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I would recomménd the report for further considerdtion but encourage the author to
. address the concerns noted above prior to publication. In some instances the issues noted
above will not be available in the present data. Nonetheless, the author could identify such
issues thereby noting their significance for future research. |

I have aiready noted above some discrepancies in tables or interpretation of tableg
which I feel should be addressed prior fo publication. Some of my suggestions .arenStraight
forward such as the omissions and efrorsin“Table 1 and Appendix A. Other suggeétioﬁs,
such as presenting raw nﬁmpers'as well as perCentagés in all tables may reflect my personal
bias in favor of allowing readers to make-informed decision- concerning the importance of the
findings. Similarly, my preference for ciiscldéing the underl'yihg processes in determining
valid and invalid or missing responses may only reflect a p‘e*rs‘(‘)ﬁ’al ‘bias in presenting results.
Other concerns may or may not be available in the present data, a decision wﬁich’Profggsor '
Weiss will be in a better position to evaluate after further consideration of these data.

In general, I believe that the report is a valuable contribution and should be publ»ished ,
and disseminated among policing agencies and academic scholars. My concerns, raised in the
comments above, can be addressed by the author relatively quickly and a final document can
be .prepared for publication. Tbelieve a carefully constructed-critique Qf the limits ”of) this
initial study would prove beneﬁciréllﬁto;:others attempting to fu;tth_.cr,glgr;_.fy: the fo‘rm(a'nd‘
Context in Which ififormational ‘dissémination takes place. For ?_{éﬁfﬁle; f}o& might the initial
questionnaire Have been prepared-to better ‘identify dissemination centers “i,‘_)frjajjs'vyef questions
brought to light during the' analysis ‘phase of the project? - Similarly suppositién, how_e\.fer well

* Conceived; should be clearly-separated from the results provided in the analysis of these data.



‘Enhancing the Dissemination of Innovation in Community Policing: The Role of
Information Sharing :

This is a study that offers a number of promises and potentials to provide police
administrators with some important clues about how ‘and where to access information, as well
as a sense of commumty in the Belief that seeking out information from -other agencies is a
common practice. The implications of a-study-such asthis are clear, and could have lasting .
implications for both those who commonly seek “information from others, and’ those who are
commonly sought out. :

However, in its present formi and presentation, there are some fairly large gaps in the
information and some conclusions that : appear unsupported with the research as it is
presented. In this respect, thére appears.to be the possibility of rmsmterpretatlons and
misleading conclus1ons thata “a reader could draw*from-this document. For instance, the title of
the manuscript suggests ‘that the focus will be about the dissemination of information about

“community policing.” ‘However, this is not the focus. -

I.  SUBSTANTIVE QUALITY
A. What are the significant findings of the research?

The basic findings reported here are that police agencies (especially planning units) do
communicate with other agencies and do seek out information from other agencres especrally
those who are perceived as good sources” of information. The reader learns that there are
departments that are perceived by sizable minorities of other departments as the’ “best”
sources of information, both in general and on specific topics. Some departments devote
fairly sizable sets of resources to sharing information with others, and these tend to be among
the largest departments.

B. Are the findings supported by the research?

In some respects the findings are clearly supported by the research; in other areas, the
conclusions seem to be derived from very sketchy pieces of data. For instance, on page 8:

~ “Some agencres—for example,-reported.that.they routinely contact a group ‘of agencies, line an

‘index’ group.. -Perhaps~th1s 1s~true~but~there 8.1 no_data_shown fo suggest that this is the
case;in. fact; some_of the-data 4 reported would seem.to contradlct this, as several of the

agencies listed -here are not, 11Sted elsewhere as ma_]or ‘sources of information. ‘In this regard,
then, how: are—these “index? agencres‘7 No data or explanatron 1s prov1ded for this claim.

Srmllarly, it 1s: drsapporntlngr tov see. httle done w1th the data from state level agencres
All .that_is_really” reported is  that-the: Mlchrgan State Pohce is the. agency. mentroned as an
informational-source-most often,-and therefore- they. are “the most prestigious. Thrs really is not -
at all informative (although MSP will like being called 50).

