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ABSTRACT

This report on specialized patrols is designed to determine
data reliability, assess success and failure, amass a knowledge
base, and identify major gaps in knowledge.

Methods are described for rating the reliability of evalua-
tions( crime figures, and expert (police) opinion. These reli-
ability ratings are used in rating success and failare on three-
point scales; that 1s, the same level of performance may be
rated differently according to the reliability level of the data.

Major findings related to success and failure indicate that
High/Low Visibility patrols are more effective at apprehension
than deterrence while the reverse appears for the High Visibility
and Low Visibility patrols. Overall ratings indicate that the
Low and High/Low Visibility patrols are a Probable Success, the
High Visibility patrols a Qualified Success. However, the low
guality of the data base makes all ratings somewhat judgmental.

A sound knowledge base on speclalized patrols does not
exist. fTentative conclusions indicate that the combined use of
civilian dress and uniformed tactical tactics may be the most
successful approach and that mechanical device tactics are gener-
ally costly and ineffective.

Major gaps relate to the need for testing project assump-
tions, selections criteria, tactics, methods, cost-effectiveness,

per formance, and community impact.
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PREFACE AND ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

THE LEAA Evaluation Policy Task Force, a joint effort of
State Planning Agencies (SPA) and Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration(LEAA) representatives, has recommended that in-
formation on police methodology be produced through nationally-
coordinated evaluations under the National Evaluation Program.

On January 10, 1975, the Institute for Human Resources
Research (IHRR) under LEAA Grant Number 75-NI-9%9-0067, began a
Phase I study of the topic area, Selected Patrol Strategies:
Specialized Patrol Operations. The purpose of this Phase I
study is to assess specialized patrol operations.

This 1s the fourth in a series of reporEs being prepared
by IHRR. The first report was an analysis and discussion of
the issues surrounding specialized patrol operations. The
second report presented an overview of actual project activity.
The third report classified projects into families, presented
a model for analyzing projects on selected dimensions, discussed
variables that have bezn and should be measured, and presented
measures for assessing specialized patrols more adequately.

This report discusses the reliability of the information on
specialized patrols and the success and failure of selected pro-
jects on various performance and effectiveness measures. It
assesses the state of knowledge on the subject area, identifies
gaps in knowledge, and briefly describes means for £illing these

gaps.
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SUMMARY

In this fourth of a series of specialized patrol reports,
IHRR undertakes four tasks related to specialized patrols: a

determination of the accuracy of data; an assessment of success

and failure related to performance and effectiveness; the amassing

of a tentative knowledge base; and the identification of defi-
ciencies in our current knowledge on specialized patrols. To
perform these tasks, we drew upon other IHRR studies of specific
specialized patrols.

A. Methods of Assessment

1. Ahusessment of Information Sources. To determine the

accuracy and reliability of the data on specific projects, it

was necessary to assess the three major sources of information:

evaluations, unevaluated crime figures and expert opinion (i.e.,
the judgments of police personnel). In each case, we applied
three reliability ratings: high, medium, and low.

a. Bvaluations. Evaluations were rated by several

criteria: the use of multiple measures; the relevancy of the
measures; the testing of hypotheses (assumptions); the accuracy
of the data base; the adequacy of statistical tests; controls
for variables considered in ressgarch as crucial to internal
validity (history, maturation, testing, instrumentation, sta-
tistical regression, selection biases, experimental mortality,

selection-maturation interaction); and controls for experimental

x1ii



[

=~ pre—~1 [t

by

o
external validity criteria (reactive or interactive effects

of testing; interaction affects of selection biases and the
experimental variable; the reactive effects of experimental
arrangements; multiple treatment interferences). Each eval-
uation was rated on each of these criteria; the particular
rating for each criterion depended upon the extent to which the
evaluation met certain specified standards (e.g., the percentage
of experimental internal validity criteria considered by the

evaluator).

b. Crime figures and other raw data. Crime figures

gathered by departments were given a low reliability rating
because of the questionable accuracy of crime statistics (see
Chapter II). The ratings rose to medium reliability 1f an
evaluator rated departmental statistics as being of better than
average guality and to one of high reliability if departmental
figures coincided with figures obtained by other sources (e.g.,
evaluations).

c. Expert opinion. A mere opinion of police personnel,

without cited evidence and/or based on only a crime statistic

or two, was given a low reliability rating. As departmehtal
personnel cited more and more evidence (e.g., records of morale,
safety, citizen complaints) the rating rose, according to
specified criteria, to one of medium or high reliability. How-
ever, expert opinion is considered less reliable than other
informational sources since it represents unverified information

repor ted by persons who have a stake in the subject matter.

X111l
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2. Assessment of Success and Failure. The reliabilitv

ratings of the informational sources were used to assist IHRR

in devising a scale of success and failure. The scale for
success consists of three ratings: Success, Probable Success
and Qualified Success. The first rating represents the highest
level of success and reflects a rather high level of performance
and/or effectiveness as confirmed by an informational source
rated high in reliability. The Probable Success and Qualified
Success ratings represent respectively decreasing levels of

per formance and/or effectiveness and/or decreasing levels of
informational reliability.

The failure scale (Faillure, Probable Failure, Qualified
Failure) was devised in the same manner. An Unknown category was
applied where there were no data or where data were uninterpre-
table because of insufficient information.

Using these scales, we rated the three project families
on selected criteria related to performance and effectiveness.
These were the Low Visgibility patrcls (n = 8), the High Vis-
ibility patrols (n = 5), and the combined High/Low Visibility

patrols (n = 8) represented in our selected sample.

3, Amassing a Tentative Xnowledge Base. S8ince it was clear
that available information would not permit our effort to be
a definitive, final word on specialized patrol, we sought cri-
teria for determining which descriptive and analytic data
should be included and excluded from a tentative knowledge base.

The basic criteria for inclusion of data rested on consistency

Xiv
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(i.e., characteristics that appeared frequently in the data),
crucial differences between project families, and important
relationships between different succgss/failure indicators.

4, Deficilencies in the Knowledge Base. To identify gaps

in knowledge, we scrutinized any available data on each vari-
able in our analytic model (see Chapter I, Figure I-1) and on
intervening variables that might affect specialized patrol
operations. To judge the relative importance of all gaps, we
judged the relevance of each gap to the testing of assumptions
underlying the existence of specialized patrol families. Crucial
study design problems and other factors were identified to
pinpoint the reasons for the gaps.

B. Assessment of Project Families

To assess success and failure and the knowledge base on
each project family, w~e rated first the accuracy and relia-
bility of the data sources and then rated each project and
family on success and failure on the following selectéd cri-
teria: objectives attainment (considered the poorest measure
of success or failure), amount of change in measures‘of effec~
tiveness, efficiency and cost-effectiveness, and other perfor-
mance/effectiveness indicators (e.g., arrests, clearances,
convictions, and crime reduction).

All informational sources were of guestionable reliability
(some less than others) so that even high reliability ratings
were relative. Expert opiniom was medium to high for the Low

Visibility family, low for all others. Most crime figures

XV
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were of low reliability while evaluations varied on reliablity
ratings.,

The eight Low Visibility patrols had been evaluated least
(only three of eight projects), the High/Low Visibility patrols
most (six of eight projects were evaluated, some several times).
All five High Visibility patrols had been evaluated (two were
studied only by their departments).

In the following sections, we summarize the Success/Failure
ratings for each project family. We wish to emphasize that
had we required unassailable evaluation studies to rate proﬁects
on success and failure, we would have made no ratings at all.
The figures shown in the following sections are mersly percent-
ages based on a gross rating scale using information that ranged
from fairly adequate to inadeguate by stringent evaluation re-
search criteria. The reader should review these results as
possible trends and not as definitive conclusions about success
or failure.

1. Low Visibility Patrols. Figure 1 shows the combined

Success, combined Failure, and Unknown ratings for the Low Vis-
ibility patrols for amount of change on selected measures
(largely crime teduction and apprehension), efficiency, cost-
effectiveness, arrests, clearances, and convictions. The per-
centages shown represent evaluation and crime statistics data
only so that a very high percentage of the ratings fall in the
Unknown category.

The evaluative data do sugdgest a failure or two on five
criteria: amount of change, cost-effectiveﬁess, arrests,

Xvi
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clearances and crime reductions. Success ratings are more fre-
quent than Failure ratings on these criteria. The most impres-
sive rating is for arrests, secondly for crime reduction.

However, 1f expert opinion is added, the trend is slightly
reversed (see Figure III-1-2). The Success ratings for both
arrests and crime reduction rise to 75 percent but there are
more Failure ratings for arrests than crime reduction. Since
expert opinion on Low Visibility patrols received a rather high
reliability rating (with experts sometimes citing exact figures),
the Low Visibility patrols may have been more successful than
the data in Figure 1 suggest.

2. High visibility Patrols. Figure 2 depicts the same

types of data just described for the High Visibility patrols.
Again, a high percentage of Unknown ratings appears for most
criteria. The exceptions are arrests and crime reduction. The
High visibility patrols appear especially successful, by these
ratings, in accomplishing their major mission--the reduction

of crime,

3. Combined High/Low Visibility Patrols. Figure 3 depicts

the overall ratings for the High/Low Visibility patrols. In this
case, the graph is not dominated by Unknown ratings because of
the various evaluations performed on this group. The graph
portrays an efficient, effective group, one particularly pro-
ficient at effecting arrests and crime reductions. The Failure
ratings are largely due to the use of costly, ineffective me-

chanical devices and other exotic equipment.
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Although the data on High/Low Visibility patrols tended
to be rated higher in reliability than data on other families,
they were far from ideal. Thus, we cannot be certain that
this patrol family was as successful as depicted in Figqure 3.

5. Levels of Success/Failure. To determine just how suc-

cessful or unsuccessful the patrol families were, we computed
the percentage of ratings that fell into each category of
Success and Failure (excluding ratings for objectives attain-
ment).

The majority of the Low Visibility and High/Low Visibil-~
ity ratings were, in rank order, in the (1) Probable Success
and (2) Success categories. The bulk of the High Visibility
ratings were in the (1) Qualified Success and (2) Probable
Success categories. Thus, with some reservations (due to the
poor quality of the data), we would consider the Low Visibility
and High/Low Visibility patrols a Probable Success; the High
Visibility family, a Qualified Success.

6. Impact. A review of the data on secondary outputs
(e.g., displacement, citizen attitudes, impact on the courts)
does not reveal any negative impact on the immediate community
served by the patrols, although displacement may have occurred
in some sites. Nor was there much evidence that specialization
had a negative impact on the specialized patrols or their
departments.

C. A Tentative Knowledge Base on Specialized Patrols

Our study of specialized patrols indicates that special-

ized tactics--especially civilian dress, uniformed tactical,

XX 1




and mechanical devices-—-are greatly relied upon by police
departments in cities with a population exceeding 50,000
persons. The choice of a given tactic seems to depend partly
upon whether a department believes a high or low visibility
strategy, or a combination of both strategies will be most
effective in combatting target crimes. Increased apprehension
is the prime mission of Low Visibility patrols (i.e., patrols
relying on civilian dress and/or mechanical devices) while
deterrence 1s the major mission of High Visibility patrols (i.e.,
patrols relying on a uniformed tactical tactic).

Regardless of the visibility level, which formed the
basis for the IHRR families, all specialized patrols in our
selected sample had much in common. These commonalities permit
a general description of specialized patrols on the processes
and activities summarized in the following paragraph.

Specialized patrol personnel tend to be selected because
of their high performance (e.g., arrest rates) in traditional
patrol. As specialized patrolmen, they generally receive
additional training relevant to designated tactics or activities.
Planning and deployment for specialized @ctivitiesvare based
largely on crime analysis. The personnel are generally mon-
itored by their own unit. The span of control is typically one
sergeant to eight officers. Interventions tend to focus on
burglary, robbery, and other Part 1 offenses, with coverage of
commercial and residential areas. The methods used to combat
target crime are roving patrol; saturation patrol; surveillance;

stakeout; and, with civilian dress tactics, decoy and blending.

Xxx 11l
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Some patrols may engage in prevention activities (e.g., target
hardening, public education). 1In all cases, the major objec-
tives are crime reduction and increased apprehension of target
criminals.

Analytic data on the 21 selected projects suggest that
all family types are rather successful in meeting these primary
objectives. High Visilbility patrols are more successful at
deterrence (their major mission) than apprehension, while
combined High/Low Visibility patrols are slightly more effec-
tive at apprehension than deterrence. The Low Visibility
patrols seem slightly more successful in deterrence than in
apprehension (their primary mission). All show some success
at other objectives (e.g., increased ciearance rates, maintain-
ing public respect, enhancing citizen involvement). Overall,
however, it is probable that a combined use of uniformed tac-
tical and civilian dress tactics is the most successful approach.
Mechanical devices, in general, are costly and ineffective.

D. Deficiencies in the Knowledge Base

1. Gaps. All variables shown in the IHRR model (Figure.
I-1) represent gaps in knowledge, despite some evaluation
of the process measures, the primary outputs, and the second-
ary outputs listed in the model. Similarly, all intervening
variables identified by IHRR as potential factors that could
affect specialized patrol operations represent gaps in the
knowledge base.

2. Reasons for Gaps. There are many explanations for

the gaps in knowledge. The most important are:

XX1iild
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Poor study designs
Failure to use adequate comparison qrcups

The use of noncomparable measures for studying
the same phenomenon

The study designs fail on many scores. Most important
among these are the failure to control for interventions of
nonspecialized personnel in the target areas assigned special-
ized personnel, inadequate tests of displacement, use of short-
term measures, and, especially, failure to take into account
the selections criteria for specialized patrols. Since depart-
ments tend to choose the best performers to serve on special-
ized patrols, and evaluations have not utilized well-matched
comparison groups, what has been studied primarily (but inade-
gquately) is personnel selection, rather than project assumptions
or tactics. The picture is additionally confused by the use of
many different and, generally inadequate, performance and ef-
fectiveness measures.

3. Filling the Gaps. What considerations need evaluation

support in order to f£ill the gaps?
IHRR believes two considerations should receive first
priority:

. Studies that will test the implicit assumption
that specialized patrols will be more cost-
effective than traditional patrol in combatting
certain types of crime

. Studies that will test the assumptions, tactics,
and methods underlying the existence of project
families and permit comparisons of the effec~
tiveness (including cost-effectiveness) of dif-~
ferent visibility levels, tactics, and methods
by type of crime

XX1iv
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I. INTRODUCTION

This is the fourth in a series of reports on specialized
patrols prepared by the Institute for Human Resources Research (IHRR)
for the National Evaluation Program of the National Institute of
Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration {LEAA). Our purpose here, as in previous reports,
is to support the Phase 1 coordinated information-gathering effort
of the Naticnal Evaluation Program. More specifically, our tasks
in this report are to:

Assess the accuracy and reliability of informa-
tion on specialized patrol families

Determine the performance and effectiveness of
specialized patrol families

Identify factors linked to success and failure of
specialized patrol families

Identify what is known about specialized patrols
and important deficiencies in the knowledge base

The overall task, then, is one of assessing the state of knowledge
on specilalized patrols and identifying important deficiencies in the
body of knowledge. Two subtasks outlined in the Phase 1 scope of
work are not addressed in this report: alternative specialized
patrol methods and their costs. The reason for these omissions are
simply that we did not discover any alternatives which, in our
judgment, were worthy of presentation and discussion.

