive impact on crime levels in the Ward 

t" All of these hypotheses are well I area in ~ ts two years of opera lone 

supported by this data . 

A comparison of Teams One and Two during their first. mont.hs of op?ration 

indicates similar response times, numbers of calls handled per mo~th~ and 

number of Part I offenses handled (with a siightly higher number being handled 

t th 1 of the period under investigation). in Area One than in Area TvoTo a e c ose ~ 

t . ~ 'i'vTO because of higher Frequency of Part II offenses, although gre p 
•. :r ln .. rea 

, numbers of disturbance calls, are very similar thr?ughout the beginning 

months of Teams One and Two. Service calls shmT greater variety due to initially 

high numbers of calls to Team Two (curiosity calls). After this one and a 

. d however, numbers of service calls approach one another in half month perlo , 

Areas One and Two. 

noticed in Area ~le 

A slight increasing trend in numbers of service calls was 

from March through May and this trend has continued through-

. No such t""~:l_~1, has been observed in Team Tv-To, out the second actlon year. ~- ~ 

although if such a trend is due to citizen confidence ~evels in their team, as 

one would expect Team Two service calls to increase in has been hypothesized, 

. number over tr.e course of the next year. 
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In g'eneral, one sees that the first Tl10nths of operation were similar in 

bOth teams, with the 'few exceptions noted above • 

A comparison of Team One during its second action year with Teams One <md 

Two during their be~inning months suggests ~ change in crime patterns in 

Area One in a positive direction, as measured by greater numbers of service 

calls and disturbance calls and a significant decrea.se in numbers of Part I 

offenses in Area One. Thus, at a time ,when the city as ~ whole experienced a 

, slight increase in the crime index, Area One e~?erienced a decrease (of 31%) 

,over 1971 Part. I figures. It is probable that the decrease in Area I resulted 

from continued operation of a team of fifteen men in that area • 

. . Average response times are .similar across tea'1lS and seasonal periods. 

Clearance rates of calls are 'abnost id;ntical for Team Two and Te~ One (second 

action year); clearance ra~~e breakdowns are not available for Team One (first 

action year), but ~learance rates for all calls appear lower in Team One during 
, 

its first few months than in Team One (second action year) or Team Two (first 

months), largely because of feHer numbers of Bervice and disturbarlce calls 

being h~md1ed by Team Onp- during this initial period. Clearance rates of Part I 

offenses for both teams, regardless of time perioa, are over ufice tht. of 

national figures • 

Thus, the available data indicate that Jrrea One, which has had a team in 

ope~ation for a two year period, has experienced increased levels of less 

serious crimes (disturbances), increases in resident-police rapport*as measured 

.. oy increased numbers of service calls, .~ a greatly reduced number of Part I 

offenses in that area. Similarities in demography and in performances of 

Teams One and Two in their beeinning months would lead to the hypothesis that 

Area Two will follow a pattern within the next year and a half s~1lar to that 

of Area One durin~ its first two years. 

~he hypothesis as to greater ~enerRl resident-uolice rapport in Area I in 
197' 1 s C!u'31j.fien by oth<>r data revi,pwed in this report, particularly data 
relating to community attitude mp.asures. 
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These data strongly support the conclusion that team oper~tions have been 

the major determinant'~f high clearance rates and ~hanged crime patterns in 

Area One and have produced significantly improved levels of reporting, 

numbers of cases cleared, fewp,r numbers of P~rt I offenses, and increased 

numbers of service calls. 

.If Team Two data within the next year demonstr~tes similar patterns, 

it will provide additional confirmation of this success of the team police 

concept. 
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'2'. Sick Leave Informat;l..on 

. , 

.Records of each Holyoke police officer's exercise of sick leave were 

obtained from the Chief I s office and a comparison made between Teams One and . 
two and non-team personnel in 1972 and between Team One and non-team personnel 

ill 1971. Sick leave data serves as a· measure of group morale and as a 

suggestive, partial index of job performance. 

, Team One data was collected from January 1 - December 31, 1971 and from 

'January 1· - December 31, 1972; Team Two data from August 13, 1972 (the commence­

ment of Team Two operation) through December 31, 1972;. and department (non-team) 

data from January 1 - December 31, 1972. See Tables 3-XVI and 3-XVII for 

presentation 'of data • 

. Table 3-XVI indicates that the rate of sick leave use age by Team One 

members in 1972 was significantly lower per. man per month than that of both 

~ e· Team T\-TO and nori-teapl poiice personnel. The 1972 rate of sick leave useage, 

however, for Team One personnel is over twice that of the 1971 rate (an 

increase from an average of .27 sick days per Month per man to .60 days Fer 

:. 

• 

e 

• 

month pe-r' man). Dep8rtment (non-team) sick da:;i usea8e in 1972 also shows a 

marked increase over 1971 (an increase from .69 days taken per man per month 

in 197~ to 1. 35 days per man per m~nth in 1972). 

Thus, although Team One ratp.s for 1972 r~~ain significantly lower than 

department rates for that year, there has been a two-fold increase in both 

Team One and non-team rates of sick leave useage in 1972. 

.. ~he sick day useage rate of Team ~~o personnel over a 4~ month period in 

1972 is significantly higher than that of Team One (twice as high), and 

slightly lrn{er than the non-team (department) rate on a per man per month basis. 
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Table 3-XVI. Sick Leave Statistics for Te8ms 1 & 2 

Police Personnel and ·RemainingDept. Personnel, 1972 

~ 

Ave. #';,sick Days Per 
Mo. for Entire Unit 
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Ave. # Sick Days 
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• • 

Ave. # Police Personnel 
Per Month in Unit 
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Sick leave data would seem to support the fact that both Team'One and 

non-team morale dropped in 1972 as compared 'to 1971, as interviews with team 

members and the results of a Police Job Satisfaction and Morale Survey have 

indicated. Causes for this change in morale level and interview and survey 

results are discussed in another part of this report • 

, Team One rates are still significantly lower than department ratE'~, but' 

the implications of these data are not as clear cut as might appear at first 

glance. As the 1971 Etra1uation Report pointo.d out: "Since data for a 

previous similar period were not readily available, one cannot definitively 

infer a \ause-effec! relationship bet1veen team participat.ion am red'lced sick , . , , 

I . 
leave useage. In particular, since the officers who volunteered for Team (One) 

I, 

membership demonstrated themselves in other respects to be exceptional police-

men (with. reference to attitude inparticular), it is entirely possible that 

they'may have been atypical with respect to sick leave useage." 

Team Two statistics (1. 29 sick days taken per month per man) would seem 

.,to indicate that it is !!£i enough to simply group men together in a 'team 

structure in order to affect morale in a positive manner. Outside f~rces may 

affect morale level even more than the team structure. Team Two sick leave 

ra~e is not significantly different from that of non-team members in 1972, 

indicating that as a group, Team Two shared the same level of morale as non-

team members. The reasons for Te~ Two's identification with the depar~ment 

and not with Team One or the Team Policing concept are discusse~ in another 

part of this report. ("Morale, and Job Satisfaction") 

• 

• 

." 

• 

• 
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Team vs. Non-Team P.erformance as Measured by Interviews with Professionals 

Associated wi th Policing. * . 

A basic goa~ of Team Policing is to 'improve the effectiveness and 

efficiency of police service delivery. This goal, it has been hypothesized, 

can be accomplished in two ways: 1. improved training to raise the quality 

o'f officers servicing the city and 2. the team str1?-cture itself J which encourages 

higher levels of individual police initiative and accountability, a greater 

degree of cOlTll1':unity-orient.ed police planning, greater accessibility to residents 

in need of service, and g):~(~ater knowledge of area problems, needs, and crime 
\ 

patterns. \ 
. \ sectlons qf The previC?us Part III-b (Pe~formance) have focused upon 

I 

quantitative mea.sures of pol:~ce performc?..Ilce in Team a.reas' and the city. In 
" 

this section a qualitative me'~sure of performance levels will be investigated: 
I, • 

assessments of police perform~ce made by professionals whose jobs bring them 
\ 

into daily contact with. H01YOk~'.~ pO,lice personnel. The two professionals 

interviewed W8re the C1e~k of Courts and Proser.utor for thl7 Holyoke m,strict 

Court. Time schedules did no'\:' al101.;r, for, intervi~!ls with other persons wriose 

inSight into and dealings with the Holyoke Police Department would 'have proved 

valuable for evaluation pcrpo~:es; eg., representatives from the District 

Attorney's Office and the judges which sit at the Holyoke District Court. It 

is suggested. that sl1ch pergons be intl3rviewed with t'eference to police 

performance as part of the 1973 evaluation report. 

. The structure of interviews with the Clerk of Courts and Prosecutor was 

geared to eliciting responses with reference to the quality of team performance 

levels as opposed to non-team levels. EPecifica11y, the Prosecutor and Clerk 

* Acknow1edgem~nt is made to Christine Angers for data presented in~ this section . 
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were Clsked if t.hey were· able to distinguish between team members who had 

r~ceived training at Hblyoke Community College (on Massachusetts Statutes 

and Lm-1S of Arrest, Investigation and In~errol5a·,tion and Specialty Courses) 

from non-team personnel who had not received t.his kind of training. These 

professionals were also asked to comment upon the quali.ty of affadivit 

preparation, familia":'1. ty with the law, expeditiousness of warrant serv:i.ng, 

competence of t.eam patrolmen as compared to Detective Bureau personnel, 

(particularly 1-Tith reference to the quality of inyestigations and the preparation 

of reports), attitude of officer~ in court, and t.heir general self presentation 

in court. (See Appendix E for interview format). 

Both persons intervieued seemed to af1:ree thai" . • o· IJ
, 

although police training 

had proved valuahle and seemed to IT'qke a differen;~e in terms' of the quality 
. I . 

of offic;ers as .. ri tness'3s and as investi~a tors, tr!aining in and of itself does 

t i" I ' ! no necessar Ly make offl.cers more responsive to/their duties or better police-

men •. ~i",e:md exr~r~ence coupled with practicayor applied tra~ning is the 

d,eternunant of eff~c~ent and effective po~ice ~ervice. Individual officer 

personality ts also of prime importance in determining levels of police 

performance. Int.ervievTees seemed to feel that informal, in-house traini-ng 

such as reviewing case histories and .' 'd t '1 d b 1 ~nc~/en s e yoder more experienced 

personnel would be as valuable as formal 'courses 'th 'f w~ spec~ ically practical 

application. 

Affidavit preparation and report writing are in general well done according 

• to interviewers (although at first reports were sometimes not submitt.ed by 

team members), warrants are served and returned expeditiously, and officer 

attitude ~thin the departr,tent in general is positive -- not sarcastic, and 

• they are neat in appearance • 

• 

• 

• 

• 

•• 
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Both interviewees'indicated that no real difference in the conscientious-
• 1 
ness of Team patrolmen as compa.red to Detective Bureau personnel could be 

detected. As teams have gone into operation, the cle~k has come into contact 

with mor~ and more patrolmen in court, for "they are now handling cases which 

tradi tion~lly were handled by Detective Bureau personnel. These patrolmen 

appeared comparable to Detective Bureau personnel both in conscientiousness 

and carrying out of duties properly and expeditiously. 

It was also stressed by both professionals that neHly appointed officers 

needed\training, experience, and guidance. Greater cooperation among officers 

themse17es in giving neu recruits necessary informal training would be 

beneficial to all concerned. 

In summary, interviews with the Clerk of Court8 and Prosecutor indicated 

that team members seemed to be functioning on a par with Detective Bureau 
~ 

personnel, and that Department and team performance in general was "good" 

wi th reference to report writ,i~g, affidavit preparation, knowledge of Iffi-ls, 

warrant processing, and officer appearance and attitude • 

It .was'the consensus of both interviewees that training £er ~ did not 

produce good policemen, but that experience of a practical nature over a long 

period of time aided the development of effective and knmdedgeable personnel. 
, ' 

,In general, team members were assessed to be no better or no worse than 

non-team personnel in terms of performance levels and quality of work. 
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O:D. CO~{UNITY ATTITUDE" 

1. Community Attitude Survey 

An avowed goal ~f team policing is to effect a change in community 

attitudes toward police. Con~omitant goals are to increase cooperation 

bet1lTeen the community and police and to increase the sense of sec'.Iri ty in 

the communi"ties in which teams nre operating. 

DATA 

To assess the attitude of residents torTard i;.p.am and n:on'~'eeam police 

in 1971 (the firs~ action year) a Co~nunity Attitude Survey was aQ~inistered 
, 

to a ~a~dom sample of households in Ward 1 and W~rd 2 (th~ control district 

for Hard I), Two phases were used to determine community attitu~es, the 

first in December, 1970, upon: the initiation of the team policing project, 

and the second in Au~st, 1971, approximately eight months after Team One's 

initiation. The December, 1970 administration was presented to 92 people 

in Ward 1 (the experimental area) ~d 89 people in Ward 2 (the control area). 

The August 1971 post-test was administ~red to another random sample of 101 

citizens in Hard 1 and 100 citizens in Ward 2.* 

Survey data were collected through structured interviews consisting of 

10-20 questions requiring relatively specific answers. 

In 1972, a similar survey (several questions were added) was administered 

to· random samples of residents in Team Areas Two, Three and Four in November 

and to Areas One and T~o in March 1973.** SamDle sizes were geared to yieJd 

* It should be noted that the 1~70 and 1971 survey samples were not large 

enough to reach statistical significance. That is, one could not generalize 

from these re~\llts to the Ward 1 and Ward 2 popuLations as a whole. 

iI* See following pa~e. 

• 

. .I) 

.• _ 
• 

, . 
• 

• 

.:~t~tistically significa.nt results within each area, alt.hough weather conditi.ons 

and minor problems "rith surveyor availability resul t.ed in stat,istics' at less 

than a .05 level of significance in ft~ea Three. Significance at the .05 level 

was reached, however, in Areas Two and Four .in November 1972 and Areas One and 

Two in March 1973. Sample sizes are recorded on the Tables in this section • 

Data on Areas Three and Four, which is the result of one survey adminis-

tration only, will serve as a baseline for future community attitude measures 

in 1973. Results from A~ea One and Two in 1972 and 1973 are compared in this 

section with data from fixes.s One and Two r.ollected in 1970 and )'971. 

In 1971 intervievrers Here selected, oriented, and supervised. by Model 

Ci. ties personnel. Interviewees were determined by using a table of random 

munbers to select the strf~p.tJ and apartment.. The int,erviewee, was ;the first 

person over 16 who answered the door. In 1972, interview~rs were selected 

by the Evaluation Coordinato~ and given an ~rientation to the questionnaire 

and "tlays to avoid. bia!3ing or influencing respondent IS ?J1swers. Interviewees, 

were selected by dividing voting lists into the four t~aTTl areas (current and 

future) and selecting every eleventh, fifth, or fourth person (not related to 

a police officer and not connected ~ith the Team Policing project). 

** It 'Was decided not to survey Area One in November 1972, as this ('trea has 

been over-surveY8d since the inception of Model Cities and Team Policing. One 

additional administration in March' 1972 was consider~d sufficient to show 

,continued trends orchangE'd patterns in community attitude in this area. Further, 

it; .should be noted that !>..rea T'1'l0 in 1972 is larger than Area. Two in 1970 and 

1971 (the control district for the experimental ward). Ar"'a Two as ('t control 

consisted 9f W~d 2 (approxjmately 4,000 people). Area Two in 1972 and 1973 

(Team A.rea Two) consists of Hard 2 and the Springcale-Ine;leside area of the 

city (apprOximately 5,000 people). Although the area is not identical between 

years, the numbE"r 'of additional persons, it .was felt, was not so greqt, as to 

vitiate the validity of comparisons across time per'iods. 
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The in~rviews conducted in Wards 1 and 2 in 1972 were designed to obtain 

information relating to three general areas: 

1. Citizen perceptions of the attitudes and behavior of their police. 

2. Citizen perceptions of the willingness of the people in their wards 

to assist their police. 

3. Citizen perceptions of the quality of their police. 

Interviews conducted in Team Areas Two, Three, and Four in 1972 and Team 

Areas One and Two in 1973 vrere designed to yield information in the above 

mentioned categories and 

4. Citizen preferences with refer'ence 'to blazer vs. traditional uniforms 
• 

and marked vs. unmarked cars. 

5. Citizen satisfaction with their team units in Areas One pnd Two. 

!!!,POTHESES 1971 

The hypo ;:.hesec:; put forward in the 1971 Evaluation Report. was that pre-

test COJTlJTiunity attitudes in Hards l,and 2 and the post-test attitudes in' 

Ward 2 would remain similar and constant, while post-test attitudes in Hard 1 

'HCould change in a posi tive direction. A change of attitude in a positive 

direiction was to be interpreted as an indication of the success of the Team 

Police experiment. 

The 1971 evaluation data are reviewed in greater depth later in this 

section. In brief, the 1971 data suggested the followin~: 

itA comparison of the pre-test and post-test data obtained from inter­
vim"ees in Hard 1 indicate tha t the a tti tudes of citizens in :'lard 1 
toward their police either remained con~tant or chan~ed in a positive 
direction over the period of the e~erL~ent. On the other hand, a 
comparison of the pre-t~st and post-tpst interview data in Ward 2 
indicates that the attitudes of tpe ~itizens in Wpxd 2 toward their 
police tended to r~nain the ~ame or change i~ a negative direction ••• 
Data are sufficient to conclude that the project has had the 
predicted positive imract on citizen attitudes in ilard 1. II 
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t d t ' attit1.lde change of citiz.ens in '<lard 2 tal-Tard The unexpec e , pe~a ~ve 
.', 

their police was explained by the enhanced image "Thich Team One members and 

Team policing in general received in the ,local news media. Such posit:.ive 

h ' h t rece~ved by non-team police personnel, more than publicity, w ~c was no • 

likely led to a negative shift in opinions as to the quality of non-team 

personnp.l. 

HYPOTHESES 1972 

h put forward in 1972 were that Area One residents would The hypot eses 

continue to show improvements in attitudes toward police over 1971 and would 

d l' than Team Area Two residents. show more po~itive attitudes towar po :Lce 

Team Area Two residents could be ex:rec'ted to demonstrate improved attitudes 

toward their team police -- at first approaching the 1970 baselinr and then, 

hat b)j It was expected that the baseline data in 1973, exceeding t ase ,nee 

collected in Areas Three and Four would compare favorably to data in P~ea One 

and Two, since predominantly white, middle class resident.ial and bl.lsin&ss 

areas tend to haYS less antagonistic and more nOrJ'!lalized relations with 

police than minority group areas have. It was also hY}Jothesi.~ed, however, 

that greater nu,mbers of residents in Areas Three and Four ,-muld demonstrate 

noncommittal' att.itudestoward policing (ie., check "neither agree nor dis-

'd t ' Ar s One and Two, thus supporting the agree")' than would res~ en s ~n ea. 

tha·t such mJ..'ddle class areas are suffering from their 9t:r c,onclusion 

particular kind of police-community separation. 

Data are presented below. 

'. 
Citizen Perrpnt-ion of Polic~ ftttH.ud~~ Clnd Behavio!: 

Questions in this part of the C~unity Attitude SUrvey were geared to 

that wop.ld indicate how area re'sidentJs viewed the attitudes seeking responses 

d C-ltl.' z"'.ns of police officers serving them. and behavior towar s ~ ~ 
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Question 1 (T'lb1e h-1 8.nd Fi!'S'llre 4-1). liThe policl',; in our 1-Tnrd Eke !J80p1e. II 

J 

1970, 1971. In the first and second sl3ries of surveys (DecembE~r 1970 and 

August 19'(1) Area One responses indicate virt.ually no jncrease (from 70:~ to 
:--"~. ... 

71%) in the percentage of peci~le agreeing with the question and a slight decrease 

i:n t.i1e percentage disagreeing (from 6% to 2%). Team Area Two responses (the 

control area) also have remained virtually unchanged (from 63% in December 

1970 to 64% in August 1971). Those disagreeing in ,fu:oea Two also decreased 

slightly in percentage as they did in P~ea One. Although a greater percentage 

of residents in ftrea One agreed that their police liked people than did 

residents in Area Two, t'his difference is not statistically signific!3nt and 

does not justify the conclusion that team policing has significantly changed 

opinions in H8.rd 1. 

1972. The results of the third administration of the S\DrVey in November 

1972 indicate that Area ~~o residents suffered a negative change in opinjon 

with reference to police friendliness 52% agreed wi, th the stat,ement in 

November 1972 (UfO months after Team Two was implemented in the Area) as 

opposed to 6h% in :\UG~ust 1971. Area TYro resid'?nts R1so recorded e.n increase 

in neut.ral aus-wers (neither agree nor disagree), jumping from 30 and 31% in 

1970 end 1971 to 43% in 1972, but no change in percentaf,8S of people dis-

agreeing with the statement 1-1as recorded. This inc~eM.se in neutral answers, 

with no concomitant increase in negative anSI-Tel'S, TtTould tend to indicate that 

A:r:ea 11,,0 residents had adopted 8. ''wait and se~" attitude about their team 

during its first fel'T months of operatlon. Such a 1-Tait and see attitUde does 

not seem to have been adopt'3d by Team One resj,dents in the firs'G f81-T months 

of that team' s oI'~ration. A possible explanation for Tp.:'ln One I s immediate 

positive iwpact could be the catastrophic Lyman Street fire which 0cc\UTed one 

week before the 1970 administration of the survey and served to solidify Area One 
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• -Table 4-:'-

[-- T,eaJn Area 1 
.. 

I nec. 197~.1 Aug. 1971 
N=92 N=102 

*' 
Ii. % # % 

64 70 72 71 

22 24 28 28 

6 6 2 2 

0 0 0 0 

- -- --

I. pdEIVED POLItJt; ATTITUDE bARD PEOPrl 
IiW,EAM AREA S 

. Q. The Police.., our Ward IDee People. 

' .. .. 
:. 

I •• _,..~ 

Team Area 2 
m 

Harch 1973 ~ Dec.1970 Aug. 1971 Nov. 1972 
N=i6h _,N=89 N=}OO N=347 - -, , 

If ~ # % II % # % 
I 

~ 

, 

1 

246 68 56 63 64 64 179 52 . 

110 30 27 30 31 31 150 43 
, 

4 1 4 4 3 3 12 i 3' 
i 

i 

4 1 2 2 2 2 5' 1 
:.l 

• 

March 1973 
N=~ 86 

--.... 

# % 
== 

316 82 

52 13 
! 
I 
1 

11 3 

7 2 

TOTAL 92 100 102 101 364 100 89 99 100 100 346 99 386 100· 

* All Percentages on Community Attitude 
Tables are rounded off to the nearest 
percent. Total percentage figures may 
therefore not always equal one hundred. 
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m Team Area]: Team AreaL 

i 

. Nov. 1972 Nov. 1972 
, N=23h W=371 "-~ II % /1 % 
~ ---.. 

178 76 259 70 

46 20 92 25 

7 3 I 
13 3 

, 

~ 3 1 7 2 
.. 

234 100 371 100 
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Perceived Police Attitude Toward People e in Team Areas 

Q. The police in our ward like people. 
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'd t 1." su~port of T~~~ One ~n e-rnlanat1."on for the cautiousness of res1. en s n:! . r.;ru', • -- ".c-

Area 1'l-TO responses may 1be the public controversy raeing at the time over team 

police expansion. This controversy and its impact is discussed in depth in 

another section of this report. The point is, hO~'Tever, that negative pUblici t.y . 

more than likely affected responses from citizens just beginning to experience 

the Team Policing concept. 

Axea Three responses in November 1972 (before Teams Three and Four TtTere 

in operation) indicated that most intervieHees felt that their police liked 

people (76% in Area Three, 70% in Area Four). 

Neutral anSl'lers in Areas Three and Four vere in the 20-25% category and 

were significantly smaller than that recorded in Area Two (h3%). 

19'13. The 1973 administration of the survey in ,Area One indicates no sub-

stantial change in community attitudes. An insignificant decrease was noted in 

the percentaGe of respondents aereeing that police in their ward like people 

(from 71% in 1971 to 68% in 1973). Neutral an~~ers increased in Area One from 

?B~ to 30'.1, 5.n 191'2 - 1973. 

1tlhile no significant difference in attitude Has recorded in lrrep. One, a 

significant '=!h:mge ~ noted in Area Two in Narch 1973. A large increase 

occurred in the percentage of respondents agreeing that police in thej,r ward 

like people (from 63% j.n 1970, 64% in 1971, 52% in 1972, to 82% in 1973). Of 

all areas in the city, Area ~fO recorded the greatest percentage of people 

agreeing with the statement (82% in Area '1"";0, 68% in lrrea One, 76% in Area 

Ynree, and 70~ in Area Four). Neutral an~~ers decreased considerably in 

Area Two in Harch 1973 and reached a level smaller than that previously 

recorded in the Prea and smaller than that recorded in other areas across 

time spans. 
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These data L~dicate that after seven months of Team Tr~o operation, a 

substp~tially greater percentage of Area Two residents had concluded that 

t.l-}ese police "liked 11 people. !v..'ea One residents, hOi'Tever, after tHO years 

of team policing operation, re~ordp.d ~ slight decrease in positive ~ttitudp.s 

tOHards police and an increase in neutrRl,answers. This was an unexpected 

finding. 

Question? (Table l.t-II, Fj r:ure 4:11). liThe Police in our ward are polite. II 

1970, 1971. The first administration of the survey indicated that the 

percentage of Area One residents agreeing 'fith this stat'mlent increased frOM 

79% to 81% from December 1970 to 1mgust 1971. A small, positive attitude ch:>n~p. 

Vias thus recorded in Area One. Area Two res-ponses indicp.ted a smaller 

percentage of people agreeing "YTi th the stat~ment in 1970 (71%) than in Area 

One, and a sudc~n drop in percentage a~reeing in 1971 (from 71% in 1970 to 

.52% in 1971.) . 

1972. The Nov'?mbAr 1972 administration in /1""p.a Two recorded a significant 

rise in the p8r~entase agreeing with the statement (froPl 52% in 1971 to 81% 

in 1972), and a decrease in neutral responses in Area '11-;0 (from 38% in 1971 

to 13% in 1972). These 1972 results from Area Two are 2n L~provement; even 

beyond the 1970 baseline results in Area Two and are comparable to responses 

i~ Areas Three and Four during the same time period (1972) ar.d with Area One 

in 1971 (after eight months of Tea~ One operation). Data would seem to indicate 

that Area Two residents I views on police politeness i-T"'r9 returning to nonnal 

(and indeed were slightly higher than normal) in 1972) ~fter the decrease in 

public confidence in non-team police in 1971. 