, " "Additional “places™ where the conclusrons/ﬁndmgs do not seem to coincide with the

reported dafa include | page“12 “Importantly, some factors like the personal relationship
between the” planners .seem ‘less important.” However, Table 4 suggests to us that almost



‘ll'

2/3 of planners say that this is a significant factor for: them. Ye,s,_ thls '_factor“ is slightly lower
than several other factors, but not by much. : ‘

Page 13: “That is, when many- organizatiOns establish relationships to share
information_they-tend to-participate-equally.” So if we are_to conclude that those agencies
that grve e information also Seek it out at equal” rates, what is this telling us?. If, in.fact, there
are;; gencres hat spend trme answermg quest1ons yet are also spendmg srgmﬁcant time

agencres seek out 1nformat10n from others "The 1dea that they partrcrpate equally_ is not
supported. - ‘
Page 15: Itis unclear how they came to the conclusion that “the mean _percentage of

time consumed by ‘these requests was over thirteen percent.” The information in Table 7 tells
us that 85.3% of the agencres report less than 10% of their tlme SO devoted.

I have to serrously -questron‘.the’1dent1ﬁcatlonr_of some agencres (page 17) as

[ViC es could easrly be mterpreted as a functron of the fact that these are large and
hlghly visible departments in the four states.that have contributed the most respondents in the
survey. This very fact is’later (page 21) acknowledged as a possible confoundmg element
regarding data interpretations; after all, a local department in ‘California-might contact CHP
simply because they are the California Highway Patrol, not because they are necessarily the
“best” in this issue. In short, the conclusions here seem to go beyond what the data call for.

Page 17: “The most striking results were found in our inquiry about community and
problem-oriented policing.” (This is also presented in the Executive Summary.) The reader
is provided no clue as to what is so striking about these departments being listed. Is this to
suggest that it’s surprising that these departments are contact points? What is the “striking”
aspect here?

Page 26 “Pohcy Implications™ #6: “Many received over 90 stch requests.” This is
another example of - over-blowmg the- data in. fact, only 3.7% of departments recerved this
number of requeésts, this is far from many, more accurately, very few departments
received more than 90 requests.” ‘ s

Page 28 “Recommendatrons #5: the suggestlon that smaller agencres could
particularly_ benefit- from electronic medra 18, completely wrthout support What does “smaller’
mean. in this- context" Where do-we ‘see- anythmg in the data that suggests this-is the case?

b



C. Was the methodology appropnate and sound? If. not what tmprovements might be
made? .

The survey approach is appropriate. A response rate of 71% is. certamly acceptable.
The one drawback here is. that the. reporting of ‘which agencies. part1c1pated is very confusing.
‘The lists of" agencres-by state- -(LFable-1-and-. Appendrx_A) do_not_match. up;_different numbers
are reported in the two listings;” ‘why is-this? ~Also,. the Appendlx lrstrng does not appear to
have any ordermg to if; would it not make more sense to do an alphabetical listing of states,
and then of departments under each state heading?

- = - -Also,-the- reportrng “of : respondents educational levels is unclear To say that 36%
hold a four year degree, 33% a masters and 17% a. “doctorate is vague; does this mean 36%
have only a 4 year degree and an additional 33% have a masteérs, or do- only 36% of the
entire sample hold a 4 year degree? ~

D. Is the report well written in terms of style; organization, and format?

Generally the report is fairly well written. There are a number of places where there
are words missing from sentences, and verb-noun agreéement problems. However, these are"
not major, and a careful copy-editing could easily take care of this. :

E. Does the summary adequately describe the full report?

Yes, the summary provides a concise version of the entire report. It would be nice,
however, if the summary were not simply a pieced together version of the exact wordings in
the full text. After reading the summary and the full text of the report, it is clear that.the
summary was a cut and paste _]ob not a restatement of the report in different, even simpler
terminology.

IL IMPLICATION OF THE RESEARCH

A. Do the~-ﬁndiﬁgsé;ineke.—.lar-;igtiiflcrznt;c,;hiﬁbﬁtibh,:to_eitisting knowledgé in the area?

The frndmgs certamly could; make a s1gn1ﬁcant contnbutron However with the
presént over-generalizations- and-numerous vague- and_unexplarned statements, ‘this 1§ not the
case. To be-able to-truly-identify- which- departments are perceived by my colleagues as “best”
to_contact=for=specific-issueszwould be-very - :useful. For those of us in departments where we
ate besieged-by- requests-for—mformatron— fo-be. ableeto ‘démonstrate that we are bemg
consulted-much-more- e frequently-than -other “similar sized departments ‘would’be great for

_pohtrcal/fundlng _arguments. . However 10 s1mply “know that departments call each other for

information, and some. departments get thlS more than others, is not anything more than



supporting our common sense interpretations of reality as we know it. To be truly significant,
there needs to be more- specificity-and more elaboration of what is actually going on, and how
the processes of seekmg/provxdmg information are done. :

B. What are the implications, if any, for further research, program development, and
evaluation efforts?

These implications are very clear. First, there is clearly a need to go beyond this
effort in research, to-more-clearly-specify how these information. seeklng processes operate,
and to determine how decisions about where to go for the information are made.