In order to understand how IHRR arrived at some of the con-
clusions presented in this study, it seems useful ta summarize some
of the information presented in previous reports. These summaries

are the focal point of the remainder of this chapter.
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A, The Literature Review

1
From a review of the literature relevant to specialized pa-

trols, IHRR gathered some background information that is useful
in this report. Some of this information is integrated into the
different chapters of this report, where appropriate. At this
point, it seems most useful to point to areas delineated in the
literature that we felt should be considered in assessing the ef-
fectiveness of specialized patrols. These points can be summarized
in the form of the following questions:

Were specialized patrols implemented unnecessarily,

as a kind of imitation of large, successful police

department operations?

Did specialization lead to high or low morale with-
in the specialized unit? Other departmental units?

. Did specialigzation jeopardize unity of command?

Did specialized patrol activities lead to increases
in line-of-duty injuries or deaths?

Did specilalization increase or decrease cooperation
within the department?

Did the specialized patrol have a positive or nega-
tive impact on the community?

. Did the specialized patrol's operations lead to a
displacement of target crimes?

These questions represent some of the advantages and disad-
vantages of specialization noted in the literature. Most are not
questions typically addressed in an evaluation of specialized pa-
trols. Nevertheless, IHRR feels that they are worthy of considera-
tion in any assessment of specialized patrols and we have made it
a point to search for these types of data throughout the tasks

assigned in this Phase 1 evaluation.
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Other useful information gathered through the literature review
deals with evaluation per se: the typical study designs relied
upon 1in evaluating specialized patrols, the type of data collected,
the problems inherent in typical types of data and measurements,
etc. Some of this information will be found in various parts of
this report.

B. The THRR Survey and Case Descriptive Study

To supplement the knowledge gained from the literature review
and determine the universe of specialized patrol, IHRR surveyed
about 400 law enforcement agencies throughout the nation via mail,
personal, and telephone interviews. On-site visits were made to 22
departments having specialized patrols. From this survey, and a
survey of evaluations on specialized patrols, THRR selected 21
spaecialized patrol projects for in-depth study and analysis. This
sample of 21 projects was purposively selected and is believed to
represent about as much as is known on specialized patrols
that rely on the three most commonly-used tactics: civilian dress,
uniformed tactical, and mechanical devices such as night vision
scopes, electronic surveillance eguipment and other sophisticated
technology. The universe of specialized patrols and the case des-
criptions of the selected 21 projects appear in the IHRR Product 2
report‘2

In analyzing these 21 projects, we used a general systems
model. This model is composed of the following parts:

Input.~-Those initiating and/or ancillary activities
or resources deemed useful or necessary to actual
project interventions

Throughput.~~-Those activities that comprise project
interventions (i.e., tactics, operational modes and
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methods) and the conseguences of these interventions
on the project and department (process measures)

Output.--Those events resulting from project inter-
ventions that result in primary outputs (immediate
outcomes) such as arrests, clearances and crime
reductions; and, in secondary outputs (impact) such
ag displacement, arousal of public support and other
effects on the community or broader society

The various parts of this general systems model are shown in Figure
I-1.

C. Project Families and Measurement

The general systems model described briefly above proved useful
in classifying the projects into families and has served well as
an analytic model in this and our Product 33 reports.

Using the model, we identified three types of specialized
patrol families from among the 21 selected for study in Product 2:
Low Visibility patrols, High Vvisibility patrols, and combined High/
Low Visibility Patrols. Table I-1 shows the types of input and
throughput variables used to discriminate the three types of fam-
ilies. (The output variables did not prove useful in discriminating |
families because of the variety of output measures used across pro- J
jects.)

As can be seen in Table I-1l, the projects differed essentially
only in the assumptions upon which they were based and the tactics
they used. On all other variables, differences secemed randomly
distributed. across these three types of families. Using these two
discriminative criteria, we have defined the three types of families
as follows:

. Low Visibility patrols.--These patrols are based on

the assumption that invisible police omnipresence,

attained through the use of a civilian dress and/
or mechanical devices unit, will lead to increases
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PROJECT FAMILIES: -

TABLE I-1
SIMILARITIES AND DIFFERENCES

CRITERION

I0W VISIBILITY PATROLS

HIGH VISIBILITY PATROLS

HIGH/LOW VISIBILITY PATROLS

§ INTERVENTION

(n = 8) (n = 5) (n = 8)
; TNVISIBLE POLICE CMNIPRESENCE | VISIBLE POLICE PRESENCE WILL | VISIBLE POLICE PRESENCE AND
! pasic - WILI, LEAD TO APPREHENSION AND | DETER CRIME & MAY LEAD TO INVISIBLE OMNIPRESENCE WILL
ASSUMPTTONS THUS REDUCE CRIME MOST TNCREASED APPREHENSION MORE EFFECTIVELY DETER CRIME
EFFRCTIVELY AND THNCREASE APPREHENSICN
- REDUCE CRIME: INCREASE ARRESTS, \ -
OBJECTIVES CTEARANCE, CONVICTION RATES SAME SHHE
"BEST" MAN FROM PD (SOME SUP-
SELECTIONS PLEVMENTAL USE OF VOLUNTEERS, SAME SAME
OVERTIME REGULARS) ~
) SOME SPECTALIZED TRAINING
N h
TRATNING ELEVANT O TASKS SAME SBME
PLANNTNG TARGELY PASED ON CRIME ANALYSIS SAME SAME
- PLACED TW SPECIAL O.P., FIELD
ANTZA 7 r N - AME]
ORGANIZATTON 0.P. OR PATROL DIVISION SAME S
MONITORING MAINLY BY UNIT SAME SAME
SPEN OF CONTROL | MAINIY 1 - 10 OR LESS SAVE SAME
DEPLOYMENT TARGELY BASED ON CRIME ANALYSIS SAME SAME
- CTVILIAN DRESS &/0OR MRCHANICAL, UNIFORMED TACTICAL WITH CIVILIAN
m ' : ;
TRACTIC DEVICES UNTFORMED TACTICAL DRESS &/OR MECHANICAL, DEVICES
OPERATIONATL CRIME & IOCATION ORTENTED ) .
MODES (FEW SUSPECT ORTENTED) SAME SAME
 BASTCAILY PATROL, STAKECUT,
METHODS SURVEITIANCE, DECOY, TARGET SAME EXCEPT DECOY ALL
HARDENTING
CRTME TARCET ROBBERY, BURGLARY, OTFER MAJOR E -
CRIMES
CET OF
TARCET OF BUSINESS & CITIZENS SRME SAME




in apprehension for target crimes and, in turn,
to reductions in target crimes

High Visibility patrols.--These patrols are based
on the assumption that increased uniformed police
presence, attained througnh the use of a uniformed
tactical tactic, will deter crime and, in turn,
increase the chances of apprehending criminals

. Combined High/Low Visibility patrols.--These patrols
are based on the assumption that increased uniformed
pclice presence, attained through the use of a
uniformed tactical tactic, combined with a low
visibility strategy using a civilian dress and/or
mechanical unit, will deter crime and increase
apprehension rates

Fach family then is expected to:
Increase arrests
Deter crimes
Deterrence 1s the main objective of High Visibility patrols, where-
as increases in apprehension are the main objective of Low Visi-
bility patrols. This difference in the rank order of expected out-
comes or objectives and the tactics used to attain them, thus,
constitute the major differences among High and Low Visibility
families. The rank order of deterrence and apprehension in the
combined High/Low Visibility patrols appears to follow that of
the High Visibility patrols.
As part of the chain of assumptions common to each family,
all patrol families are also expected to:
. Increase clearances and/or convictions
. Decrease public fear of crime
. Maintain public safety
. Maintain public respect

Increase public support of and participation in police
activities

B S S MR S



In the Product 3 report, we used the model presented in Figure
I-1 to show those data elements in the model which have been mea-
sured on specialized patrols as well as those points which, in our
judgment, should be, but have not been adequately measured. In
addition, we discussed types of measures that could be used to test
the assumptions underlying the existence of specialized patrol
families. Other measures were presented which would be useful in
assisting police departments to assess the efficiency and cost-

- effectiveness of specialized patrol projects.

The information presented in Product 3 has been useful in
identifying parts of the knowledge base on specialized patrols as
well as some of the deficiencies in this knowledge. References to
. the Product 3 report, therefore, will appear in various parts of
this report.

D. Contents of this Report

The remainder of this report will focus on the following topics:

. Methods of assessment (Chapter II)
Assessment of project families (Chapter III)

A tentative knowledge base on specialized patrols
(Chapter 1V)

. Deficiencies in knowledge on specialized patrols
(Chapter V)

g
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II. METHODS OF ASSESSMENT

This chapter is concerned with the basic questions under-

lying the subsequent chapters of this report. That is, it

relates

to the methods which IHRR used to assess the present

state of knowledge about specialized patrol projects in order

to make

In

sources

some statement regarding:

The accuracy and reliability of the knowledge
base utilized in the IHRR studies

The performance and effectiveness of selected
project types

The identification of factors which seem asso-
ciated with success or failure of the projects

Obvious deficiencies in present knowledge and
the reasons for these deficiencies

§
making this assessment, we rely upon several different

of information:

A review of published and semipublished material
on specialized patrol and topics relevant to the
operation of these patrols

Questionnaire and interview data gathered from
police departments across the nation

Descriptive and evaluative reports collected from
police departments on specialized patrols

A body of literature devoted to research and
evaluation methodology

Our methods of assessing specialized patrols lead, of

necessity, to a certain amount of subjective judgment. The

assessment does not involve on-site, formal evaluations of

projects;

our most objective methods of assessment, therefore,
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lie in the application of accepted standards of research
and evaluation to the available body of information on spec-
ialized patrol projects.

Our assessment has been limited by a number of factors
such as time constraints, non-response of many police depart-
ments, inadequate access to certain informational sources
within participating police departments and/or the police
participants' lack of knowledge about certain functions of
or information about the specialized patrols within their
departments, the limited nature of the available literature
on specialized patrols and, especially, by the poor quality
of the evaluations of specialized patrols.

Given these limitations, we have approached this task
with a certain "spirit of humility" and the recognition that
our conclusions cannot be considered a definitive, final
word on the subject of specialized patrols. We have endeav-
ored, however, to weligh the data available to us carefully
and to present an unbiased--albeit "subjectively" judgmental--
view of different types of specialized patrols.

In this chapter, we will discuss the methodologies used
by IHRR to assess:

The accuracy and reliability of informational
sources on the performance and effectiveness
of specialized patrols

Indicators of success and failure

The amassing of a tentative knowledge base

. The identification of deficiencies in the
knowledge base
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A, Assessment of the Information Sources on Specialized
Patrols

In crder to present the state of knowledge on specialized
patrols and to make some determination of their success and
failure in terms of performance and effectiveness, we drew
essentially upon three types of information. One represents
information which comes from formal evaluations. The second
type of information is simply raw data. These data are most
often in the form of crime statistics (e.g., arrest rates,
clearance rates, crime rates), figures that have not been
subjected to a formal evaluation. However, some unevaluated
raw data relates to secondary outputs (e.g., citizen support
or participation) or the prccess measures shown in the IHRR
model (e.g., job satisfaction and morale). The third type of
information represents little more than the expert opinion of
police personnel and other officials which, .eportedly, has
been formed through subjective judgments bised on informal
comparisons of selected information (e.g., crime statistics,
conversations with citizens, personnel records) or, simply,
experlence.

In terms of accuracy or reliability, any of these types
of data could, theoretically, range from bad to good gquality.
In the following sections, we will discuss the methods used
by IHRR for assessing these three types of information. We

relate these methods, where relevant, to topics such as suc-

cess, failure, performance, and effectiveness, !
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1. Evaluations. Evaluation provides the most promising

means of gathering reliable and accurate information on spec-
ialized patrols. An evaluation, however, does not guarantee
accurate and reliable information.

The quality of the information gathered from evaluation
is directly related to the quality of the study design (in-
cluding the sampling). For example, the one-shot case study,
often used to study specialized patrols, fails to control
for any of the internal and external wvalidity variables dis-
cussed by Campbell and Stanley1 and summarized later in this
section. Consequently, such a design tells us little that can
be considered accurate or reliable about specialized patrol
performance and effectiveness. Experimental and certain
quasi-experimental designs, on the other hand, do control for
many of these internal and external validity factor52 and do
so, 1n large part, because they introduce the use of well-
matched control or comparison groups.

Consider the case where an evaluator systematically
compares crime statistics (e.g., arrest, crime rates) for
a specialized patrol one year after its implementation with
the same types of data for traditional patrol at the end of
the previous year and does so without matching these groups
in any way. One could not be certain that the results obtain-
ed from such a study were an accurate or reliable reflection
of the performance and effectiveness of specialized patrols.
A high level of performance on the part of the specialized

patrol could be attributed to the fact that the specialized
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personnel, who represent the highest performers in the de-
partment (which they usually do), were placed in situations
where the likelihood of arrest or deterrence was much greater
than those in which traditional patrols operate, and so on.
A much better solution would be to compare the performance

and effectiveness of specialized patrol personnel before and
after their assignment to the specialized unit and/or with
the output of some well-matched comparison group. Suppose
one comparison centered around the level of crime reduction
effected by both groups. In this case, it would still be
crucial to make certain that the reporting of crime and cri-
minal activity were similar in the areas served by the spec-
ialized patrol and any comparison group in order to point

to differences in performance and effectiveness between the
two groups. One could still not be certain of the accuracy
of the actual crime rate but, with crucial factors held con-
stant, one could state with some level of confidence that
there was some or no difference between the two groups with
regard to crime reduction. One could say, with some confi-
dence, that any statistically significant difference might
be related to the patrol tactic itself. Similarly, if one
could be reasonably certain that the two different groups
used the same criteria for making arrests for the same types
of crimes, arrest rates might prove valuable indicators of
per formance and effectiveness. Finally, if the interactions
of other parts of the police department or criminal justice

system with both groups were constant, clearance or conviction

GRS e it e P K S e R D
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rates could be effective measures of differences in performance
and effectiveness.

In real life, of course, it 1s usually difficull to
control for variables that need to be held constant in order
to derive statistical differences. Assuming that the most
relevant factors have been held constant while measuring a
single criterion 1is risky, given the inadequacies o0f present
research methodology. The use of single criterion measurement
is not recommended by practiced evaluators.

A far better solution lies in the use of multiple measures.
As Donald Campbell3 has noted, the imperfect validity of all
measures can be overcome only by the use of multiple, indep-
endent measures. Even though all measures may be imper fect,
confirmation of a statement by two or more independent
measurement procedures greatly reduces the uncertainty of the
interpretation of findings.

Following Campbell, we have used multiple measures as
one means of assessing the reliability or, if one chooses,
the validity of evaluation findings on specialized patrols.
Our scaling of expert oﬁiniOn and crime figures and other raw
data, is based on multiple sources of information also. However,
in the case of evaluation, the number of independent measures
cannot be used as the sole criterion for judging the reliability
and accuracy of the evaluation knowledge on specialized patrol.
One must consider, from an evaluation viewpoint,

. The relevancy of the measure or measures used
as a test of the hypothesis or hypotheses

i i e
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The adequacy of the study design in relation
to the problem being studied (including comparison
groups, locations, etc.)