Areas Three and Four responses for 1972 indicate the same high level of 

pro-police ("agree ll ) anSl-TerS as in .Area Tr..TO (79% fot' Arp.~ Three, 83% for Area 

Fbur), with more in Area Four ?~reein~ than in Area Threp.. 
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Table 4-II. II •. POLICE HANNERS 

Q. Police in our Ward are polite. 

Team Area. 1 Team Area 2 . Team Area] Team ft.re:~ 

~--------}--------~--------.~------~---------~------~~-------~--------~, --------

I 

6' Agree 
.-

I 

Neutral 

Dec. 1970 Aug. 1971 Harch 1973 Dec.1970 Aug. 1971 Nov. 1972 March 1973iNOV. 1972 Nov. 1972 

1 .............. _~&_~..;;"~"T"2 ..... %_-t, _:;..;.,= ..... I,.;..O:f __ ~}_r=~i?~:.:;l.t"--~--:.N~:::,.;;..::89~-f... _1.;11 0 % ;" ,7 % ,-717-1 -~:~r\· ! -7 7< 
~._. ~"""""I......J<-.-t-..,.;%---·t..JL. ~ - ~f----%~~~-" · ...... --.. ·--J-....;.;....,.-.i-....o...--t------i--- ~ - ---=--- ... _ 

282: 81' 321 83 1186 79, 308 83 

44· 13 40; 10 ~ 38 16 42 11 
i I 

73 81 3io 85 82 79 63 71 

14 13 1'1 36 10 17 14 16 

I 

Disagree 3 3 11 3 7 8 2 2 13; 4. 17 4 7 3 11 3 
, 

8-c_l..-.Jloo-_l_ . ...!!..oo_0~_0-...llit_ ..... 7 ....... ""_2 """""1:1.' """"",5~ __ 6 ,...,A._8~_,.,.,8 ~_-=8-a.",_2........l"1.==rn. 8 ..... _i Y. ",,~=3_~,~ 3 

TOTAL 92 100 102 101 364 100 89 101 100 100 347 100 386 99 2.34 99 371 100 

• • • • •• • • • • • • 
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Table 4-II. II. Police Manners Table 4-II1. III. 
Q. Police in our ward are polite. 

Perceived Police Attitude Toward 
Citizen Equality 

Q. PoJ.ice in my ,,'ard tend t,O 
look down on most people. 
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1973. The 1973 a~inistration in Area One indicates a continued in~~~ase 

in the percentC'ee of peopl~ ae;r~ein~ that 1101ic8 i.n the i-rard are polite (c>n 

increase of I!c; over 1971). Neutral anS"..rers decreased by 7% in, 1973, while 

those dis~ereeing remained the same. 

In .A.:rea '1 .... 10, a continued increase in percent:ages of people aereeing with 

the statement was recorded in 1973. 'li'rom a drop to 52% in 1971, the IIBerep,tI 

~nswers increased to 81% in 1972 and 83% in 1973). Neutral answer3, up in 

1971 and th"m decreasi.n~ in 1972, ~onthlU~d +,0 rl'3crease in 1973 (to 10;;). 

AnSH'?rs in Are·!;! One and 'l'wo in 1973 were in ~eneraI very similar to <'nswpr~ 

recorded in Areas Three and Four in 197? Continued irnprovl?JT18nt of commlmi ty 

attitude was noted in ~rea One over 1970 Rnd 1971 responRes~ and in Area Two 

over 1970" 1971, Clnd 1972 surtrey r8sul ts. These data ,.Tould tend to indi('at~ 

that Area One and Two residents had noticed a chan3e in police courtesy tmrard 

citizens, courtesy Hhich Areas Three and Four r8sid8nts May have taken for 

+ . granvec... 

92.1,;":;:!5ti.on i (rp':lhlo JI.-r.-n_ and 1i'j ?:ure h-TIT.). "Police jn my ward te!1d to 

"look dorm" on most pearle. II 

?-?70, 1971. ResponsE's to thi s statflment during 1970 and 1971 i.ndicate 

that Area '"(1.ro (non-team) citizen attitudes remc'lined constl'l,nt (17% ::.lgreed and 

apprOximately t~5% disagreed in both the pre flnd post tef:ts). In the eX!)eri-

mental ward (Area One), dat~ revealed a significant positive ch~nge in the 

perceptions of int,erview8es about the atti.tud~s of Team One officers tOvARrd 

people. 9% fet';9'r respondents in \-lqrd 1 agreerl. wit.h thir- statement in '.\971 AS 

opposed to 1970., and 7% mar"! resPQndpnts disa?,reed ,'lith it in 1971 than 1970. 

~ . 
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TOTAL 
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Tabie It.-III ~ III. PERCEIVED POLICE 'ATTITUDE TOWARD CITIZEN EQUALITY 

I'· 

Q. Police in I1lY.Ward tend to "1ook down~1 on mos~\' people., 

. .1 ...... pil:tll.t,.te1ll~ - .... .. 

Team Area 1 

oII!' 

• , 
" , , 
" 

Team Area 2 

-" 

Dec. 1970 Aug. 1971 March 1973 Dec.1970 Aug. 1971 Nov. 1972 March 197Jt 

N=92 N=102 N=364 N=89 N=100 N=347 N=3R6 
, I I 

IJ -~, J'-- % # L r-IL % If. % # , % # % 
1 .. 

i 

14 15 6 6 32 9 15 17 17 17 60 : 
! 

17 ) 35 9 
, 

I 

25 27 32 31 119 33 32 36 36 36 154 : 44' 89 23 , I 

:t 63 63 211 58 41 h6 45 45 129 ! 37 ~ 256 66 

L 1 1-

, , 

6 
! 

1 1 2 '1 1 1 2 2 4 1 1 , 2 .' , 
I 

92 99 102 101 364 101 89 100 100 100 347 99 386 100 

• • • • • • • , ' . 

--

~ 

' Team Area';' 
I 

Nov. 1972 
N"'234 - ' I , 
/,1 % 
-~ 

13 5 

48 . 21 

170 73 

. 
2 1 , 

" 
233 100 

• 

, 

Team AreaL 

Nov. 1972 
N;'371 

# % -
29 8 

124 33 

:LJ . 1 

371 99 
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As evaluators indi.catp.d, this change in 'Hard 1 opinions "Has significant 

because j t refl.ected the fact that 'members of the Hard. 1 corrun1mi ty had 

recognized a .hange in either the behavior or the attitud~s of 'ream One police 

officerf: tOvrard citizens. This vTas more 'than likely related to increased face 

to face cont.act be'DITeen officers and the people in Hard 1, an important facet 

of Team Policing. 

1972. The survey results in 1972 from Area Two indicate no suhstantial 

change in percentages of people ag:'ceeiru:: that police look dOv!n on p80ple (17%), 

but a.significant decrease in "disagree" responses (from 45% in 1971 to 37% in 

1972) and an increase in neutral responses (36% in 1971 to hb% in 1972). Again, 

these d~ta, taken in the first feH months of Team TvTO operAtion indicates that 

Area Two residents had adopted a cautious, neutral attitu~e about police 

officers until such time as the teem could prove itself (or discredit itself) 

to area residpnts. 

Area Three and Four disa~reed with the statement for the most part (73~ 

in Area Thre8 and ~7~ in Area Four), with 3% more people agreein~ that police 

look down on people in Area Four than in Area Three. There is a difference of 

16% between Preas Thr~e and Four in the proportion of respondents feeling that 

police do not look o.o;m on people (73~ in lrrea 'r'nree, 57% in lIJ:ea Four) • 

1973. In March 1973, a slight decrease was recorded in percentages of 

Area One residents who felt police did not "look down lr on people (from 63% 

in 1973 to 58~ in 1973). More people (an inc~ease of 3%) agreed that police 

~ 100~ down on people in 1973 t.han in 1972, but the percentage was less than 
I 

that recorded in 1970 (1.5%). Neutral answers increased slightly in 1973 (from' 

31% in 1972 to 33%), a trend also recorded in anOHers to other questions in 

I 
the 1973 survey administration. 
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In .4:rea Tt.m, a snb..stantial increase was recorded in the percenta~e of 

people who felt po1ic81 did not look do-..m on people (from h.5% in 1970 and 1971 

and 37% in 1972 t.o 66% in 1973). Neutral answers decreased by 21% in 1973 over 

1972, and persons agreeing that polir::e "1ooked dOi-m ll on people decreased by 

8% in 1973. 

Thus, significant changes oc-curAd in Team Area ~fO in 1973. Areas One 

and THo recorded similar percentages of l1a~reelf answers (9%) in 1973, but 

Area One reported more neut.ral anSHers and fei-rer Ifpro-policefJ ans-wp.rs than in 

Area 1'1'70 4n 1973 or Area Orte 4n 1971. R:'SDonsos 4n A~T'c>a 0 e re . d h ... ....i. ~. J. ~... ttl _. n IT'.<t1.ne. oHe1Ter, 

'. an improvement over 1970 levels • 

Area Three recorded the rrbestlf results of all areas in terms·of greatest 

mnnbers of I1disa~reerr (7Y~) and fpwest numbers of lfC!gree lf (.5%) and neutral (21%) 

aTISI-Ters. Areas One <"nd Four are comparable 'Hi t.h referenCE> to results • 

Question 11 ('l'ahle it-IV <lnd H'i~ur8 It-IV). rrPolice in my ward are an.uous 

to help people. If 

1970, 1971. In the first, sen,es of sur'ITey ?drninistrations, IVC1rd 1 resi.dents 

shoW"'3d an increase of 5:& in percentaFt,e of respondents agreeing with this state-

ment (from 62% in 1970 to 67% in 1971). Persons disagreeing 'Hi t.h the stateTl1ent 

(that is, people who felt police ,-Tere not an.-d.ous to help people) dropped from 

12% in 'Hard 1 in 1970 to 5% in 1971. The data suggests a positive attitude 

change on the part of citizens of Hard I towp.rd police in t.heir area, 

Again, as in other parts of the 1970 - 1971 surv<?y, the people i.n ~'lard Tvro 

became more unsure of their police during the period. bebl,een the pre, and post 

tests. The pre-test inter:riews indicated that approximately 61% of the inter-

viewees -'3.greed that the police in their 'Hard were aILUOUS to help people, but 

only 40% o~ th~ post-test intervi~ws a~reed with that conclusion. The most 

plausible ~xp1anation for this phenomenon has been offered previously -- the 

positive puplicity given team police may have effected citizen attitudes in a 

cr' e direction in the control area where traditional policing was uti.1ized. 
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Table ~,-IV. IV. ATTITUDE TCYW-ARD POLICE CONCEmi ''lITH HELPING PEOPLE 

r :rtddo , _ t1 

rream Area 1 - - , .. 
Dec. 1970 Aug. 1971 
N=92 N=102 -

...,}L 1 IL % 

57 62 68 67 

24 26 28 28 

11 12 5 5 
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"" 
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': , 

Q. Police in my Ward are anxious to help people. 

,. --[' -

. 
March 1973 Dec. 1970 

1-1'=:64 N=89 . . --. -
..JL -L :-.L -...L-

I 

280 77 55 61 
~ 

64 18 20 23 
, 

16 4 14 16 

4 1 0 0, 
-

" 
~ ~ 

.I 

" 

, ~erun Are~ 2 
, 

Aug. 1971 Nov. 1972 
N=100 N=347 

-L % # % , ... - ................ 

; 

40 40 207 60 

43 43 111 32 

15 15 23 : 7 
; 

2 2 6 2 

. 

, 

~ ~ 
March 197:-
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:J=.'~ 

II % .... - -
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117. Attitude TOi'lurd Police Concern .... lith 
Helping People 

Qo Police in my ward are anxious to 
help people. 
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Table 4-V. 

Deco1970 Augo197l Nov'. 1972 Mar.1973 

Testing Periods 

• • • • • • 

W. Attitude Toward Police Use of Force 

Qo Police in our Hard do not use 
force any more than they have to. 

/ 

-------
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1~72 .. In the November 1972 administration of the survey, dp.ta for Area TYro 

indil~ates R rise from 40% e..:sreement in 1971 to 60% agreement in 1972. Thc>t is, 

in the first fevr months of Team 'l'vTO operation, one finds a return of citizen 

atti tude on this particular question to 1970 (pre-test) levels. This ,.roulcl tend 

to indicate that negative attitudes toward policing Hhich had developed in !.-l"l.rd 2 

during the r.ourse of the first action 'Y':'A.!' had returned to "normal" in 1972. 

Pxeas Three and Four recorded 69% agreement and 66% agreement respectively, 

slightly higher percentag88 than Area THO recorden in the same ti.me period. 

Neutral anSHers "rere at the 25% level in eoth Areas Three and Four, as compared 

to 32% ~n ./lyea THo in 1972. 

1973. .4rea One recorded a significant increase in the percentage of people 

who felt that police in their ward were an:dous to help people (from 62% and 

67% in 1970 - 1971, to 77% in 1973). N':!utral amn·rers dE'creased by 10% wj.th 

respect to 1972, and those who felt police "Here not anxious to help decreased 

by 1%. As Figure L~-IV indicates, a trend tOI-lard improved attitude with 1:'efprpnce 

to this queflt.~.on has orC'lrrpd in .L\rAa One f1:'0!'1 1970 - 1973. 

Area Tvroalso records a greater perceiltage of residents who felt police 

liere a~~ous to help people (from 61%, 40%, and 60% in 1970 - 1972 to 74% in 

1973). Np.utra1 responses d8creased by 14% in 1973 over 197?, and the per-

centage of "disagrees" fell by 1%. Both Areas One ar..d. THO recorded greater 

percentages of people who felt police were anxious to help (in 1973) than did 

Areas Three and Four (in 1972). Fewer neutral anffi-TerS and similar "disagrees" 

were recorned in Areas One And ~{o AS com~ared to Areas Thrp.~ And ~our. 

QnAstion 5 ('l"eble h-v. Figure ll-v). "Police in our ward do not llS~ force 

any more than they have to." 

1970 - \1971. In the first series of survey administrat.ions (1970 and 1971 
\ 

in .~reas OnA; And '!'t'TO), approximatRly 1/3 !'lore rp'sp:'ll(!Fm ts in T·h.rd 1 thA.n in 
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TablE) h-V. V. ATTITUDE TOWARD POLICE USE OF FORCE. 

Q. Police in our Hard do not us~ force any more than they have,to. 

-
Team Area 1 

" ; . 

Team Area 2 -
Dec. 1970 Aug. 1971 March 1973 Dec.1970 Aug. 1971 Nov. 1972 Harch 1973 
N=92 N=102 N=364 N=89 N=100 N=347 : N=38~ -- -I I I I I 

H % # % # % il % # % II % # % . ~ , \ 

, i 
57 62 62 61 191 52 43 48 44 44 148 ' 43 i 234 61 

I 

21 23 29 28 143 39 31 35 43 43 121 ! 35 99 26 
: ! , 

t 

14 15 11 11 28 8 15 , 17 12 12 73 i 21 45 12 
r-

! 

, 
I 

0 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 1 1 5' 1 8 ! 2 I ,-
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• • • • • • • 

, 
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... '1, .. 
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' _. . 
. 1/ % II % . 
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.t 

" 
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vi,",xd 2 ;;J,gref~d in both th8 pre-test Md post-test int8rvhMA that policp. do not 

use eXCP-FS forcR. 
J The dRta Here not sufficient.> hQwevE>r, for conr::lusions to 

be drawn by PV';>.l'.!ators in 1971. The proportion of Y'PppondentEl vrho dis?greed 

with the staterrt~nt is r.onstant in both \'lards 1 and 2 ollring the pre and post, 

tests. .4ccording to the 1971 eV'ahlation report.: 

"It appears that the j.ni tia1 publicity befo"T'e the pre-test Pl~V h :"Ive 
ca,used a Inr~e p:03?(lrtion ()f the people i.n 'Ilp.rd 1 to take the po;i tion 
that th~ p01J ce 1.n 'i'!:"rQ ] do nnt us~ excessive f.orce; 'Nhereas, mcmy 
pp.ople 1.n 1N:rd 2 chose to'r'?rnain tn the neither <'.:r!"f'e nT" dtsegr'?p. 
categQry: He>nce, these data do not, tE'nd to s'J.gge~t a :;T'?d1)al. 
systemat1.c ch<,.n~8 ,of citizen attitudef> Pb0ut the tenctE"ncy nf ~fficers 
to Ufle force. By the srune t r,llrE"n, f.l1Tal'1atore stated that data e.lso (lid 
not sllTlJ?ort the ?ont,ent;,on that a lack of supervisory personnel would 
result 1.n eXCeSS1.Y8 use of force by e. non-~:qT(lervisecl team. 11 

1972. In the N()vember 1972 administrp,t.ion, p..u increase in the percRntagA 

of persons who felt that policE" did use more force than i!!1ey had to 'ilA.S 

det,ected in fl.:rea Two (up from 12% in lq7? to 2lal • ]972) _ I, .~ 1.n. • A decrease in 

neutral answ~rs i-11'1.5 Rlso r8corded, ind.icating that some peorle her,] former! 

neeative opinions Rbout police frn~ 1971 to 1972 in this area. Those agreeing 

with the stat.ement rem~in~d 1'Ipproximately the same. 

Areas Three and FO\lr recorded a greater percentage of respondents who 

felt that police did not use excess force as compared with Area THO (61% in . , 
!\rea Three, 5h% in Area Four and 43% in .".rea Two). Areas Three and Four also 

recorded fewer Hdisagree tt respcnses tha.Tl Area '(\oro in 1972 (15% in Area Three, 

11% in ftxea Four, and 21% in pxea Two), indicating more positive attitudes 

toward police with reference to use of force than in AreA. Two. Of all three 

areas surveyed in 1972, Area ~10 recorded the highest percentagp. of respondents 

who felt police llsed unnecessary force. 

the 

1973. In 1973, Area Two recorded a sjgnificant ch~nge in responses to 
\ 

statem~nt that police do not use excessive force in their 8rea. People 

who felt that poli.ce did not '\.lse eXGASS forGe increased from t13% in 197'< to 

61% in 1973. Those who felt diffp.rently (police do use excess force), dropped 
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frOM 21% in 1972 to 12% in 1973. Neutral responses also decreasE'd (from 35% 

to: 26%). These pe:r'cen+,ages are in gen'?ral simi.lar to th(lse recorn,ed in Areas 

Three and FO\lr in 1972, A.lthough Area~ Three and Four did report more neutral 

responses. 

In Area One a pattern similar to that uncovered in other 1973 survey 

responses is again evident in responses to the statement on excess force: pro 

police res:!!onses (llagree ll ) fell from 61% to 52%, while neutral anmTers rose 

in percentage (from ?8% to 39%). Respondsnts who felt police did use eyr.ess 

force a,lso fell, hOWfwer. The g:eeatest percenta38 of mmtral ansvrers was 

recorded in J!.rp,a One and 't;he greatest percentage of "8gree" ~n$HerS (pro-police) 

was recorded in .Areas Two and Three l-Ti th Areas One and Four reporting simil;:u' 

percentages of Jlagrees". 

These data vTOuld tend to indicate that citizeml in Area Two had dl!3tected 

a positive change in police attitudes p.nd practices In th respect to t,he 11SP. of 

excessi ve force 'Hi th the formation of r£8an1 TlolO • Although most people in Area 

One still' felt police did not usp. excess f01"C8 in 1973, cont.inued positive 

attitude change vTaS not noted. This ',.;ould indicate that Area One residents _ .. :.:. ... 
are experiencing a degree of '1.IDcer1.p.inity with re'3-P8ct to this e.srect of Team One 

operations in 1973. 

Quest,ion 6 (T~ble h-'7I and Fi!?;ure t~-VI). "police in our \-!ard often do 

more work than they have to. II 

1970,1971 .. The 1970 results in Areas One and TvTO (pr~-test) indicR+.e 

that interviEn.,..ees tn ooth ('lIeaS felt, <,:bout the s.gme tm'iard the Cll110unt of 'Hork 

the pOlic'e in their l-Tards "lere willing to do (26% in 1,fe.I'd 1, 25% in 1·I?rd ?). 

The 1971 rost-tpst indicated that the proportion of respondent:::; in Hard 1 who 

\ 
I 
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Table 4-VI. VI. 'AT'!ITUDE TCMARD POLICE WILLINGNESS TO "TORK 

Q. Police in our Ward often do more work than they have to. 

_. ,.. 'Or. ....,. ..... " 

Team Area 1 
-

''; . , , , . 
. .' 

Team Area 2 

, 

i 
Team Area]: Team Area)~ 

.,. - " 

Dec. 1970 Aug. 1971 March 1973 Dec.1970 Aug. 1971 Nov. 1972 March 1973! Nov. 1972 Nov. 1972 
N=92 N=102 N=36l~ N=89 N=100 N=3h7 N=3f,6 N=23u N=371 . " 

<-, , 
II 1, # % % % # % II % # cf II % 

, 
II % _It. # i ~ - .. ;~ -:-:r: 1 
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1 

501170 
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: I I 65 
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. i , 
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Table 4-VI. 'VI. Attitude Toward Poli~e vlillingness 
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Table 4.-VII. 1111. Do Citizens Assist Police? 

Q. The police in our "lard get alot 
of help from citizens. 
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felt that the Teem Police officers often did more i'fork than they had to do 

ittcreased by 8%, and ilie proportion of intervie~-TE'es in Tflard 2 who felt this 

way decreased by 12%. This,;:J,s E'valuators r~poTted, represents a significant 

change in the attitudes of reople in both, 'Haros. 21% more intervieHees in the 

Team Policing area agreed in the post-test that their police often do extra 

work than intervip.Hees in Hard 2. ()Ply 19% of people in'~'lard 1 disagreed i-Tith 

the stat~ment that their police oft.en do more work: while 29% of the persons 

in vlard 2 disagreed. 

Sx,3.1'l:i ning these results, evaluators in 1972 stated: 

" ••. the data suggest that people in Ward 1 have more respect 
for the amount of effort that is made by the polic o in Hard 1 
than do the people in H"'lro '2 ••• One 'Oos:,ible exnl C'nntion for 
the favorabl~ chal,"1p;e in 'HRrd 1 is that.- the der;ont~ali'lpd ~8am 
Policing operatinn mAde the :police more visihle to theiT I)1Jblic" 
thereby enabling the peopJe in H9.rd 1 to T'1pke an assessment that 
the citizens in \vard 2 could not make of their police. II 

1972. In NovembF.lr 1972 results in P.:rea. TiiO sho'Hed a significant. rise in 

respondents agr8eing with the statement (from 13% in 1971 to 26% in 1972). 

Persons disagreeing Hith the statement dropped from 29% in 1971 to 27% in 1972. 

This would indicate that attitudes in Team Area TrI'1'O with reference to ~olice 

'l,dllingn8ss to 'l-rork jrnproV'ed from their drop in 1971 to Itnormal" levels as 

measured in 1970. 

Respondents agreeing thA,t police do more work than they have to comprised 

21% of Area. Three and 26% of Area Four tot.al responses. Host answars {SO% in 

Area Three and 46% in Area Four) were "neither agree nor disagree. fl Percentage 

responses were thus very similar in Areas Two, Three, and Four in 1972; with 

Area TttTO responses returning to 1970 levels. 

197). Area One recorded a decrease in the percentae;e of people .,ho felt 

police did more work than they had to in 1973 (from 34% in 1971 to 22% :i,n 

1973). This reading was also beloH the 1970 level of 26%. Neutral responses 
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rose from 4S% tn 1971 iD Area One to 54% in 1973 and constituted the 

hfehest percentage of neutral an~rers of all four areas. Also in ftIea One, 

S% more people felt police did not do more work than they had to in 1973 ttS 

compared to 1971; !u:eas ~~hree and Four recorded greater percentages of "dis-

agrees II ho .. Tever, (approximatel.y 27<1:, each) than did Area One. 

Area Tvro scored greater "pro-polir.e ll responses th;:;m either Areas Three 

or 'Four. These data indicate that more Team ftxea TYro residents felt that their 

police .. Tere working harder than before Team Policing w'as initiated in the 

area. Other data suggest, hmoJ'ever, that Team Tvm members felt they were not. 

working harder (except in the sense of adcti.tional raper Hork) than they had 

previously. Citizen attitude changes, therefore, most likely resulted from 

the increased visibilit.y of t.eam members in the area. It is 21so possible 

that citizens may have been pre-conditioned to expect more work from team 

members by 8dv~ce pl1blicity received 9Y Team One in 1970 - 1971. The negative 

publicity 'which Te8J"TI Policing receiv-s-d in 197?, hOHeyer: more than likely 

vi tiated the. effects of positive p..dvance Tlublici ty. It "Tauld seem, therefore, 

that the team concept does create improved levels of positive at.ti tudes with 

respect to police 10J'0rkload, at least in part, due to the fact that police are 

more visible in: an area of the c:i ty. 

The question on workload, hOHever, received a great.er percentage of 

neutral r8sponses than positive responses in Area THO. This 1-Tould tend to 

indicate that although Team Police visibility contributed t.o some changed 

citizen attitudes ·wi th r8f,=rence to 'Horkload, most residents were uncertain 

as to whether Team T'\,o workload was greater than other police 'Horkloads. 

Summary: Citiz8n Perception of Police !\,ttitudes -'3.nd Behavior. 

Several clear trends were indicat~d in responses to this section of 

the Community Attitudes Survey admi.nistered in 1972 and 1973. 



-119-• 
Area One rE'sidents responded .... lith Si"lA.11p.r percent.a.ges of "pro-police" 

a~~7ers on four out of/six questions a~inistered in 1973 as compared with 

• those administered in 197J. FeHer residents felt that their police liked 

people, more felt that police did look down on people, fewer felt that police 

did not use excessive force and fel-ier felt that police did more work than they 

• ha.d to. In three of these four questions, Area re;o;ponses fell belmr perc~ntClge8 

recorded in 1970, the pre-test phase of the evaluation. Responses to the 

• fltaternent on being "looked dOi-.l1 upon ll did not fall below 1970 levels. Most 

• 
favorable responses decreased only slightly (by approximately 2-3%) from 

1971 to· 1973, but a significant decrease in favorable responses (10%) did 

• occur on the question rBferring to ex~ess use of force. This would -wnd to 

i:1dicate sorne dissi11usioTunent of Area One residents with respect to this 

facet of the team. 