Program development issues could easily follow on some of the recommendatlons
offered herein; the development of some forin ‘of férmal network of agencies that are activély
involved would be very helpful to those who are sought out frequently. The development of
a tool/resource to dlssenunate to all agenc1es that identifies * good” sources of information on
spemﬁc topics, and contact pomts at those agencies would be. welcomed by most, 1f not all,
agencies, regardless of size. '

Evaluatlon “of such a tool/resource would obviously be suggested if 'this were pursued.
It might also be»w1se to assess the perceived quality .of asmstance/mformaﬂon provided by
these “key” or “index” agencies. Not only knowing where agencies seek information, but the
follow-up on how useful/helpful such information is perceived as being would be most useful.
Whereas this report suggests that “prestige” is important in being identified as a good Source
to go to, operationalizing this measure would seem to be important as well. The current
operationalization of “prestige” as an agency that is called on for information seems
somewhat weak as a measure. |

III. UTILIZATION
A. To whom would this report be of greatest interest?

This report (in revised, expanded form) would be of great interest to the very people
who prov1ded the data for~1t as well -as- all chlefs and. those w1th research/planmng

would undoubtedly find th1s very. mformatlve and helpful

B. Would you recommend this information for publication?

Based on the issiiés idéntified and discussed above, I cannot recommend. this to be
published in its curfent fofii. ‘However, with expansion; elaboration and clarlﬁcatlons (as
noted) I would strofigly recommend it to be- published and widely disseminated.



C. Describe fully any revisions or changes that should be made to tmprove the quality of
the report or increase its usefulness

- See suggestions noted above.

D. Do specific dissemination vehicles exist that would be particularly appropriate for
publicizing the research?

-

//i

Several important opportunities for dissemination of this information. exis"t
logical Mailmgs to all law enforcement training academies and all state/regional level
chiefs” organizations would be beneficial. Also, of course, - standard NIJ announcements of
availability would be beneficial as well.

E. Summarize your overall rating‘ of the report.

Overall; 1 believe this-is- a-report-that holds great_potential and promise to be a heavily
used~—rehed-upon resource-that.administrators. and planners/researchers alike will keep at their
fingertips on their-desks.. The ; ablhty to.. qu1ckly and. easﬂy flgure out where and how to seek
information-on particular topics is something-we all would love to bé able to do effectively
and efficiently. However, the current form of the report does not providé such opportunities.



Review
Alexander Weiss
“Enhancing the Dissemination of Innovation in Community Pohclng

The Role of Information Sharmg

Significant Findings:

Alexander Weiss, in “Er;h,anci_ng the -Disseminétion of Innovation in":Commuﬁity
Pbliciﬁg: The Role of Information Sharing,” addrésses an important and neglected .area of -
dissemination of information among police agencies. Professor «ch‘iss's_majbr conclusion is
that there is an informal but systematic cOnununicafion network between policing >agencies

which provides a basis for the exchange of information for planning and re_sﬂcarc{hlpurposes.

Based on a sample of American police. organizations, ,th,é author Wide;nrtiﬁe"_s
informaﬁonal networks between agencies facing similar issues and p’robl“ems.' Contacts
requesting information between agencies occur frequently and are based on the reputations of .
the agencies involvéd. The process of information gathering revolves around “key
organizations” which act as centé;s of dissemination based on their standing and reputation
in the police coﬁlmunity.

According to the author, relationships between agencies lare institutionalized and stable
and generally are not tied to specific individuals. Agencies responding to the survey report
an-average -of 22 contacts for information per year with demands on some agenc'i'es é_)‘;ceeding»
90 requests per year. Given this volume, such requests place si’gniﬁcang déniandé on the
planning unit resources of some agenéies.