.  The accuracy of the data base used to make any
comparisons (e.g., crime statistics)

The appropriateness of statistical tests used in
the study

The generalizability of the findings

Another way of summarizing these considerations is to
view them in terms of what Campbell and Stanley4 have termed
“internal wvalidity" and "external validity."

The following criteria, adapted from Campbell and Stanley,
illustrate eight different classes of extraneous variables
which, 1f not controlled for in the experimental (or evalua- {
tion) design, might produce effects confounded with the ef- ﬂ
fects of the stimulus or independent variable (i.e., the |
interventions of specialized patrols) and, thus, threaten
internal validity. These are history, maturation, testing,
instrumentation, statistical regression, selection biases,
experimental mortality and selection-maturation interaction.
Each of these variables is defined and illustrated in
Table II-1.

Any of ?hese variables can represent a rival alternative
explanation for differences obtained in evaluations i1f proper
safequards are omitted from the design. IHRR staff, insofar
as possible, will attempt to assess the accuracy and reliability
of information gathered from evaluations by these internal

and external validity criteria in order to answer the basic
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TABLE II-1

CRITERIA FOR JUDGING IWNTERNAL VALIDITY

Criterion

— bt e e .

1.

History: events occurring in time
produce changes in addition to
experimental variable (best con-
trolled by randomization of
experimental sessions)

Maturation: processes within
respondents that change as a
function of time (getting tired,

-bored, etc.) and may account

for differences between measure-
ments in two different time
per iods

Testing: effects of taking a test
upon scores of subsequent tests

(2 & 3 best are controlled when
equally manifested in control and
experimental group; randomization
improves; control of maturation
and testing factors)

Instrumentation: changes in the
calibration of instruments or

in observers or scorers (best
controlled by fixed instrument;
random assignment of observers

or use Of same observers in all
sessions; and double-blind designs)

Statistical regression: operates
where groups have been selected on
the basis of their extreme scores;
subsequent tests may show this
group closer to the average mean
if they were originally high

‘scorers, above the mean 1f they

were Jlow (best controlled by
random selection of groups)

Erxample

Measure conviction
rates 1 mo. in 1973
same mo. in 1974; in
meantime, courts have
changed conviction
procedures or offense
criteria have changed
(as in New York City
for grand larcency,
person) '

Maybe specialized
patrol staff would

get bored or discour-
aged 1f they were

not liked by community,
Depar tment, etc.:
Hawthorne effect

I1f officers knew they
were being "tested" in
different time periods
on bhasis of arrest or
conviction rates, they
might well change their
practices so they will
have better records for
subsequent tests

If arrest records were
the test criterion and
some changes vere made

in ways of recording ar-
rests, this would be sim-
ilar to changes in
instrumentation

Selection of only best
officers might lead to
regression scores (es-
pecially crucial when
compare these to un-
matched traditicnal)

L S e, s



TABLE II-1 (continued)

Criterion

6.

10.

Selection biases: biases resulting

1n differential selection for the
comparison groups (best controlled
by random selection)

txperimental mortality: differential
loss of respondents from comparison
group (hest solution: use all sub-
jects who complete pre and post tests)

Selection-maturation interaction:

which in certain multlgroup quasi-
experimental designs is confounded
with effects of experimental variable
(best controlled by sophisticated
random designs)

Testing of hypotheses: evaluation
actually tested stated hypotheses
(or assumptions)

Measurement of objectives: actually
measure the objectives stated

Example

Specialized patrol
compared with any
traditional patrolman
(i.e.;, not matched in
some relevant way)

More traditional
patrol drop out of
experiment than spec-
ialized patrol staft

Study design is not
well controlled design
with random selection
of groups (including
control group)

Hypotheses states that
civilian dress tactic
more effective than
uniformed to combat
muggings; both groups
tested in separate but

comparable tardget areas

Objective is to in-

crease conviction rates;

conviction rates later
measured
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I B guestion: Can the observed effects be unambiguously attributed
to the project's interventions, that is, independent variables?
However, because much of our data come from relatively
. - simple evaluations, IHRR has added two other internal validity

criteria: the testing of hypotheses and the testing of
objectives. These, too, are briefly defined and illustrated
in Table II-1.

A given evaluation may portray a specialized project in
e an exceedingly favorable light. The evaluator may recommend
the adoption of the project by other departments and/or de-
partmental personnel may adopt the project at face value,

assuming it will succeed in their community.

These considerations lead us to view the accuracy and

- reliability of the information in terms of external validity.
1 That is, we ask whether or not the evaluation has been per-
formed in such a manner that one could reasonably aésume that
] the project is generalizable or capable of being successfully
adopted elsewhere.

- Factors jeopardizing external validity or representative-—
5
e ’ ness have been defined by Campbell and Stanley for experi-

mental settings:

. The reactive or interactive effect of testing, in
which a pretest might increase or decrease the
respondent's sensitivity or responsiveness to the

. , _ experimental variable and, thus, make the results

EN o / b E obtained for a pretest population unrepresentative

! . , ;| cf the effects of the experimental variable for the

] unpretested uvniverse from which the experimental

respondents were selected. aAn example of this in

a nonexperimental project might be as follows: the

, . I experimental variable is qualiuy arrest (ability

A h ; to make arrests that withstood conviction); the
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pretest equivalent is experience and training in
making quality arrests, an experience not granted
the unpretested universe.

The interaction effects of selection biases and the
experimental variable. In a nonexperimental setting,
b this might include projects where all specialized
patrol personnel are selected on the basis of their
ability to perform well in the selected tactical

] setting or on specified objectives (e.g., quality
arrests); their success then would almost be as-
sured but would not be generalizable to other police-
men not having such abilities.

Reactive cffects of experimental arrangements which
would preclude generalization about the cfifect of

- the experimental variuble upon persons being exposed
to it in nonexperimental settings. Any testing,
observations, etc. that are outside the ordinary

i working conditions could affect external validity.
In a nonexperimental setting, simply telling spec-
ialized patrol personnel (and any comparison group)
that their performance will be studied in a given
situation or time period could cause them to recact in
extraordinary ways not representative of their usual
behavior and thus make the data unrepresentative.

Multiple - treatment interference: 1likely to occur
whenever nmultiple treatiments are applied to the same
A respondents because the effects of prior treatment
are not usually erasable. This might occur in non-
experimental settings where training and tactical
experience of specialized personnel changes contin-
uously over time.

] It should be noted that the paucity of information on
methodology in evaluation studies makes any such systematic

] assessment of internal and external validity difficult indeed.

Further, the specialized patrol projects are seldom based

on a systematic, experimental basls, such as that outlined

by Campbell and Stanley. Nevertheless, the criteria which

they have delineated, and those added by IHRR, provide useful

standards by which one can assess the evaluative information

- on specialized patrols and will be used to the extent possible.
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a. Criteria for rating the accuracy and reliability

of evaluation data. As shown in Table II-2, simple low, medium

and high ratings are used to assess the accuracy and reliability
of evaluation data. The several criteria that must be assess-
ed include the number of measures used, the relevancy of the
measures, the adequacy of the study design in terms of internal
and external validity, the accuracy of the data base, and the ﬂ
appropriateness of statistical tests used.

In many cases, of course, our rating of evaluation infor-
mation will be eguivalent to an unknown (UK), that is, data
are either unavaillable or too sparse on a given variable to £
make any rating at all. |

2. Crime Figures and Other Raw Data. In a number of

cases, the IHRR data base on the 21 projects contains some . ?
type of crime or crime-related figures or statistics. These
are simply figures or statistics for a giveh activity for a
given time period that have not been evaluated formally.
These crime data are of four types: arrest, clearance, con-

viction, and crime increase/decrease figures. They may be in
&

one of several forms: vrates, percentages, raw numbers, aver-

ages, etc. Seldom did IHRR have accompanying data to convert

these figures into rates where rates were no% supplied. How-

ever, any such figures would be éuspect in terms of reliability

for the very reasons that make most widely used forms of crime

statistics suspect (e.g., the Uniform Crime Reports of the f

Federal Bureau of Investigation).




TABLE II-2

CRITERIA FOR SCALING EVALUATION DATA

Criterion Rated

Number of Measures

Relevancy of Measures

Adequacy of Design in
Terms of Internal/
External validity
(BExperimental
Criteria Only)

Scaling Criteria

Low: one measure

Medium: one or two measures
based c¢n crime, arrest, con-
viction and/or clearance rates
and one measure of community
impact (e.g., community atti-
tudes, data from courts) or
process impact (e.g., morale)

High: multiple measures of
primary outputs (e.g., arrest,
clearance, conviction, or crime
rates) and two or more measures
of impact on community and/or
patrol or department

Low: not related to hypotheses
and objectives

Medium: incompletely related
to hypotheses and objectives

High: adecuate to test hvpo-
theses and objectives

Low: violates all or 1/4 of
internal /external validity
criteria relevant to project

Medium: controls for 1/4-1/2
of any internal/external validity
criteria related to project

High: controls for over 1/2
of any internal/external validity
factors relevant to project
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. TABLE II-2 (continued)

Accuracy of Data Low: cannot be ascertained
" Base or is based on analysis or
records of police department
only

‘ I ) Criterion Rated Scaling Criteria
] Medium: based on department
crime figures and one or two
I outside sources; or evaluator's
statement that the depart-
" ment's figures are of better-~-
I than-average gquality
High: police figures checked
against three or more outside
data sources

Appropriateness of Low: tests either too simple
Statistical Tests or too sophisticated (or in-
_— adequate) for data base

Med%gg: tests used are ade-
guate but incomplete in scope

. High: teste are both adequate
and comprehensive

Tests Hypotheses Low: fails to test or inade-
gquately tests hypotheses
- (assumptions)

Lo Medium: fails to test all hy-
potheses or tests part of the
hypotheses inadequately

High: tests all hypotheses

- adequately
1 Tests Objectives Low: fails to test objectives
o or tests 1/4 of the objectives
inadequately

Medium: tests from 1/4-1/2 of
of objectives adeguately

High: tests 1/2 or more of the
P objectives adequately
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IBRR discussed the problems inherent in crime statistics
6

at some length in its Product 1 report. We can summarize the
literature here by saying that the crime rate is almost cer-
tain to be an underestimate of crime since it is based on
reported, rather than actual, crimes and also may be affected
by many societal factors (e.g., economic Ffactors such as high
unemployment rates, increased or decreased willingness of victims
to report crime in any given time period). Arrest rates are
also beset with problems, despite the method used to derive
an arrest rate. For example, the most frequently-used arrest

rate (the ratio of arrests to reported offenses) is subject

to manipulation by police when they feel compelled to react

to political pressures. It, too, depends upon possible unreliable

reporting. Clearance rates (i.e., the ratio of crimes solved
by type to the total number of reported crimes) are subject

to the same problems as arrest rates and, in addition, are
influenced by parts of the criminal justice system which

are outside the control of the police department. Similar
problems arise with the use of conviction rates as performance
or effectiveness measures. In short, the accuracy and reli-

ability of crime figures 1s questionable. The extent to which

the figures are inaccurate or unreliable has yet to be determined.

Since the bulk of the IHRR information (including evaluations)

rests on these types of data, our assessment of the knowledge

on specialized pmatrol rests, indeed, on a shaky foundation.
For the reasons stated above, we have given a low reli-

ability rating to police department crime figures. Our ratings
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rise to medium when an evaluator rates the department's data
S base as being of better-than-average guality. Should a depatrt-
b ment's figures be consistent with those of an outside source
(e.g., victimization survey figures), such departmental data
receive a high reliability rating.

Other types of unevaluated, raw data include information
i on citizen complaints, support, and participation. These will
be included in our discussiong on specialized patrol, but
simply viewed (rated) as positive or negative in impact.

3. Assessment of Expert Opinion. Since police depart-

ments, either because of philosophy and/or resources, are not
. overly committed to systematic evaluations of police activities
3 and can draw upon only a limited knowledge base on specialized
patrols, it is not surprising to £ind police personnel assess-
ing the performance and effectiveness of specialized patrols
in a subjective, informal manner, either in their conversations
i or in printed materials. This does not mean that their judgments
1 may not be fairly accurate and reliable. Police personnel
could base such judgments upon at least one or more of the
following types of information:

. Statistics such as crime, arrest, conviction and/

or clearance rates (referred to generally as "crime

. statistics")
1 . Observations of the behavior (e.g., enthusiasm,
absenteeism) of specialized patrol personnel, as
well as other personnel in the department, who

; ) might be affected by the specialized patrol

Informal conversations with citizens who praise/
condemn the special patrols
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. Innumerable citizen requests for the patrol's
services or removal of patrol

. Obvious, but unmeasured, increases/decreases in
citizens’ use of streets and/or public facilities
in the areas served by speclalized patrols

. Conversations with personnel in other parts of

the criminal justice system which convey the im-
pression of a positive/negative impact resulting
from the patrol's activities (e.g., quality
arrests which lead easily to convictions)

Citing a number of obvious benefits (or, conversely,
disadvantages) of utilizing specialized patrols, such as
those mentioned above, is certainly far different from a
flat statement which says, in essence: "I just think the
patrol is effective (or ineffective) though I have no proof.
I have been in the Department for many years and can judge
such things well." The latter might well represent a "save-
face" measure, a stubborn refusal to look for evidence that
might reflect adversely on one'%s decision to implement a
special unit (or to admit to its effectiveness if one had
opposed its implementation). Keeping one's eye on behavior
and crime statistics and one's ear attuned to the community,
on the other hand, could represent the only means available
(because of resource constraints) to police personnel for
assessing a specialized patrol and might be done as objec-
tively as possible, despite the lack of formal evaluation.

It is impossible for IHRR to assess the objectivity
6f such subjective assessments by police personnel. However,
we feel that documenting expert opinion is important: it

represents one type of information base upon which police




Lm departments sometimes depend. By documenting these subjec-
e tive assessments of performance and effectiveness, we can also
-7 make some comparisons between what is believed and what

appears to have been validated through evaluations. We
should note, however, that we cannot assess the representa-~

tiveness of the collected expert opinion. The expert may

- represent a chief of police, a unit commander, a lieutenant
J who IHRR staff was permitted to accompany on his assigned tour,
or the published opinions of an unspecified person or persons. é

We have no method of determining how much interjudge agreement |

there might be 1f one were to survey the personnel of any police
- depar tment to determine attitudes toward specialized patrol ﬂ
& personnel and operations.

a. Criteria for rating expert opinion reliability.