. - Although fewer Area One residents checke~ pro-police response to these 

four questions, this did not result in increased levels of ne~ative feelings 

about police. Indeed, in all hut one question, the percentage of negative 

• answers necreased.s1ightly in Area One. 

In eX':llnil1ing data from Area One, then one fj nds that neutral a.n:ytTers 

increased in all four questions, from as little as 2% to as much as 16% from 

• 1970 to 1973. Thus, it would seem that residents in f..rea One may be moving to 

R. slightly mare neutral or "~nsure" position with respect to these four 

questions -- on police liking people~ looking dOw!l on people, using excessive 

• force, and workin!5 harder. Police workload and use of force in particular 

seemed to be question8d hy area residonts. 'l'here are several reasons which 

could exP~ain these findinEs: 

• 1. Morale in Team On8 has dropped slightly in 1972 for reasons discussed 

in this report. Close police-co~~unity contact in t8rms of joint projects 
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"Tere curtailed for. lack of time and compensatory monies. Team One 

is thus slightly Thore isolated from the conununity now than in its first 

action year and this, coupled Hith some resentment over monetary 

problems, shabby uniforms, poor facilities, etc. has produced a change 

( . ) "~en occurrinb
a in the presence of in police demeanor ln some cases. ~Hl 

• L' l' s 
co~munity residents, such a change would naturally affect citlzen Lee lng 

about police. 

Changes of personnel on Team One have brought officers with different 

attitudes with respect to the use of force into the Team. Interviews 

revealed that one or two officers felt that court may be held lion the 

streets" in some inst.ances. There is no doubt that such a police attitude 

would negatively affect citizens who came to kn01-T about it. Peer pressure 

is, however, a strong force against such attitudes and may be able to 

alter these police attitudes in time . 

3. The failure of the Area One Co:rru:nunit.y Relations Council and Crime and 

Delinquency Task Force to disseminate information on T",am policing to 

, t' apll between Team One area re~idents has resulted in a IIcommUTIlca ,long 

and some elderly and white citizens in the area. It is difficult for them 

to understand why the police do not arrest all troublemakers, why the 

storefront may at times be empty (the radio is covered by headquarters 

in this event), and Hhy door checks have been reduced in priority. This 

gap has resulted in several complaints being voiced about TeaM One's 

''workload'' and hence, no doubt affected responses to the survey statements. 

The tHO remaining questions in this section (on police politeness and 

to help citizens) indicate a citizen attitude chenW:l in a police ruLxiousness -

'h One A greater percentage of residents much more posi ti ve direction ln .. rea . 

( t. resl'dents) indicated that police were polite and anxious in Area One mos· . 

to help citizens. 
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These data indicat~ that although citizens felt the team ~dshed to help 

them, the police attitude in genera.l Has less rtc0m:rrunity-conscious" than 

previously noted in 1971. 

Area Two residents recorded significantly improved attitudes toward police 

in 1972 and 1973. 1972 results in general returned to tlnormal ll levels (using 

1970 as a baseline) after a negative attitude change in 1971. Neutral responses 

also increased in 1972 as residents adopted a ''wait and see atti.tude" with 

reference to their neH Team Police Unit. In 1973, positive responses to all 

questions increased substantially and neutral anS'tTers decreased, indicating 

tha.t r~sidents had more definite, positive views toward policing after seven 

months of Team Two operation. Although it is possible that Area ~TO residents 

vrere influenced by outside variables, such as the "good tl publicity received 

by Team One in its first action ye~r, 1972 was a year in lfhich Team Policing 

was sev8rely criticized in the city. The fact that such a demonstrable change 

occurred in that year in citizen attitude indicates that Team Two personnel 

mCl,de a strong impact in terms of their cooperative and friendly attitude toward 

oi ti.zens. 

Area Two also recorded responses in 1973 which were similar to responses 

in P.xea One in 1971. That is ~ .!lfter each team had beerl in operation for 

7 - 8 months, comparable community attitude changes 't-Tere recorded. This data 

would seem to indicate another explanation for the increasing numbers of 

neutral responses recorded in Area One in 1973: team policing is no longer a 

'TNew rr .idea in the area. As novelty 'Hears off, as it certainly must after trrm 

years of operation, residents are quicker to complain, to expect more and 

demand more of their police. Issues which seel'led insigni.ficant compared to 

the 1970 crisis faced in Area One, now loom larger. Unless continued effort 

is made to improve police-community contact from year to year and not let that 

contact or the team police image slide, the police image will not remain at 
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1 1 Alt.hough one does not know what the state of citizen attitude high .eve s. '_ 

tQl-Tal'd police 1fould ha.ye been had Team One not been fomed, data indicates 

that Area One residents are slight;ly more conservativ8 \<lith respect to their 

feelings tOifard the Team Police Unit, thi~ year as cOJTI}lared to last. year. 

Areas Three and Four in general d'?J11onstrated att.itudes that fell between 

d d i A One and Two RAsponses in Three and Four Here percentages recor e n ~gau • - - -

favorable to police, although a greater percentl3.:;e of people in Areas One and 

Two felt polic€" 'were anxious to help and 1o/'ere more polite than in Areas Three 

e~d Four. Further, residents in Area Two felt police were more willine to 

do extI;'a work and liked people than in Areas Three and Four. 

Neutral responses in Areas Three and Four '\o/'ere in gener2l the same as 

or smaller than such responses in Area. One. Neutral re5ponse s in Area s Three 

and Four were ereater than those in Area Two, however. ThllS, the hypothesis 

that residents of Area8 Three and Four would have favorable attitudes toward 

police is borne out, but the hypothesis that neutral re~poD..ses would be higher 

in Areas Three and Four than in Areas One a..l1d Two cannot he proved 01' disproved 

by these data. 

B. Do Citizens Assist Police? 

( ! '"""'I ..l 'If. 1. VII) tithe p.olice in our wa.rd get Question 7 T8hle ~-v~ Ana 'l~ure u- • 

a lot of help from citizens. If 

1970, 1971. In the first series of survey administrations (1970 and 1971), 

d .l. -In 1.Tard 1 who agreed that citizens in their ward the percentage of respon enus ~ w ~ 

help police remained constant in the pre a..~d post test interviews, but those 

d by appron·mately 8,%. Evaluators stated that f1Hhile there 
,.rho disagreed droppe _ -

suffic-lent evidence to conclude that there was an improve-
does not appear to be ~ 

11· to help pol'; ce, there is also insufficient ment in Ward 1 citizens' wi ~ngness ~ 

evidence to indicate a negative change in the situation.
1f 



Table 4-VII. VII. DO CITIZENS ASSIST POLICE 

Q. The Police in our Ward get alot of help from citizens. -
" 

. . 

I Team Area", Team ~~e~ Team Area 1 Team krea 2 
, _,1M 

Dec. 1970 Aug. 1971 Harch 1973 Dec.1970 Aug. 1971 Nov. 1972 Barch 197)' Nov. 1972 Nov. 1972 
N:=92 N=102 N=364 N=89 N:::100 N=347 ; N=~ 86 N=234 N=371 --I , , I I I 

Ii % Ii % _# % _It % • # % # % II % # % II % - -:1138 

,'-, 

38 41 40 39 127 35 30 33 31 31 96 : 28 : 171 hh 84 37 
0 

'!( 

Neutral 28 30 39 38 182 50 36 40 49 49 188 , 54 143 i 37 112 48 178 48 
: I , I 

I 

Disagree 25 28 20 20 51 14 23 ' 26 17 17 56 : 16 64 17 35 1,5 , 45 12 
I . 0 

I 
I 

No an61ier 1 1 3 3 4 1 v' a a 3 3 7 2 8 I 2 3 1 10 3 
.> , 

", t, 
0 

" 

TOTAL 92 100 102 100 364 100 89 99 100 100 347 100 386 100 234 100 371 100 

• • • • • • • • • • • 
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As with other dRta, rp.spondent.s in Ttlard 2 appeared to become less 

certajn about the quality of policing in their arAa and hence, post test 

result,s in 1971 ShOH an increase in noeutra1 attitudes I[ from 40% in 1970 to 

4,9% in 1971). As evaluators statp.d, 

"Althou~h the data do not provid<-1 Any stron~ evidF!nce to innicate 
that the Te~ Poli?in~ project has improv~d the community's willine­
ness to CI.SS~st, pol~ce ~ a larger proportion of people in IvRrd 1 than 
in '!,Ila,rd II feel that t.he peoJl1e of the warrt provide a lot of helD 
for police. There is nl)thing in the d3.ta which i.ndicates that the 
Team Policin~ project had eithe.r a positive or negative impact on 
the cooperfltion of the commun~.ty "ith police. II 

1972. In the next administration of the surv '3y (~Jnvember 1972), an even 
, " 

lar~~r rer~f''\lltagp Q~ Are~ 'f'i.m rp:,idents cho~p. a neutral anSVTsr (neither agrE'A 

nor disa~ree), an increase from 49% in 1971 t~ 54% in 1972. This tendancy 

tmV'ards greater neutrality is consistent vith the wait ~nd see attitude adopted 

by Area Two r8si,dr;nts on other o.'l.le'3tions in the 1972 S'!.l""vey. h l' ht d . ... .. s ~g ecrease 

in those 'H'ho agree that citizens help police a lot was recorded in Area Tl-ro, 

while those who dis2.'5reed remained Hppro:dmately the same. 

In Preas Tbree ~nd Four in 1972. ~08t peoD,le (48% in 8~~h ) , _<>- _ area gave a 

neutral anSHP,r, 1.rj th 36% anS'tTF;'ring "agree II in Area 'l'hree and 37% ~vim~ the 

same answer in Area Four. 

1973. A swa1ler p0rcenta~e of respondents in Area One felt police received 

a lot of help from citiz,ens C=~% in 1973 VS. 39,% in 1970~,. Th" 1 :LS ~s a OHsr 

percentage than that recorded in 1970 in Area One prior to Team One initiation. 

Neutral anffifers increased subst2.ntial1y (frem 30% and }8% in 19'10 and 1971 

respectively to 50% in 1973)J while ne'3ative ;m~Hers continued to d.ecrease (from 

2R~ in 1970 to 20% in 1971, to 14% in 1973). 

Area Two once rt~ain recorril?d significant Cha.l"U?;eS jn a 1)osi tive dirpction 

with reference to citizens helping police: 4b% agreed that citizens help in 

1973, vs. 28% in 197? and 33% in 1970. Neutral answers decreased substantially 

while negative Rnswers indicat~d no si~nific~nt r.hange in percente~e. 
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Summary: 

As in the previous section of the attitude survey, one finds an increasing 

percentage of neutral ans~ers in Prea One in 1973, with a slight dpcrease in 

the percentage of people "Tho fp.81 police do get help from citi7,ens, and a 

continued decrease from 1970 to 1973 in those "Tho felt police do not ~F't hp.lp. 

Prea One dp..ta, therefore, 00 not suggest that Team Policing has either a 

positive or negative effect on citizen willingness to assist police. 

A:rea Two responses, however, vTou1d seem to indicRt"l a R1ight ly more 

positiv~ conclusion with reference to citizen willingness to help police. 

Persons agreeing that police get help increased by 11% from 1970 to 1973, Rnd 

increased by 16% from 1972 to 1973, after a slight drop in 1972. No such 

posi ti ve trend was recorded in Area One during Team Onl3' s deve1opPlent. tPhi s 

percent:tgp. of pe"C'snns agreein~ that police get assistance is higher in Area. 

Two than in Ar8aS One, Three, or F011r. Neutral anSYf8rs are also higher in 

Areas One, Three And Fou~ than in Area ~ro. Greatest neutral an~Ners again 

occurred in Area One. 

Da~~ indicat~ that the formation of Team Two has altered citizen 

attit'ude in a pcs'1.tive direction .rith reference to assisting police. Such a 

change did not occur in Area One, however, and hence one c~nn()t :::tate that 

Team Policing '1;la5 a unilateral impact in this direction. Areas without teams 

show fffifer pnsitive responses than .t\rea T'.-TO, but greater positive responses 

than Area One . 
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'C~ Attitudes About the. Qllalj,ty of Police. 

I 

Question .8 (Table b-VIII 2nd Fj.t?'ure LJ-VIII). "The police in our ward are 

better thaT'} police j;l other wards." 

1970, 1971. The basic purpose of the Team Policing project was to improve 

tpe overall quality of policing in the experimental area. This seems to have 

been accomplished in the eyes of Ward 1 d tizens in 1971. In the pre-test (1970), 

responses in both i-1rl.rds were the same pr similar. In Ward 1, ~8% agreed, 62~~ 

were neutral, and 20%'disagreed; in Ward 2, 13% agreed, 66% were neutral and 

19% dis~eed. Significant attitude change was detected, however, between the 
I 

1970 pre-test and 1971 post-test. In "~rd 1, those agreeing that their police 
~. : 

. . 
were better than other police jumped from 18% to 32%; those who disagreed fell 

from 20% to 8%. In Ward 2, the att,itudes toward police quality changed in 9. 

~ 

negaHve direction (a 7% negative change in attitude), with a greater perc·ent.?..ge 

of respondents choosing a neutral answer (66% in 1970 and 74% in 1971). 

The conclusion reached fron this data by evaluators in 1971 was that the 

public believes that the Team Police Unit is doing' a better job than the 

police in other wards of the city. 
I . I 

!272. The 1972 survey in Area Two indicates a positive change in attitude 

• in that aren. The percentage of people agreeing that their police Here better 

• 

• 

than other police increased significantly from S% to 18%, while those dis­

agreeing dropped fr'om 19% to 11% j.n 1972. 

. In Areas Three and Four, the 1972 survey indicate that only 10% of the 

people in each area felt that police i"ere better, a smaller pA"C'centage tJhan in 

Area THO during the same time period. Again, neutral answers were hieh (60% 

and 65%). A greater percentage of people in ftxeas Three and Four disagreed 

with the statem~nt, however, than in Area Two (29% and 26% in Area Three ~nd 

FOLU' respectively; 11% in Area Two). 
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Table 4-VIII. v:III. ATTITUDE 'TOVl. QUALITY OF POLICE 

Q. The Police, in our Ward are better than Police in other wards., 

: ... 
, . , 

Team Area 1 Team Area 2 Team Area]. Team· Areal 
.. 

Dec. 1970 Aug. 1971 March 1973 Dec.1970 Aug. 1911 Nov. 1972 . Harch 1973 ' Nov. 1972 Nov • 1972 
N=92 N=102 N=36h N-89 N-I00 N=347 : N=356 N=234 ~ N~371 

, , , 
I .. ' 

. T#~ ~ # % # % # % # % # % # % # % # % , --, I 

~ • 
I - Agree 
~~ 

17 18 32 32 115 32 . 12 13 5 5 63 ; 18 i 87 23 24 10 ,36 10 

'~ 

Neutral 57 62 61 61 215 59 59 66 74 74 236 ; 68 221 i 57 1hO 60 234 63 
i 

Disag;-ee 

No answer· 

\ I , ~ 18 20 9 8 30 8 , 17 . 19 19 19 38 ; 11 74 19 68 
29 1 ' 97 26 

I 

. , 

0 0 0 0 4 1 1 1 2 2 10 3 41 1 , '2 1 ~ 4 1 - ,. f! 
•• !. 

TOTAL 92 100 102 101' 364 100 89 99 100 100 347 100 386, 100 234: 100 371 100 



• • • • • • • 
e 

Table 4-VIII. WIll. Attitude Toward Quality of Police Table 4-IX. 
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Q.. The police in our ward are better 
than police in other ,wards. 

" , 

... 

... 
.~-

", .-..... .- 3, 4 ... .,.- • ... .,.-... ... .,.-....... 
.,....--" 

Dec.1970 Aug.1971 Nov.1972 Mar. 1973 

Testing Periods 

• • • • 
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IX. -i\ttitude Toward Honesty of Police 

Q. The police in our ward are 
honest. 

..,... 
.,.-

;I ... 
" "-

"- / 
"- / .. / 

... ../ 

Dec.1970 Aug.1971 Nov.1972 Mar.1973 
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This would :f.ndicate that with the formation of TE"mIls One and Two, citizen 
,', 
'" 

a:tti tudes towards the tl1Jali ty of their police irr:proved greatly over pr~vious 

measures, and that a greater percent~ge of team area residents felt their police 

were of higher cplality than non-t~am area residents. Non-team 8.reas al:;,o 

recorded g~eat~r percentages of negative responses toward the statement thp~ 

did Team Ar8a Two. 

1973. In 1973, Area One re~ordedno change in the percentage of respondents 

who felt that police in ]..rea One were better than other police., No change 

was 

was 

recorded in "disagree" ans .... rers and only a 2% decrease in neutral answers 

r~co'rded in 1?73 over 1972. 
I 

In Area ~70, an increase of 5% ·was.noted in pro-police responses, but an 

increase of 8% was noted in negative responses'(peor1e who did not feel that 

their police were better than other police). This figure, hOH8ver, is the s~e 

as that recorded in Area T\-10 in 1970, and thus has not dropped belovl pre-

experimental levels. 

Both tea'll areas re~ord.ed greater percentages of res}"londents ag~eeine; that 

, their police. are better than other police, than Areas Thr~e or Four recorded. 

But 1973 brought no improvement in attitude in Pxea One, and data from Area Two 

we~e inconclusive with respect to the impact of the team on citizen attitude 

with references to quality of police. 

Question 9 (Table It-IX. Fi gUr8 h-IX). liThe police in our ward are honest. II 

1970, 1?71. Althou~h the attitudes ill Werd 1 were more favorable overall 

than the att.itude:;, in H'~rd 2 in the first series of surveys, both wr-trds reflE'ct~d 

a ne3ative attitude change between 1970 and 1971. Concom.i..tantly, neutral 

answers increa$ed from pre to post-test periods. As eva.luators stated, 

'~ile (we) hav~ no '~~lanation for this ne~ativp. change, the chan~e 
is si~ificant pnough to cause us to suspect. tha t sometime bet;;.7een the 
pre nnd !Jost-t.°ft. ;ntervi ews .somet.hin~ O~c,)"'r.>d in H0lyoke thClt,sh('ok 
the c0nfidence of'pRople of the city in the integrity of the members 

. of the police department. II 

, . 
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N=92 

# 
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0 
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Table 4-IX. IX. ATTITUDE ToW.b.RD HONESTY OF POLICE 

Q. The Police in our Ward are honest. 

. 

Team .AJ:ea 1 Team "trea 2 

1970 Aug. 1971 March 1973 " " Dec.1970 Aug. 1971 Nov. 1972 ' 
N=102 N=36h N=89 N=100 N::347 : 

, . , . , 

~ # % # % ,~ # % # % # d 
: p 
, i , 

77 70 69 284 7& ! 58 65 53 53 252 : 73 ' 

20 29 28 59 16 25 28 40 40 68 ; 20 
o. , 

4 3 3 17 5 6 7 5 5 22 i , 6· 
~ 

! . : 
0 - o . 0 4 1 , 0 0 2 2 5 1 . 

101 102 100 364 100 100 100 100 100 

• • 

-,-

• 
e 
• 

.0 . 

• • 

-

. 
" 
.1 ,. 
~ 

Team Area; Team Ar~a1 

March 1973 ! Nov. 1972 ' Nov. 1972 
N"'3.86 ' N=234 N;371 _. 

• 
II % 

312 81 

51' )'3 
J 

I 
I 

14' 4 

9: 2 

386 100 

• 

'.L1-L.~ # % 

t 

~ 172 74 277 75 

, 

:1 

50 21 69 19 

9 4 20 5 
~ 

3 1 .- 5 1 
' . 

23~J 100 371 100. 
~ 
'( 

e 
• • ...-/ 
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1972. 

n~utral responses. Those .. rho disagreed remained approximately the same. 

Responses in ftxeas Three and Four were very sjnilar to each other and 

to Area Two: approXimately 75% agre,=d in each area, 20% were neutral and 5% 

disa.gr!?ed. 

1973. 1973 r,=sults in ftxeas One and TYro continue to indicate a rise in 

the percentage of people who feel their police are honest (up 9% in ftxea One 

over 197~ and up 8% in Area ~TO). Percentages of people a~reei~g that poli~e 

are hone~t in Areas One and Two are higher than those of Areas Three and Four 
I 

. in 197? Neutral an8-lers also decreased in Areas One and T\-ro· and yere lower 

than similar cate~ories in Areas Three and Fo'l'lr. 

SuIT!JTlRry: Atti tud~~ Rhout the ('lURl:L ty of 1")ol1ce. , 

After seven months of Team One operation and three months of Team Two 

operation, Areas One and ~vo residents recorded significant increases in th~ 

percpntages Qf people who felt their polic'3 .. 1ere better than other police. This 

,\-Tould tend to indicat.e that Team Policing, at least in its initial stages has 

an impact on the attitude of citizens toward their police. In 19.73 Area One 

showed no change in aM,i tude "7hile Area Two recorded an increase in pro-police 

feelings with reference to police quality. .I\rea Two also recorded a greater 

percentae;e of negative anffivers, however, which attenuat.es the conclusions one 

can drrlW from this data. 

In general, team policing does seem to produce improved community attitudes 

with reference to police qua1i ty, at least in the first months of team policing 

operation. Team areas also experienced significantly higher percentages of 

pro-,police response than non-team areas. Results !'ver a longer period of time, 

however, (two years in :4rea One) showed neither an improvement nor a worsening 
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of community attitudes with reference to this statement. 
,'. 
' .. 

In' 1973, both Areas One and Two reported increases in the perc'?ntages 0 f 

people who felt police were honest. These percentages were slightly higher thr~n 

those recorded in non-team areas in 1972; indicatin~ that after an initial 

problem in 1971, Team Area residents felt some improvement in police honesty. 

D~ Uniform and Car Preferences of Citizens 

Question 10 ('T'abl e l.tX) "HOH would you prefer to see police-

men in your .. lard?" 

Thi\ question was asked for the first time in November 1972 in Area~ 
I 

Two, Three, and Four. . The question Has. ?lso , ftC companied with P.ll ~p:rortuni ty 

for respondents to e~plain their reasons for prefer~~ces in uniform. 

1972. In NoveMber 1972, most respondents in Areas Two, Three, and Four .--., e desired trAditional uniforms and lmmarked patrol cars (49% in },rea ~o, 50% 

• 

• 

• 

• 

in P.l1ea Three and 52% in }\rea Four). Approxjmately similar percentages in each 

area preff'TTed blazers and unmarked cars ,. but pe';'~enta~es WEire significantly 

lower than. those for traditional uniforms or the c.ornoination of traditional 

uniforms and blazers dependin~ on the situation. 

197~ In 1973, Area One and ~o residents reported a preference for 

tradi tional lmiforms and marked car.s (39% in Area One and 49% in Area Two), 

but an almost equal percentage of Area One residents stated that they preferred 

blazer uniforms and ·uT1."Tlarked cars (35%). This would' indicate that after 

experirnenting with t.he blazer uniform for two years, Area One citizens are 

equally divided with reference to type of uniform preferred. 

It is interesting to note, that a lar:ser:p3rcentae;e of citizens in Area 

One (35%) preferred blazers th:>.n in Area Two (11%). This differer~ce in 

l>ercentages was more'tl).an .1ik'?ly the result of citizen experience with police 

' .. 



'raditional 
niforms/Marked 
Cars 

lazer Uniforms 
runarked cars 

oth 

ther 

o answer . - .,' 

'otal 

~/ 

. . 

" ~ 

Table 4-X. x. ATTITUDE Tori ARD !>10DE OF DRESS AND CAR 11ARKINGS 

Q.How w01?-ld you prefer to see policemen in yoUr ward? 

" .' ,; 
t: 

..-____ T~.e-am-Ar-ea-1_<;-----·11 : T~am Are;, 2 ' ] Team "Area)! Team Areal 

Dec. 1970 Aug. 1971 Harch 1973 ["Dec.1970 Aug. 1971 Nov. 1972 Harch 197311 nov. w
i972j'I'·H,o:. 1972 

~. I % r;- N-3:--?4_< 1/ % '#~I 'f," N/{ 'f,.' uN=r;.- L~3I'~%tl_N#=37(1 % , 

142 39 . . ' - rl~ ! 49 189 49 ~. ~;-\ . ~:~;-
=o=1t. - # .JLJ % . - - 1 I 

127 35 64 18 ' 44 11 31./. - 15 71 19 

81 

9 

5 

364 

22 

2 

1 

99 

79 23 130 r 34 

14 4 14 4 

20 6 9 2 

3~7 100 386 100 

70 30 

10 4 

1 

84 

17 . 

23 

5 

7 f 2 

234 100 371 ~ 101 
f . 

e .. -- ·e 
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in a. blazer uniform for a period of two years. Team Area Two residen~s were 

.nQt exposed to the blazer and hence did not chose it as a preferred mode of 
". I 

dress. Citizens who had been exposed to the nffiv non-military uniform found 

that police could operate as or more effectively with this uniform. Further, 

when specifically asked "Thy the blazer uniform was preferred, residents 

stated they felt more "comfortable" in the presence of non-tradi,tional uniformed 

police officers and that police could get closer to people, thus substantiating 

the hypothesis behind the use of blazer uniforms. 

A significant attitude change "las also recorded in Area Two ,d.th 

reference to Ulliforms. Although equal percentages of citizens preferred 

traditio~al unifonns in 1972 and 1973, more people stated a preference for both 
I 

types of uniforms being used, according. to t~e situation in 1973 (up 11% from 

1972). It. would seem that although only 11% of Area. Two residents desire l?­

team totally dressed in blazer uniforms, a grAater pe:r.centa~e in 1973 are 

willing to e),::peri.rr.ent with both types of uniforms and cars in the future. 

As police ,planners have indicated, ~xperience "ri th the blazer uniform 

mieht alter opi:\:l,ons 'Hi th reference to uniform preference. Al though no base-

, line data ex~st for Area One "1hich Hould prove or disprove this hypothesis, 

Team Area Two data do seem to indicate that citizens are becoming more receptive 

to ,experimenting with 1::oth types of uniform and car. 

Sim:Harly, although most people in Areas Three and Four (approximately 

50%) preferred traditional uniforms, and marked cars, a significant percentage 

also felt that both could be used at different times. Experimentation in 

'this direction therefore would seem appropriate. 

'Citizens in Areas One and Two in 1973 were asked to t=!xplain their reasons 

for preferring one unifonn or the other. Reasons cited confirm the hypoi'-.hesis 

0" that some citizens do feel morecomfortp.bl~ with officers who are in blazE.~rs, 

tit a principal reason for the initiation Qf the blazer uniform in Team One. 