When information on-specific-topics is requested, agencies with exbertise and/or prior
demons_t;agign projects .are idg;ntiﬁed and contacted for planning and research purposes. These

“key organizations” come to be recognized as informational repositories and act as “centers



for:dissemination: for-planning:and research-purposes: “The atithor notes. that while litfle'effort
is-expended beyond telephonic technology, future demagd,s may pl“ace gfeater emphasis on
newer technological methods.
Métho&olbgy

The author gathered information from a sar_pple of American police ergaqizatigns.
Although thevsampling plan is igad_eﬁuately desc;ib’e’d, itz"appears that all full service police

agencies with one hundred or more sworn officers were selected from a population of. all

~ police agencies. Additionally, a:sample of 49 state-police and highway patg@! agencies were

included in the sample. Thus; surveys were mailed to 517 local department$ and all state
organizations.' How the sample: represents otﬁér peliée 5g§ﬁéi_é§ fr%mfhe E?pﬁféiﬁdn is not
explained by the author. In fact, the external validity of findings would be limited to the
agencies with characteristics included in the sample. Although thirty percent of the lecal _
police agencies and twelve percent of the state ageﬁcies did not respond, no effort is made to
explain the sampling loss or examine characteristics of non responding agencies. Thus, the
reader is not able to ascertain whether theee non responding agencies have characteristics
which would further limit the generalizability of results. Nonetheless, response rates were

relatively high for survey research purposes and we appear to have a represeﬁtative sample of

-agencies meetmg the criteria- spec1ﬁed by the author Nonetheless Professor WCISS should

,i

~——-;—1EffortS“to"document—tnat these"agenc:.es comprlse the
universezof full. seérvice. agenc1es ‘méeting the 100 sworn officer

' vcr*l-terla—-are—net documented. —The author also makes no éffort to

demonstrate that the sample is representatlve of agenc:Les not
megtlng the_ above criteria. The-true sample, therefore is not

“from the populatlon of. American pollce agencies but from a sub

'populatlon of full, .Service, agencies with 100 or more sworn

officers. _That..the-517 sampled agencies are exhaustive of these

criteria should be documented



make the population and sample explicit since there is no reason to assume that these -
agencies are representative of smaller agencies.
Findings

The preSentation of the tables and information afforded is somewhat confusing and at
times appears inconsistent.> Table 1 provides 1jttle useful information since there is no
digcussion of non-respondents. It could easily be movéd to-Appendix A without détracting
from-the -presentation of results. Subsequent tables provide frequencies anci'percen'fagés
limited to valid responses rather than the entire sample. Infégmatigp provided in T;BIQ 2, for
example, includes 381 respondents or 73 percent of the original sample.and 95 percent of the
responding sample. No effort is made to explain what constitutes a val;id ’ré,qunée- despite -
fluctuation between Tables 2, .3, 5, 6 and 7 on the number of valid respondents. This is
further exacerbated by the technique utilized in the presentation of data in Tables 4, 9 and 10
where the number of respondents, valid or otherwise, is not provided.

While it is clear that the telephone is the primary source of contact as noted in table 3,
it is less clear that “emerging technologies appear to be playing a bigger part ip the
communication process.” Bigger than what‘;’ The autho.r does not provide baseline data and

fails to solicit information on the respondent's perceptions of increases in new technologies.

The tabular data-indicates a much wider use-of fax; personal visits and ordinary mail than

new or emerging teghnolﬁogi s such as bulletin boards or e-mail. ‘While there is little reason

L L ZEE < L teemdm

* to quibble with the conclusion that new technologies will be afforded greater use in the

’For example, Arizona is included .in Appendix A as a
participating agency but is .not included in table 1. Similarly,
Salt Lake City, Idaho in Appendix A should be Salt Lake City,
Utah. Utah which is included in _table .l is not in Appéndix A.

- Careful consideration should be afforded these discrepancies

prior to publication.



future, this conclusion is not supported by the data presented.?