In attempting to assess expert opinion, we have used our best
judgment in rating the available data according to the scale
_— and criteria shown in Table II-3.
1 The reader will note that we do not give a high rating of %
_\Eeliability to statements citing crime statistics when they
are”used as a sole criterion for judging success, failure,
per formance, or effectiveness. The reasons for this decision
. lie partly in the general unreliability of crime statistics,
1 a topic discussed in the pfevious section and also in the
fact that this expert opinion represents merely verbal state-
ments without supporting documentation. j
However, should an expert cite several crime statistics, |

| all pointing in the same direction with regard to success or

i




TABLE II-3 °

CRITERIA TOR SCALING OF EXPERT OPINION
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Rating of Accuracy/
Reliability

e e b

Criteria

Low

No "evidence" cited for opinion

Medium

Expert cites only one type of
crime ptatistic (e.g., arrest
rate) and/or two or less unevalu-
ated Hut relevant criteria (e.qg.,
frequént citizen requests for
specialized patrol services)

High

Expert cilites two or more types

of crime statistics which consis-
tently point in the same direction
(e.g., to success or failure) and/
or ‘cites three or more other
relevant criteria (e.g., frequent
reguests for patrol's services,
frpquently expressed positive
aﬁEitudes by citizens, high morale
as indicated by observed low turn-
over, absenteeism)

LT TRARIE,
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failure of the specialized patrol, this would increase our rating
of the reliability of his stated judgment. The reliability of

an expert opinion also rises if he cites information related to

- the impact wnich the specialized patrol has on the specialized

h unit, the department, and/or the community it serves. In summary,
reliability increases as the number of different types of evidence

cited increases,

4

In cases where police personnel actually supplied IHRR with
~J raw data, such as c¢rime statistics, we have gelected these data
as a basis for rating success or failure, rather than expert
opinion, per se, as will be noted in a subsequent section. How-
ever, where appropriate, we will single out expert opinion re-
garding a given specialized patrol unit or activity.

~ B. Assessment of Success and Failure

In an ideal world, all social interventions might be subjected
to careful experimental variations and to examination by eval-
nators with fool proof designs and measures. In such a case,
performance and effectiveness could be judged solely in terms
- of the accuracy and reliability of the evaluation data. In the
real world, of course, social interventions are more often un-
evaluated than evaluated and serious researchers can generally
vouch for little more than a probability level in regard to the
accuracy and reliability of their data.

S Our assessment of the accuracy and reliability of the infor-
mation on specialized patrol families (see Chapter III} led us to
one conclusion: criterié; in addition to the accuracy of eval-

uative data, were needed if we were to make even tentative

(84
¢
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as each relate to performance and effectiveness.

l.

attempted to determine the success, failure, performance, and

Variables of Interest. 1In evaluation terms, IHRR

effectiveness of specialized patrol activities by analyzing

data related to three types of variables:

Independent variables, that is, those activities of
speclalized patrol which are allowed to vary while
other factors are held constant. In nonexperimental
projects where these variables are undefined, we
define independent variables simply as the tactics
(i.e., civilian dress, uniformed tactical and mech-
anical), the operational uses of these tactics
(i.e., location oriented, crime oriented and suspect
oriented), and the methods (e.g., decoy, blending
stakeout).

Dependent variables, that is, those factors that are
expected to change as a result of the intervention
(independent variables). Dependent variables under
consideration include such factors as crime rates,
arrest rates, clearance rates, guality arrests, pro-
ductivity measures, morale and job satisfaction,
community attitudes toward the project, the project's
influence on the criminal justice system, etc. Some
dependent variables, such as crime, arrest and clear-
ance rates, are perceived as primary outputs that
affect the process (i.e., both the police depart-
ment and the specialized patrols) and the community.
Others, such as morale and job satisfaction, are
perceived as process variables that may have im-
mediate or long-term impact. Community attitudes

and the patrol's influence on the criminal justice
system and society at large are viewed as secondary
outputs whose impact can be impediate but also long-
term in effect.

Intervening variables, that is, processes that inter-
vene between the i1ndependent and dependent variables.
The number of possible intervening variables in this
case 1s unknown; however, we list those thought to be
of greatest significance in Table II-4, together

with the place of the variable within various soc-
ietal systems.

and faillure of specialized patrols
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TABLE II-4

INTERVENING FACTORS AFFECTING SPECIALIZED PATROLS

Under Department
Control

Not Under
Department Control

Funding Level (in part)
Planning

. Goal Setting
Crime Analysis
Organization of Patrol
.  Deployment Practices
. Manpower Allocations

Recruitment/Selections
Criteria '

Training
Coordination
Monitoring

Span of Control

Police-Community Relations
Efforts

Police Relations with Other
Parts of Criminal Justice
System

Pregsence of Non-Patrol in
Target Area

"Behavioxr" of Patrol
Cooperation with Patrol Team

Cooperation Between Patrol &
Other PD Units

Evaluation

Funding Level (in part)
Community Input into Planning
Societal Changes

Unemployment
Criminal Organization Changes

Procedures of Courts, Prosecutors,
etc.

Relationg of Police to Cther Parts
of Criminal Justice System

Citizen Reporting of Crimes

Community Attitudes Toward Patrol,
PD

SES, Size & Other Characteristics
of Target Areas/Persons

Characteristics of Criminals

Strategies Used by "Target"
Criminals

Media Coverage
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In our study we have found that these intervening var-
iables appear simply as descriptive project characteristics.
None has been seriously studied by evaluators. However, as
part of our asseesment, IHRR will select those intervening
var iables that appear, in our judgment, to reflect important
deficiencies in the knowledge base on specialized patrols.
And, we will present the available descriptive knowledge that
exlsts on these intervening variables.

2. Variables'Measured. Figure II-1, adapted from the IHRR

/
Product 3 report, shows the types of dependent variables that

have been studied in our sample of specialized patrols. Be-
cause of inadequate study designs, no adequate tests of inde-
pendent variables were made.

As shown in Figure II-1, the depzndent variables most often
studied were what are termed in the IHRR model as "primary out-
puts": arrests, convictions, clearances, and reductions in
crimes. A few studies have addressed such secondary outputs
as displacement (though not adequately) and citizen attitudes.
Other dependent variables that have received a little attention
from evaluators are what are termcd in our model as '"process
measures." Thus, ve have some scant information on performance,
efficiency, cost-effectiveness, salety, and morale.

This paucity of data, combined with a knowledge base of
questionable accuracy, greatly limits our ability to assess
per formance and effectiveness in terms of success or failure.

3. Assessing Performance and Effectiveness. One task as-

signed to IHRR was to determine the range of performance and
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VARIABLES MEASURED ON SPECIALIZED PATROLS
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Performance¥® Clearances Citizen Attitudes¥*
Efficiency® Convictions
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Safety™®

Morale*
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‘Tested only infrequently.
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effectiveness among and across speclalized patrol families.

- In order to determine a range, however, one must have compar-
- able data that will permit reliable comparisons to be made on
any type of activity.

The data available to IHRR are, in general, not comparable.
We have some evaluation data, some crime figures, and some
expert opinion. With these diverse sources, we can only look
1 at points of agreement and disagreement. In evaluations, many
different types of measures were used to determine per formance
and/or effectiveness for any given activity. For example, data
on arrest performance/effectiveness include an average number
of arrests for a unit for a limited time period, an average

e number of arrests per officer, an arrest rate, the percentage

arrests, the actual number of arrests, arrest figures for a

target area served by specialized as well as traditional patrol

— with no breakdown for the types of' units, etc. Accompanying

of arrests made by the specialized patrol of all departmental

- data were insufficient to permit IHRR to devise some standard
rate or other figure in order to make the data comparable across
projects.

Further, there were serious flaws in the evaluation designs
which hindered any definitive conclusion regarding a range of
L per formance or effectiveness or, for that matter, drawing any
o simple conclusions about performance or effectiveness. The most
serious flaws were:

. Pailure to use an adeguate comparison group

| . Pailure to control for historical changes in
project operations ;
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. Failure to account for the effects of units
other than the specialized patrol on target
crimes
. Inadequate (or no) study of displacement
Given all the problems with the data, we were faced with
the question*as to how we might best make some tentative con-
clusions regarding the performance and effectiveness of the
specialized patrols under study.
Our solution to this dilemma i1s tied to our criteria and
ratings for success and failure which are discussed in the

following section.

4. MAssessing Success and Failure. The success or failure

of specialized patrols could be defined in a number of ways.
One could establish standards, for example, perhaps in the form
of a guantitative number (e.g., rate). Projects falling below
this standard could be termed a failure. Those meeting or
exceeding the standard would be judged a success. The problem
with this method is that no comparative criteria seem to exist
which would permit an evaluator to establish sound standards.
National standards, such as the Uniform Crime Reports, Federal
Bureau of Investigation, are for entire departments and do not
single out specialized patrols. The IHRR figuresrgathered on
specialized patrols represent a diversity of noncomparable data
and measures which defy any standardization. Both means of
establishing some standards (i.e., use of natilonal averages

and comparative figures) were considered by IHRR but abandoned

because they appeared inappropriate and invalid.
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Another means was to consider for success or failure ratings,
only those projects whose evaluations were rated medium to high
on internal and external validity. This criterion would have
left us with almost no means for.even estimating success or
failure since the bulk of ratings on internal and external
validity were low. In addition, stringent evaluation criteria
would have ignored considerations important to the law enforce-

ment system: their definitions of success and failure. We

will discuss these system considerations in the following section.

a. Some considerations in defining success and failure.

IHRR recognizes that we cannot know all of the reasons why a
specialized patrol is of value to a police department. For
example, 1f we reviewazd the data on the Houston, Texas, special-
ized patrol only in terms of 1teg overall performance on arrests,

we would rate the project a failure. We know, however, that

this specialized patrol was established to handle a very specific

and difficult task--the handling of barricade and hostage cases.
These cases do not occur often; the unit cites five cases in
five months. Thus, the unit spends its nontarget time perfor-

ming duties to supplement the needs of other units. These

duties include arrests for major and minor offenses, serving of waxr-

rants, and other duties that really do not reqguire personnel

as highly trained as the specialized unit. ©Nevertheless, the
unit seems to be important to the Houston department; their
success 1s determined by their ability to handle sensitive, but
infrequent hostage and barricade situations. Had we not had

this insight, we would probably have rated the unit as a failure
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since its performance is not particularly outstanding and its
budget exceedingly high. Having learned the importance of the
unit to the Houston department, through site visit interviews,
tempered our ratings, leading generally to a "Qualified Success"
rathet.than a "Failure" rating on a specific activity.

This case illustrates how evaluation conclusions could be
at odds with the realities and, perhaps, political considera-
tions faced by police departments. Police departments are
answerable to the public'and under the scrutiny and, to some
extent, the control of public officials. Citizen demands are

part of the considerations. Barricade and hostage incidents

are a case 1in point. Another is the New York Transit Authority's

night patrol, a project included in our High Visibility Patrol
family. Subway riders, concessionaries and other interested
parties seek protection from robbers. The cost to New York
City for this night protection is $13 million a year. In more
mundane terms, the cost is $35,000 per deterred felony. Agaih,
IHRR would be tempted toward a failure rating on the basis of
cost. Our rating is tempered by the remarks of high public
officials that the project is a "stunning success” and the
willingness of New York City to pay such a price for protection
in the subways.

To summarize our point, success or failure cannot be defined

solely in terms of an evaluators' determination of cost-

effectiveness, level of performance, or degree of effectiveness.

The definitions, to be meaningful to decisionmakers, include

considerations of public welfare and local political issues.
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What appears as an overly costly endsavor to outsiders, may
well be considered a small cost for an importaht gain to those in
decisionmaking positions. We do feel, however, that critical
resource allocations should rest on sound evaluations as well as
considerations relating to public welfare and poiitical issues.

Sound evaluations, in fact, could assist decisionmakers in deciding

o

on critical rasource allocations, such as whether to choose a less-
costly traditional patrol or some type of specialized patrol tactic
to comba® a given crime situation. We will discuss methods by which
evaluation could assist decisionmakers in resource allocations

and in making judgments on per formance and effectiveness in our

next report. At this point, we will turn to our methods of judging
the success or failure of specialized patrol families in this re-
port. To the extent possible, we have considered the accuracy and
reliability of information in our ratings.

b. IHRR's methods of judaging success and failure. 1In

order to make some tentative conclusions regarding the success or
failure of specialized patrol families, IHRR used several methods:

. Assessment of expart opinion with regard to success
or failure

. Assessment of objectives attainment, that is, the
number of objectives totally wet and partially
met by a specialized patrol project and project
family

. The amount of change effected by a specialized
patrol project and project family

. Ratings based on a blend of performance and effec-
tiveness figures on a specialized patrol project
and family and tho reliabilitv and type of infor-
mational source that provided the data being rated;
these ratings take into consideration the meaning
of success and failure held by public officials
and decisionmakers within the police departments
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The acceptance of a specialized patrol project or
project family by the community (as indicated by
positive attitudes, requests for service, and other
secondary output measures), and the successful
adoption of a project elsewhere. These criteria
represent a type of systems external validity
which we feel is an important consideration in
judging success and failure : ’

The effects which a specialized patrol project

or project family has on the specialized unit or
department (e.g., effects on morale, as judged by
attitude surveys, turnover, etc., and the presence
or absence of dissension between the specialized
unit and other units in the department)

The last two criteria are not given the importance of other
criteria, partly because there is little information on these two
types of criteria and partly because their impact on the perfor-
mance and effectiveness of specialized patrols is not well under-
stood. We will simply guantify the number of positive and negative
effects noted on the community acceptance, project adoption, and
impact within the specialized unit and department and relate,
descriptively, any noted relationships between these data and other
information on project success and failure.

i. Expert opinion--a guestionable success and faillure

indicator. Table II-5 shows the criteria used to rate project
success or failure according to expert opinion. As can be noted,
there are four types of ratings for success: one 1is simply a

Success rating, unqualified, except for the various caveats discussed
throughout regarding the accuracy and reliability of the data base.
This rating does rest, however, on a high reliability rating of

the expert opinion information. Probable Success is dependent upon

a medium reliability rating of expert opinion,; and Qualified Success

upon a low reliability rating. The criteria for Failure ratings
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TABLE II-5

SUCCESS/FAILURE RATINGS: EXPERT OPINION

Rating Criterion
= Success Expert opinion rated
= Failure high on reliability
criteria

Probable Success
= Probable Failure

Expert opinion rated
medium on reliability
criteria

= Qualified Success Expert opinion rated

= Qualified Failure low on reliability
criteria
= Unknown No expert opinion cited
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of expert opinion are the same as those listed for success. The
other rating(Unknown) simply indicates that IHRR has no expert
opinion data on a project.

One point should be stressed: IHRR does not consider this
type of success or failure indicator as reliable as the the ones
to be discussed in the following secticn, as we do not always
have other types of information {(e.g., evaluations) to support
these opinions of euxperts. Further, the experté all had some type
of stake in the outcomes of the project being assessed and could
not be considered unbiased.

We will use expert opinion ratings where appropriate, but will
present these ratings separately from ratings based on evaluative
and/or crime statistics data. Thus, we may present in tabular form
the ratings of experts on objectives attainment and the ratings
on objectives attainment gathered from evaluations and/or crime
statistics. We will, however, compare the expert opinion rating
with the other types of ratings and do so wherever they apply
to the other types of ratings shown in the following sections.

ii. Attainment of objectives: a guestionable success/

failure indicator. 1In the field of evaluation, a test of the

[3=)

extent to which an intervention has led to the attainment of
specific objectives is often used as an indicator of the success
or failure of an intervention. Further, evaluators often encourage

projects to set specific objectives, cast in quantifiable and

measurable terms. IHRR believes the practice of assessing objectives

attainment is a questionable criterion for determining success or

failure. The following examples are intended to illustrate our

@
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objections to the criterion of objectives attainment as a sole
measure of success or fajlure. The objections apply to cases where
objectives are stated in global terms (e.g., crime reduction) as
well as to those framed in specific, gqguantifiable terms (e.g., a

5 percent reduction in vehicle theft).