'. 
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!:fast respondents did fe~l, howev~r, that the traditional uniform r-ould be 
'" 

spotted more easily a~d hence afford more protection to area residents. 

Reasons given by respondents in both Pxeas One and ~~o for preferring 

either the traditional uniform, the blazer, ?r both Here very similar. Those 

preferring tr!3.dj i:,.-i one.l 1.lnj forms :md. m~.rked rars did so because (in terms of 

priorities): 1. polic~en could be identified more easily and 2. traditional 

unifor~~ elicited feelings of authority; respect, trust, confidence and 

security in citizens. Others just liked the way tradi tiQpal uniforms look. 

The most common reasons for preferring b18.z.er uniforMS .:md unmarked CArs 

were that, they afforded: 1. an element of surprise which allows apprehension 
\ 

of cri~ihals, and 2. a more h~~an approach to policing. 

Reasons given for selecting both t:radj t.ion e.1 'uniforms A.nd b1 ~';'Ipr lJnj forms 

were a combination of reasons ~iven for the first two choices (blazer and 

traditional uniform) and the fact that each kind of uniform had certain 

adv.sntages which 'Here particularly C'.pplicable to difl'erent situations. 

These data suggest that the hypothesis behind blazer uniforms is correct: 

, some people (35% in Area One, 11% in Area TYro, 15% in Area. Three, and 19% in 

Area Four) feel that the police are more human and able to do a better job in 

a blazer uniform than in a traditional uniform. Team Area One, which has 

experieDced the blazer concept, records the high ,,~t I1,,..,,her of ~er~~!:~B.~;i­
..". ... ,~I\'\'ig;$ir$ .. ett,. .... -. J .. 

~,,-c.fgfO·A,etS 

ferring the blazer. Other areas, although prefert~\'l~g the traditional uniforms, 

seem open to experimentation with both types of uniforms, depending on the 

circumstances. 

1'lhether such experimentation is feasible must be left to police planners 

and govermr.ent officials. It would seem worthwhile, hOlfever, to ini·~..\. ate a 

"Blazer Patrol" ccmposed of three or four police officers in Teams TYlO, Three, 

and Four who would perform the duties of regular team officers, but WQuld do so 
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in non-tradi tiona.l dress with unmarked cars (if these cars are available to 

t~e citlf). Teams and, citizens (r~mmunity Relations Council and Crime and 

Delinquency Te.sk Force) together should develop guidelines for cases which 

therse 'fBlazer officers" could handle more' easily than uniformed officers. 

Such a situation would provide~ 1. more controlled experimentation with the 

blazer concept and 2. close police-c01TlJ!lunity cooperation on a specific 

problem area (defining policies with reference to blazer useage). 
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~. Citizen satisfaction with Teams One and Two 

I 
Statements in this section of the Community Attitude Survey were geared 

to elicting specific opinions on citizen, satisfaction with the service 'they 

had received from their Team Police Units. 'These last six questions were 

adm:lnistered :!.:n the March 1973 survey and hence were asked of Areas 0rIe and 

Two residents alone. 

Q1.l (TabJ;3 It-xr). liDo you think Team Policing is a good idea for your 

ward?" 

\ 
Re~idents in both Team Areas One and Two indicated overwhelmingly that 

I 
they thought Team Policing was a eood inea for their ar.ea.s. 91% C?f Area One 

residents said "yes" as did 88% of Area Two residentG. Only 3% of residents 

in 8ach area felt that Team Policing was not a good idea. while h% in Area One 
, ! 

ee and 7% in Area 1\;0 expressed neut,ral answers. 

• 

• 

e 

• 

Q12 (Table II-XII). ".II_re you in grmeral ~atisfied with the service you 

are given by your team policemen? 

Again, answers were ovenqhelmingly positive with reference to this 

question. Team Area One reported 84% "yes", and Team Area Two, 78%. As in 

the previous question, Area One recorded a higher percentage of positive 

. responses th~~ ftxea Two. These data support the hypothesis that Area One which 

has had a team in operation for two years would report more positive answers 

:than "'.rea Two, whose team has been in operation for less than one year. 

Small percentages of people were not satisfied with service from their 

Teams (3% in ft.rea One and 4% in Area Two). 6% more people in Area Two than 

Area One indicated that thqy had had no real contact with team members and so 

tit could not state a preference for or against Team Policing. This was to be ex-

pected. due to the shorter duration of Team Two operati..nn. 
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XI. CITIZEN SATISFA.ON WITH TEAM POLICE • 

Table l+-XI. 
SERVICE. 

Q. Do you ,think Team Policing is a good idea for your ward? 

Team Area 1 

1970 Aug .. 1971 

% # % . 

-
~ 

! 

Harch 1973 
N"'364 

~ 

, 

# % , 

333 91 , 

16 4 
, 
11 3 ! 

. 
4 1 ~ 

364 99 ' 

" 
" 

Dec. 1970 

, 

# % 

,', 
n 
" .' I,' , 

Team Area 2 

Aug. 1971 Nov. 

# % # 

I 

, 

, 

, 

I 

I 

1972 March 1973 
( N=386 -I 

% # % 

1339

1 
88 

. 28, 7 

I 
11' 3 

, 

8 2 
, 

386 100 

< 
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: 
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Table 4-XII: XI. CITIZEN SATISFA~ON WITH TEAM POLICE 

SERVICE. 
Q. Are you in general satisfied Ivith the service you are given by 

your team police? 

Team Area 1 

" 
~:. .. 
" ':) ., 

I,' 
I, 

Team krea 2 

• 

'f 

1970 Aug. 1971 l1arch 1973 Dec. 1970 Aug. 1971 Nov. 19'72 March 1973 
" N=364 : N=386 
' . , , , I I 

" 
ct H ~ # % # % # % # % # % 

84 'I 
'i , \ 

I 

. ~ 

305 I I 301 78 \ 

21 6 ~ 16 ! 4 
; 

• ! I \ ~ 

11 3 

I 
14 ' 4 

23 6 47 : 12 .\ 

- 4 1 '\ 8i 2 .. 
, . . 

364 100 386 100 

, ' 

.. 
'-

• • 

, 
-..:.--

Team Area)' 'ream AreaL . 
Nov. 1972 Nov. 1972 

# % # % -
. 
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r II ' 4. 
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913 (Tnl)le It-UII). HOH satisfied are you with the police service you 

are receiving now fromJYOur team, as compared to the police service you 

received before Team Pol i.cin~ began in yoUr '("ard? 

Responses to this question were again predominantly positive in both 

Areas One and TYTO (80% in Area One and 77% in llrea 'l'wo). Respondents Hho felt 

dissatisfied '\-lith Team Police service as compared to traditional police service 

were small in numbers (5% in Area One and 3% in Area Two). A greater percentaee 

of neutral anSVT8rs were recorded in this question than in previous questions 

in this su~rey section (12% in P~ea One and 17% in Area Two). 

Ql4 {,Table l.l-XIV) 1vould you like Team Policin~ to continue in your 

ward? 

Responses recorded in both areas were very rr,'lch in favor of continu~d 

Team Police se~,~ces in P~eas One and Two. 91% of Ar.ea One residents and 85% 
1 

of Area Two res~dei.:~J stater! that they would Ij.ke Team Policing to continue in 

their area. Neutral and negative responses were low in both areas. Again! one 

find:=; that residents are sat1,sfied with rp"'l1ID PolicinC?; and wish it to continue. 

• Area One records a g-r-eater perc'?nta~e of positive,responses t.haT lU'ea TvTo, as 

was predicted according; to the hypothesis that Area One residents would have 

had a longer association with Team Policing. 

• Q15 (Ta,ble h-xv). "Do you have a.ny complaints about the t,eam police in 

your ward? 

Anm"ers to this question indicated that most Area One and '1\TO residents 

• had-no complaints about their Te~ln Police Units. 86% of Area One residents 

and 90% of Area Two residents voiced no complaints. 11% of Area One residents 

and 6% of Area 'I'I,,0 r'?sidents indicatpd that theY' had complaints. 

• 

• 



• • 
e' 

" 

'.. . 
I • • • • • • • 

Table 4-XIII. XI. CITIZEN ~ATI~CTION WITH TEAM POLICE SERVICE. 
Q. How satisfied are you with the police service you are receiving nOi-l 
from your team, as compared to the police service you received before team 

. policing began in your lfaJ. ... d·? . . 

'i. 
:: 

, -

• • 

~~ . 'f ~ 
3 l! ;eam Area;1 Team· Areal Team Area 1 ~l Team Area 2 -I 

, Jl , 

March 1973 I Dec. 197G Dec. 1970 Au,g. 1971 Aug. 1971 Nov~ 1972 March 1973~ Nov. 1972 H Nov. 1972 
N=364 . N~386 t . 

I Satisfied 

0-
I 
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Dissatisfied 

. No answer -

.TOTAL 
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--r -
/I ~ Ii. % 

-

II. (.:.. .. 

# '1 % ~....JL 
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% # 
'W ~1 

292 80 11 .~ 
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43 12 r;~ 

~ , 
18 5 

I . 
11 3 

364 100 

, , 

: r, '~ 

'I 'I # --;-,. #. ! ~ # ..1 ,I! % % It , 
~ ! " 

, 298 77 ~. 
. , 

66 ' 17 .. :~ 
:1 

, ~1 I 

11 ~ 
.. 

3 
I , 

\- . 
; I 
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11 : 3 ; 
I ': . ;, 

386 100 
f 
.' 
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Disagree 
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Table 4-XIV. 

-------------------• • • • • 
XI. CITIZEN SATISFACTIN WITH TEAM POLICE 

, SERVICE. . 
Q. WoUld ,you J?<:e Team Policing ·t.o continue in your ward? 

Team Area 1 

1970 Aug. 1971 

, 

~ # % 

-
, 

March 1973 
N=364 . 

# % 

331 91 

16 4 
, 
11 3 

. 
6 2 

364 100 
, .. 

" 
" 

Dec.1970 

1 . 
.# ~ 

. 
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1\ 
.:t .. :;, , 
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# % # , 
I 
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. f 
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;1 
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1972 
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" 

/I % . 
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, 
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I 
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Table 4-XV. 

• • • • 
XI, CITIZEN SATISFAIION 1-IITH TEAM POLICE 

SERVICE. 

• 
Q. Do ·you have any complaints about the Team Police in your 

ward? 

Team Area 1 Team Area 2 
~ 

• • 

/:t, Team Area;1 
. ~ ~ 

1970 Aug. 1971 March 1973 Dec. 1970 Aug. 1971 Nov. 1972 March 1973 ~ No'r. 1972 
N=36LJ. i N=~86 ~, 

, , I , , 
I " 

cz: # % # % # % 1/ % # % If % # % , 
-, I 

I 
I , , 

41 11 • i 
, 

I 6 , 23 I " 

; -
~ , 

I , I 
! 

I , 
312 86 £ i 348 90 , 

I , 
i . 

1 

" : 

11 3 I 15 LJ. 
, 

- : I ~ . ,. 

364 100 . 386 100 

. . 
\-

, . 
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Team, AreaL 

Nov. 1972 

# % 
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When asked 'Ylhat. these complaints were, said respondents in /u'ea One stated 

(in order of priority)r. . 
1. Team memb"!rs are not seen enough and don't wa.lk beats en('lugh (10 people) 

2.' Team members show bias (favorabie or unfavorable) towards minority 

group members (5 people) 

3. Team members donlt anffifer calls fast enoueh (4 people) 

The 6% of Area Two respondents Vlho had complaints aea~inst team members 

indicated that: 

1. Team members are not visible enou~h (2 people) 

2. Team members do not lock for stolen property (ie.·don't conduct invRsti-

gations) 
, 

Although percentages of respondents .. Tho had complaints about Team Policing 

Vlere very small in both teaM ~reas, some respondents in both ar~as indicated 

that they felt t.eam members should be morev:i.sib1e. This attitude corresponds 

with other measures of community feelings which have indicated that some people 

in both arees feel team members should be checking d.oors and "Talking beats. The 

Team Policing concept, hOVlever, has not stressed either of these two policing 

a1tRrnatives, but rather has concentrated on automotive patrol and immediate 

availabilit.y of officers for ansl'lering calls to team headquartE're. In'both 

t.erun areas, some residents have not 'lnderstood the rationale behind this 

approach, indicating a gap in communication which the Area Community Re la tions 

Council and Crime and Delinquency Task Force should attempt to alleviate. In 

Are~ ~fO, ~he Community Relations bodies have responded t~ this probl~ area 

by encouraging merchant~ to enlist in a co~unity wide burglar alarm system 

which would protect their establishments ~ e.11ow team police members to 

concentrate their efforts on ~n~Nerin~ calls and patrolling the arRa rather 

than checki.ng individual doors. 
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Q16. "How secure do you feel in your ward? II (Tp.hle It-XVI) 
", 
" 

'0 

. I 
Most flxea One and Two respondents indicated that they felt more secure 

in 1973 than durinfS the previous year (56% of Area One rp.spondents and 59% of 

Area Two respondents). 35% in Area One and-32% in Area Two indicated that 

their sense of ~ecurity had not changed from last year to this year and a f8Vl 

people in each area stated that they fe~.t less secure this year. 

SurrnnaT'Y,: Citizen SRtisfact.ion with Teams One .-<l.nd 'I'vTO. 

Responses to questj.ons in thi s section of the community attitude survey 
, 

indicate t,hat almost all residents su:-veyed in Team areas One and THO were 

s,atisfied with ~ervice given by Team me!nbers., thought Team Policing WA.S a good 

idea, felt they were receiving better service under team pnli'cing than under 

traditional policing, wanted team policing to conti.nue in their areas, had no 

complaints About their tea~ms, and most residents felt more secure this year 

than last year -- an overHhelming endorsement of the Team Police concept. by 

Area One and T\w residents. The few complaints that were voiced by Area One 

and Two residents centered around the fact that team police members are not 

visible at 2.11 t:iJnes and that more .. Talking beats should exist.. Wa1kine; beats 

have recp.ntly been re-instated in all team areas at citizen re~uest. It is 

necessary, h~wever, that the Community Relations Council in Area One seek ways 

to disseminate information on the tea~m police philosophy Hith respect to 

wa1kin~ beats and door checks. These issues should be the subject of joint 

po1ice-comm\mity discussion and planning in all team areas. 

'In most instancRs, Area One recorded more responses which 'Ylere positive 

to Team Policing than did Area ~fO residents, as was hypothesized. (Area One 

residents had experienced team policine; for a longer period of time). 
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Table 4-XVI. XI; CITIZEN SATISFACTION WITH TEAM POLICE 
SERVICE • 

. ,Q. How secure do you feel in your ward'i 
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9!1.:- ''Vlhat facets .of Team Policinl5 do you like./dislike the most?" 

I 
This question was asked in order to determine which facets of the Team 

Police structure had had the most impact on ci tizen attitudes toward police. 
~ 

In both Areas dne and Two, most respondents indicated that the proximity 

01) police Has the most popular facet of team policing, (139 responses in Area 

One, 136 in Area TYTO). Residents felt that police were there and hence that 

their areas were more protected under the Team Police concept. A related 

category and the one sele~tecL .. next most often by Area One ~.rtd Two residents 

was the fact that with team poiicing people felt more secure than previously 

(40 people in Area One and 66 people in 6Iea ~~o). Another catego~J, one 

related to th~se two, was that people fe-It team members answered calls more 

promptly and that. the police Here more easily reached nm.1 (32 in Area One, 55 

in Area Two). 

• e The next highest category selected by residents was that fewer crimes 

• 

• 

• 

• 

seemed to be OCC11:r:ring in their areas and that their communities were more 

orderly now, more peaceful (54 responses in Area One and 38 in Area Two). 

Other facets of team policing which people il1 .ll.reas One and Two liked 

were: 1. the sociability of team members and their trying ~ido a good job 

(35 in Area One, 28 in Area Two) 2. the interest in the problems of citizens 

whi?h team members exhibit and the understanding and improved community 

relations which have been the result (10 in each area). 

All of these responses were attitudes "'Thich team policing hoped to encourage, 

but ,the most popu12r facet of team police \mi ts seemed to be the fact that 

police liere closer to people in terms of access. Although some people felt that 

team policing induced greater police-community understanding, most people were 

more concerned with the fact that police are more easily reached under the Team 

Police concept. 
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Of the small percentage of people in Areas One and Two who e~pressed 

dissatisfaction with' their Team Police Units, reasons were: Team Policing 

is too costly (1 person), is unnecessary police forc~ in one area (1 person), 

show favoritism to minority groups (1 person). 

G..:NERAL SU!1!,{Al1.Y: Cmrr1T.JNITY ATTITtmH.: 

Areas One and Two residents expressed strong support for the Team Police 

concept in 1973, indicatjng that they felt more secure, were receiving better 

service, had no complaints, and in general thought team policing vlaS a good 

idea. ~he structural aspect of team policing which was most appreciated b~ 
\ 

terun area residents was the fact that police l-1ere located in storefronts '"hich 

were nearer to residents and could the;efore respond more q~cklY·to calls for 
. 

service. Thj.s is an i-rnportant facet of the Team Police concept. Equally 

important, however, is the stress on better police-community understanding 

developing out of police proxim:i ty and police-cornmunity projects. This facet 

of team policing, although noted by some area residents, did not seem to rank 

as highly in importance to residents as the fact that police were physicRlly 

closer to the area. 

Of the small percentage of complaints made about team poliCing in both 

areas (11% in,Area One, 6% in Area Two) most seemed to center a~ound the fact 

that team members were not seen on walking beats. 
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Although this subj.ect should be a topic .of discussion and planning at 

. joint police-coll1I'1unitYI relation council sessions in all team areas, 'some steps 

have already been taken to alleviate the problem. Police personnel have been 

instructed to reSUMe walking beats for 15 minutes out of every hour during 

certain shifts in order to increase visibility. If police, hel'1ever, continue 

to feel that this is wasted effort or time, the subject should be discussed , 
with area residents, who may not understand the importance of police mobility. 

Residents also felt the team areas had "quieted down" considerably as 

compared with pre-team policing days. Area One demonstrated more positive 

results\ in this direction than did Are~ Two, as was expected, due to the 10,nger 

duratio~ of Team One operation. 

Area Two residents in 1973 demonsirated significant att~tude,changes with 

reference to their perception of police a.ttitudes to'ward residents, indica.ting 

t.hat citizens had found Team T'lm members more courteous, anxious ~to help 

citizens, less authoritarean, a~d less likely to use excessive force than 

previously experienc:2d. This reaction occurred after a "wait and see period ll
, 

in 1972 during which neutral answers to survey questions were the most pre­

dominant answers. After seven months of Team T'I'lO operation, residents had 

formed definite positive opinions on the police in their area. Although it is 

po'ssible that Tear.t Area Two residents were pre-condi tJ.oned by the favorable 

natiopal and local publicity on Team One in its first action year, it is 

doubtful that such pre-conditioning was primarily responsible for the attitude 

changes noted in Area Two in 1973. 1972 was a year in which Team Policing 

received severe exanrl.naticn and criticism in t.he city of Rolyoke by police 2nd 

aldermanic officials. 'The fact that a de!11onstrable attitude change occurred in 

spite of thj.s, indicates that Team '1'1-10 personnel and their proximity made a 

~trong impact on cO~~nL~ity attitudes. 
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Area One had also .experienced marked positive attitude changes in its 

first act.ion year ,tithl respect to perception of police a.tti tudes toward 

citizens.. 'It would thus appear that team policing has a strone; positive 

impact on community attitudes wi thin the' first ye,qr of team operation. More 

particulctrly, citizens perceive police officers as being friendlier, more 

cooperative, more polite, less prone to excessive force, less auth0rjterean 

and harder workers than previous to team formation. 

DatR, however, 07' Team Area One in 1973 do not a.llO\'1 one to conclude that 

continued team operation leads or does not lead to continued improvement in 

communi~y attitude toward police. Althou~h more residents did state that P9lice 
\ 

were an~ous to help and were polite (D1dicating a continued improvement in 

communi ty attitude), positive responses fell slightly on oth~r qu'estions in 

this section and neutral anS1-l'erS incrE'Rsed. Negativ'e responses, however, did 

not increase for the most part, (indeed, they decreased) indicating that Area 

One residents had not turned away from their police, but rather were un=ure as 

to their feeline;s with respect to police attitudes toward citizens. 

There are several reasons which expla.in why commun'tty residents would 

experience this leveling off of positive attitudes: 

1. Resentment over monetary problems and changes in Team ~1e structure 

have affected team members' attitudes, and have, in some cases pro­

duced if not changes in the attitude of individual officers with 

respect to citizens, then certainly changes in the outward demp,anor 

of officers. Such a cnange would naturally be reflected in citizen 

feelings about police. 

2 .. Changes of personnel on Team One have brought officers on board who 

do not share the sC'Jl1e attitudes 'Hhich original Team One members had , 

with respect to th? use of force, the importance of police-co~~nity 

relations, etc. 
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The failure o~ the Area One Community Relations r.ouncil and Crime and 

DelinquencY'Task Force to act as information dissemination bodies 

has resulted in a corn.munication gap bet"Teen the team e.nd some residents 

who may not understand the roncept. 

These data indicate that althouGh citizens felt Team One members wished 

to help them, the 'Polio'" ~t.tA tud'" "1.'1 p;-eneral was le~s IIpro-communi ty" than 

previously perceived (1971). Data point out that although the te8ID structure 

(Le., the immediateopresence of A police storefront in a CODlITI'I:U1ity"Tith per­

manent personnpJ. assignments) may increase citizl?n security and confidence in 
, \ 

police, Istructure alone does not insure positive community. attitude chenge , 
I 

particularly after the fJ.!'st action year when the novelty of the Team Police . .;. 

Concept has worn off. Team members, if they Are to pontinue'to improve polic p
-

community relations, must consistently wo~~ to that end. 

Team One comrlluni ty involvement end team Morale haVE'~ both decreased in 

1972, and the affect on citizen attitudes is obvious. It is hoped that as tl'e 

wage dispute and other monetary problems ATe resolved, t~am members will 

actively enp'~ge residents in police-coJTI.Inunit.y projects. One such project 

has already t,aken phce (a sport event involv.ing team and cOlT1T'luni ty residents). 

Tha CoTl11'lluni ty Rf'lations Council .And the Ct'ime and Delinquency T~~k lforce must 

b~ used as information bodies, ~eeld.ng out groups of people (particul,qrly the 

elderly in Area One and perhaps in· Area Two) and explaining the Team Police 

mode of operations to them. As "Tas indicated previously, peer pressure already 

seems to be at \-Tork in guiding the re-orientation of one or two TeRm One 

members who have had some difficulty in accept.ing organized police-community 

contact or the TeRm Police view of police-community relations. These measures 

should begin to repair the chanr,es in community attitude noted in Area One in 1972. 
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With reference to quality of police, the same pattern as that described 

·:·above was noted: improved com!mmi ty atti tude in the first year of Teams One 
. I 

and T'\oTo operations, but a leveling off of opinion in Area One in 1973. Attitudes 

about police honesty, however, have contimled to ris8 in both areas in 1973. 

The hypothesis that Areas Three and Four would, in general, have positive 

attitudes toward police vTas upheld, although Area TvTo responses were in general 

~ positive tow1.rd police than Area Three and Four responses. This 1.5 a strong 

statement about the impact of Team Policing in Area 'I\TO, particularly since that 

area is a predominantly mino'ri ty-group or foreign-lang'nage por~l1.a t.ion which had 

suffered negatiVB chan~es toward police as short a time ego as 1971. 

It~as believed that Areas Three and Four would demonptrate high nlmbers 
I 

of neutral respC';nses, indicating their .own ~orm of dissillllsionme.nt or indifference 

toward police. In most questions,. this hypothesis vTas not s1J.bst,antiated . . 
Finally, the majorit.y of AreA Two, Three, aDd Four residents expr8ssed 

I 

preference for traditional uniforms a.nd marked police vehicles, but Area One 

residents were divided in preference with almost equal percentages of people 

stating preferences for traditional uniforms And marked cRrs, RIld for blaz8r 

uniforms and UJ1ll\arked cars. This indicates tl1at exposure to the blazer con-

cept has made areR residents more open to this tYFe of uniform, 3S had been 

hypothesized by police planners. Other areas, with traditionally \miformed 

police 'officers, indicated that approximately 22-3!.\.% of each area would prefer 

both types of uniform and car. Experilll~m t,.'\ tion toward this end should be 

considered by police planners and cit.y officials. 

In summary, Team Policin~ in general has made a marked positive i~act on 

citizen attitudes toward police in both Areas One and TvTo, although Tea~ One must 

re-establiRh itself in the eyes of Area One residents before any further attitude 

change takes place. Citizen attitude is ~lready pro-police in Areas Three and 

Four, but is below that of Area Two. Tea~ Poli.cing should bring Rttitudes in 

these areas tn higher ~evels th?n. either AreBs One or '1".-10, eiven th~ strong 

foundation of pro-police feeling~ already existing in Areas Three and Four. 

., 
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• 
2. Int~rv.iews with Resid,ents 

• 
~ Team Policing is geared to changlllg the attitunes of community residents 

• 

'. 
• 

-e 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

toward their police. One measure of atti~,ud'3 change "VTas a community attitude 

survey administered in rre and rost-test phae:ps in Areas One and Two and as a 

baseline test in Areas Three and Four. A second measure :l s discussed in the 

follow-ing section: infonna1 statell'.'3nts from community residents in Areas One 

and Two. 

In Area One, the vehicle for e1icitin3 opinions on Team Po"J-ieing vIas Model 

Cities ~ask Forces (comuosed of c~unity volunteers) and in O~ea ~TO individual \ . .• . . 
conversations bev.'Teen the Evaluation Coordinat0r and COITun1mi ty Relations ' 

I 
qpecialists for the Team P01ice Project.and residents and property owners in 

the area. 

It is emphasized that these data are the result of a very small numbqr of 

informal, unstTIlctured int~rviews, and hence cannot be generalized to represent 

citizen opinion in the entire Team One/Team Two ft~ea. Results are offered 

merely as a complement to those results already re~orded in the Commun1.ty 

Attitude SUrveys in Areas One and 'I'vo and in the analysis of the CoT11JT1uni ty 

Relations Office which is included as a Supplemental Report. 

statements from residents were recorded during thf':! Heek 0f January 29, 
. 