The author concludes that the rationale for choosing a particular :agegcy-is'
unambiguous. Agenéies with similar problems, good reputations and in the immediate
vicinity were far more likely to-be_contacted: Although-we-are not‘provided with information
.on how such detefniinations are made, the author notes that hierarchjcally the most ;impbrtaxtxt
factors are agencies facing similar problems, -with good reputations al1d witl{in‘ the state or
region.

| The author seems to go beyond the data with respect-to the reledVe stability of the
commun'icat.ion' process. The question of stability is not asked in"the: survey. While the
hypothesis that a lower_err}pha_Sis on.personal contact (63%) tha‘r;,:sim-ilar;' problems (93%) and
reputation (91%) may imply stability over time, these data do not confirm this co‘nclu_siron.4

The author appears to concentrate on the time involved in preparing respsnses to
requests for information without a corresponding interest in time saved by responses to
requests for information. In short, we are not provided a balance sheet of time expended and
saved in the transfer of information. This omission makes it impossible to examine the
proéess as mutually beneficial exchanges of information, especially among dyads and triads
that constitute a significant proportion of all requests. Such an analysis may reflect-a quid-
p,ro;qﬁo of informational exchange, offsetting the time expended in ﬁfoceSSing requests for

information.

For example, if we had 8 e- -mail responses in the year prlor
to the sampling year, we would conclude that emerglng
technologies were declining rather than increasing.

‘In fact, the requests for information from the Oklahoma
City Police Department may argue in favor of episodic events
rather than stablllty over time. ‘



That some departments may respond to far more-requests:may also reflect their size

and geographic location vis-a-vis requesting agencies. The author maintains that agencies
regional prominence of the agencies identified in Table 11, it is likely that agencies serving in
this capacity already have larger budgets and arrays of expertise stemming from a broader tax -
base.’ It appear that the author has the data necessary to determine the size and géographic
location of these centers of dissemination. Such an analysis may demonstrate that agencies

2

serving this_function-represent larée urban areas which have garnered more information
detract from the suggestion that ;a\?a_ilable res_og{ces should be afforded thcst cente.rs, but
rather to put their role in fhe communication process in context.’ ‘ |
The identification of pivotal agencies may also be overstated given the sﬁpporting '
. statistical information. For example, both the California Highway Patrol and the New Jersey
State Police are identiﬁed as significant contributors to the informational exchange in tréfﬁc

services requests. The data provided, however, indicates that they receive traffic services

*

Table 11 appears to bear out a regional distribution based
on size. It is interesting that the Northwestern United States
__is_ not. representedw-nmthms dlstrlbutlon-network - The reader is
left - to—wonderf hether this-is the result of a relatlvely few
contacts *rioted by  the authsr 6 page 21 or whether the Northwest
ig- more“llkely to request than prov1de 1nformat10n to other
agencies. : :

\

5It—would~a1so be interesting to s€e sSuch a reglonal or

state 1nterpretatlon expanded -For example, the author notes
that -in 1denttfytng"dlssemlnatlon —centers a few casés may alter
the designation. At the .same time.there appear to be no
dissemination centers in the northwestern United States. If a
regional or. state.context is added would these areas have their
own centers of dlssemlnatlon° This appears likely given the

‘ significance afforded selection of agencies facing similar
problems. :



~requests:from-only.twenty-one and seven agencies, respectively. Such requests would

_constitute only 4.5.percent of respondents for the California Highway Patrol and 1.5 percent

for New Jersey State Police.

Given.these relativelyﬁ»low'numbers for traffic services requests, it is difficult to

evaluate requests for other specific domains such as domestic violence, gang activity, problem -

oriented policing and the like.” It does appear that serving as a site for a demonstrafion
project enhances the number of requests for information but without information concerning
the raw numbers of such requests, it is difﬁcylt to ascertain the humerical importance of these
ﬁndings.

.. The author also provides information-on the training and reseageh cepabiljties,(:)f
responding agencies. Commanders of planning and research units report that less thé;n half of
these units have adequate training. Thus, it. is not surprising that information isfdiés"erhinéted
and shared arﬁong agencies. However, there is no corresponding dgta presented about the
informational expertise and amounts of training provided to agencies which respond to these
requests. If the data are available to provide insight into the training and development of

those requesting and providing information, it would enhance the overall report. The

presumption is that the providers have more information and/or better training than those

_ provided.

... Despite. these_limitations to the description.of these findings, many -of the issues noted

_above_may be-available-in-the raw data. I would encourage the author to 'p’rovi’de‘mo're

_ "If these centers of dissemination also process less than 5
percent of all requests for information on these spec1f1c areas,
this should be clearly -stated. -In fact the actual response

=rates should always be 1ncluded



information from the data supporting and documenting _s;quo,_sitigns,pr,.(')vided from these data.
For example, lacking fundamental .training in research methodology, it is not surprising that
agencies seek information elsewhere. Howevei-, it-would be somewhat surprising 'fo .find'that
they seek such information from égencies equally ill prepared by training to provide u;eful
information. It could be, for example, that agencies with. “about ihe ri'gnt” :a'mou'nt of training
are seeking information from those with none or those needing more. If such a ﬁnding is
available in these data it could alter the future directional flow of such information.