It is true that objectives framed in specific, quantifiable
terms can simplify measurement and the interpretation of findings;
however, the practice can also load the results. For example, the
attainment of a 5 percent reduction in a target crime would meet
the objective of a 5 percent reduction in the target crime. The

attainment of a 4.9 percent reduction in the target crime would not

meet the stated objective. To call this project a failure, obviously,

would be ludicrous.

In another case, an objective may be unrealistic. That is,
a specialized patrol may not be able to achieve a high performance
level (e.g., a 60 percent increase 1in convictions) 1f the resources
allocated to the project are insufficient for attainihg a stated
objective (or, 1f attainment is dependent upon an institution out-
side the department's control, such as courts). In still another
case, a project may fail to meet an objective and still show a
comparatively good record. Take the case in which a project's
target area shows én increase in the target crime when the objective
has been to reduce the target crime. By the criterion of objectives
attainment, this project is clearly a failure. Yet, how doesg one
judge it when its target area shows only a slight increase in the
target crime and adjoining areas show a high increase in this crime

and there is no evidence that the specialized patrol has displaced
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crime to these areas? We feel. it would be an injustice to rate
this last case as a total failure.
.8Such examples should suffice to illustrate our objections to
using objectives attainment as a sole criterion for judging the

success or failure of a specialized patrol project or family. We

do provide an assessment of objectives attainment. We will show the

number of objectives that have been addressed by evaluators in
their studies of specialized patrols and we will show, for each
project and family, those that have been met, unmet, or represent
an unknown (or uninterpretable) bit of information according to
evaluations, crime figures, and expert opinion. 2And, we will rate
each by the success and failure criteria shown in Table II-6.

We will not, however, compare these results with other ratings of
success and failure because 0of our stated objections to its use

as a success/failure indicator; however, we will compare the ob-
jectives attainment data across all family types.

iii. Amount of change. A more relevant measure for

judging successg or failure is, we believe, the amount of change

on a specific set of criteria effected by a specialized patrol
project or family. To some extent, this criterion addresses
objectives attainment but does so in a way that provides far more
meaningful information. One does not ask simply: Did the project
reduce crime and, therefore; attain its stated objective? Rather,
one asks: To what extent was crime reduced by the project? Pre-
ferably, one would address the latter question by using a well-
matched control group, by controlling for important intervening
variables and by performing statistical tests that could determine
whether or not the change was significantly different over time

and between the specialized patrol and its comparison group.
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TABLE II-6

SUCCESS/FAILURE RATINGS:
OBJECTIVES ATTAINMENT

Rating Criterion
Success 1. Objectives attainment
Failure level based on compar-

atively adeguate
evaluation :

2. Objectives attainment
level based on raw
data supported by IHRR
interviews and/or eval-

uation
Probable Success 1. Objectives attainment
Probable Failure level based on only
fairly adequate eval-
uation

2. Based on raw data,
unsupported by IHRR
interviews and/or
evaluation

uvalified Success 1.

Q Objectives attainment
Qualified Failure

level data contradic-
tory (e.g., conflict-
ing results from dif-
ferent evaluations)
Unknown 1. No data; unable to
interpret data in
terms of success or
failure
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We do not have amount of change data on each specialized patrol
project under study. Nor are the available data based on sound
evaluation designs that use well-matched comparison groups. Some
of the availabhle evaluations cannot even separate out the activities
of the specialized patrol from the traditional patrol in a given
target area which is then compared to nontarget areas. In still
other cases, the amount of change data exist only in the form of
unanalyzed crime figures.

Nevertheless, IHRR felt that the available information on
the extent of change effected by a specialized patrol and/or within
its target area provided the best measure of success or failure
available to us. The criteria for rating amount of change as being
an indicator of success appear in Table II-7. Similar criteria
for failure ratings on amount of change appear in Table II-8.

iv. Performance and effectiveness indicator ratings.

The same types of success/failure ratings shown in previous sections
are used to make some judgments on certaln pProcess measures:
efficiency, cost-effectiveness and, in the case of one family type,
safety. ©Bach type of primary output shown in the IHRR model will
also be judged by these ratings. These primary output measures

are often indicators of performance as well as effectiveness.

The ratings and criteria appear in Table Ii-9. The criteria for
success or faillure are less stringent than those required for the
amount of change indicator. That is, the ratings are less strin-
gently tied to statistical significance. Since few adequate
statistical tests appear in the data, we feel performance should

be Jjudged by standards other than statistical tests, as can be

et et e
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TABLE II1-7

SUCCESS RATINGS: AMOUNT OF CHANGE

Rating Criteria

POV

S = Success 1. Amount of change is
statistically significant
in the desired direction

PS = Probable Success 1. Amount of change appears
high; no statistical tests
have been performed

2. Amount of change is high
and statistically signif-
icant but data include
combined output of special-
ized patrol and nonspecial-
ized patrol

08 = Qualified Success 1. Amount of change 1is
fairly low; no statis-
tical tests have been
per formed

2. Two or more &valuations
draw different conclusions
from same data/project
(e.g., one shows positive
change, one negative or
no change); rating is
based on most adeqguate
evaluation(s)

3. Change not in the desired
direction, but performance/
outcome higher than that
for nontarget area and/or
nonspecialized patrol

U = Unknown 1. No data; data uninter-
pretable because of ina-
dequate comparison criteria
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TABLE II-8

FATLURE RATINGS: AMQUNT OF CHANGE

= Failure

Probhable Failure

i

Qualified Failure

H

= Unknown

1

amount of change is
not statistically
significant in the
desired direction:
adequate test

Amount of change not
in desired direction
and per formance/outcome
poorer than nontarget
areas/nontarget spec-
ialized patrol; no
statistical tests per-
formed

amount of change 1is
not statistically sig-
nificant; not very
adequate test

Project performance/
outcomwe appears to
remain almost constant
(i.e., only slight
change in either direc-
tion); no statistical
tests performed; rating
based on most adeqguate
evaluation(s) where
results conflict

No data; data uninter-
pretable because of
inadequate comparison
criteria
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seen 1in Table II-9.

As with other types ©f information assessed by these types of
ratings, these performance and effectiveness indicators will be
assessed for each project family and across project families.

v. Other considerations. As noted previously, we

will consider also the impact which the specialized unit has on the
morale of its personnel and the morale of the department as well

as various secondary outputs shown in the IHRR model. The secon-
dary outputs largely cover displacement, citizen attitudes and the
patrols' impact on other parts of the criminal justice system.
Since our information.on these factors is scant and is seldom based
on formal evaluations, IHRR has not attempted to use the types

of ratings shown in previous sections. Rather, our assessment

will merely point to effects that appear to he in a positive or
negative direction and the data will be used to provide further
insight into success and failure of specialized patrol projects.

iv. Overall ratings. At the conclusion of our discus-

sion of each project family, IHRR will present two types of rat-
ings for the following criteria:

Amount of change

Efficiency

Cost-effectiveness

Arrest performance/effectiveness

Clearance performance/effectiveness

. Conviction performance/effectiveness

. Crime reduction

For each of these criteria, we will present combined Success, combined
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TABLE II-9

SUCCESS/FAILURE RATINGS: INDIVIDUAL ACTIVITIES:
PERFORMANCE AND EFFECTIVENESS

Rating Criteriog

Success 1. Based on comparatively
Failure adequate evaluation
2. Based on adequate raw
data supported by IHRR
interview data and/or
evaluation

r
Hou

PSS
PF

Probable Success 1. Based on only fairly
Probable Ffailure adequate evaluation
2. Based on adeguate raw
data; unsupported by
IARR interviews and/or
evaluation

i

gualified Success 1. Project performance/

Qualified railure outcome on one dimen-
sion not consistent
across information
sources, rating is
based on most reli-
able information; or
measures contradicted
by other data (e.g.,
project shows crime
reduction but probable
displacement)

Qs
QF

o

U = Unknown 1. No data; data uninter-
pretable because of
inadequate comparison
criteria
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Failure, and Unknown (no data) ratings. We will then provide
another very gross type of rating for these criteria combined.

For all combined Success and all combined Failure ratings,

Cwe will present the percentages which each separate rating (e.g.,

Success, Probable Success, Failure, Qualified Failure) represents,
or a level of success and level of failure rating.

The first type of rating--the combined Success, combined
Failure, and Unknown ratings--will permit IHRR to show, in very
gross terms, the percentage of success and failure on the selected
criteria as well as the gaps in knowledge on these criteria for
each family type.

Since our Success and Failure ratings are related to reli-
ability ratings of the informational sources, the second type of
rating will provide a gross measure as to how successful or un-
successful the project families were across all selected criteria
(see Parts 1-3, Chapter III).

These same procedures will be followed to make comparisons
of project families (see Part IV, Chapter III). 1In addition, we
will compare project families on objectives attainment, though,
as noted earlier, we believe this to be the poorest indicator of
success or failure.

One final word: The overall ratings, using either method
discussed above, should be viewed with some caution. The reasgons
largely have been explained previously: the questionable accuracy
of the data, the noncomparability of measures among and between
families on the same criterion, and, we should add, the questionable

comprehensiveness of some measures on particular criteria. The
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latter 1s especially applicable to the categories of efficiency and
cost-effectiveness, though somewhat applicable to other categories
as well. IHRR has placed available data into the most appropriate
category. The results shown for a category by no means indicate
that they are based on comprehensive measures, or even the most
relevant measures of a given category.

C. &Amassing a Tentative Knowledae Base

The amassing of the knowledge on specialized patrol was a
specific task assigned to IHRR in this Phase I evaluation. Prior
to writing this report, IHRR has undertaken this task bhy:

Performing a literature secarch

Sufveying police departments, State Planning Agencies
and other law enforcement personnel across the nation

Reviewing various evaluation reports on specialized
patrol

Per forming an in-depth study on 21 specialized patrol
projects purposively selected as being representative
of the existing knowledge on specialized patrols
Synthesizing the 21 projects into project families
Assessing the measurements used to study specialized
patrols and the variables that have been measured on
project families.

This report will continue and complete the task of amassing

a knowledge base on specialized patrols by:

Assessing the accuracy and reliability of existing
knowledge on specialized patrols

Assessing the success and failure of specialized
patrol projects and families

In performing these latter tasks and amassing the knowledge on
specialized patrols, IHRR will draw upon findings presented in its

previous reports.
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After the completion of our previous reports and an initial
assessment of the work presented in this report, it became apparent
that we could provide little knowledge that could be considered a
conclusive, final word on specialized patrols. Many of the reasons
for our inability to provide a comprehensive, conclugive knowledge
hase on specialized patrols were discussed in previous reports and
in the previous sections of this report. We can summalize the most
important of these as follows:

. Too few evaluations have been done on specialized
patrols

.  [Existing evaluations are often of a guality un-~
acceptable to the research community

. The existing evaluations are such that they leave
essentially untested the assumptions upon which
projects are based and the interventions which they
use to accomplish thelir objectives
. Existing research findings are not based on compara-
ble measures, a fact that confounds any assessment
of knowledge about performance, effectiveness, suc-
cess, or fallure
Given a data base of questionable accuracy and reliability, IHRR
can do little more than provide a tentative and limited set of con-
clusions about specialized patrols--a questionable knowledge hase,
indeed.
We found ourselves faced with two possibilities: one was to
bypass any conclusionary statements and concentrate only on delin-
eating important deficiencies in the knowledge base. The other

was to establish some criteria for inclusion and exclusion of

material from a tentative set of conclusions. We chose the latter

course with the belief that such tentative knowledge could be

useful to law enforcement personnel.
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- This tentative knowledge bhase will include:
. Descriptive material on the projects
Conclusions drawn from our assessment of the projects
The criteria for including or excluding both descriptive and
] assessment data are discussed below.

" 1. Descriptive Material., The descriptive material to be

included in our tentative knowledge base consists of:

. Selected information from thz IHNRR literature
. review relevant to important variables assessed
on the 21 selected patrol projects

] . A selected set of characteristics common to all 21
specialized patrols (regardless of family type):

- these represent simple, quantatively-based conclu-
sions about the departmental milieu in which these
patrols operate and include inforaation on planning,
) training, monitoring, span of deployment, and other
; input and throughput variables listed in the IIHRR

. model

. Special insights into reasons for success or failure
R that remain unevaluated

- 2. Assessment Information. From the IHRR ratings on the

success and failure of specialized patrol activites, we will
select findings for inclusion in the tentative knowledge base that:

Appear consistently across a project family or
families

. Represent what may be crucial differences by family
- type and/or tactic

Represent what might be important relationships be-~
tween different indicators of success or fallure

D. Deficiencies in the Knowledaec Base

To identify deficiencies in the knowledge base, IHRR will

utilize the model presented in Chapter I. For each variable

shown in the model, we will identify and judge the importance of
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the deficiencies on any given variable to our understanding of
specialized patrol. In addition, we will review knowledge de-
ficlencies on important intervening variables (see Table II-4)
and make some judgment as to the importance of the study of these
variables in increasing our knowledge on selected intervening
variables.

To juc e the relative importance of each gap, we will
identify points or variables that must be measured in order to
édequately test the assumptions underlying the existence of spec-
ialized patrols.

To identify reasons for deficiencies in the knowledge base,
we will review our studies to identify evaluation design problems
and other factors that hinder the formation of a sound knowledge

base on specialized patrols.
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IIT. ASSESSMENT OF PROJECT FAMILIES

In this chapter, IHRR uses the methods described in Chapter
II to assess each project family in terms of the reliability of
data and success and failure. At the conclusion of the chapter,
comparisons are made across project families. This information
is presented in the following sections of this chapter:
. Part l--Low Visibility Patrols
Part 2--High Visibility Patrols
Part 3--Combined High/Low Visibility Patrols
Part 4--Comparisons of Project Families
We wish to stress again the fact that the IHRR ratings of
success and failure are relative; that is, they are gross, com-

parative judgments based on existing knowledge of questionable

accuracy and reliability.
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oy Part 1
| Low Visibility Patrols
. 9
l ) According to IHRR estimates, a sizeable number of law en-

forcement agencies across the nation wseem to assume that low
L. visibility tactics are an effective way of combatting certain

- forms of crime. The belief seems most prevalent in large cities

") with populations over 50,000. More formally stated, this commonly-
B shared assumption reads: 1Increased invisible police presence
| will effectively lead to increases in apprehension of target

criminals and, in the long run, to decreases in target crimes.
- e Low visibility tactics (civilian dress and/or mechanical devices)

are commonly expected also to increase conviction rates, decrease

g1}

public fear of victimization, and enhance public safety and citi-

zen support of and participation in police activities. Burglary,
‘robbery, and other Part 1 offenses are typical target crimes:
- patrol protection and coverage extend geographically to both
“ T commercial and residential areas and inhabitants.

What conclusive evidence exists to support the basic assump-
tion that Low Visibility patrols are an effective means of in-
creasing apprehension and attaining other objectives? If one
- looks to sound, unassailable evaluative data, the answer is simple:
1 None. However, a somewhat more affirmative answer emerges from
a review of comparative data and reported expert opinion.

We will present the information on what we believe is known

about Low Visibility patrols in this Part 1 section. The final

"1
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sample upon which our findings are based consists of seven patrols
that rely heavily on a civilian dress tactic (one of these also
uses mechanical devices) and one basically mechanical devices
unit backed by traditional uniformed patrol. The sample was
purposively selected and appears to be representative of @he
data that exist on Low Visibility patrols. The names and locations
of these eight patrols are listed below.