1973, in Area Two. " Stat'3ments representing 'Hard 1 Task Force and resident 

opinions were solicited from the Model Cities Task Force Coordinator during 

the week of February 12, 1973, ~d were based upon her close contact with 

commuriity residents during tne course of 1972, and her experience as' a permanent 

resident of the liard 1 area. 
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AT'ea One. 'T'he overall feeU!"g in Ward 1 is one of "greater Rp.curi tyll 
.', 
" 

cOmpa~ea with times pre7ious to Team Policing's arrival in the area.' The 

longer the team continu"!s to operate, the e;reater is that sense of security, 

according to the Task Force Coordinator •. Problems have arisen, however, which 

have been hro~ht to the attention of both CIS staff members and Team 1 by 

Model Cities representatives. As the Task Force Coordinator points out, these 

problems helve been the result in most instances of citizens misunderstanding 

or mj~int.°rpreting police duties and actions. For exrunple, citi7-ens could not 

understand "Thy during a speC'!ific instance* certain trouhl emakers were not 

arrested\ on the spot by Team One police. It was necessary to explain at a 
\ 

later da~e t.n thesE' citizens that discretion 'HP..S bei~ applied by officers on 

the scene. A basic part of the Team PolicE' Concept is that office·rs be 
I 

a110vled lee .. ray to solve crisis situations through means other than immediate 

arrest. It was the officers' opinion that had an arrest been madff at that 

time, a distllrbance would have occurred, creatine danp'p.r for innocent bystanders. 

An arrest cou1d be mRde at another time, invo1vin~ fewer risks to the 

community. This is e~actly what hap~en~d. Two days 1p.t~r two men were arrested 

for their part in the disturbance. 

Police-citizen misunderstanding. does occur in Area One, but vehicJes 

exist ~ouehwhich such problems can be resolved, in particular. the Model 

Ci ties TA.sk Forces and the Community Re1",. tions Council. 'The '!'ask Force 

Coordinator stressed that continued orientation sessions for Area One residents 

on the Team Police r,oncp.pt, poli'cies and policing duties in general, would 

grea~ly contrihute to increased police-community understanding. In partictl1~r, 

The Task Force Coordina":.or sue~e~ted that the ItMode1 Cities Reporter lf (a monthly 

newsletter published by Holyoke Model Cities) be used to present a public safety 

or police informati0n co1UJ1lIl describing ci t.izen and rolice duties, saflety 

su~gestions, etc. 

'* a brep.ch of peace complaint in this case 
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This infonnation collected from the Hard 1 area would tend to 'indicate 
, , 

that although the sense' of security in the neie;hborhood has increased grep.tly 

from pre-team polic~ levels, information about Team Policin~ ~~d tne Community 

Relations Council and Crime and Delinquency Task Force may not be reaching a 

wide enough !",bl:!,c in the H9.rd 1 area. Hence, questions a,bout team policies 

and duties arise. It is stressed that nost misunderstandings are of a nature 

which CFU1 be resolved throu:3h open discussions or explanations. 

It would j ndeed be unfortunate if doubts were allowed to contin'le because 

of lack of information flow. Specifically, the Area One Council and Crime and 

DelinqUe~cy TAsk Force ne~d more direction in the area of infol~ati~n dissemination. 

Attempts/over the past year to do just this have not proved successful for a 

number of reasons. (See Supplemental Report A). 

Area THO. A tota1 of 13 establishments (mostly small busine:"ses) ,-rere 
1 

visltedin the second team area -- a small number to be sure and hence not 

necessarily repreRentative of the entire Area Two populatton. 

The only complaints voiced a~ainst Te~m Two were related to parking 

tickets giv~n' out by the team (int~rvi~i5 were conducted in February, a time 

When winter parking reeulations were being strictly enforced) •. Such enforce-

ment, business o,mers felt, was sometimes annoying to their cust~mers and 

hence detrimental to business. Ehforcemeht 'Has also f;ometimes unconvenient for 

comrnlmi ty residents. Other than parking ticket. complaints, "'hich are perennial 

in policing, people who were intervim·red were satisfied with the' work the team ' 

was dcing and with the presence of the team in Area 11·70, although several armers 

had had no real contact with the unit. 
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,'. 
" 

Bar OiIDers or employees were particularly happy ,vith the proximity of 

the tea-m. Three small businesses "Thich were contacted had experienced 

breaking and enterings in recent months and expressed satisfaction with 

tea~rri service (property was recovered). 

Although, as in Hard 1, responses were in general positive, especially 

from people or businesses that had had direct contact .... ri th the team, an 

impression received from these interviews was that knowledge about team 

operations, the team concept and a better understanding of policing in general 

ff" . tl d 1 d' the area Cont,act "T1' th the team and had not. been Stl _lClen y eve ope In.. , 

informat\on about the team occurred as a result of complaints (eg. a brea1dng 
\ 

and entdrin~) or a call for service or from newspaper articles. Little 

information stemmed. from either the Area TYro eommuni ty RF?lations Council or 

the Crime nnd Delinquency Task Force. 

.It must be noted, however, the.t these two bodies Here fOI'!!led'i.n the second 

team Hrea 1-11 December 1972, and hence had had little or no chance to learn 

about the teBID it:::elf or to define their OHll fu.l1ctions by February, when these 

intervievls were conducted. Since that time, the .Area T\ofO bodies have shaped 

themselves into actAon bodies, geared to pl<'\ying an important role in the 

cOT'1r:r..mi.ty. There are plansa,ble reasons 1-Thy t.his kind of operation has been 

successful in j..;:-ea Two and not in Area One, and they are discussed under the 

hi t ( Snpplemental Report A). Comm1!li.i ty Re1ai:.ions Program section of t s rAp~r '.I 

S1.mt.lTlary 

. One goal of Team Policing is to foster better police-comm1.mity contact. 

d R~ea storefront, Community Relations Council, ann Crime Toward ~hese en s, an ~ 

and Delinquency T~sk F~rces have be~n established in each team area. Inter-

views in Area One would seem to indicate th.?t even :i.n :?n area where a team 

has been'in operation for two years, misunderstandines continue to aris8 
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~:etween police and residents 

duties 8nd responsibilities. 

most particularly within the r~alm of police 

It is doubtful. that any structure can completely eliM.:i.!1P.te police:'communit,y 

misunderstandings, but it is believed that pyistent structures in Area One 

are not being put to full useage in spreading information 8bout the team to 

area residents and bringing residents' misunderstandings ~nd ~cmplaints to 

the attention of the team. Sug~estions for improvement C"..re offered in the 

section of this report entitled IlSuT'plemental R'3I'ort All. 

In Area '1'10)'0, residents interviewed did not voice ('om,laints about Team 

Two (except with :reference to overzealousness in serv:Lng park:i.ng tickets) and 

seemed particularly pleased about. police proximity to their businesses and homes. 
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E. MORALE AND JOB SATISFACTION' '0 

'::. In order to assess morale and job satisfaction of team and non-team 

personnel two measures' were employed in 1972: a police survey, given to : 

all personnel (team and non-team) in Oct~ber - November 1972, and interviews 

conducted with Team One and Two members in January - March 1973. 

As has been stated pr,eviously, the strong feelings within the depart­

ment for and against team policing have, no doubt, greatly affected these 

measures 0 Variables which have nothing to do vlith the Team Police concept 

,itself, such as the contract dispute between city officials and police ne­

gotiators during 1972, have also had an immeasurable impact on general levels 

of morale and job satisfaction. 

. The results of the Police Survey qre particularly contaminated by such 
. ' 

variables as indicated by the small number of surveys return~d completed by 

police personnel. Although these survey results can therefore not be gen­

eralized to represent eithe~ department E.!: team attitudes, they do indicate 

some problem areas which have affected morale. 

IntervieVls with team members specifically addressed the issue of iden­

tifying morale and job satisfaction levels in 1972 as compared "lith 1971 

and then determining to what extent these levels had been influenced by team 

structure or by outside variables • 

• . 1 •. General Level of Department (team and non-team) Morale 0 (November 1972) 

• 

• 

• 

The results of the Police Job Satisfaction and Morale Survey have been appended 

to this report (see AppendixG ) •. They serve as a partial, but inexact in­

dicator of attitudes within the department .and Teams One and ~iO during the 

Fall of 1972~ 

The police department survey was run at a time when the department was 

in a state of suspension between two f.orces, and \.;hen bitterness over wage 
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disputes was becoming more,open. Although this situation has stabilized 

scine-wnq,t since the formation of Teams Three and Four, it is still difficult " ' 

to assess the impact Qf team structure on police attitudes and job satis-

faction in isolation from many outside variables. 

In order to provide better understanding of these variables ruld some 

basis for statements about general levels of department morale in 1972, the 

sections of the police Survey which are specifically related to problem areas 

identified by police personnel are presented. Surveys were distributed to 

all department (team and non-team) personnel, across ranks. Although the 

original evaluation format called for comparisons of responses between Teams 

(One and ~10 combined) and non-team personnel, and among ranks, such detailed 

analysis of these results was deemed in~ppropriate in light of the small 

number of responses which were received. Of 113 surveys handed out to police 

personnel during roll calls ,* only 47 completed surveys were received, among 

which four were not identified as either team or non-teamo Teams submitted 

fifteen responses and non-team personnel, twenty-eight. 

The police Survey was divided into four sections: perceived community 

attitude and cooperatioI?; job satisfaction; morale; and department structure, 

policies and priorities. Problem areas affecting morale and.,job satisfaction 
" 

were drawn from responses in all four sections of the survey. The problem 

areas cited are in agreement with 'those cited in the police Department 

Management study conducted in 1971· and with general observations made by ,the 

evaluation coordinator in her day to day contact with police personnel. Four 

major areas of discontent were cited by team and non-team personnel. Problem 

areas cited by team and non-team personnel,are similar and hence no separation 

is made by the two groups in presenting these data. 

*A formal teating situation was decided against, due to department resentment 
over such tests in previous trials (first action year). It was felt that, given 
the general attitude within the department at that time, a survey administered 
in an informal manner, to be filled out by the entire department by order of the 
Chief of police, but on off-duty hours, would be the least offensive manner 

of seeking information from the department. 
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Pay: Scale. Personnel have not received 

January 1971, \'~hen the police-city wage 

an increment in wages since 

dispute began. Police are 

particularly bitter over stalled contract . I negotiations coming at a 

time of not only high inflation b t , ' u intense departmental change, 

when demands for increased productivity were and are being made. 

Closely linked with the pa~r ra;s-e J ~ issue is a controver3Y between 

Patrolmen's Union representatives and the Nayor over the police ed­

uca,tion incentive bill. A . th galn, e result of the dispute has been 

mo' 't n:t.es W:t. held from police personnel, wh;ch . ~ 111 their eyes, is rightly 

due them. These issues have not 1 on y provided negative reinforcement 

for the changes being made within the department and demands for in­

creased police productivit b t th y, u ey have increasingly 'Vlidened, the 

as ~e c~tyfs ch~ef negotiating authority) and gap between the HaYDr ( t'h' , 

the police departmente Such a' ' situation ~ears directly on attitudes 

with reference to 'ream Policing (the "Mayor's projectll) and general 

pol1ce morale levels (team and non-team). l 

2. ?.oliticso "Politics" is d use by police personnel to refer to several 

levels of "interference'" t 111 he \'lorkings of the department 0 

a. A weak chain of command i'lhich has resulted from cliques within 

the department. A d' ccor :t.ng to police personnel respon~g to the 

survey, the chain of command is not followed by a large number of 

personnel .. The imnediate cause of this problem has been the lack 

of a manual of R 1 u es !3l1d Regulations* which would clearly define de-

partment policy ''lith reference to chain of command and establish de-

finate disciplinary measures to deal with infractions of these rules. 

Two underlying causes leading to abrogation of the chaL~ of command 

were identified in the Police Survey: rruman nature (friendships have 

*A Rules and Re ~ .' d' . gu.Lat.:t.ons Hanual has been prepared by the Chief t s Staff 

an mil be. put. into effect in June 1973 ~ 
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developed over the course ~f years of working together which 

encourage officers to by-pass immediate supervisors and .contact 

personal friends) and political factions created during the city's 
. I 

election seasono 

Being "in" according to either of these two criteria has trad­

itionally resulted in clique membership and hence in favorable extra 

work assignments and relaxed discipline in general. 

bA Promotional Policies. As long as no established and objective 

promotional policies are employed, and as long as the chief appoint-

ing authority for the department is the Mayor, promotional decisions 

\ will be subject to attack as "politically" influenced, regardless 'of 
\ 
I the validity or non-validity of these chargese Although Civil Service 

examinations and grades determine the field from which promotions are 

made p other capability measures such as field experience, quality of 

field \'lork and reports, leadership capability, etc, are 'not neces-

sarily taken into consideration or given proper \·leight. \fuo one 

knows often counts for more than what one has done or can do pro-

fessionally, according to police responses o 

Co Chief Appointed by Mayoro The politically charged atmosphere 

within the department is encouraged by the Hayor's pm'le! to appoint 

the Chief of Police o .Hen point out that such pm'ler gives the Hayor 

an opportunity to dictate 'policies for the department and thus under­

cut the authority of th~ Chief.. This situation is a major contrib-

uting factor to the i'leak chain of command in the department. If 

there is no ~ authority at the top, those at· the bottom cannot be 

expected to respect this authority or follow a chain of command w~ich 

eventually leads outside the department .. 
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3. Discipline and Workload Assignments. This problem area is closely 

related to "politics" in the department. The Chain of command has 
. 

been weakened by a promotional policy which does not allow for . I 

lateral entry of police command level personnel. Hence, sergeants 

lieutenants, and captains within the department must be appointed 

from the ranks, and then are expected to govern ex-partners,and 

friends, \'lith equanimity and objectivity. By the same token, lower 

echelons are expected to follow a chain of command and not appeal 

to ex-partners and friends, who nO~1 hold higher ranks. 

A related factor but one not noted by police personnel is that 

\ according to City Ordinance the Chief of Police must have been 

)' a resident of the City of Holyoke for at least two years prior to 

appointments This ordinance seve~ely limits ~he p~ospective field 

from which capable administrators can be appointed and contribu'\;es 

to the unprofessionalism of the department. 

. 4. 

A chai.n of command iveakened by political ties or ties of friend­

ship, is translated into lax disciplinary policies and favoritism with 

=referemce to workload assignments, according to officers responding 

,to'the Police Surveyo Men who completed the survey recognized this 

problem as a serious morale issue: 

.ilt's discouraging to see other policemen \'1I'ho are 'not doing their 
share of i-lork ....... e. they !3.re giving us a black eye?" and "There are 
men on patrol who have never issued a parking or moving citation and 
who do not know hOi" to ~lri te a 2.6 (report) 00 0 ... someone should shake 
the dust from the department by ordering officers to perform or 
getDouto" 

Lack of Information Flow within the DeDartment and Outside Interference. -
This category relates specifically to the Team Police Project and 

changes occurring in general in the department in 1971-1972. Some 

police officers respo~d:i.ng to'the survey felt that the Chief's Staff 

were political appointees, we~e inexperienced in police matters and 
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have contributed to the sense of confusion in the department~ 

Part of this confusion has been a result of lack of information 

flow \1ithin f.he department, particularly l',ith reference to' Team 

Policing, according to department personnel. Several respondents 

e)..-pressed confusion as to exactly "'hat implications the project 

would have with reference to individual officers and the department 

as a whole. Confusion and mistrust of staff personnel have no doubt 

contributed to general feelings of frustration and resentment Witflin 

the departmen.t. 

These major problem areas ""ere cited b;',' department personnel as contrib­

uting to their general dissatisfaction cind l~w morale levels in 1972. Many 
\ . , 

persomtkl indicat.ed however that they "'[QuId not be on the job if they did 'not 

'find police \'lork itself intrinsically re\'1arding. The proble,m are'as , it seems, 

relate not. so much to the police j£1? as to the department structure \ri thin 

which that job must be performed: cliques, an unprofessional promotional policy, 

a weak chain of command, an ofttimes titular Chief of Police, no offical Rules 

and Regulations Manual until June 1973, etco It is interesting to note that 

t.hese departmental inadequacies \'lhich were noted by police personnel, are the 

same ones which the Police Hanagement Survey uncovered in early 1972. That 

is, police personnel (CoOos and patrolmen) recognize just as outside eval­

u~tors did, that many aspects of the department are unprofessional and de­

trimel1tal to "good" policing (and morale and job satisfaction). 

Although one objective of the Master Plan for the department is to try 

to correct some of these problem areas through mid-management training, pre-

paration of a Rules and Regulations Manual,etc., real improvement cannot take 

place until major structural aspects of the department are altered. And that 

must come through Charter revision. 

Police officers themselves have suggested possible alternatives to current 
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practices which the Charter Revision Committee should examine carefully: 

1. il standard pr,omotional policy based on an assessment of police 

personnel according to established criterion such as: a) perfor­

mance in the field-as evaluated by supervisors, b) grade on civil 
, 

service exam, and c) educational credits. 

A fixed formula should be established and followed which would 

allO\'1 objective and fair promotions. Justifications for promotional 

deci'sions should be a matter of record: ",rritten documents stating 

the .specific qualifications or accomplishments which Officer ",A" had 

which led to hj.s promotion should be kept on file. 

\ Performance files, ",hich have been established for provisional 
\ 
( police officers, should be established for all p~lice personnel. These 

individual files \'1ould contain commendations,' disciplin:ary actions, 

and measures of the quality of \-lOrk shown by the individual officero 

One form that such evaluation could take is a sergeant's daily log, 

consisting primarily of a chronological account of the sergeantcs 

daily contacts ,'lith police personnel and prepared by each team shift 

sergeant. The system has been employed successfully in the Los Angelos 

Police Department and is descr.ibed in Patrol Administ.ration by A.D. 

Gourley and A.P. Bristow~ 

Because each team will be supervised by more than' one sergeant~ 

as sergeants take days off and are replaced by other sergeants, a com­

posite and perhaps more objective picture of individual and team per­

formance would be accumulated. 

Further, these logs I-muld a,ct as a source of information and 

means of supervision for the C.O.s and Chief to insure that ser~eants 

are making proper c.ontact l'lith officers in, the field.. Care must be 

, taken, however, that in followin.g up on c~lls the sergeant does not 

1 and Allen P. Bristow, Patrol Administration 
*Gourley, G~ DIolul¥nao~s •• Charles C. Thomas publisher, 1971,'Page 125 Springfield, .... .J.. 
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"take over" or handle the call himself unless bolO or more units 

are involved and coordination becomes necessary. 

Revie\,l of sergeants t logs and individual officer files should 

be conducted on a continual basis by the shift commander. He should 

also be expected to supplement sU:h reports with his own observa­

tions in the field of personne~. on his shift. 

2. A new administrative structure for the department. It is essential 

that ~ body, and preferably one which would not be s~bject to par­

tisan influences, be designated as ~ governing body of the Police 

A new structure might take the form of a Board of Police \ Department. 

\ Commissioners and a Chief appointed by them and·under contract t? 
I 

4. 

the city. Vlhatever the structure however t i ~ is of pr~~ary impor-

tance that the police administrator !l..?..i-. be subject' to appointment or 

dismissal by the city administration (Mayor or Board of Alderman) until 
I 

the termination of his contract or term of office or as a result 

of a public grievance hearing~ The Police Department must be sep­

arated from politics in order to run efficiently and effectivelyo 

Permission for lateral entry into the department at all ranks and not 
i j 

just \'uthin the rank of' patrolman. 

Abandonment of the two year residency requirement for candidates for 

the office of the Chief'of Police to assure a wide field of selection. 

These are issues relating to Charter Revision. Other departmental pro-

blem areas must be handled in-house: 

1. ,disciplinary policies, no,q established in the Rules and Regulations 

Manual, must be enforced by the Chief of Police. Discipline must 

begin within command level personnel and extend dOim the chain of 

command, particularly ~th reference to unnecessary use of sick time, 
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reluctance in making' reports, and influences of the informal organ-

ization (clique structure). Discipline must alse. be accompanied 

~lith training methods, which will assure the department that the 

unfavorable incident will not recur. 

2. a series of police task forces might be established on an experi­

mental basis 0 AllOi .... personnel to group themselves (the team struc­

ture might be follmled here) to worl<: on problems of their own and the 

department's choosing, such as a new grievance policy, improving. 

court notification procedures, etc. Results of the Police Survey 

indicated that personnel who responded had a clear grasp of pro-

blem areas and what might be done to solve those problems. It 

would seem logical to use th~s in-house talent to work for the de-
, 

partment o Committees of this kind will be meaningful, hm.zever, only 

if they are entered upon seriouslx by both department adminstra:tors 

and police personnel f ~ if their conclusions carry l1eight and are 

likely to be implemented. 

As the Chief's Staff is phased out \·Ti thin the next year, the se 

groups could assume planning t training, and public relations functionso 

Of course, one step \-lhich 'rill alter morale ~ go a long way 

in encouraging"police personnel to give extra time to task forces r 

is the resolution of the wage dispute and educational incentive iS8ueo 

\Uthout this f it is unrealistic to assume the personnel will cooperate 

in any venture. 

As stated previously, the morale situation in the department was a deter-

mining factor in the decision to step up city \ride team police implement3tion. 

Feelings seem to have leveled off to some extent ~'Tith the formation of 'I'eams 

.Three and Four in the spring of 1973, ahd the cepartment has appeared to adopt 

a • wait and see" attitude toward the ne\'l form of organization. 

~ ...... . ' 
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Interviews should be .~onducted \'rith Teams Three, Four, and Five per-

sonnel during the early Fall to determine whether attitude changes with 

reference to job satisfaction, morale and the Team Police concept in gen­
I" 

• e" eral have occurred. To date, the facet of Team Policing which seems to have 
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appealed to Team Three and Four members 'is the greater degree of independence 

afforded individual officers in a storefront setting. 

2. Team One t-forale and Job Satisfaction. 

In 1973 (January - March) individual, inf'ormal interviews were conducted 

with police personnel on Team One. -E,see Appendix S for intervie\'/ format). 

Almost to a man Team One members indicated that they were experiencing more , , 

satisfaction as police officers under the team concept than they had before 

they joined t~e team.. Reasons for this \'ler'e four-fold: 

1. Most officers enjoyed the opportunity to follow, cases through to 

conclusion.. Knm'ling that a case is "yours" translates itself into 

greater effort to solve that case. Being allmled to spend more 

time on a case, especially cases such as d.omestic disputes, which 

require understanding on the part of individual officers, also has 

" increased job satisfactiono 
i 

2. The opportunity to \'lork in a small group, the team unit, \'TaS cited 

as contributing to greater job satisfaction. Esprit \'las particularly 

high mthin shifts\, with closer identif.'icatior,\s formed among shift-

mates than among shiftso Although some riva~r occurs among shifts, 

the situation is controlled and contributes to the close identifica-

tion of team members \iithin a particular shift. 

3. The opportunity to get to "really knOl'l" what is happening in \'lard one. 

Officers expressed satisfaction from seeing situations, relationships, 

and attitudes in general developing and changing in the area, and 

from being able to "tell" what is happening by changes in expressions 
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or daily patterns. That is, involvement over a two yea.r period 

(for most Team One personnel in the area) has increased their 

knowledge' of that area, both in terms of normal and abnormal sit-

" Th;s ...... ;t was felt, contributed to not only better pol-, uat,ions. ..., 

icing, but more job satisfa.ction on the part of police officers. 

4. The easy style of tbe 'team concept allm'ls officers more freedom to 

,define their moffi roles and duties and to relate more closely Nith 

community residents.. Although this factor \'las cited by most Team 

One personnel, others f.elt that less flexibility was permitted in 

1972 as compared to the first action year, and a decrease in job 

satisfaction resulted. This will be discussed in more detail belQN. 

Most Team personnel also indicated that they \'lere more effective nO\,1 as 
, ; 

, 't th viously I Reasons were three-police officers, under the Team concep 7 an pre • 

fold and Nere closely related to previousans\'lers on j'ob satisfaction" That 

is, if an officer felt he had greater job satisfaction because he was allowed 

to ,follow a case through to conclusion, he also tended to indicate that he' 

was more effective as a police officer for the same reason • This would 

. seem to substantiate the hypothesis that individual officer satisfaction is 

related to 'officer effectiveness" . particularly in the eyes of the officer 

himself. By increasing one, the other is positively affected --- one goal 

of the Team Police project. 

Feelings of increased effec~iveness resulted from: 

1. the knowledge that the case a tCf!illl member was on was his alone and 

that he would be responsible for the eventual disposition of that 

case. The job of a policeman is more of an "accomplishment" now 

according to one Team One member. 

2. 'The development of gr~ater expertise by individual team members as 

a result of training and e~erience. 

'3. Increased knowledge of the area and a better knowledge of community 
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residents. 

The change in uniform, from traditional brass and blue to a blazer 

uniform, which allows closer community contact and hence, greater 

lalm'lledge of the community. ' One man also felt that the uniform 

change helped change his attitude tm'lard community residents (he felt 
4 

less authoritorian) and hence con~ributed to the improvement in 

police-community relations in the area. 

Team One personnel felt in general that their 1'TOrkloads l'lere greater as 

team members than previously, particularly with reference to report v~itingo 

Although no one' objected tc> increased l'TOrkloads, some resentment over pay, 

overtime, incentives, and changes in team structure \'las expressed. Although 

morale is still high, officers \'lere eager to express diss'atisfaetion with 

. certain situations and decisions \1hicl1 had 'occurred in 1972. SP.ecifically: 

Incentives and Overtime 0 In the 1971 evaluation re,port 7 Galvin. and ----- --, 
Angell cited monetary difficulties accruing to team members as ~ne negative 

asp~ct t~ team pol~cing in Holyoke. In 1972, this problem reached epic pro­

portions in the department as a whole, affecting morale levels in all units, 

. including Te am One .. 

Having chosen to give up a $19 0 00 per week incentive pay differential in 

lieu of regular overtime pay, team members (both Team One and Two) then 

found that "legitimate" overtime ''las in the process of being redefined by 

the department. As a result, a period of time ensued 1'lhen team personnel 

received no overtime monies.. A s'imilar situation had also occurred in Team 

One during the first action year \'lhen a backlog of accrued over-time monies 

was substituted \'lith "time oHed".. Confusion over "legitimatcHovertime and 

doubts as to ,,{hat form, if any, compensation \'lould take,. have led Team One 

li:embers to doubt the department's willingness' to pay for overtime investi-

. gatibns (an integral facet of the generalist/specialist concept). 