Even with these limitations in mind, I believe that the report ‘provides many usefui
insights and will encourage examination of the infnrmal flow of information between
agencies. This knowledge is important to an evaluation of these informatibnal exchanges and
warrants publication of these results. Greater understanding of the existing 'pr’ocess‘will assist
agencies in developing more coordinated efforts to disseminate this information ai1d may
provide cost benefits to the agencies involved.

Executive Summary

The executive summary is well written and identifies critical issues involved in the
flow of information between pnlicing agencies. It clearly identifies important findings and
identifies important implications for the dissemination of information more generally. As
noted above, some of the suppgsitions and conclusions appear to go bcyond the'(iiata reported.

Where possible, the data supporting these-should be provided in the body of the text. Wheré

2

suppesition-must proceed data, such distinctions should be made outright and addressed in
future. research. - Issues such as the stability of relationships-over time, the lérgerfor increasing
use of new technology and the direction of the flow of information from those with sufficient

and limited training need to be identified and addressed.



Implications
The author identifies a critical shortcoming in our knowledge of the dissemination of

_information for research and planning. As he notes, there are limitations in the present

-~research.in-the ability to-identify the centers:of Eilﬁssermvnatjgn ’fﬁblicé-xtio-n of these findings
.-will-no-doubt encourage-both-Professor Weiss and others ‘t.oifurthér pursue theSé issues.
Obviously, this previoqsly‘uﬁi‘dentiﬁed‘a:rea of dissemifiation provides-an opportunity to
enhance the information aifailabie to law enfbrcement agencies. It is likely tﬁat similar
-mechanisms exist for sharing- info_rmation betweén agencies not included in;: the sample. The
extent of-contact ‘between such aggnciAes should be further e)gploréd since smaller agencies
may be more reliant-on-inter-agency informational excﬁan’ge’fthan, those represented in the
current sample.
Utilization
This report Would be particularly useful to agencies lacking departmental research
capabilities who have not entered ‘informatidnal networks. It might also serve to strengthen
existing networks by providirig grcAter insight into how they function. The dissemination. of |
what works is particularly critical during .periods of police innovation. As interest in

community and problem oriented policing expand, such information becomes vital to

~-organizations-in-earlier-planning stages. ~“Knowledge of the ggti?iﬁies of other agencies,

especially agencies which have implemented ‘such strafegies, provides information critical to
__the evaluation -of the process:bf 'ifhpiémgntafign an’d"i'm:péct@ssesgment of such strategies.” To -
the extent:that the author is correct regarding increasing uses of fiore sophisticated

technologies, efforts could be expended: by regiongil_ dissemination centers to make such

._ _information available on home pages, bulletin boards and through electronic mail.



« New York City Police Department
. PhOeniX~fPOIi¢e Department |

e San Jose _Eolica Dep)anman:,t

e San Diego-Police: bépanmén,t.

e St Petarsbu_r.g"'PoliCe-;Départfnant.

G,Qmmu,nigation *batWe_en- siatéjp,dlige ia_nd:hi,ghyzay; patrol. 'organi‘zation's:is’ well

- developed and’ relatlvely sophlstlcated Many state level’ respon‘dients told us that

they routinely- contact. many other- organlzatlons on.a wide | range of |ssues ThIS

~ is.consistent;. of course. with our findings that . .ageﬁnclas ,tenqtto.,ggntfact oth{e:rs‘ that .

face similarissues. The:state and provincial division of IACP”has dorié a great

~deal tofacilitate this.communication by T g'a’th’e‘rlng inférmatibn‘éa‘bbﬂt’"_thé"p'raCtihces
'f‘effalI%thefofgani—iz‘a'tion's; and“fth“en‘~dissemin’atin“g ‘it. With-respect to-our maasufes

of prestige, the Michigan-State Palice is the state agency mentioned most

frequently as.a-source of information.

In Table 11 we describe’ some attributes of the departments identified as centérs

of dissemination.'®

-~ 1°Datafor this. table is° denved from Law Enforcement Management and Admuustratlve Statistics, 1993.