Street Crime Unit, New York, New York

City-Wide Anti-Crime Unit, Boston, Massachusetts

Tactical Operations Unit, Nashville, Tennessee

0ld Clothes Unit, Memphis, Tennessee

Vehicle Theft Crime Specific Abatement Project,
san Francisco, California

High Incidence Target (HIT) Project, Henrico County,
virginia

Strategic Target Oriented Project, Miami, Florida

Tac II Alarm System Program, Birmingham, Alabama
We will refer to these specialized patrols throughout this Part
1 section by using the name of the city in which each is based.

A. The Knowledge Base: Accuracy and Reliability

The knowledge baseon theLow Visibility patrol studies consists
of evaluative data, crime figures and other raw data, and expert
opinion. As the discussion below indicates, this knowledge base
cannot be considered highly accurate or reliable.

1. Evaluations. Of the eight Low Visibility patrols selected

for study, only three were formally evaluated: these include
the projects in New York, San Francilsco, and Henrico County.

None of these evaluations controlled for any of the internal or
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external validity factors adapted from Campbell and Stanley (see
Chapter 1I, Section A, 1). Further, because of the failure to
control for these factors, especially selection biases, the eval-
vations failed to provide a real test of the basic hypothesisg
(assumption) underlying Low Visibility patrols; that is, that
civilian dress and/or mechanical device tactics will be effective
in combatting crime. wNor did one evaluation test all stated pro-
ject objectives.

Our ratings of these evalvations appear in Table ITr-1-1.
As can be seen, the highest ratings for the greatest number of
evaluations are for testing project objectives, for using multiple
Measures, and for using relative measures. However, high reli-
ability ratings are given only to two evaluations ang these only
for the criterion of testing project objectives.

2. Crime Figures and Other Raw Data. Threc departments were

able to supply some information in the form of crime figures:

these included the projects in Boston, Miami, and Birminghém.

All were figures from the departments with no outside checks on
reliability; they, therefore, were rated as being of low relij-
ability according to the IHRR criteria for rating crime fiqures.
Some raw data were provided also on the impact which Low Visibility
patrols had on themselves, their depar tments, and their communities.

3. Expert Opinion. From evaluation documentation and/or

interviews, IHRR was provided some information in the form of

expert opinion on seven projects; the Henrico County project was

the exception.




TABLE III-1l-1

LOW VISIBILITY PATROLS:

RATINGS OF EVALUATIONS

CRITERION IHRR RATING NUMBER
NUMBER OF MEASURES MEDIUM 3
RELEVANCY OF MEASURES MEDIUM 3
ADEQUACY OF DESIGN: INTERNAL
VALIDITY (EXPERIMENTAL CRITERIA) LOW 3
ADEQUACY OF DESIGN: EXTERNAL
VALIDITY (EXPERIMENTAIL CRITERTA) LOW 3
ACCURACY OF DATA BASE LOW 2
MED1UM 1
APPROPRIATENESS OF STATISTICAL
TESTS LOW 2
MEDIUM 1
TESTS HYPOTHESES (ASSUMPTIONS) LOW 3
MEASURES OBJECTIVES HIGH 2
LOW 1




e —————essessesreeeE

- -
¢ N

60

Using the criteria listed in Chapter II (Table II-3), we

rated the available expert opinion as follows:

Low reliability - n = 1 project
Medium reliability - n = 2 projects
High reliability - n = 4 projects

According to these ratings, the majority of the departments were
not content to bhase their subjective conclusions on one or two
criteria. Rather, they sought several types of evidence upon
which to base their judgments. Expert opinion, then, appears to
be fairly reliable, as judged by the IHRR criteria. We caution
again that we cannot assess the validity of this type of infor-

mation for the reasons discussed in Chapter II (A-3).

4. Assumptions and Objectives: Testability and Measurability.

Given that no conclusive statement can be made regarding the know-
ledge base on Low Visibility patrols, we scrutinized the projects'
assumptions and objectives to determine whether or not they con-
tributed to the deficiencies in knowledge. In summary, we asked
whether they were capable of being tested and measured and 1f they
have been tested and measured.

1
a. Assumptions. As noted in the IHRR Product 3 report,

project assumptions tend to infer objectives; however, the pro-
jects also tend to specify objectives separate from what we have
termed as assumptions. We will consider here only the basic
assumption upon which Low Visibility patrols seems to be based:
low visibility, attained through the use of a civilian dress and/
or mechanical device tactic, will be an effective way to combat

target crimes. One can infer that departments believe that Low
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Visibility patrols will bhe more effective than (a) another type
of specialized patrol and/or (b) traditional patrol.

The basic assumption, and the subassumptions inferred by
IHRR, which lead to the establishment of a Low Visibility patrol
are testable. However, they require-~first and foremost--a care-
fully-selected comparison or control group and a well-thought-
out study design. TIHRR found no evidence that any study had
utilized an adequate comparison group or study design to test
these basic beliefs.

b. Objectives. When we asked whether or not the objec-

tives set for Low Visibility patrols were measurable using appro-
priate evaluation criteria, the answer in almost every instance
was an affirmative one. As in the case of assumptions, knowledge
deficiencies cannot ke blamed on any lack of untestable or unmea-
surable variables.

Table III-1-2 summarizes the types of objectives set across
Low Visibility projects as well as the number of assessments
made of each type of objective. The latter figures include some
rather informal assessments or comparisons made by departments
as well as those measured in formal evaluations.

It is obvious from reviewing Table III-1-2 that objectives
are often set forth without ever bheing measured. In eight cases,
objectives were stated in very specific terms, such as "a 5 per-
cent reduction in vehicle theft," a practice that simplified
measurement procedures but by no means guaranteed that any measure-

ment would be made.
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TABLE III-1-2

LOW VISIBILITY PATROLS:

TYPES OF OBJNCTIVES AND NUMBER OF
EACH TYPE ASSESSED
»
TYRPE OF NUABER NUMBER
OBJECTIVE STATED ASSESSED
REDUCE TARGET CRIME o 3

INCREASE ARRESTS

‘.._J

'NCREASE QUALITY ARRESTS
INCREASE CONVICTIONS
INCREASE CITIZEN SAFETY

DECREAS

=

CITIZEN FEAR
INCREASE CITIZEN SUPPORT/PARTICIPATION

OTHER

2

0

-]
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B. Ratings of Success and Failure

Following the methodology specified in Chapter II, we base
our tentative assessment of the success and failure of Low Vis-
ibility patrol activities on the following:

. Attainment of objectives

nmnount of change
Ratings of success and failure
Descriptive data
The ratings of expert opinion will be introduced where relevant.

1. Attainment of Objectives. Table III-1-3 shows the number

of project objectives attained by each Low Visibility patrol.

The ratings of Success and Failure follow the criteria shown in
Table II-5 and are based on three types of informational sources:
evaluations, crime figures, and expert opinion.

If one could be certain that all the informational sources
were accurate, the Low Visibility patrols would have a rather im-
pressive record of meeting their objectives, with the exception
of the Henrico County project.

However, when we view objectives attainment in terms of our
rating criteria, the record is less impressive. Table III-1-4
summarizes the scores on the ratings listed in Table III-1-3.

As shown in Table III-1-4, there were three Success ratings
and an equal number of Failure ratings. The latter are tempered
somewhat by the three Probable Success and one Qualified Success
ratings. By combining all evaluation/crime figure success ratings,
the Low Visibility patrols attained one-third (33 percent) of their

21 stated objectives and failed to attain 14 percent of the
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1 TABLE II1-1-3
- LOW VISIBILITY PATROLS:
| ATTAINMENT OF OBJECTIVES
T PROJECT OBJECTIVE MET UlaET JUOZKNOWN | RATING
- ' |
| NEW YORK QUALITY ARREST EVAL., S |
' PUBLIC SAFRTY % U !
. PUBLIC RESPECT CF Qs
e e e o e woen ot o e i e e owe e ToS s o Lt b it S i s S e o e S At o et o S S it et e e b i e et a8 ol Ut oty e S vt e o s . o o o i o] PN MU |
voo BOS'TON QUALITY ARREST CF PS {
CRIWE REDUCTION EQ (S) |
) 60% CONVICTION RATE CP PS |
- CITIZEN SAFETY EO (8) ;
CITIZEW SUPRPORT EO | (38) i
- I e e e e R S R et T T e R I I R e et i R I R e e e J
. NASHVILLE REDUCE RESIDEWNTIAL BURGLARY X g J
- MEMPHIS REDUCE CRIME EO {P3) '
v SAN REDUCE VSHICLE THEFT 5% EVAL.* PS
- FRANCISCO INCRIASE RECOVERIES 5% EVAL. F
DIVERT JUVENILES FROM CJS EVAL. S
B et e e e n i tn de e i Afe i v e S e ot o b et et S S St Sme et S Ao e s foam ot ot e foon B ot i e e et o o S B et o e it e o v e s ot e ] ot e e et s -
HENRICO CO. |STARILIZED COMHERCIAL |
g ROBBERIES EVAL. I
] REDUCE COMMERCIAL
: BURGLARIES 10% EVAL. F
- e e s i e e e b it i n o an A e v e e e e T o v o S a S e o b e e e irm [ oo et ot b e e et S| s it s e s oot bl o e o o e i o Sfs ot Gt em et v i S
MIAMI REDUCE ROBBERIES 1.5% EO (S)
T INCREASE ARRESTS 2.5% EO (S)
- INCREASE CONVICTIONS 5.0% EO (8)
____________________________________________________________ e ]
s BIRMINGHAHM INCREASE ROBBERY ARRESTS CF 5
INCREASE CONVICTION RATE EQ (8)
’1 PUBLIC SAFETY EO (5)
: KEY: EVAL. = Evaluation data
] EO = Expert opinion
CI* = Crime figures (and other raw data)
1, "Expert Opinion" ratings appear in parentheses.
&
7\-
] Data of questionable validity.



TABLE III-1-4

LOW VISIBILITY PATROLS:
SUCCESS AND FPAILURE "SCORES" ON OBJECTIVES ATTAINMENT

EVALUATIONS/CRINE ' EXPERT
RATING FIGURES OPINIOCH
SUCCESS 3 8
PROBABLE SUCCESS 3 1
QUALIFIED SUCCESS 1 —-
FAILURE 3 ——
UNKNOWN* 11 12

*

Represents the actual number of UNXNOWN ratings for the
two types of information sources shown in the column headings.
Each column, thus, totals 21, or the numbar of stated onjectives.




objectives; all others were undetermined (Unknown) using evaluation
or unevaluated crime figures.

Looking only at the expert opinion ratings, we find eight
Success ratings and one Probable Success. Using these two types
of ratings, the Low Visibility patrols achieved 43 percent of the
stated objectives. (The remaining percentage represents an Unknown
rating, indicating the lack of expert opinion on certain stated
objectives.)

Qur objections to the criterion of objectives attainment were
stated in some detail in Chapter II (Section B-4) and will not
be repeated here. We will turn now to what we have argued is a
better success/failure criterion: the amount of change effected
by specialized patrols.

2. Amount of Change. Table III-1-5 shows the data on the

amount of change effected by specialized patrols through certain

activities, according to evaluations, crime figures, and expert
opinion. As noted, experts claim positive changes, that is,
increases in arrests (MNashville, Memphis) and crime reduction
(Boston, Memphis, Miami, and Birmingham).

Using the figures shown in Table III-1-5, and the expert
opinion data which we rated, we obtain the scores shown in Table
ITII-1~-6 for amount of change.

Looking only at the evaluation/crime figures scores shown
in Tahle III-1-6, two projects appeared to be somewhat successful
in reducing crime; ¢ne seemed to fail in changing crime rates in

the desired direction. Two projects appeared successful in in-

creasing arrests; one seems to have failed to increase arrests.
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P TABLE III-1-5
LOW VISIBILITY PATROLS:
~ SUCCESS AND FAILURE RATINGS ON AMOUNT OF CHANGE
- COMPARISON/
PROJECT TYPE/SOURCE LvPp CRITERIA RATING
L NEW YORK CITY ARRESTS: EVAL 52% INCREASE YR. PRIOR TO PS
1 PROJECT
CRIME RED.: PROBABLE RED. OVER 12 MO. QS
- BVAL IN 27 OF 44
1 PRECINCTS
BOSTON CRIME RED.: EO REDUCED (S)
————————————————— "—"—"—"‘—"‘———-—-——————————- e v M L) W Mt et ety Mt b ML TS e et W b e e s ey S e ey M e e ST S Raee Ak ey TR MM TR S (S S HUS Sy Swes T S e
- NASHVILLE ARRESTS: EO INCREASED (PS)
] MEMPHIS ARRESTS: EO INCREASED {PS)
CRIME RED.: EO REDUCE (PS)
] SAN FRANCISCO ARRESTS: EVAL "VERY SLIGHT" YR. PRIOR TO PE
INCREASE PROJECT
CRIME RED.: 12.3% RED., YR. PRIOR TO
- EVAL TARGET CRIME PROJECT PSS
| HENRICO CO. CRIME INCREASE: 34.0% INCREASE 7 MO. PRIOR TO PR
- . EVAL ROB., 28.0% PROJECT (INC.
INCREASE BURG. HIGHER IN NON-
{TARGET AREAS) TARGET ARLEAS:
§ PROBABLE
DISPLACEMNENT)
MIAMI CRIME RED.: EQ | REDUCED (8)
________________ e e e
. | BIRMINGHAH ARRESTS: CF 8 IN 2 MO. NONE IN NON- PS
(ALARM SYSTEM) TARGET ARLAS
CRIME RED.: EO REDUCED (8)
KEY: EVAL = Evaluation
| CF = Crime Pigures
EO = Eupert Opinion
l - Ratings of expert opinion appear in parentheses.
ST - P
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- TABLE III-1-6
”] LOW VISIBILITY PATROLS:
- SUCCESS/FAILURE "SCORES" ON AMOUNT OF CHANGE
o

_ EVALUATION/CRIAR EXDRRT
RATING FIGURES OPINION
.- CRINAE CRTTE
ARRESTS RED. ARRESTS RED .
| SUCCESS 3
- PROBABLE SUCCESS 2 1 2 1
" QUALIFIED SUCCESS 1
'“J PROBABLE FAILURE 1 1
, UNKNOWN 5 5 6 4

\ . l ) B
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The inclusion of expert opinion provides some coverage
of all projects on arrests or crime reductions: all ex-
perts point to positive results though three ratings are
in the Probable Success category because of a medium reli-
ability rating of the expert opinion data.

Given so few hard data on the amount of change cri-

terion, we are hesitant to make any very conclusive state-
ment about the success or failure of Low Visibility patrols
in effecting change. However, we do note that police
personnel appear convinced that these patrols are effective
change agents.

We will turn to other measures to see if they provide
a better understanding regarding the success and failure
of these projects. Some of the data listed in the amount
of change table also appear again in Section 4 where they
will be rated somewhat more liberally as performance/
effectiveness (i.e., statistical significance will not be
requireé as stringently for the Success rating).

3. Efficiency, Cost-Effectiveness, and Safety. Table

III-1-7 shows the available data on efficiency, cost-
effectiveness, and safety for Low Visibility patrols.