---------, .-
This, coupled with the police wage dispute in 1971 -197~ has provided 

little reinforcement fo~ extra effort in handling cases, and- \'laS cited by 

'::.' Team One members as a chief reason for the falling off of police-community 
. I 

~ . projects (athletic events, dances, etc.). I. 
'. 
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Relocation. The demoralization prpcess in Team One \'las furthered by 

the successive moves of Team One headqual~ers: first from a local store­

front to the much more elaborate basement of the Model Cities Service Center 

. (August 1971). The location was not easily accessible to neighborhood resi­

dents, and so the team vTaS moved again to another storefront location (J~'y 

1972). Although most members agree that the move to a storefront location 

was a wise one in terms of attracting more resid~nts to the headquarters, the 

surroundings themselves are shabby and small. Necessary·renovations were de-

.layed for approximately six months until Nodel Cities and police planners 
; 

could negotiate terms.. Physical surroundings are important with reference 

to morale levels and the condition of this new location \'laS cited as one 

reason for a slight drop in inorale .. 

[niforms.. Original team members were badly in need of new uniforms in 

1972, as l'lere new members.. Confusion as to whom should pay for the uniforms 

(Model Cities or Governor's Commitee Funds), ,,;,hethel' monies were available, 

and whether the team i'lould be allDi'led. to continue to i';'ear blazer uniforms t 

delayed the acquistion of new uniforms for several months .. 

As one team member said in 1972, "It just seemed as if everything was 

either delayed or taken a'ilay from USII. 

Peer Pressure. Peer pressures were also cited as a reason for a slight 

morale drop in Team One. Seyeral team members cited a November 1972 vote 

(60-10) against Team Police expansion by the 75 member Patrolmen's Union, 

as a source of Team One concern. Members do feel, however, that department 

feelings have leveled off and, now that other teams have been formed, harass-

ment is lessening. 
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S;hanges in Team Structure. Host original Team One memgers expressed 

dissatisfaction \olith \tfhat they saw as the increased regimentation of Team 

: One personnel. Indiyidual team members, it was felt, had less flexibility 

nm" than in 1971, due to increased supervision by ranking officers. Fei'ler 

decisions \Olere made by the team as a ~itf and more by sergeants or lieu-. 
tenants assigned to teams. This situation Has exacerbated by an experiment 

in rotating sergeants from team to team, which began in March 1973 and has 

subsequently been discontinued. Rotation, initiated for the purpose of 

greater coverage of teams by con®and level personnel, resulted in a break 

of continuity (hence knowledge) between the team and its sergeant or lieu­

tenant and led to arbitrary decision-making on the' part of most C.O.s. This 

was strongly resented by Team One personnel rlho had been afforded a high 

degree of independence in 1971. Oth~r co~and level decisions had been made 

in 1972 \'lith the overall aim of increasing the coordination of teams and 

increasing the kno\'iledge \'1hich each shift commander had of his 'teams. Although 

reasons for such experimentation may have been valid, as \~ll be discussed, 

in the section entitled "Team Hodel", the sudden decrease in Team One inde-

, pendence ~ cited as a reason for changes in morale level on that teamo 

Most Team One members acknoi'lledged the necessity of providing a 

ranking officer on each shift to make certain command level decision or to 

sol~ minor personnel proble~s, but some members did feel that the line be­

tween problem-solving and autocracy had been overstepped and that the hier­

archy and rank consciousness which \'lere to be minimized in Team Policing, 

had crept back in, in 1972. 

Staffing. Some team members felt that under-staffing had contributed to 

a decrease in morale. On some shifts, only one police officer may be manning 

the storefront, due to sickness or vacations. Although such situations 

. occur rarely, there is a feeling that C~O.s do not shift personnel appro­

priately at such times, preferring to man headquarters at the expense of 

Team One and other area teams. 
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Changes in Cowmunity Relations • Because of both a lac~ of free 

time and monetary problems which forced most team members to hold second 

: jobs during their off-duty time, public relations projects which had begun 

in 1971 were discontinued in 1972. As indicated in the 1971 interviews \~th 

Team One members, basketball games, block ?ances, soft ball games, etc • 

which were organized by Team One personnel in the first action year, greatly 

contributed to the high levels of satisfaction and morale \outhin the team. 

As these activities were curtailed in 1972, officers expressed regret that 

such contact \o18S not taking place. Officers felt in general that commu.nity 

contact had dec'reased slightly because of this, because of the move to the 

Model Cities basement, and because of a lack of monies for coffee hours \ofith 

neighborhood residents. 

Team One members continued to address students in the Ward:One schoolp 

however f and participated in a program desi~1ed to curb'racial hostility 

among school children.. In the Spring of 1973, a move back in tile direction 

of -volunteer police-corrununity projects was made in a joint Team One and Two 

effort: "Hood" vS o police softball ganies were held on two consecutive 

weekends. 

sm~~Y. In general, Team One members felt greater job satisfaction and 

increased effectiveness as police officers due to the team structure; par-

ticularly those parts of the structure encouraging greater independence and 

individual flexibility.. Follm'ling cases to conclusion, greater Imowledge of 

an area and its people and team spirit within shifts were cited as having a 

p~sitive ,impact on job satisfaction and morale. Although ''lorkloads i'Tere 

seen as generally greater, this was not in itself resented. The fact that 

overtime" time OIoJed, incentive and pay raise disputes had resulted in no 

monetary incentives, had however, affected morale level in a negative direction 

in 1972. Increasing departmental control over the team, moves from one 
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headquarters to another, shabby uniforms, negative department attitudes, 

understaffing at times, and less time for community projects also con-

tributed to more ope~ dissatisfaction with team operations in 1972 than 
I 

in 1971. 

Borne of these problems have been resolved: renovations of the store-

front have taken place, new blazer uniforms have been purchased, rotating 

sergeants have been suspended in favor of permanent assignment to a team, 

approximately twenty new officers have been added to the force, and joint 

team-community projects have been renewed. It is also anticipated that as 

department feelings about team policing stabilize, morale in Team One will 

be positively affected o 

A problem area \'lhich has not been resolved is defining t,he fine line 

which must exist' beti'Teen team indepe~dence and departmental (co~anding 

officer) control over the team e Although team members recognize the ne­

cessity of supervision within' each shift and of coordination beh'rfeen the 

team and headquartersv it is felt that team independence (and hence morale) 

has been needlessly sacrificed for the sake of a centralized commando That 

is, team members vlould like the right and responsibility to schedule their 

O\,ffi vacations and make their O\'ln personnel assignments as they did in 1971. 

Impromtu rotation of personnel into and out of Team One is especially re-

sented, breaking up as it does, the unity of the group. The problem of 

changes l'lithin team police structure which have increasingly occurred in 

1972, "lill be discussed in more detail in the section entitled "Team Hodel" 0 

It is emphasized hmvever, that this problem area and that of overtime and 

wages are the ones which pose the most immediate threat to the team con-

cept, not only because they have injured morale levels, but because they 

tend to encourage a precinct m~del of policing as opposed to a team model. 

In summary, it would appear that to the extent that team policing in-

creased individual independence and decision-making powers, reduced rank 
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conscim)sness, and encouraged community-police projects, morale levels wet'8 

high; when these facet.s .of team policing werp, altered, m0rale fell and 
':~ 

aIterations were sped.ficg,1.1y cited as one reason for this dA('rease in morale. 

3. Team T\olO Job &ttisfaction and ¥.orale •. 

Team Two feelj.ngs 2.ndatti tudes toward team policinlS are sim.i.lar to those 

expref::=;en by non-team Memhprs i.n t~ Police Survey administered in November 1972. 

Besides rec;pn+mp.nt over policies end feat' of being und8rmanned in Rummel" mont.hs, 

Team Tiw perf'onnel expressed resent.ment at being ordered onto the team and the 

team conc8":'t. :Ltse'lf. ,Th,lplicat,ion of services and extra cost to the city, 
~ 

resentll1ent:. of staff personnel, and poor inter-t,eam comT'mnications 'l'Tere cited 

as reasons for anti-team feeli.n~8. A repeated qUAst,ion ,-ras, "!:: this (team 

policinc,':) really :,erp.8sary in ,Holyoke?" Problpms which Y18re ,irri t,ants in Team 

One, developed into ma.jor morale issues :i.n Team 'rifO, possibly because this neH 

team was formed at a t,ime w'hen department feelings Here runn:i ne st,rongly e Eainst 

• J. For 1 confusiono'lTp.t' overtime policies for team members, the proJec,\). examp '3 ~ 

led for a time to overtime monies bein!S substantially curtailed for teams. 

Team One, the result was increased griping and Im'ler morale, but oVArtj,me 

In 

1 t · d T_n Team 'l'w. 0, the result was a min~ization lnvestif',;at.ions in €,:"'nera con l.Ulle ; 

of investigations carried into overtime for a 1 - 2 month period. How much of 

this ifas due to a reserve of mora1e and team spi:r:i,t in Team One which ioras 

lacking in Team Two, and h0W much to pet'50nalities of team members, is impossible 

to det.ermine, although both factors were probabJ y wodd.ng in thes'3 diverse 

react.ions to siMilar si tU('1tions. 

, The greatest morale problem ac~ording to Team Two p~l<,;sonnel was the wage 

issue. Members for the most part enjoyed workin~ together (within shifts) 

and the in'formal atMosphere of the team setting, but resented increased paper­

work which r.ame with team !,.olic:i.r1G, ;md. particularly resented doing more work 

for the same amolmt of ray. 
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In eeneral, Team Two members had experienced less or t.he s~me neeree of 

j~b satisfaction as te~ members th~ they e~eriencp.ct b~fore they jdin~d 

the team. ~E'asons Here three-fold: 

1. less pay and more work. 

2. no differenc~ could be discerned betHeen team policine 

and tradition?1 modes of policing. 

3. doubts as to the necessity of team policing, storefronts 

and decentraliz~tion in ~eneral. 

These last two reasons are closely relat.ed to ona Mother. Team 'l\ro personnel 

stated consistently that 1. they could see no real differencE' between team 

policin?; and tr"".r~it.ional polici~ ;md' h~n0e 2. could see no real need for 

team policin~. Sp.vf>ral fact,o'T's cont,..i but~d t.o Tp.am Two! s inability t.o dis­

tinguish b~'b,T~en teCll11 policing and traditional policing: Team 1'"\-70 IS stI"'lcture 

and training vTaS and is quite different from that of Team One. In many 'Hays 

(as will be diS~'ussed in a later sec.t.io!1) Team '1\70 is fo~lo1-Ting a precinct 

m<;>d&;>l, n')t, "" team rpnd'?l ::>nd other t8ams pre ""ppr0?'.'hi.m! t.his p0il1~'" 

Tr~d,nine vT!'l~ not ,,:,ec!;,j.vAr1 by R11 Team THO persormel, and most membp.r.s do 

not feel qualified t.o be 1::>.b0lled "srecialists II in any field. Although 

most mem'bers do cOl1sider themselves IlgRneralists II , there is a tend2.ncy to 

call in" Detective Bureau or Team One personnel to investigate cases. This 

is particularly so because Detective Bureau testimony and that of certain 

experienced Team One persnpnel, are the only testi~ony acknowledged by the 

court e.s lIe~ert". This, coupled with oVl'!rti'TIe rrohleTll8, h?9 meant that 

Team Two members no not necessar-i.1y follow casl3s to conclusion. Team J11eetings 

have only recently zotten off the ground, Rfter having died out '\-Then members 

werp no 10nSer pRid to attend. Team Two, although mo~~ ind~pendent of 
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headquarters control than non-team personm~l, has never experienced the 

degree of freedom given to Team One during its first action year: decisions 

'with reference to training needs, uniforms" ,and policies had been mapped out 

prior to Team TvIO formation by 'I'eam One members or staff planners. 

Thus Team TvIO went into a team situation with not only a negative 

attitude,but with few of the advantages that Team One had in terms of train-

ing. orientation, and independent decision-making. Some important aspects 

'of t.eam policing were not able to become integral parts of the team concept 

in 'ream Two. Hence, no real difference in police service delivery can be 

cited by these men because job structure is, in fact, not very different 

from traditional policing.. One reason that no discernable change in job 

satisfaction is expressedr·may be due to the fact that for many on Team 

'1'\'10, tho job. really has changed very little: 

In summary, although Team 'livo members enjoy working ttlith one another 

\,li thin shifts. general levels of job satisfaction and morale are 'lm'ler than 

or the same as satisfaction and morale levels of non-team members and sub-

stantially lower than Team One levels in 1971 and 1972. Team 'livo has never 

had an opportunity to develop into a team. Created at a time of deep bitter­

ness over departmental changes and team police expansion, the team is com­

posed mostly of non-volunteers (indeed, some men felt they had been assigned 

to Team 'livo as punishment) and has faced problems with overtime and incen­

ti~e pay. lack of training, changes in team structure. and little organized 

police-community contact. All of these factors have served to 1. dilute the 

~ctual functioning of the team concept and 2. contribute to general dissatis-

faction among Team TvIO members • 
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GENERAL SUMMARY 

Although it maY,be true that Team One personnel are a sub-group within 

: the department and' are generally more open to change and flexibility, as 1971 

attitude tests demonstrated, other factors also contributed to significant ' 

differences in job satisfaction and morale levels in Team One and Team Two. . 
First and foremost was the general department attitude toward team 

policing during the creation of Teams One and Two. Team Two members, non­

volunteers for the most part, shared attitudes which were generally similar 

to those of non-team members (bitterness over team policing). Team policing 

was also a subject of controversy during the formative stages of Team One, 

but Team One members did not share in the doubts about team policing and il,l 

some ways were more closely united as a team because of the controversy sur-

rounding their unit 0 

Team One volunteers were also afforded more independence and respon-

sibility for their team unit's structure and policies, involved as they were 

in renovations of their storefront, organizational committees, the preparation 

of a manual of procedures, and the selection of new uniforms. In depth 

orientation on the goals nf team policing, methods of handling crisis sit-

uations, family disputes, etc. were given to Team One membe~s. All members 

received training in conducting investigations, the laws of the state, and 

spectalty courses_ Further, Detective Bureau personnel were ordered out of 

the Team One area except in the case of homicide. The team operated for 

all intents and purposes independently of headquarters supervision and mem­

bers were directly answerab~e to either the team as a unit or to the team 

commander. Original Team One members are unanimous in stating that such 

independence and involvement in the formation of the team contributed greatly 

to the high degree of morale demonstrated by members in 1971. The fact that 

dissatisfaction has resulted from decreasing freedom and increasing cen-

.' 

• 

• 

• 

,. 

• 

'. e 

• 

• 

• 

• 

,', 
" 

-178-
tralized control, lends weight to the conclusion that participat±on in set-

ting up the team structure, and a greater degree of independence, greatly 

increased morale in Team One. 
I ' 

This helps explain the low level of satisfaction found in Team TvIO. 

The second team has never achieved the'independence of Team One; personnel 

received minimal orientation to the goals of and reasons for team policing, 

and have in some cases, not received training in investigative skills. Thus, 

Detective Bureau or Team One personnel are used to conduct investigations 

in the Team Two area. Monetary problems resulted in difficulties in re-

ceiving overtime mOhies and hence, overtime investigations and team meet-

ings were curtailed. 

Because of these differences in structure and operations between Team 

Two and th~ original Team Police modei, it is difficult for, Team Two mem-

bers to distinguish between team and traditional policing, except for the 

obvious difference of de~centralizationt (unnecessary duplications as Team 

~vo members see it). 

It is impossible to say \'lhether or not Team T\vo satisfaction and morale 

would have been better if more independence, decision-making and team· orien-

tation and training had been afforded them. One can hypothesize, however that 

the fact that Team Two members can see little difference bet\'Teen team struc-

ture and traditional policing, has contributed to their skepticism over the 

n~cessity of the Team Police project. 

As we have stated, although morale remained high in Terun One in 1972, some 

.,change in a negative direction was noted by members as a result of struc..; 

tural changes and command level decisions which have decreased Team One in-

dependence and decreased incentives to perform and expend e~~ra effort. 

In order to improve the morale situation in both teams, two major dec-

.isions must be made by police administrators: 
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1. Where should the line pe drawn between centralized command and 

coordination, and team independence and decision-making? Although 

this will be discussed more fully in the section entitled "Team 
, I 

Model", it should be noted that the team model is changing to 

a precinct model of policing. Although adaptations in the con-. 
cept may have been necessary to institute Team Policing on a 

. city-wide level, planners must recognize that they may very \-Tell 

end up with something other than Team Policing if alterations con­

tinue. How much of the team concept can be altered before the 

model becomes a precinct, and whether or not "precincts" are ne-

cessary in a city of 50,000 people, are decisions which should be 

made immediately. 

2. , HOlY' much money can the depa1~tment spend on overtime pay? Department 

administrators must realize that if the generalist/specialist con­

cept is to work, officers must be allo'Vred to conduct investigations, 

if n~cessaryf after their tour of duty i~ completed, and that they 

must be compensated for legitimate overtime. This could very well 

mean additional eA~enditures within the department budget, but it 

is naive to assume investigative work will be continued into off-

duty hours if overtime monies are difficult to com~ by. Criterion 

for legitimate overtime must be established in order to clarify . 

when monies will be paid to team members. If such compensation 

is'not available, the generalist concept becomes meaningless. 

Given the general morale level of most department personnel, 

"volunteer" overtime will not be forth coming and investigative 

work by most team personnel will'be curtailed. 

It is also necessary that investigative skills be taught to new Team One 

,members and Team 'l1io members who have as yet received no training. Detective 

Bureau personnel with investigative experience,.should be assigned to all, 
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teams with specific instructions, to 1. assist inexperienced or 'W~lsure 

, t' t' t l'·.he request of the officer clssigned team personnel in 1Ilves ~ga ~ons a . 

',to the case 

tive Bureau 

or the team leader (specific plans for utilization of Detec.· 
, I 

personnel should be a decision made at team meetings) and 

2. provide informal training to team members ''lh? need skills up-grading. 
-to •• 

Although formal and in-service training p;ograms 'wili provide courses i-'1 

investigations, lllterrogations, Massachusetts statutues and specialty 

coUrses, Detective Bureau ~er~onncl v~.ll .provide a. different and very val­

uable training dev;ke: teaching the techniql.tes,;f experienced investigat;rs. 

Before Detective Bureau personnel are assigned to teams, hO\,lever, ad­

ministrators must face the issue of pay scales. Team personnel "Till be 

learning Gmd eventually acquiring the skills of Detective Bureau personnel, 

but \'lill, b~, paid substantially less •• Should overtime policies and pay 

scales be altered to provide more equity behleen team and Detective Bureau 

personnel or' are differences between the t'trO units valid at the! present 

time~ This issue should be addressed squarely !!.2.!'!., before monies again be­

come a morale issue, this time separating Detective Bureau personnel and 

-team officer. 

In general, \'lhat is necessary nO\'l, is a cl~ar decision as to what form 

team policing will take in Holyoke: precinct or team. If team policing i.s 

the choice, then investig~tive training, overtime monies, and a degree 
-

real decision-making authority must be given to teams, for as Team One per-

sonnel indicated, these factors contributed to the high morale levels and 

hence to the effectivenes:s of that team in its first year. 
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F. THE TEAM POLICE MODEL: TEAM OR PRECINCT? 

0::'1. Original Team HqdeJ.. 

" 

I 

The original grant request for Holyoke's Team Police Project en-

visioned six major innovations in the traditional policing modl~l. 

1. Assignment of personnel on a permanent basis to a teanl area. 

~. Decentralization and relative independence of the team from head­

quarters control. 

J. Democratic decision-making within the team on operational and 

, organizational issues. 

4. A 'task-oriented approach to area problems and a flexible formu~ 

lation of police activities. 

5. A generalist/specialist model'of police'service deliverY. 

6. Clos(~ community-police contact in resolving policy matters, in 

order maintenance and in informal,situations. 

In projects of this nature and size however, it is rare that. modifications 

in the original concept do not occur as the project is implemented.. Compromses 

and tradeoffs must be made between the hypotheses, assumptions and goals of 

the planner, and the operational ~ political r~alities with which his plan 

is confronted. If one is skillful or j perhaps, lucky, the origiucll concept 

will not be altered so drastically 'as to negate·t· t ~ s ~mpac on project goals. 

But a partic~larly watchful eye mu,st be kept on decision-making wi til refer­

ence to project policy-- it is quite conceivable that a myriad of minor de-

cisions, each in it~elf not seen as detrimental to the project, could in 

combination substantial~y alter the t t t 5 ruc ~re of hat project and in so doing 

undercut the goals toward wh4.ch the . t • proJec originally strove. ' 

The structure of team polic;na J.l1' H ly k h b --0 0 0 e as een altered substflIltially 

during the course of it~ two year his~ory. Change has r.ome, not from decisio~s 

deliberately geared to altering the team model, b' t f u rom several small exper-
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iments, compromises, concessions, etc. 
The impact of such alterations has been stated heretofore: a slight 

~ut noticeable decre'a~e in the job satisfaction of Team One members 'who 

prefer the team concept as it was first developed in 1970 - 1971, and an in­

crease i);,l the sense of confusion and bitterness in Team Two members who find 
• 

'It difficult to distinguish between team policing and traditional policing. . ' 

l~ther we have seen that changes in Team One morale levels have in all pro-, ' 

bability affected citizen attitudes with reference to Team Unit One. 
Ina 

C~mmunity Attitude Survey run in Ward One, greater percentages of neutral 

answers and smaller percentages of pro-police answers occurred in questions 

referr~g to police attitude in 1973 than in 1971, and in some instances, than 

in 1970'. The morale changes in Team One, which no doubt contributed to Uiis 
,. 

growth in citizen neutrality \'1i th reference to police,' \>lere ,cited: by Team 

One members as at least in part a result of structural and conceptual changes 

in the team model. 
This segment of t.he evaluation report examines in detail \oJ'hat alterations 

have occurred in the" team model since December 1970, \-Thy these changes have 

occurred and what their impact has been on progress toward project goals. 

possible alternatives to current practices will be discussed as well as the 

merits of a team vs. precinct model of policing in the City of Holyoke. 

2. Action Year One 

In its first action year (December 1970-1971), Team One closelY follm'ied 

-.the original model. Fifteen p~trolrnen were selected by the Chief of police 

and Proje~t Director from a pool of police volunteers, and then approved by 

These men were 
neighborhood residents working with the Model Cities Agency. 

assigned to Ward One on a per~anent b~~is and remained a stable group during 

'the first action year (two members did resign at the end of the year, however, 

givirig !inancial hardshi~ as their reason). 
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Team members, held organizational meetings prior to the actual im-

plementation ()f the team . and mapped out their responsibilities. Members 

dedided amongst themselves that only in cases' of homicide would Detective 

Bureau persoIDlel be authorized to intervene in Team One investigative op­

erations. It was also decided by the Chief and Project Director that Crime 

Prevention Bureau operations, which often require concentrated activity, 

and maximum security, would be allo\,led to continue, independent of Team One in 

the, Ward One area. With the exception of these two cases, total respon-

sibility for area crimes and police services were accepted by the terun as a 

unit. 

He~quarters assistance was sometimes, but rarely, requested by the 
! 

team o Detective Bureau personnel were called upon infrequently to assist 
I 

team members in lifting and classifying prints. No homicides/occurred in 1971 

in Area One, hence detectives did not often enter the team area o 'Although 

most 'team members felt they could call upon department specialists at any 

time for help, the team as a \'lhole handled its own cases and even assisted 

headquarters personnel when detectives were unavail~ble. 

'Democratic decision-making \'lithin the team occurred on the level of 

prganizational and Rolicy-maki~ issues. Committees of three to four team 

members were formed prior to Team One initiation, to identify and de~l with 

problems and make recommendations \'lith respect to communications, equipment, 

community relations, record-keeping; and the relationship with the rest of the 

department. 

Democratic decision-making in operational matters, however, was less 

successful in action year one and eventually, through a team vote, a hier­

archial structure was superimposed upon the team model. Many team members 

found that it was difficult to, speak w~th equals about their work habits or 

to settle minor operational decisions .(such as whose turn it was to an~:Mer 

bothersome or tedious complaint c?lls). It was decided that a designated 
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shift 'leader ,was necessary in order to make just such decisions and to 

insure the smooth functioning of the team. 

A few men felt,th~t rank-consciousness had never really been reduced 
I 

and that group decision-making was sometimes a meaningless procedure be-

cause of a strong team director, but most members stated their approval . 
of the deSignated, leader concept (usually the man of greatest seniority on 

the shift) and felt that the team director allowed sufficient flexibility and 

'and individual decision-making to accomplish major project goals. 

Task-definition was also carried out by the team. Original team members 

stated that the team as a tUlit sought to define policing priorities in the 

Ward ~e area o Tasks which the team (0; individual members) specif~callY 

identif?-ed centered primarily around the internal \'lorkil1g~ of the team it­

'self (e.g., equipment'needs) and polic"e-comInunity relations (the:-need for 

athletic programs, block dances, etc.). Other tasks were in general similar 

to those established in the original model description: answering service 

calls, investigating recent crimes, assisting community residents ruth pro­

blems and assisting the community in maintaining order. 

Specific problems \'{ere also identified and resolved. For example, 

speeding on '''A'' street i-las a constant poliCing problem and the team as a 

group assigned an officer to cover that area; ticketing policies were re­

vi"ewed and standardi2:ed within the team area; and emergency ambulance ser­

vice was defined and explained to area~residents by team members. School 

speaking engagements and local act'ivities Here also planned by team mem­

bers in resppnse to the community relations aspect of the progr~., 

The generalist/specialist model of policing was followed closely in 

Team One in its first action year. Original members stated that training 

and experience together was sufficient to allow members to handle most 

~~estigations, although little opportunity was provided for practicing spec-
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ialty techniques throughout the course of the year; Hence, members often 

had to maintain or up-grade their o\'m skills on their own time. 

finally, community input into police policies and procedures was not 
, I 

as great in 1971 as police planners had en~pioned. Citizen contact with 

police centered primarily around informal visits to the team storefront 

and the athletic events and neighborhood dances organized by the team. 

The two community bodies (the Community Relations Council and the Crime and 

,Delinquency Task Force) met at first with ~wo to three team representatives, 

but little or no feedback from these groups reached the remainder of the team. 