Bureau of Justice; Statxstlcs
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Our groupof cities shares.'some characterietics., Flrst these departmentsare -
relatively large. Second, they do not require:a;four-,year' deoreeﬁfor recroite‘. Thlf'd
They tend to have higher oer capita expenses for police seryicee.' Fo’ur.thvi"th'e
organiza_tions tend to have‘a» greaterz proportion of«’ non-str\iorn employees. This
may contribute to their more successful planhing Operatf‘ioris'j-ft?inatly‘,rthe |

organizations are spread throughout the country.
Policy Implications

‘This gstudyf-fha,,s;:examine,d:—patte,ms;:"of_.,cor_r'n‘munication b,etw‘een ;poﬁce‘ planners.
We sought to learn more-about how and why: they commumcate wrth each other
and: how: that communication: mﬂuences the pohce research. process The major
findings of this research include the followmg |

» Police:planners often contact other police orgarnzatlons to obtain information

to use in the planning and research p'roc’:es's, ‘
e These reque‘éts are systematic. Most organizations can identify another:‘
| organization that .ista.good source:of:infom'tation-. - y

) When choosmg another orgamzatlon to contact“' ”la"rih"e“rSfa”r‘éfiﬁﬂJéfn’c{ed ‘rho'st

, ndnjréetiesaas
they.do, and whether the-other organization has.a good feputation. -
e These -communication f;"re'latioheﬁip"s‘l*fa‘re".n’ot -normally tieq-i to ‘individuals. -

Rather, they.are more institutionalized;A and sta‘ble.) B
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~.Most communication by police planners is_by telephone, though emerging

technologies like e-mail-and the Internet offer-significant promise in this area.

The agencies in our study r receive, on average 22. requests for information
per year. Many received-over 90 such requests.
Responding to such requests. poses a significant demand. on planning unit

resources.

When seeking information on specific topics police planners tend to be very

selective-in-their choice of whom to contact. For example, the San Diego

Police Department was viewed- as the best source of information about
community and problem-oriented policing.
Mest police planning unit-commanders and their staff lack the kind of training -

which would enable them to conduct research internally.

Based on our findings we can make several recommendations:

The police community should acknowledge and encourage the network of
communication between po/ice organizations. Our-study has demonstrated
the -presence of an mformal yet relatlvely sophlstlcated system for the

eff|01ent and effectlve shar_lng of mformatlon between departments Whlle th|s

-;network can not probably replace ‘more formal channels of communlcatnon it

is nonetheless,-a key component?of*the dlssemrnatlonrproces,s.

. The key .organizations in this netwerk."s‘"howd réceive résotﬁées'tovSproﬂ ’

their dissemination activities. The police planning community has created a

system for the dissemination of research. Supporting this network could
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prove most-beneficial-to the agency and to grouo‘srlike‘Ni‘J. It might be quite

effective, for example, if NIJ would routinely” distribute numerous copies of

- -relevant-publications-to a group-of police-organizations. THi§ would permit the

“t

) /‘7’

;7/\‘*'}’04) |

organizations to;?gistribute,the information, thus increasing exposure and
reducing the agency costs.

NIJ_should-.continue -its--efforts - to: enhan,ce the research capacity of police
organizations. In the recent past NIJ has instituted a nomber of'programs

-

designed to increase the internal research capacity of police organizations.

0‘ j’rograms like the Locally Initiated Research Collaboration Project that teams

Y’hl 3‘

researchers with police practitioners is a very positive step, one that is -
consistent with the findings of this study. Additional efforts might incl'ude
providing training.in research methodology for police planners, or support for
groups like the International Association of Law Enforcement';P!ar'\ners, the
principal professional association for police planning and research officers.
The choice of site for research and demonstration projects should be based,
in part, on an agency’s prominence in the communication network. Many

police planners equate agency expertise with research experience That is,

police-planners-are inclinedto~ belleve that the sutes of Iarge research or

demonstrahons project. are the best place to Iook for mformatlon on that :
subject. For -example, the Milwaukee Police Department, '_;site of 'One of the
Sp,ouse Assault Replication Projects, was cited as an organiiza:tioh to contact
for information on domestic violence. This suggests that an‘agehcy is Iikely,to

serve a dissemination role after the project's completion. It would seem that
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