The best data available on all these process measures
comes from the New York City project which appears to be
efficient, safe, and probably cost-effective. The Henrico
County project, unsuccessful by many other IHRR ratings,

also appears to be costly in terms of the results gained.
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TABLE III-1-7
- - b knEnbwn TE™T q va .
LOW VISIBILITY PATROLS--EFFICIENCY, COST~EFFECTIVENESS, SAFETY
PROJECT TYDE/SOURCE Ve . COMPARISON/CRITERIA RATING
Efficiency
New York City Man days per arrest: Evaluation 8.2 man days per felony arrest Entire department average 162 man S
days per arrest
All Others Unknown U (n=7)
Cost
New York City 4Cost par conviction: Evaluation $100 pexr conviction Based only on eguipment cost PS
San Francisco Cost p2r vehicle theft arrest: $3,069 per vehicle theft arrest
Evaluation , PS
Cost per felony arrest: Evaluation| $1,087 per felony arrest
Costper auto recovered: Evaluation| $ 472 per auto recovered
Henrico Co. Overall cost: Evaluation "High costs, low results...no
arrests from use of 525,000 F
alarm system"
All Others Unknown U (n=5)
B e 0 SO AU
Safety
New York City To unit: Evaluation .02% injury rate, some rise due S
‘ to use of decoy method
Boston To unit: Expert Opinion Greatly reduced injuries to (s)
police
Birmingham To unit: Expert Opinion Alarm system contributes to (PS)
officers’ safety
a1l others " Unknown U (n=5)
NOTE: Ratings of "expert opinion" appear in parentheses. E:
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Note that the mechanical device tactic was particularly
nonproductive and costly. 2An evaluation suggests that
the San Francisco project was probably cost-~effective also.
The few expert opinion ratings are positive; the
Boston and Birmingham units appear to contribute to the
safety of police personnel.
But, again, we have few data upon which to judge Low
Visibility patrols.

4. Performance and Effectiveness. The data presented

in this section can be labeled as primary output or ef-
fectiveness measures; however, many can be preceived also
as the process measure labeled performance in the IHRR
model. We have not separated the data into different sec-
tions (i.e., process vs primary output) in crder to avoid
repeating much of the same data in different sections.

The various data presented in this section will bhe
summarized at the conclusion of this section in order to
present an overview of the Low Visibility patrols' success
and failure on these performance and effectlveness measures.

a. Arrest performance and effectiveness. Table

ITI-1-8 shows the available information on the arrest
performance/e ffectiveness of Low Visibility patrols.

Here, as elsewhere, the Henrico County project appears
as a Failure. The San Francisco project is also a Probable
Failure with regard to arrest performance. All other rat-

ings reflect some degree of success; for two projects
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TABLE IIT-1-8
LOW VISIB‘I'LITY PATROLS--ARREST PERFORMANCE AND EFFECTIVENESS
PROJECT TYPE/SOURCE Lvp COMPARISON/CRYITERIA RATING |
- 1
New York City Increases: Evaluation Overall arrests up 52%; grand Compared to crime figures the year S
larceny arrests up 1600%; before LVP
robbery arrests up 11%
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ I
Boston Average number per menth: Crime Average 142 per month PS
Figures {largely robbery & larceny).
Nashville Increase: Expert Opinion LVP personnel make more arrests (BS)
than traditional patrolmen |
Memphis Increase: Expert Opinion Arrests have increased with use (PS)
of LVP - ;‘
1
San Francisco Increase: Evaluation "Very slight increase” Compared to year before LVP PF
Henrico Co. Average felony arrests per 3.6 felony arrests per man over F '
officexr: Evaluation a 7-month period
Miami Rate: Crime Figures 22% arrest rate (arrests/ P
2
offenses)
Birmingham Number: Crime Figures 8 "in progress" robbery arrests |[No "in progress" arrests in non-
in two months target areas S
NOTE: Ratings of "expert opinion" appear in parentheses, N
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(Nashvilis and Memphis) the rating reflects a Probable
Success based on expert opinion. The crime figures from
Boston and Miami suggest that their specialized patrols
also were a Probable Success in effecting increases in
arrests. The New York and Birmingham projects appear,
by our ratings, as the most successful of the eight Low
Visibility patrols in apprehending target criminals.

b. Clearance and conviction performance and effec-

tiveness. Table II-1-9 provides information on clearances
and convictions. The New York City project, and the Boston
project modeled aftexr it, appear quite successful in ef-
fecting a high conviction rate. The Nashville project
rates a Probable Success based on expert opinion.

Two Probable Success ratings appear for clearance
rates; these are for the projects in San Francisco and
Miami. The Henrico County project is rated a Failure in
regard to its clearance rates.

c. Crime reductlon and other activity. Table

ITI-1-10 shows crime increase/decrease figures for six Low
Visibility patrols. Four ratings on crime reduction are
based on expert opinion. According &£o our ratinqs on the in-
formation from these experts, the Boston and Birmingham
projects appear as a Success while the Nashville and Miami
projects are rated as a Probable Success.

Data from the three evaluations on crime increases or
decreases led us to give a Success rating to the San Francisco

project, a Probable Success to the New York City project,

_______________j--lIl...lllllI'lllllllll.l.II.lIllllll.lllllllll----Lf S
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TABLE III-1-°
LOW VISIBILITY PATROLS--CLEARANCE AND CONVICTION PERFORMANCE/EFFECTIVENESS :
PROJECT TYPE/SOURCE LVP 1 COMPARISON/CRITERIA RATING
i . | }
Clearances ﬁ
San Francisco Increase: Evaluation A "probable" increase | Compared to year before LVP I PS8 .
___________________________________________________ L e e e e
Henrico Co. Rate: Evaluatior 5.0% robbery clearance rate; . | - ‘
Over 7-month period ¥
11.0% burglary clearance rate ;
Miami Rate: Crime Figures (robberies) 30.4% clearance rate for 3-month - - $ >
. Over 3-month period I PS
period
All Others Unknown i (n=54
'IZ::Z:Z::Z:Z::I:Z:IIIZ:IZ:Z::IZ:Z:ZZ:Z:I::IZ::::ZZ::ZI::Z:Z:Z::::I::::ZZ:I::Z:Z::I::::IZI::IZ::Z::ZZII:::::Z:Z::I:::Z:Z:ZFIIZ::::‘
Convictions ! =
New Yoxrk City Rate: Evaluation Overall xrate: 88.0% Lntire PD, 56% (
Robbexry rate: 76.0% None S
Grand larceny rate: 95.0% None
Boston Rate: Crime Figures Overall rate: 89.0% S
Nashville Increase: Expert Opinion "Usually attain objective of (PS)
% increase"
All Others Unknown U (n=5)
~
‘ N |
NOTE: Ratings of "expert opinion" appear in parentheses. i
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TABLE III-1-10
TOW VISIBILITY PATROLS--CRIME REDUCTIONS AND OTHER PERFORMANCE MEASURES
T T T o R - NN o
PROJECT TYPE/SOURCE LvP 5 COMPARISON/CRITERIA RATING
Crime Reduction
New York City |In target precincts: Evaluation Reduction occurred in 27 out of
44 precincts (low confidence Measured over 12-month period PS
level statistically)
Boston General: Expert Opinion "Reduced" {S)
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ B8 S
Nashville Unknown U
____________________________________________________ U Ay SRS S
Memphis General: Expert Opinion "Reduced” (PS) =
San Francisco Percent reduction: Evaluation Target crime reduced 12.3% One year before/after LVP S
Henrico Co Level of increase: BEvaluation Robbery up 34% in target areas; | Increases were higher in non-target
’ burglary up 28% in target areas! and control areas PF
—————————————————— e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e T e e e e e e
Miami General: Expert Opinion "Usually met objective of (s) -
reducing crime” -
Birmingham In target area: Expexrt Opinion "Robbery dropped sharply in .Increased in non-target areas {5)
_________________ e ____ _taxget aveas®
Other
San Francisco Investigations: Evaluation "Successful”
Saturation sweeps: Evaluation "Successful® PS
Inspection of businesses: " e k
— . Unsuccessinl g
Evaluvation )
Recovery of stolen autos: ; .
Y "Poor recovery rate" Before/after project z
Evaluation =
Diversion of Juveniles: Evaluationy 81 of 94 diversions successiul 94 diversions of 531 contacts
R s _— .. . . ~J
KOTE; Ratings of "expert opinion" appear in parentheses. w» ,
v AR e RS 8 o B - - v - - ety e e gt S i, Mg S v, o s i o gt S - s e e ot i i e, B ‘//ﬁj
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and a Probable Failure rating to the Henrico County pro-
ject on this measure.

Several other activities undertaken by the San Francisco
project (investigations, saturation Sweeps, inspections
of businesses, recovery of stolen property, and diversion
of juveniles from the criminal justice system) were a Pro-
bable Success.

d. Summary: performance/effectiveness ratings.

Table Irr-1-11 sunmmarizes the IHRR ratings on arrests,
clearances, convictions, and crime reduction for the eight
Low Visibility patrols. (The other cafegory does not
appear in the table since it applies to only one project.)

From the ratings made on arrest data from evaluations
and/or crime figures for siw Projects, one-half appeared
successful while one-fourth (n = 2) appeared unsuccessful.
Adding expert opinion ratings for arrests brings the suce-
cess levels to 87.5 percent. These data suggest that the
Low Visibility Patrols may have been fairly successful in
apprehending criminals--a basic part of the assumption upon
which these patrols are based.

The scant data on othex performance/effectiveness cri-
teria provides little neans for any determination on success

©Oor failure on these activities. Adding expert opinion rat-

ings to the crime reduction Success column in Table III-1-11
does suggest that the majority (75 percent) of the Low
Visibility patrols may have been fairly successful in re-

ducing crime.

g,
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TABLE III-1-11

LOW VISIBILITY PATROLS:
SUMMARY QF PRIMARY OUTPUTS

k/% RATTNG/EVAL.
TYPE OF PROJECTS CRINME FIGURES % %
ACTIVITY PREZENT TG SUCCESS FAILURE
DATA S |PS | F | PF
ARREST (EV/CF) 6 (75.0%) 20 2111 1 50.0% 25.0
(EV/CF/EQ) * 8 (100) (87.5)
CLEARANCE (EV/CF)| 3 (37.5) 2 |1 25.0 12.5
CONVICTION 2 (25.0) 2 25.0%
(EV/CF/EO)* 3 (37.5) (37.5)
CRIME
REDUCTION (BV/CF)| 3 (37.5) 1] 2 1 35.5% 12.5
(EV/CF/EQ)* 7 (85.5) (75.0)

KEY: EV/CF
EV/CF/EOQ

I

EVALUATION ON CRIME FIGURES
CRIME FIGURES, AND EXPERT OPINION
RATINGS COM3INED

EVALUATION,

';\‘

Adds the "Qualified Success" ratings from "expert opinion" to

"percent Success'

' column.
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5. Comparisons of Selected Success/Failure Criteria.

Figures III-1~1 and III-1~2 graphically depict the percent-
age of combined Success, combined Failure, and Unknown
ratings for criteria believed most important for assessing
the Low Visibility and other specialized patrcl families.
These criteria are amount of change for two measures
(arrests, crime reduction), efficiency, cost-effectiveness,
arrests, clearances, convictions, and crime reduction.

These data appear first (Figure III-1-1) for the
(combined) evaluations and crime f{igures sources only. As
can be noted, the majority of ratings on each criterion
fall into the Unknown category, an indication of how few
hard data exist on Low Visibility patrols. These data point
rather consistently to at least two failures on most cri-
teria. All this is scant information, indeed, for judging this
group of specialized patrol projecits.

Figure III-1-2 combines the evaluation/crime figures
data with information repreasenting expert opinion. This
addition adds nothing new to the measures of efficiency,
cost and clearances. Amount of change, arrests, and crime
reduction measures, on the other hand, rise dramatically by
the addition of expert opinion. A slight rise appears in
the convictilon measure also.

Using only the evaluation/crime figures rating, the
Low Visibility patrols appear fairly successful in appre-
hending criminals; the remaining measures are clouded by far

too many unknowns to allow one to make a statement regarding
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Success or failure. By adding expert opinion, Low Visibility
patrols appear Successful in affecting desired change,
apprehending criminals, ang reducing crime.

How successful is another question. Since all Success
and Failure shown in Figure III-1-1 ang Figure III-1-2 re-
Present combineqd ratings, and our Success/Failure ratings
are related to our ratings of the reliability of each
informational source, we reviewed the Percentage of each
type of Success and Failure rating used in this report
which is fepresented in the combined figures for (1) eval-
uvation/crime figures information and (2) expert opinion.
The results appear in Table IIT-1-12.

The column for evaluation/crime figures shown in
Table I1r~1-12 Tepresents a total of 25 ratings for all
data represented in Figure IvI-3-3 anaq Figure III-1-2. The
expert opinion column Tepresents a total of 13 ratings re-
presented in TFigure ITr-1-2.

Since inclusion in the Success or Failure and Probable
Success and Probable Failure categories denotes fairly
reliable data (comparatively speaking), the Success/failure
proportions shown(in Figure III-1-1 ang Figure III-1-2
should bhe fairly reliable. This provides some added con-
fidence to the perceﬁtages of success/failure shown.

Given the fact that the expert opinion information wasg
mostly rated high to medium on reliability and we have so
few evaluations on the Low Visibility patrols, we are led

to the tentative conclusion that this group, on the whole,

Mmoo 5o e
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TABLE III-1-12

LOW VISIBILITY PATROLS:

PERCENTAGE OF DIFFERENT RATINGS ON

SELECTED MEASURES

EVALUATIONS/CRIME
RATING FIGURES EXPERT OPINION
SUCCESS 24% 46%
PROBABLE SUCCESS 44% 54%
QUALIFIED SUCCESS 4% -
FAILURE 12% -
PROBABLE FAILURE 16% -
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was at lgast a Probable Success in effecting change in the
desired direction, apprehending criminals, and reducing
crime. The Henrico County project was seemingly an excep-
tion since it received some type of Failure rating on most
measures.

We will discuss some of our insights into the prohable
success and failure o0f this group of Low Visibility patrols
at the conclusion of this section. Before doing so, we will
briefly present some data on the impact which this group
had on the communities it served, its own units, and the
departments in which it operated.

6. Community/Department Impact. Table III-1-13 shows

some data on displacement and community attitudes (secondary

il

outputs) for Low Visibility patrols.

As can be seen, statistical tests suggested some dis-
placement in two sites, none in another. These were not very
adequate tests. TFor example, in the New York City case,l
displacement was probably attributable to the presence of
a uniformed unit rather than the civilian dress unit.

The information related to citizen attitudes (including
businesses) was not based on extensive study, even when
cited by an evaluator. Such data as exist suggest the Low
Vvisibility patrols were generally perceived favorably with-
in their communities.

There is little information on the impact which these
patrols had on the process. An evaluation of morale among

the Henrico County patrol revealed that morale was good to
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TABLE III-1-13

LOW VISIEILITY PATROLS:
SECONDARY OUTPUTS~--IMPACT ON COMMUNITY

PROJECT SOURCE IMPACT/CRITERIA
DISPLACEMENT

KEW YORK DISPLACEMENT: CF PROBABLE DISPLACEMENT

SAN DISPLACEMENT: EVAL PROBABLE DISPLACEMENT
FRANCISCO (STATISTICAL TEST)

HENRICO CO.