Thus, although the team concept envisioned joint police-community re­

sponse\ to major problem areas, the structure of problem 'resolution more often 

than n~t took the form of individual complaints to the te'am and then, an 

'organized team response to the problem'. 

In summary, the democratic model of decision-making was not particularly 

successful in operational matters and community input into prob~em resolution 

was not as great as had been planned. In general, however, the original model 

was followed quite closely in Team One's first action year o With the excep.­

tion of the problems with overtime money and the totally democratic model, 

the members 'experienced great satisfaction with the team. structure and dem-

onstrated high levels of morale. 
! , 
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3. Action Year Two 

During the course of 1972, however, the team model changed sl~wly until, 

\.nth the f,ormation ot! Teams 1'\';0, Three, and Four, the model came to more 

closely resemble that of a precinct.* ~easons for model change were 

threefold: 

1. . Concessions to the Board of Aldermen. 

The original team model as envisioned by police planners specified 

that nOh-traditional (blazer) 1lniforms were to be worn by Team One 
'> 

personnel. Team members also decided that unmarked cars would be 

used in the Team One area. It was assumed by planners tha~ if 

\ blazer uniforms and unmarked cars proved to be satisfactory in 
I 

Area One, they would similarly b.e successful Pl Area 11.,,0 (a dem-

ographic t\'lin of l'lard One) .. 

Severe opposition to the blazer-unmarked car experiment developed 

'tuthin the Board of Aldermen, hO\'lever, just prior to Team 1'\'10 

formation.. Board objections centered around their belief that: 

1. area two residents did not wish a police uniform change and 

2 •. police would not be easily recognizable i'lithout distinct and 

traditional dress and cars. 

It was decided by police planners and the city administration 

that this facet of the team concept could realistically be sacrificed 

in order to assure passage of the Team Police expansion program. It 

was also believed that ,at a later date, Area Two residents could 

b~ canvassed in order to more accurately determine their own feel-

ings with reference to police uniforms and cars. Hence, Team Two 

*A precinct refers to a model of policing in which personnel are 

assigned to an area of a city, but remain under the direct supervi-

sion of centralized headquarters and follow a traditional model of 

police delivery and service. 
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and all subsequent teams went into' operation with traditional 

uniforms and marked cars. 

J . 
Problems ill Defining the Responsibilities of Commanding Officerso 

During the first action year, departmental command level personnel 

had been effectively isolated from Team One operations largely 

because of intense rivalries betrleen Team One and non-team leaders. 

As city-wide team policing became a ~eality, it suddenly became 

necessary to involve these men in the operation of the teams and 

to define, ",ith them, the responsibilities and duties of Command­

ing Officers under a team model. These definitions, however, have 

\ not been clearly specified as yet, in part 1:\ecau.se no. city-wide , 
I team model has heretofore existed in the nation. Experimentation 

. . 
has been initiated in various areas in order to discover the proper 

balance between command level authority and team independence. 

Unfortunately, at this point in time, team integrity se~ms to have 

been sacrificed for the sake of centralized control. An inability 

of team project leaders and departmental command level personnel 

to communicate effectively with one another has also contributed to 

confusion and misinterpretation of Commanding Officers' duties with 

respect to:·the five teams. 

Specifically, shift commanders have been given authority to 

schedule vacations and days off for all team members on their shift, 

in order to assure that the city will receive proper coverage. For 

the same reason, commanding officers have been allowed to re-assign 

team members from one area to another at will and insome cases have 

assigned uniformed police to Area One, a non~l~iform area. Further, 

a tendency has developed at headquarters to staff Team Five (a back _ 

up team) with personnel at the expense of area teams (i.e., re-

assigning men from Teams. One, Two, Three, or Four to assist head-

.-oIII!'"'~-""'''-''''''~-------~~;-----=''', .. '----------.' -188-
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quarters but rarely, if ever, reversing this procedure). 

Planners and command level personnel also decided during 1972 

that, to the extent possible, each shift on each team woul~ have its 
. I 

o~ sergeant' who would serve as the "designated leader", resolving 

d t roblems Sergeants are directly res-operational an manage men p, • 

ponsible to their shift commander; reporting to him on a daily 

basis and assisting team personnel in report-writing, investigative 

~rocedures, dispensing or recommending disciplinary proceedings, etc. 

Further, for a period of time, sergeants were assigned to head­

quarters and then dispatched to teams on a rotating basis in order 

to eliminate cliques or loyalties which might possibly have formed 

\ between sergeants and "their" teams 0 

I 
These changes have mean~ increased centr~lized sup~rvision of 

. . 
area teams, with less~ opportunity for men.to work at their own paceo 

Team One members, who had experienced greater independe~ce in action 

year one, resent increased centralized authorityo Other team members 

who have not experienced similar decision-making opportunities, can 

see little difference in 1972 between Team Police and traditional pol-

d " 1 'ng ·Desl'gnating a ranking officer icing rlith respect to eClSlon-ma a • 

(sgt.) as the team/shift's immediate supervisor has vitiated the 

goal of reducing rank consciousness among team members. Team One 

members in particular have expressed dissatisfaction with the in­

creased hierarchial structure of ,their team in 1972. 

Furthermore, temp'orary re-assignment of team personnel to cover 

shortages in other teams or to bolster the headquarters force, dis­

perses the team ~, making it more difficult for team members to 

form an identification wit ~ach other, and to develop in-depth know­

ledge of'~ area and of other t~am ~embers~ Again, Team One per­

sonnel expressed great dissatisfaction with such policies, feeling 

less of a team and less efficient because of such 
that they were 
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reassignments. 

Similarly, the rota,t.;i.on of sergeants among teams wa's seen 

as an unwiseJmove by TeaT. One ~ Team Two members; continuity of 

knowledge of the area and the team itself was broken as sergeants 

were required to supervise various teams at the C.O.'s order. 

3. Political Realities o 

\ 
l 
I 

As the division over Team Policlng grew within the department, 

police planners recognized that immediate action was necessary to 

salvage the project and the department. Immediate city-wide expan-

sion, the chosen solution, also added problems to an already \'leak-

ened team model. 

The speed up in team fo:rmations has meant that Teams Three and 

Four and some members of Team 'fi1O have noil yet received training or 

in depth orientation in the team concept. Furthermore, the team 
I 

format t policies, storefronts and uniforms .... iere predetermined by 

either Team One or political forces before Team Two's formation; 

hence Teams Two, Three, and Four members did not participate in the 

shaping of their own teams. 

Problems with overtime monies, which had occurred in Team One 

during its first action year, contined into 1972. "Legitimate over­

time", was not clearly defined and team personnel (Team Two in par­

ticular) developed a reluctance to investigate cases into their off-

duty hours. 

Contract disputes over police pay raises embittered most policeme~ 

affe'cting their -attitudes to the project in general, but more im-

portantly, severely limitJ.ng their desire and ability to "Volunteer" 

their time to cOmrnur1ity projects. 

'Team meetings fell off-in 1972 as reimbursement for meetings was 

cancelled. 'Happening at the initial stages of Team Two formation, 
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I 

this meant that task definition did not take place among team mem-

bers as a whole, although policing problems were discussed by shift 

mates and ,solutions for problems were reached in this fashion. 
I 

These circumstances have greatly affected the development of 

Team Unit Two. Hembers feel that they are generalists, but that 

they are not qualified to be labelled specialists. Hence, Detective 

Bureau personnel are regularly called into the Team Two area to 

assist in investigations, fingerprinting, and photography. Pro-

blems with overtime monies have seriously curtailed investigative 

operations which entail extra work during off-duty hours, and this 

has weakened the police generalist concept. No real team identi-, 

fication has as yet been formed among Team Two personnel; no real 

commitment to the team concept exists. Members \'lere assigned to ' 
- , 

the team and for the mQst part resented the Team Police experiment 

prior to these alterations in the modelo But such changes have con-

tributed to Team ~10fS inability to detect any significant differ­

ences between their current job as Team Police and their past job 

as traditional police. 

Teams Three and Four experienced a similiar development, although 

members demonstrated less open hostility to the Team Police concepte 

These then are the changes which have occurred in 1972 in the team model 

as it' exists in Holyoke. Two major areas of change, the decision to post­

pone the blazer experiment in the rest of the city and those problems ac­

cruing from the speed-up in city-~ade expansion (e.g., problems with in­

sufficient training, confusion over overtime poliCies, insufficient time to 

permit each team to shape its own policies, select its own site, etc.), were 

unavoidable for the most part., These pro~lems are recognized by police plan­

ners and administrators; and those th~t can be corrected, \r.LlI be (e.g., for­

mal training programs will begin in the Fall of i973). 
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But the remaining area of change, alterations in the team concept 

.:' ,stemming from command level policies, are of a much more serious nature, for 

~uch policies ~ aIready and will continue to affect project goals unless 

clear-cut decisions are made immediately. Incentives to team members have 

grown smaller, affecting both job satisfaction and morale; team and indiv­

idual decision-malcLng on policy and operational matters has been seriously 

foreshortened; team autonomy is decreasing in Team, One and has never existed 

in Teams Two, Three, and Four; rank consciousness has remained unchanged; 

personnel can be and B.re assigned in and out of team areas at the discre-

tion of ' the Commanding Officer. 

Although both Te:ahls One and Two have made substantia.l progres~ toward 

project goals with rl3ference to community attitude and improved police ser-
t 

vice to areas one and tl'lO, these goals, too, could be adversely 'affected by 

continued alterations in the structure. We have already seen some impact 
I • 

in this respect on Community Attitude in fi:rea One in- the current act~on year. 

• e· Further, team effic:i.ency and effectiveness, which is dependent upon group 

and individual initiative and morale, citizen cooperation, and in-depth 

knowledge of an area \rlll more than likely be affected by current practices 

• within the departme:nt. 
I 

At this point in time, then, it has become necessary for'police planners 

and administrators to decide what kind of policing model they desire for the 

• 

It 

Ie 

I 

• • next year in Holyoke: the highly. centrali zed model \'d th which the depart-

ment is now operating or a model more closely resembling that of action year 

one. 

• " At the heart of this issue is a problem which has never been specifically • 
dealt with in Holyoke: what are to be the duties and responsibilities of 

Commanding Officers with reference to teams. This problem area is a direct 

•• 

• 

'threat to the Team Police Hodel for i:t has been allm·;ed to thwart the goals 

of team autonomy. Coupl~d with other problem areas, particularly that of 

overtime monies, this alteration in the team model has substantially vitiated 

. . .. 192- ", 
that model until little more than a precinct operation exists at present 

.:: .. in the city •. And in a. city of 50,000 people, it is doubtful that a five-

precinct mode of police service delivery is necessary, more efficient, or 

worth the eA~ra money that such a decentralized system would cost the city. 

If the Holyoke Police Department (planners and command level person­

nel) cannot realistically plan for mld approach a modified but still mean­

ingful team model, particularly with respect to team autonomy, it makes 

little sense to continue to "experiment" with the Team Police Model, for 

it is unlikely that project goals will be reached through what is really 

no more than a precinct plan. 

Reviewing the situation in the Holyoke Police Depart~ent in 1973, it 

~ould seem that the following suggestions c?uld be realistically imple­

mented and would contribute to a strengthened Team Police Model. 

I, 
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4. Alternatives. ". 

a. Supervision of'Teams. Given the experience of Team One in ~ts 

first action year: the level of discipline extant within the depart­

ment and the fact that twenty new ~d untrained provisional police 

officers have been added to the force in 1972, it seems unrealistic to 

assume that a'totallY democratic decision-making model can exist in 

Holyoke's Five Team Police Units. Some degree'of supervision within 

shifts and within teams is necessary for operational decision-making, 

revie\'ling reports and in general, insuring the quality d' police ser­

vices within the team area during each shift. The current practice of 

assigning sergeants to serve as team supervisors 'has not proven satis-

, factory, hov"ever, because of the ~phasis on continued rank-.consciousness 

and autocratic decision-making which such a situation encourages. 

At this time in the department it 'llould be unrealistic to assume 
! 

that non-ranking personnel could assume this function in teams, however. 

Therefore, it is suggested that !lll sergeants receive in-depth o'rien-

tation sessions lath reference to their duties on the team. These ses-

sions may be repetitious for sergeants who s~rved previously as Team One 

patrolmen , but such reiteration \-lOuld seem necessary gi~en the fact thatl 

even these personnel have, to a degree, stepped back into a m0re trad­

itional and hierarchical role pattern. 

. It is suggested that these orientation sessions clearly establish 

that the sergeaI?-tfs duty under the Team Police concept is to .B!:!:ide not 

supervise in the traditional sense. The sergeant is there to add his 

. input to an investigation, but not to ,conduct that investigation for the 

officer ans\'1ering the call. His should be the final al,lthori ty in re­

solving issues which the team as a unit cannot resolve (SUCh as a con­

sistent disciplinary problem), or-in resolving an issue which requires 

',immediate and firm action. The sergeant should not be allowed to become, 
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however, the primary means of problem-solving within the team; After 

immediate action has been taken, the group as a unit should discuss 

the problem and, ~ts resolution, determine why the problem arose and 

why the ~ could not handle it, and then establish a guideline to 

use in s:!.milar circumstance s. 

The sergeant's primary responsibility should be field observation 

of team personnel. In another section of this report, it was suggested 

that the shift sergeant compile a daily log of officers and their con­

duct which the sergeant has observed during his tour of duty. Such a 

log,would provide a written record of performance levels of each officer, 

and thus assist in promotional discussions, .in disciplinary and commen-

datory action, in clarif'ying training needs. 

,~rther, each sergeants' days off would ensure th~t more than one 

sergeant "Till be revim·dng the performance of each shift in each team; 

in this manner it is hoped that person~l biases ~ll be ~velied out and 

objective performance reports will be collected for each police officer • 

A clear and concise explanation of what the sergeant's log is to be used 

for, what qualities are expected of police personnel and who would be 

revieWing the log, should be given to all police officers. 

A traditional duty of the sergeant is to review reports made during 

his shift and offer suggestions for improvement, tips on possible inves­

tigative techniques, etc. This function is particularly important in 

the depa~ment now due to the large percentage of provisional police 

officers who have recently become members of the depal~ment, and to the 

fact that some older officers are inexperienced with reference to good 

report writing. 
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It is suggested that the, team as a unit be held accountaQfe for 

the quality of its reports, and that one man on each shift should be 

designated by the team as its' "reports officer." This man should be 
I 

someone experienced in accurate repo~t-writing and investigation, and it 

is ,t>robab1e that detectives assigned to the team would be the most likely 
~ 

persons to fill this position. It should be emphasized, however, that a 

qualified. patrolman would also be an appropriate "reports officer." ;l'his 

system would allow the sergeant to spend more of his time in the field, 

a function vital to patrol and management operations. 

The "reports officer" would read all reports submitted by officers 

and return those reports which are inadequate. He would make ~ecommend­

ations to the team and individual members as to how reports could be 

improyed and in team meetings wou1~, with the sergeant, review specific 

reports 0 As the team develops its report-writing capabilities, the teams 

could appoint officers to fulfi111 the report-officers function on a ro-

tating bas~s. 

b. Team decision-making. The emphasis in action year three should be a 

reassertion of team decision-making authority. Clear guidelines should 

be dra\fn up as to which decisions rightfully· belong to the team and 

which decisions must be handled by supervisory personnel~ Thinking 

with reference to resolving this problem should be along t"lO lines: wha,t 

~, decisions can the team make in order to govern its own operations, and 

what decisions can teams contribute to with reference to the operation 

of the department. 

1. Team Operation. Teams should be given authority to schedule 

their own days off, subject to the revieN of the commanding 

officer, who could alter the plan only if, ~s a whole, team sche­

dules jeopardized the coverage of the city. Guidelines for de­

fining what would "jeopardize coverage'! should be drawn up by 
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commanding officers, planners, and team representa.ti ves.·' It 

would also seem possible for teams to schedule their own vaca-

tions, give~ the stipulation that vacations within individual teams 

must be spread out over the course of the year. 

It has been suggested at ~ne time that teams be given respon­

sibility for management of their o"~ overtime monies ~ i.e o , each 

team would be allocated a share of department overtime funds, per­

haps on a quarterly basis, and would be allowed to assign prior­

ities to various investigative tasks. All uses of overtime would 

be reviewed by the team, and by sergeants, Commanding Officers, and 

the Chief of Police on a weekly basis to insure strict and proper 

overtime useage. Teams should clearly understand that any mis­

'management of overtime monie~ \-lOu1d result in discontirluance of 

this policy and a return to the former system. 

2. Department Operations. The ~epartment .has nm'l been divided into 

five 'operating units. It would seem feasible to use these struc-

tures as centers for problem identification and resolution for the 

department as a \'I'ho1e. In a previous section of this report , it 

was suggested that committees be formed to propose policies or im­

provements with reference to departmental matters such as ne\'l 

equipment, vehicle illaintenance, grievance policies, training needs, 

local supply procedures, communication needs, etc. Commanding 

Officers and the Chief would then take recommendations from team 

committees under advisement in planning for the department. Com­

mittees might take one of two forms: One team as a unit could be 

involved with 'one or two departmental problems, C~ representatives 

from ~ team could meet to form a committee in order to resolve a 

certain problem area. Reports with attached recommendations would 

be submitted directly to the Chief of Police. 
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Again, if such committees proved to he a waste of time or 

merely a platform for protest or political gain, without con-

tributir1g .reasonable and well thought out recommendations ,for 
I 

problem resolution (as assessed by team and command level per-

sorulel) they woul~ have to be aiscontinued. 

If the ~bove suggestions are implemented, it should be clearly 

understood by department personnel that overtime monies will not accrue 

to them as a reward for their activities. This'must be seen as an 

opportunity for department personnel to participate in the organization 

and,' functioning of their team and their department. If such respon­

sibility is not desired, other means for department planning must be 

found. 

c. ,Duties and Responsibilities of Commandi~g Officers.' Duties and re­

sponsibilities of Commanding Officers should center around 1) the coor-
I 

dination and overseeing of team activities, 2) organizational and fun-

tional planning for the department (based upon recommendations from de­

partment personnel), 3) formal planning for the handling of non-routine 

activities; 4) performance assessments of police personnel (reviewing 

the sergeants log and conductir~g field checks and recommendations for 

promotions), 5) overseeing the organization and planning of police 

cOmmittees, 6) discipl~ary action, and 7) report reviewing. 

It should be made clear to Commanding Officers that Area Team per­

sonnel should not be re-assigned to other'teams in the event of per:" 

sonnel shortages. The headquarters or back-up team must cover this 

eventuality. The Commanding Officer should, however, have the authority 

to recommend personnel reassignment for disciplinary reasons, or if he 

feels better team operation could result from such a change. Such re-

commendations would b~ made in writing to the Chief of Police. 

Commanding Officers, policeplanners, and the Chief must review 
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all of the above areas and lay down explicit guidelines for commanding 

1 · for onlY in this way can cOJ11.manri level officer responslbi it1es, ~ 

personnel be held accountable for their actions. 

Sl~A.RY. 1 d ~,re('';s-p. dpfini tions of indivi"':lla.1 duties The irnportMce of c ear en ,;;,:".;,.;;...;;._.:;:..L~_ 

for all rlepartmpntal personnel CAnnot be 8mphasized tno ~trongly. Indi v:i,dllals 

cann~t be held accountable for their acti~ns unless '~idelines have been 

established for all to see. Planners cannot hope to have their program carried 

, 1 1 the un de rlyin[!., Tlurpose ~,nd Tl1etrw'l of i +,1" ::,tt.p; !'TTl!'l~ through effective y lm.ess '- -

f the top of the organi~~tion down to the level of is clearly understood ,rom -

execution, 1972 has been a difficult year, a year of experimentation in 

many ways, but too often planning haS been hesitant or indecisive., A.s.q result, 
. , 

h betwAen a precinct model end a team model of the department stands somew ere - -

policing. f the depar.\..-,ent must be establishe~ illunedi.ately Clear directives or ,U'l , 

in order to end confusion and avoidance of ~e8ponsibtli ty. 

I-
I 
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G. MASTER PLAN STAFF '. 

With the establishment of a decentralized mode of police service delivery 
, ! 

in the City of Holyoke, it became obvious to police planners and administrators 

that a centrally located staff would be, necessary to support the teams ad­

ministratively, provide assistance in planning for departmental'improvements 

and provide continued monitoring of team operations. 

The staff, repol~ing directly to the Chief of Polic~, was to specifically 

concern itself with Dlitiating basic institutional changes within the police 

establishment.. These c.hanges were to center around the expansion of the Team 

E.olice concept throughout the department, and the identification of homogen­

eous communities vlithin the city which would house team units. Centralized 

. planning for training programs, recorQs and communication improvements and 
• • j 

, ' 

data collection was to be provided by the staff, as well as' proposals for 

the solution of problem areas identified in team units and in the department 

as a whole.. The overall objective of all 'programs p'roposed by the staff was 

to be a more pr~fessionalized police departmento 

In line with the staff's duties with reference-to the coordination of the 

area team units, the staff was also charged with coordinating team and depart­

ment planning and actions o Specifically, the staff was to work to improve the 

relations and communication between team units and the remainder of the de­

partment. Orientation and information sessions wer~ to be conducted with 

both line and command personnel and ranking officers were to become actively 

involved in proposing solutions to planning, training, and record-keeping pro­

blems. The aim of joint planning and information sharing was to reduce the 

bitterness and strife with reference to institutional change which \vas extant 

within the police department in 1972. 

A final goal of the Master Plan Staff \ .... as to inform the community as to 

the Team Police concept, mode of operations and the rationale for change within 
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the Holyoke Police Department. A Speakers Bureau, composed of st~f members, 

.was to be established with this aim in mind. 

L~ conjunction'vnth the above activities, the staff was to avail it­

self of federal,state, and local conferences or training programs within 

each staff member's particular area of int:rest, in order to upgrade staff 

capabilities. In such a manner, a residual core of personnel experienced in 

various police administrative fields would accrue to the department at the 

conclusion of the project period. 

In summary, the s1;.aff vlaS charged with: 

1.. Providing planning, training, records and communication improvement, 

coordination of teams, and data on team.and departmental performance 

inorder to promote the professionalization of the Holyoke Police 

Department .. 

2. Increasing communication and information flow between team and non­

team personn~l and beti ... een staff. and line personnel by: 

a o involving ranking officers in planning for Team Police 

expansion and departmental programs, and 

b. by providing orientation sessions with reference to project 

goals for non-team personnel. 

3. Providing information to residents of Holyoke with'reference to the 

the Team Police concept through information campaigns and speaking 

engagements. 

This segment of the evaluation report will assess the extent to which , 

the Haster Plan Staff has been able to accomplish these goals. \'lithout doubt, 

this section of the report has been the most difficult to write. Objectivity, 

when dealing with figures, percentages, or other people's attitudes is fairly 

easy to attain. \{hen one must assess performance only on the basis of one's 

own pbservations,'objectivity becomes more difficult. This evaluator has 

worked' closely with members of the staff for almost twelve months, during 
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which time differences of opinion with referAnce to attltudes-, policies ann 

.::.·actions have occurred p"'tw",en the evaluator and various staff personnel. By 

the same token .. friendships have also been formed betw8en the evalu;:)tor and 

staff memh~rs. It 1-Tould be less than honest to say thp..t r~rsonal biases have 

.suddenly been elirnim'lted from the evaluator's mind when dealing with staff 

performance • 

It would Rlso be less than honest for this report !l£i to discuss the role 

of the Master Plan Staff during the course of 1972. In many ways, opposition 

to Team Policing within. the department has been restructured at this point in 

time into opposition to the staff. It, if! therefore dou1)tful whether P. unified 

department, stI'11ctured around a Team Police model· of police operations can b.e 

achieved through th~ continued presence of a Master Plan Staff. 
i 

~-lhp..t follows is an attempt to list the Hccomplishments "hich' the staff as 

a whole has made, and to list those prohlem..s vThir.h t.h'? staff as a whl')le has not· 

been able to resolve. 
l 

Individu::tl performances v-rill not. be assessed, for personal 

bias would be difficult to eliminate on that 18vel. 

Before any final assessment is made as to staff performance, however, j-l:. is 

strongly suggested that an indepenc,ient evaluation b8 made by ~ pe>l.'"son or group 

which 118s not been a part of the staff i tsel ~. 

" 

• 

• 

• 
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1. Accomplishments 

In reviewing the events of 1972, and parti~u1.A.rly th~ sudden sreed 'up in 

the implementation of a'city-wine Team poline Program, it is obvious that the 

! . I 1 hm t 
staff has accomplished one 'fl1ajor gO!l.l :mder difftrlll t conditions: estab is en 

of four a.dditional t,eRm unit·s during the course of 1972. A four month period 

from August 7: 1972-D8cember 5, 1972, was spent in identifying appropriate t.eaJTl 

areas, plannin~ the' deployment of police personnel and eq,,'iprnent end in jl1stif-ying 

the e:v:p!:.lnsion proposal in weekly meetings with 'the Board of Aldermen. l,llthin 

three months of the Board of Aldermen's decision, the fifth team unit w~s formed. 

Citi7.8n councils ~d tesk forces have been established in all team areas except 

Area Four, which is currently in the process of organizaing its ~itizens 

groups. Although, HS this report has indicated, the T~am ~olice modAl :i.s not· 

b!?ing clos8Jy followed in all 1mits at this ?-me, the major step of actually CT'€'­

ating the teams ~ taken place an:l this was no mean accOITlplishm8nt. 

A one w8ek in-service tT'aining program! the first 1.n the history of the 

Holyoke Police Department, ran for a ten week period in September~November 1972, 

• e and was attended by al~ pa.trolmen. Courses ranged' from laws of arrest and nar-

• 

• 

.' 
• 

• 

d 1 · A one hou'" orientation S'38sj.on on the TeRm cotic1'3 to discretion an P ann~ne:. " 

. police concept was also presented as pa.rt of the training program. Police per-

sonnel stated their eeneral 8atisfaction with the pr~gram, although attitudes to-

ward the T'3~m Police course wp.re J'Tlostly neg!1tive. 

A 'second in-service traini.ng proeram began in April, 1973, and is e;eared to 

teaching provisional police officer,S the elements of policing procedures, pa.rticu­

larly laws of arrefjt.. Classes are held three times per week and will continue 

unt:i) the instructor, a serg'32.nt in the Holyoke Police })Apartment, and police rtd-

., I ~_,re capable of handlin:! most arrest situations. ministrators feel that p~oVls~ona s ~ -

Firearms training for provisionals and regular police personnel is also con-

ducted once a week. Men attending these.courses receive four hours of instruc­

tions on revolver safp.ty mea9ures, nom~nclatur'3., positjoY}, grip and firine; I'lrac­

ticp.. Officers are graded according to performance by their instructor~, mem­

bers of the Holyoke Hevolver Club. 



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

-203- '... 
A Rules and Regulations Manual has been prepared by the Project Director 

and is scheduled to be distributed as of June 1. Although this manua.l Hill 

. be:' a working doo1.mlent ,8pd subject to revision, it will hopefully s~rve to de­

e fine departmental policies whtch h:>ve h'eretofore often been nebulous. 

A $50,000 grant request has been submitted for the establishment of a cen-

tralized records keeping system rrithin the Police Department ",m.ch "rill gp a 

long way toward alleviating data a~d planning p~oblems discussed previously in 

this report. 

Finally, the Project Director, 'Assistant Director and Community Relat~ons 

Specialists have actively participated in speaking en~agements throughout the oi ty, 

explaining the Team Police concept to communit.y residents. A thirty minute 

film on Team Policing in Holyoke has greatly 8,ided this part of the program. 

A: IIPolidng Boo.kletir has also been prepru:-ed b'y the staff for conrrnuni ty wide' dis-

tribution. 

In sUJlIlTlary, the HasteI' Plan Staff has provided the basic planpine and public 

• e justificati?ns necessary for a speed-up in the implementation of a citY-Hide 

Team Policing Proeram in the City of Holyoke. 1.vithout a centralized planning 

board, it is highly doubtful that Team PoliCing would have moved beyoDd the 

• ini tial team in i'lard One. 

2. Problems. 

Within many of the staff's projects, problems and delays have occurred, 

• largely because the staff has not been able to overcome opposition to itself 

from within the department. 

Oppositjon has stemmed from two primary sources: 

• 1 • natural rivalries and suspicions arising' from the division bet"'le~n 

staff and Hne functions j and opposition to change agents working 

within a traditional organizational structure, and 

• 2. actions and attitudes on the part of the staff which have tended to 

aliennte both COfl"'land level ani non-ranl8-ng police personnel. 

• 

t 

• 

• 

--
• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

-204-

For both of these ~e~sons, staff capabilities for promoting project 
'" '" 
goals have become severely limited. 

The first basis for opposiMon to'the staff has been discussed in a 

previous s~ction of this report. Staff personnel not only recieve higher 

prestige and salaries than line personnel, but also l'epresent the Team 

Policing concept and the threat of rapid, unspecified change within a hereto­

fore traditional organiz:tt.ional structure. Further opposition, however, 

stems from the fact that in forming the staff, several highly skilled 

department personnel were "passed over" and other personnel appointed to 

positions on the staff. Although staff membership was surposed to be a 

"learning experience" for those appointed, one wonders if such a stance was 

appropriate: .1. given the monumental "tasks fa.cing the staf~ in 1972 e.nd 

2. given the reaction tq triese appoint.ments within the department. Charges 

of political favoritism have clouded. the staff's credibility Vlithd.n the 

deuartment Rnd sometimes even in its own eyes . ... , , 

The second source of departmental resentment of the staff has stemmed 

from actions or decisions of the staff itself which have done little to p.ase 

the tension within the department in 1972. More parti~ularly, little real 

effort has been made by the f1taff to ease the t're>nf1i tion from trpdi tionp.l to 

Team Policinq. An attitude which has permeated the staff is that tr8TIsition 
*'" 

was bound to be difficult, particularly because of negative attit1.1des tlJWe,rd 

Team Policing i-lithin the department; and therefore orientation, explanation, 

etc. would be "Tasted effort. Al though several attempts 1-lere made to 

ori~nt ,police personnel in 1971 and 1972 (usually through brief meetines with 

C.O. s or informally ~·ri th patrolmen), effort in this direction was not 

sustained.' As a result, personnel were sent into teams with little or no 

concrete direction BS to what was expected of them. 

', . 

.,. f"" 



':'205-

• 
In-depth orientation and organizational sessions could have been conducted 

, • J ' • 

With person?el on Teams 'firo, Three, and Four, certainly not to the extent pro-.. vided Team One, bnt enough to f<lMiliarize team memb'3rs i'd.th specif:l.c duties 

and responRibili ties. Team formations i'Tere separated enough in time to a,llow 

inrlividual attention for each team. Tnis was not forthcoming from the staff, 

• however. As a result, skepticism ab r. tit, the n'eed for the new form of operations 

and for the staff, and resentment over initial operational problems (a new 

records syste!"1, comml'nications problems) continued to ~row among new team 

• members. Face-to-face ~ontact be~~een staff personnel and future teams 

during the few '-leeks prior to par,h teron IS fnrrnat,icm, and ,during the first 

vTeeks of each team's operation might have demonstrated staff concern and 

• I 

consd ent~ous1"'eps, two qualities vrhich most police personnel do 'not. 

attribute t~ the staff. 
I 

Hore orientation, role definition, and q~f;istance in policy formation -- from the 'staff would have aided new teams in their transition from traditional 

to Team Policin~. Coorl1jn.qt·t"'d ot"'T1Rrt;r1'1Ant.al T'lerminp' and decision-r:aking ,,~o1Jld 

also have eased the transition. For example, as~ignl11.ent, of Det~ctive Bure'c?,'l 

• personnel to teams for purposes of train:tn~ pnd assistance was often discus<::ed 

at staff meetings, but the Chi.ef and fltaff could not come to any clear decision 

with Tefer~nce to this. Further, because job responsibilities of the staff 

• and c~~anding offic~rs with reference to teams were not clearly fixed, team 

members often fouro it difficult to determine ',~ho '-las a~countable for solving 

qperationp1 problems. '1<'or a tim'3 neither ~0r:1mA.ndi~ officrrs not the ~taff 

• took full rAfp(msibi lity for the teams or their rrobloms. 

The split, whic,,", ras existed in the depart:.rrent, b9ween teffiTl and non-team 

• personnel b~t8me translated into a split b~~Np.en ~ow~and level and staff 

personnel in 1972, ,A.nd this gap hGIs J}ever really be'=!n closed. The result has 

'." 

•• 

t 

• 

• 

• 
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been split level planni~e, slow d~cision making and difficulty in affixing 
.', 
" 

rksponsj.bili,t,y for problem resolution. 

Al though responsibility for thifl situation must be shared with the Chief 

of Police and his Commanding Officers, the staff itself has contributpd to the 

problem by assumine a rather"elitistll p-ttitud~ when dealing with COlTl!r.anding 

officers and in minimizing information sharing between itself and commanding 

officers. Thus, the staff has become a rival cOI'Ulland hiera.rchy often assuming 

responsibili ti.es vrhir.h would. in another department belong to its commandinE: 

officers (eg., piannin~ for expansion, designj;ne; a nE'W records system, etc.). 

Although it may be true that with('lut a centrqliz~d plannin~ body t,hes8 pro­

jects vTOuld not have bpcome reality, it is also true that meaningful involvement . 
of cornmanding .off:i.'cers at the sta-rt of· ?nd thrl)u~hl)u+' thE' aC'ti0n lyear. would 

have ereC'ltly easc;n some of the oprosiMon to the staff arid t,e.qm polj,cing 

wi thin the depart.ment in 1972. 

A clear example of the breakdown in conur.u.rri.cation which hRS oceurred 

between the staff and line commanders has been the fact that a highly centr<>.l­

ized TepJn policing model currently exists in Rolyo~p. Clear ~~idelines as to 

commanding offir::t"'r respon:=;ibil:i.ties' and team perogatives have, not as yet' 

been defined by staff personnel and comman~ing officers. The strained relation­

ship bet'tTeen these two forces largely explains '-lhy s~chdefiniti.on has not 

taken place. 

Aflother exrunple of the problems created by a split decision making 

'structure in the depart1'1'\ent has been the continuing diffit::1JltJY in resolving 

problem area~ bro\l~ht to staff and commanding officer attention by patrolmen. 

Consistent c01T!plaints by non-ranking personnel concern such things as crl.rlser 

maintenance, equipment selectio~ 3nd control, ~he court notification system, 

the grievance system, and promotional. policies. Reactions to these complaints 

and resolution of such problem areas ha.s been slow • 
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The 1.nCl,bili ty of staff memhers and commancii.ng officers to resolve their 

~ifferences and coordj.nate department planning is a continuing problem 

area. Another and related problem has been the staff's inability to promote 

easy and on-~oing informaUon florl hF·tl.-1een o::tRff and lj nt? persO}"\n81.. The 

staff has not se~ed to be cognizant of the fact that many misunderstandings, 

suspicions, and frustrations extant withj,n the department could have been 

'eased by sharing infonnation wi th department personnel. A simple system of 

memoranda (and of course reeularly scheduled meetings with cornmandin~ offi'cers 

and non-!'Clnkin~ 'personnel) would have RllO'l·lP.d the staff to explain contemplated 

actj,ons, decisions, reasons for delays or changes in pol:i.cies. Too oft.en, 

department personnel have had no kno~rledge of what stage prohlem re~olution 

has been at or "lhether the problem was· sirrply bo.'j,ng ignored.,. 

This was particularly obvious d11ring the late summer· and fall of 1972. 

The reasons fa!' ctelays in renovations at. Team Unit One~ o'l"rierinf]'ITpp.m One 

',niforms, and problems in cruiser maintenance, were nnt explained to the tp.a;m 

as a whole and deep frustrations developed within the team as a result. How 

ini tial communications pl"oblp.ms could and would be resolved~ why training has 

been delayed, ",hy prnvisi('ln::tl ofi'iqers have rer,~jved trpinin[ priC'r to 

cOl1"Illuni ty service officers, iihy team trips have been cam~ell~d -- all of these 

decisions need to be adequately explained to dppartment personnel. Even now, 

it is extremely doubtful that department memhers are awa-r€, of ~'1hat kind of 

records system they will S00n become involved in and how such a system will 

aid them in their jobs. 

, Thus, al t.hollc:h bitterness over th"l TeaJll P('licin~ concept i tsel f '?PPTTlS to 

have eased, at least on the surface, as a result of city-wide expan~ion, two 

other problem areas are <tS serious in 1973 !3.S they \'1ere in 1972: the poor 

relationslup between commanding officers an~ the ~taff, and the mist~Jst of 

. ,. 

.. ' 

-208-

staff personnel by non-:ra'n.1d.ng personnel within the department. That is, the 

" btl. tterriess over Team' Pblicing seems to have been concentrated :i.nto resentment 

with the staff as a whole. As stated previously, natural divisions betM8Fl1:1 

staff-line functions, residual bitternes~ over Team policing and fast-paced 

innovative change, and perhaps some personal rivalries ~nd jealousies have 

contributed greatly to this situation. 

But the staff itself must be held flccountable in many ''1ays for the ex.tent 

to which th8ir credibility has deteriorated. Some 8t~ff member's hav~ 

demonstrated an "elitist" attitude when dealing with department personnel, thus 

contrib,\ting to natural staff-line rivalries. Commanding officers in 

\' t d thO ttO tude ~urther, the staff, quite naturally, particuYar have resen e lS a l • 

On 'd ° ud of .;~:s accor~plis11ments~ but has identified closely with Team e an lS pro .~ - , 

this pride has been translated into disparagement of' other teams and the 

h 1 Th';s attitude, too, when reflected in staff "rTOrds or 
depa~tment as a woe. • 

actions causes resentment within the department. 

The staff, often \mder bitter attack in 1972,.~as tended to isolate it-

self, its actions and planning until after the f~ct. Open dialog between 

staff and li~e personnel hCl.s not come about, l~r~ely bece.use the staff has 

suspected subversive or disruptive reactions to their suggestions. In 

pr~ctic.e this has meant little or no information flOi-l betvreen J&he staff and 

department personnel lmtil a decision has already been made. Co~andin~ officer 

resentment Hith their exclusion from the decision-making process, has been 

understandably great. Even now,' when meetings are on-goi.ng between cO'T'\JTlanding 

offi~ers ~d the mid-management consultant (a former Holyoke Captain), easy 

dialog and frank discussion of problems are difficult to maintpin. Commanding 

officers feel, quite nat"ll'al1y, that their input will (~ontinue to be ignored, 

that the staff has already determined its decisions "dth reference to specific 

and that serious discussions are a-waste of effort. As long problem areas, 
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':!lS this feeling continu~s, it is unrealistic to expect ei the!' coordinated 

plannine £!:. subst"mtial imp!'ovement in support for the Team Pol:l,c~ concept 

to take pll'l.ce. The supervisor who' does not or will not. understand the purp(lse 

and nature of a plan does not support it; this attitude, quickly reflected 

in his subordinates, almost invariably causes the plan to fail. Police planner~ 

8.."1d. administrR.tors have an obligation to see tl:tat policies and procedllres are 

und.erstood and harmonio1lsly followed through the whole department, regardless 

of how mllch extra time and effort must be put into this venture. For the Mast~r 

Plan Staff, this implies close contRct i"n th cOJTImcmding officers in mf?aninp:ful 

decisiotmaking situati,)ns, ,'There commanding officl3r input, is g~ven ~1!p..l footing 

with st'ff input. It also implies drastically improved infomation flow be'tl'Teen 
, ' 

the staff and line functions. Without these improvements, tittle' hope can he 

seen for the re-unification of the departMent. 

! 

'Finally, the staff faces anothe!' problpm area: training. Training pro-

grams have gott.en off to a slow start. Negotiation..q Hith Holyoke Community 

College, stalled police contract talks, and ~ question about how much mid-

management personnel and patrolmen should be paid for attending trainin1; programs 

have hindered program development. Staff personnel cannot be faulted for the~e 

de~ays, ;md other t!'aininfS methods (such as in-service fireanns and provisional 

training) hav8 been instituted as IIstop-gap" measures until formal training can 

be initiated. 

At the beginning of the RctioD. year, however, other training devices had 

been sugeested. These have not been implemented to date. Typical suggestions 

were a monthly training bulletin and a daily police bulletin which would keep 

officers abreast of police related evp.nts in the city or state. Utilization 

of Detective Bureau personnel 9r serge~nts as on-goin~ training resources has 

also not. been seriously investigated. _ Such personnel are the most likely 

trainin~ resources at :thi!? time when formal cours'es in investigative techniques 

I ' 
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.have been delayed. If the eeneralist concpet is to ,-lork, team members r!'l1.lst 
' .. 

be g,i VAn the skills to IfollorT-up most cases and detectives could provide some 

of this training. The st,qff recognizes ~his, but has as yet been unable to 

persuade department administrators to re-assign detective personnel to teams. 

It is essential that the staff, the Chief and commanding officers meet to 

discuss training priori ties in the department and infonnal training solutions 

to delays in formql proBramll\:,ng. It sho'uld be clearly understood by personnel 

involved in the planning of training cour~es that a two fold emphasis must, be 

given to most programs: 1. upgrading tradi tiona. ... policing slci.lls and 2. dAvelopine; 

skills ~elated to team policing. ThB.t is, courses must no~ only relate to ' 

18.1-18 of I ~rrest, narcotics idAntiftcation, and motor vehicle violations but must 
, , 

also be concerned Hi th conflict resolution, eri15es management, the use of 

discretion, etc. This latter emphasis has received less attention in recent 

months than have more t,raditional policing flubjectq. Although it! is true the.t 

fi:l:'ea.rms trainine and instructions to provisional police officers are necessary 

in thi.s department, i't is essential that equal emph~~is be placed on the 

social relations courses received by Team One in its first yea-r. Both types 

of courses B.re necessary to good policing. 

RuIDmary. The Master Plan Staff has been successful in several program areas. 

Four additional Team Police Units were established in 1972 after a four month 

long hearing on the merits of the concept. Representative citizen groups have 

been formed in team areas and the staff has, throughout the year, disseminated 

information to city residents on the TNl'1l Police ~once!'t. In-service training 

program$ have 'h~en initiated for the first time in the department and ~. Rules 

and Regulations Manual is in the process of being distributed. Planni'1g for a 

centralized records system has' been completed and monie~ have been committed 

for this'project by the funding a~ency. 
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Several mA.jor problem 8,,;,eas have not been resolved, hO"tI'8ver, a,nd as 
", 

:.resul~, the staff's ~ffectiv~n~ss has been severely limited. The staff has 

e' been uml,b1e to establish itself as A. C'I"'edib1e pe:rt of the :ro1ic8 orgEmiz?tion. 

Despite the fart that most pe~sons on the s~ff are police offic~rs, the 

atti tude perRists in the department that staff pprsonne1 are outsiders f'll­

filling unnr:!ceAsary jobs. The staff ha1'l tended to ope~8te in a vacuum, a,n 

o~er-reaction to the opposi. tton faced by the project, i.n 1971-19n, Information­

sharj ng has been mini.mal bpt.'.oleen staff And line :per~lOnne1. As a r-esul t, 

commanding officers have 1aree1y been excluded from the d9cision-makin~ process 

and u1anning Clnd de.signation of responsibilities hEts been sevnented.. Chronic - , 

compJaints by non-ranking personnel have been dealt with slowly, largely 

b~cause of the ,inability of' comrnanding ~ff:icers and staff personnel to comm1micate 

effectively with one another. The clearest example of the effect of segmented 

e;uidance on the department is the highly c,entralized T8am Police dperation nov; 

• - t· th . t Related to these problems, is the fa("t that little ' ' _ in exis anqe J,n e Cl y. 

decisiveness in resolving pro~lem areas relating to Team Policing has come from 

the office of the Chief of Police. This has usually meant lengthy conf~ontations 

• between staff and line personnel over problem areas. 

• 

• 
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3. Alternatives 

'" ' .. The staff has in essence lost its credibHity 'Hith most department members. 

It is difficult to dete
J
1'J'l1ine at this point Hhether that credibility can, be 

• rl. 'It i co"'ntl' al hO"'8ver. thA. t clear and consise necision-mp.kina take regaJ.ne . s eS:J" ),' n _ ':> 

place with reff?rence to the problems faring the Team P')lice exp8riYTlent disc1.lssed 

in thi.8 l'epO),t. It would thllS seem that some kind of review and planning mecha'1ism 

1T!1.1St be retained in the depart.lT1ent. if the depar'unent is to continue in tts 

experiment 101j,th Team Policj.ng. 

Possibly the best .q] te.~natj.ve and one under serious consid~rC'.tion by the 

st.aff would be the phasing out of the st.aff, vri toh police pe.rsonnel returning to 

acti.ve duty in the derartment. Res!10nsibili ty for plan'1ing, trainin':r, <"nd rec'ords 

improv8rnent 1'Tould then b"l recentra1j.zed and a,ssu::l~'?rl by the departm~nt) p q P '.-1ho1e, 
, . . 

broken dnwn into coromi ttees whose represent.atives report direct'_y to the Chi",f 

and the cOntTJlRnding officers. The Chief and commanding officers '"'QuId assU!lle 

final responsibility for maintaining the impetus faT' improvernent nOvT existing in 

• e the department. In the end, success or fail'ure of depart.mental i.T!!provements 

• 

• 

•• 

• 

• 

. must rest on the Chie f' s shoulders, hO'lV'ever, and not on a "staff" considered 

,to be apart from the department. 

Clear direction must be giv8n by the Chief as to his commitment t.o Team 

Policing, the form he wishes to sBethat ml')('lel take in this city, and the direction 

future programs should take. Unfortunately, it is highly unrealistic to expect 

such authoritY,to eminate frOM the Chief's office, given the structure of the 

police department as it nm.; exists. If the staff is dissolved, it is like1y that 

Team Po1icinq: may follQl.T shortly thereafter for lRek of support wi thin the d"3part­

mente If the staff remains, divisiveness and resentment of the program wiJl 

probably also continue,) reeardless of improvements in department attitudes t,a-Trlrd 

the 'ream Policing concept it!=e1f. 
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':; The dilP.l"\a l.s a difficult on'3 and perhaps other alternativF.lS are fE'asible. 

I~ is essential that :ci ty and police administrators face . 
T this problem square 1y, 

for :i.n resolving this issue, th'3 future of Team Policing in the city could 

very well be decided. 

. "" • 
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H. RECOHMENDATIONS 

Recommendations contained within this report are concerned pr~arily 
, I 

with two problem areas: the alterations in the Team Police model and con-

tinued divisions between Staff and line, personnel. 

a. The Team Police model. In order to approach a team model more cloGely 

geared to attaining project goals, the following steps are suggested: 

1. Orientation sessions for all sergeants assigned to Team Police 

Units, stressing the reduction of ran~consciousness and restructuring 

of traditional hierarchic role model. Emphasis should be placed on 

~ decision-making and problem resolution as opposed to command level 

decision-making. ' The sergeant's primary responsibility should then be 

restructured into field observation of team personnel •. 

2. A daily log prepared by each sergeant, listing'his contacts with team 

personnel. Such a log would be useful in disciplinary andlpromotional 

decision-making. Data collected should be included jn individual per-

formance files for each departmerit member, and could be the basis for a 

more objective promo~ion system. 

3.' A "reports officer" on each team could be appointed by ~eam members 

to revie\oJ' reports submitted by team members and make recommendations to 

individual members as to hm'r reports could be improved. Such an officer 

would be able to release the sergeant from one of his duties and allow 

him more time for field observation. 

4. Emphasis on team decision-making. Clear guidelines should be drawn 

up as to which decisions rightfully belong to the team ·and which decisions 

must be handled by supervisory personnel. It is suggested that teams be 

given authority to schedule their own days off, subject to Commanding 

Officer review and alteration only in the event that team schedules 

jeopardize coverage to the city. Guidel~les defining "jeopardized cov-
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erage" should also be dra~m up. Teams should be all'owed to schedule 

their own vacations, ~dth the same stipulations. An experiment in 

giving teams refPonsibi1ity for their own overtime monies might also 

be initiated. 

Teams should be allowed to participate in departmental planning. 

Team committees could provide a center for problem identification and 

resolution, particularly with reference to training needs, supply pro-

cedures, communication needs, equipment and vehicle maintenance, and 

other operational problems now occuring within teams. Committees would 

report directly to Commanding Officers or to the Chief of Police. 

5. Define duties and responsibilities of Commanding Officers, partic­

ularly with reference to: 

a.. the coordination of team activIties, 

b o organizational planning for the department, 

c. formal planning for handling non-routine activities, 

d. assessing performance of police per~onne1, 

e.. overseeing the organization and planning of police cornmittees, 

f.. revieWing reports, and 

g. recommending and administering disciplinary ,and comm,endatory 

actions. 

It, should be clearly understood by Commanding Officers that Team 

Five personnel are to be used as a "back up" group for area teams, and 

not vice versa.. At all times t emphasis should be placed on maintaining 

the area team as a unit, unless re-assignments are deemed necessary for 

disciplinary or personal reasons. 

6. Re-assi~1 Detective Bureau personnel to area teams to provide in­

formal training in investigative skills to personnel who have not re-

cei ved formal training at Holyoke Community College.. Thought should 

also be given to the current difference in detective and non-detective 
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• pay scales and a decision reached with reference to the-appropriateness 
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of such differen~es, in order to prevent rivalries between detective 

personnel and team members. 

7. Re-assess training needs of the department, ensuring a two-fold 

emphasis in the training program: the teaching of traditional police 

skills ~ more socially oriented courses such as conflict management. 

S. Re-orientation of Area One and Two Community Relations Councils and 

Task Forces, emphasizing a more programmatic response to area needs and 

closer council-team contact. Particular attention should be paid to 

re-structuring the Area One Council and Task Force in the event that 

programmatic responses are not forthcoming from the ,groups. 

9. Orientation sessions should be he~d during team meetings, concerning 

the duties and responsibilities of Community Service Officers. Particular 

attention should be paid to clarifying the dual role of a Community 
l 

Service Officer (police assistant and community liaison), defining the 

proper role of a Community Ser~ce Officer in crisis situations and 

emphasizing the rights of individual citizens with reference to Com-

munity Service Officer authority. 

10. Team One members should be informed as to the current trend of 

opinion in Ward One with reference to police attitudes toward citizens. 

Appropriate action should be taken by the team to regain some of the lost 

ground,e.g., more athletic eyents' ~dth area young people, more police 

contact ~th the Community Relations Council and the Task Force and with 

elderly residents. 

b. Divisions between staf! and line personnel. It seems unrealistic to assume 

that staff-line relations will improve substantilly within the next year" It 

is therefore suggested that: 
-

-1. Planning for phasing out the l'~aster P1qnStaff be continued and that 
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police committees be formed to provide input into 'the' pl8.nning mech­

anism, with the Chief and his Commanding Officers held accountable for 

the success or' fpilure of innovative change within the department. 

2. Unti1,the staff is phased out, inforQation flow within the depart­

ment must be improved (through memoranda, committee lmeetings, meetings 

\'lith Commanding Officers) and Commanding Officers must be involved E!2 

an equal basis with the staff in the decision-making process. De-_., .. 

centralized planning, centered around the team units, and reviewed by 

the Chief and Commanding Officers, should be the eventual goal of current 

re-organization. 

Finally, it is suggested that some form of project evaluatimcontinue, 

preferably in the form of an in-house evaluator. Since Team Policing is a 

, project with, national significance, it, is essential that me,asures bf perfor­

mance levels, crime patterns, commun:i.ty attitudes, etc., continue in 1973-1974 

in order that other cities may benefit by Holyoke's successes and mistakes. 

If ,continuation of such a position is not deemed-appropriate by the city, ~t 

is recommended that the state or federal government provide the evaluation 

, mechanism. 

Specific attention should also be given to assessing the department atti­

tude with refere~ce to the project. It is suggested most strongly that un­

less .substantial progress is made in 1973-1974 in improving department atti­

tudes toward participation in Team Policing, in involving Commanding Officers 
" 

in a meaningful and satisfactory decision-making role, and inreviewing the 

current team model in light of its ability to accomplish project goals, con­

tinued f~ding of the project in 1974-1975 should be seriously questioned. 

Although 1972-1973 data indicates that the concept is capable of approaching 

certain important project goals, continued goal attainment is highly unlikely 

. unless current police attitudes and the team model itself are substantially 

repaired .. '." 
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In many'ways, 1973 will be the most crucial year in terms of the pro­

jects future status. ' Not only must damage done to the project in 1972 be 

'Fepaired, but the 'rl0r!k of the Charter Revision Committee will begiri. Their 

~' recommendations \'dll bear heavily on'the future structure of the police de-

partment ~ to a great extent, on the success of current innovations within 

this structure .. 
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