NEW YORK

NO DISPLACEMENT: EVAL NO PROOF OF DISPLACEMENT
(STAVISTICAL TEST)

CITIZEN ATTITUDES

CIVILIAN COMPLAINTS, FAVORABLE: 9 COMPLAINTS IN
REQUESTS FOR SERVICE; lst 6 MO; CITIZENS REQUEST
PROJECT ADOPTION: EVAL; EO LVP SERVICES; PROJECT

ADOPTED ELSEWHERE

RBOSTON COMMUNITY SUPPORT: EO FAVORABLE: BUSINESSES,
CITIZENS, MEDIA SUPPORTIVE
NASHVILLE CITIZEN PERCEPTIONS & PAVORABLE: DECREASE IN
COMPLAINTS: EO CITIZEN COMPLAINTS, GOOD
POLICE-COMMUNITY RELATIONS
HENRICO CO. CITIZEN ATTITUDES: EVAL POSITIVE CITIZEN ATTITUDES
MIAMI ATTITUDES OF CRIMINALS: EO CRIMINALS FEARFUL OF LVP
BIRMINGHAM BUSINESS ATTITUDES: BEO BUSINESS HAS MORE CONFIDENCE
IN POLICE, FEEL SAFER
BECAUSE OF ALARM SYSTEM
EVAL = Evaluation
EO = Expert Opinion
CF = Crime Pigures



M

85

excellent among men in the unit. Thus, in this case,

failure in various activities (as judged by the same eval-

-uator and by IHRR) did not appear to have an adverse effect

on morale within the unit.

Expert opinion”cites high morale amcng the specialized
patrol projects in ﬁéw York City, Nashville and Birmingham.
Both Miami and the New York City experts report good rela-
tions between their specialized patrols and other depart-
mental units.

Overall, then, we have no information of any adverse
impact which Low Visibility patrols'ﬁ&ve had on their com-
munities (except for some possible displacement to adjacent
areas) or their departments.

7. Insights into Success and Failure. Low Visibility

patrols assessed by IHRR range from the very sophisticated
(New York City) to the very simple (Birmingham). The
reasons for the wide range of performance within the eight
projects described are presented according to those tech-
niques or project elements that were deemed successful and
those that IHRR or others judged failures.

Successful

Planning and cooperation with other units~-~Both New
York City and Boston rated high in this area. The
perceived danger engendered by their use of decoy
operations made it essential to officers' safety
that activities be coordinated with other units.

Strong court cases --The decoy operations employed
in New York City and Boston resulted in very strong
court cases. The felony conviction rates for both
projects are high. Similarly, Birmingham has been
able to employ its Tac II alarm system in a manner
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that has resulted in on-scene robbery apprehensions
that should convert to high conviction rates.

- Use of exceptional personnel--All of the projects,

with the exception of Birmingham created and staf-
fed a separate specialized patrol unit in imple-
menting these tactics. These projects made use

of exceptional, hand-picked personnel from other
existing units.

Above~average job satisfaction and morale-- New

York City, Nashville, Henrico County, and Birmingham
all reported high levels of job satisfaction and
morale among project personnel.

Financial support--New York City, San Francisco,
Henrico County, and Miami all provided data indi-
cating significant financial support from Federal,
state, and local sources.

Use of eguipment--New York City's use of vehicles
for decoy and surveillance and Birmingham's excep-
tional success with the Tac II alarm system were

the me~t outstanding examples of equipment success.
Birmingham is especially noteworthy since success
was apparently achieved without devoting excess man-~
power to the operation.

Irntensive training~-New York City, San Francisco,

and Henrico County all provided specialized train-
ing for project personnel. For New York City and San
Francisco, this was apparently successful and may
have contributed to overall project success. Fox
Henrico County, it may have been of marginal value.

Failure

Low productivity~--some projects and project elements
appeared costly in terms of overall productivity
compared to dollars and/or man hours expended. The
use of stakeouts, alarms, and a helicopter by Henrico
County, for instance, appeared to be a failure.

Even the apparently successful New York City decoy
operations may be less productive (8.2 man days

per felony arrest) than many departments would

be willing to accept.

Another consideration is adaptability: Will a suc-

cessful project in one site be successful in another? We

have little insight into this problem. However, the high

Ll




i i+ o b 0

-
- v
‘-
e
[

=
. -~
PR
“ e
= el

“3
re
ey
Ty v
o
.
oy -
i
-
gy

P

e

87

costs of equipment in a successful project like that
of New York City may place similar decoy tactics beyond

the financial reach of many departments.
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Part 2
High Visibility Patrols
High Visibility Patrols, as defined by IHRR, assume that in-
Creased police visibility, accomplished through a uniformed tacti-
cal tactic, will be an effective way of deterring crime and of
leading to increased apprehension. This family type, according to
our survey estimates, ig almost as pPopular in usage as Low Vig-
ibility patrols and is more apt to be adopted by city depar tments

serving a-population of 50,000 or more persons,

upen which Low visibility Patrols are based in the greater ang
Prime emphasis given to deterrence. These specialized patrols,
too, are expected to increase arrests, clearances, citizen safety,
citizen;support and participation, ang to decrease the public's
fear of crime, Part 1 offenses——especially robbery ang burglary--
are prime crime targets ang geographical coverage extends to both
residential andg commercial areas,

Arg High Visibility Patrols an effective way of.combatting
Part 1 offenses? The evaluative data and crime figures provide
no conclusive answer; expert opinion tends to yielgd somewhat en-
thusiastic responses., | ‘

Our search for an answer Eo this question isg based on five
purposively selected High Visibility patrols believed to be repre-

sentative of the data that exist on this family type. These pa-

trols are listed below:




o

89

High Incidence Target (HIT) Project--Alexandria,
Virginia

. Uniformed Anti-Crime Tactical Unit--Dallas, Texas
. Concentrated Crime Patrol--Cleveland, Ohio

. Mobile Emergency Response Group--San Jose,
California

. Transit Authority Police Department Patrol Division--
New York, New York

The projects will be referred to in this section by the name
of the city in which they operate.

A. The Knowledge Base: Accuracy and Reliability

The knowledge base on High Visibility patrols is difficult to
assess in terms of accuracy and reliability for the reasons cited
in Chapter 1II.

1. Evaluations. O0Of the five projects, three were formally

evaluated by private firms. These were the projects in Alexandria,
Cleveland; and New York City. The remaining two were evaluated by
their departments (alEhough IHRR was unable to obtain complete
documentation of these two departmental evaluations). Table III-2-1
shows the IHRR ratings of the four evaluations for which we have
some documentation; the reasons for rather low ratings are the

same as those cited previously for Low Visibility patrols. Howsver,
the study of the New York City project did exhibit some noteworthy
features, most especially in its assessment of crime statistics

over an eight-year period by type of crime and, appropriately in
this instance, by time (days vs. nights) so as to separate the
patrol under study from units not under study. Unfortunately, not

all relevant data could be separated by type bf patrol, a fact




o

PR,

90

TABLE III-2-1

HIGH VISIBILITY PATROLS:
RATINGS OF EVALUATIONS

CRITERION ) IHRR RATING NUMBER

NUMBER OF MEASURES LOW 2
MEDIUM 2
RELEVANCY OF MEASURES LOW 2
MEDIUM 2

ADEQUACY OF DESIGN: INTERNAL
VALIDITY (EXPERIMENTAL CRITERIA) LOW 3
MEDIUM 1

ADEQUACY OF DESIGN: EXTERNAL
VALIDITY (EXPERIMENTAL CRITERIA) LOW 3
MEDIUM 1
ACCURACY OF DATA BASE LOW 3
MEDIUM 1

APPROPRIATENESS OF STATISTICAL

TESTS LOW 3
HIGH 1
TESTS HYPOTHESES (ASSUMPTIONS) LOW 5
MEASURES OBJECTIVES LOW 3
MEDIUM 2
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that made parts of this study more unreliable by IHRR criteria

than others.

2. Crime Figures, Other Raw Data, and Expert Opinion. Some

expert opinion was available for all High Visibility patrols and
we were able to attain some crime statistics and a few evaluation
figures from the two projects whose documented evaluation we could
not obtain. The reliability of the expert opinion was low in all
cases, as rated by IHRR criteria, and we have no reason to believe
that departmental statistics were of any unusually high caliber.

3. Assumptions and Objectives: Testability and Measurability.

a. Assumptions. The assumptions upon which these High

Visibility patrols were based remain untested, despite the fact
that they were testable.

b. Objectives. Most project objectives were also measur-

able. Table III-2-2 summarizes the types of obhjectives set across
projects as well as the number of formal and informal assessments
made of each type of objective. As in the case of Low Visibility
patrols, one can note that the objectives of this High Visibility
group were not always tested. It is worth noting also that there
is far less mention of civilians in the objectives of High Visi-
bility patrols than in the objectives of Low Visibility patrols.

B. Ratings of Success and Failure

1. Attainment of Objectives. Table III-2-3 shows the 22 ob-

jectives of the Righ Visibility patrols and the number that have
and have not been met according to our three types of informational
sources. If one judéed these High Visibility patrols by these cri-

teria, they would appear, in general, as failures.
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- TABLE III-2-2

= HIGH VISIBILITY PATROLS:
TYPES OF OBJECTIVES AND NUMBER OF
EACH TYPE ASSESSED

TYPE OF NUMBER NUMBES
OBJECTIVE ) STATED ASSESSED

REDUCE TARGET CRIME 10 6

INCREASE ARRESTS X 3 3

INCREASE CLEARANCES 3 2

e INCREASE CITIZEN PARTICIPATION 1 1
RECOVER STOLEN PRGPERTY - 1 1

1 OTHER 4 1

.
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TABLE III-2-3

HIGH VISIBILITY PATROLS:
ATTAINMENT OF OBJECTIVES

PROJECT

OBJECTIVE MET UNMET | UNKNOWN | RATING
ALEXANDRIA 25% REDUCTION IW BURGLARY EVAL F
10% REDUCTION IN RORBERY
ONE AREA; 25% ANOTHER EVAL F
INCREASE ARRESTS EVAL F
INCREASE CLEARANCES X U
INCREASE CITIZEN
PARTICIPATION EVAL F
: (ALL OBJECTIVES) EO (QOF)
DALLAS DEVELOP & IMPLEMENT
INNOVATIVE TACTICAL
METHODS X (0)
REDUCE IMPACT CRIMES IN
5% IN 2 YRS.,
15% IN 5 YRS. N/B U
40% REDUCTION IN OFFENSES
IN 10 DAYS EC* (QF)
20% REDUCTION IN OFFENSES
FOR 30 DAYS EO* (QF)
500 IMPACT ARRESTS EO* (QF)
300 CLEARANCES EO* (QF)
RECOVER $100,000 IN STOLEN
PROPERTY EO* X (0)
CLEVELAND REDUCE CRIME 5% IN 2 YRS.,
20% IN 5 YRS. N/A 8]
INCREASE APPREHENSTIONS EVAL** PS
INCREASE CLEARANCES EVAL S
DECREASE RESPONSE TIME X u
SAN JOSE*** REDUCE PART 1 OFFENSES X
APPREHEND FELONS CF PS
PROVIDE RESERVE FOR
EMERGENCIES * X U
NEW YORK REDUCE (NIGHT) ROBBERIES,
TAPD TOLL BOOTHES & PASSENGERS EVAL S
KEY: EVAL = Evaluation; EO = Expert Opinion; CF = Crime Figures; N/A =

not applicable since
Opinion" ratings are

* gupposedly based on an evaluation
** (Ouestionable data
***% pExcludes some subobjectives

ingsufficient time for
shown in parentheses.

evaluation.

"Expert
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Table III-2-4 shows the scores for objectives attainment by
High Visibility patrols.

The scores obtained from IHRR ratings do not point to a high
level of objectives attainment; many projegts were Failures or
Successes by the ratings obtained from evaluation/crime figures
data. However, all these ratings only represent 47 percent of the
stated objectives; the remaining 53 percent of the objectives are
represented in our Unknown category. 1In reviewing these ratings,
it should be noted also that Failure ratings apply to one pro-
ject--that in Alexandria, Virginia. This project was considered
a failure by its department also, a fact that lead the department
to revamp the patrol. The changes {not part of this study) have
reportedly lead to a much greater level of success.

The expert opinion ratings all represent a Qualified Failure;
however, these ratings account for only about 45 percent of the
stated objectives. The lack of expert opinion on the remaining
objectives leaves 55 percent of the objectives undetermined by
this informational source.

This apparent picture of failure is somewhat misleading.
Except for the Alexandria project, some type of expert opinion
reveals that departments and city officials were pleased with
these projects.

The Dallas Police Department attributes the failure to attain

" project objectives to a general rise in crime in the area. It is
not displeased with 1ts specialized patrol. Similarly, the projects
in Cleveland, San Jose, and New York City elicit favorable respon-

ses from their departments and/or high-ranking city officials.
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TABLE III-2-4

l‘] : HIGH VISIBILITY PATROLS:
R SUCCESS aND FAILURE "SCORES™" ON OBJECTIVES ATTAINMENT

EVALUATIONS /CRINE EXPERT

RATING | FIGURES OPINION
SUCCESS 2 -
PROBABLE SUCCESS 2 -
QUALIFIED SUCCRSS - -
FAILURE 4 --
QUALIFIED PAILURE -- 10
UNKNOWN * 14 12

tional source types shown in column headings. Rach column,

7 The actual number of UNKNCWN ratings for the two informa-~-
“] thus, totals the number of objectives (n = 22).

W T
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The problen here is that these remarks were quite general and un-
related to Specific objectives, Thus, again, objectives attainment
does not appear to be the best measure of the success or failure
of specialized’patrols.

2. Amount_gﬁ_Change. The information and ratingsg pPresented
in Table III-2-5 show that three High Visibility patrols 4dig
effect some Positive change over time, though the amount of change
was not always as great as that specified in a Project's Objectives,
Nor were the success ratings particularly high, Only two Probable
Success ratings appear; all others are a Qualified Success rating,

These data Seem to be more meaningful Measures of Success,
failure, performance, ang effectiveness than the Objectives attain-
ment measures ang certainly portray the High Visibility patrols in
a somewhat more favorahle light than the objectives attainment
measure, Unfortunately, only a few of the per formance ang effec-
tiveness types of data were reported and/or evaluated in the forn
of amount of change so that these data do not permit one to be
overly sure of Success,

3. Efficiency Eﬂg_ggﬁﬁigffggﬁiﬁﬁﬂéﬁf' Table IIr-2-6 shows
the few available data on the efficiency and/or Cost-effectiveness
of High Visibility specialigzed patrols. al1 ratings are either
a Probable Success Oor Qualified Success, - The One cost measure
(New York City) shows a rather high cost Per felony deterred
($35,000) and receives a Qualified Success rating (rather than a
Failure rating) only because the Department ang City appear to

feel this cost tepresents an important activity which they are

willing to fund.
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TABLE III-2-5

HIGH VISIBILITY PATROLS:
SUCCESS AND FAILURE RATINGS ON AMOUNT OF CHANGE

COMPARISON/

PROJECT TYPE/SOURCE HVP CRITERIA RATING
DALLAS RED. IN PROBLEM |[-18.4%, SAT. PATROL: Qs

AREAS : ** 22 PROBLEMS, -11.5%,

EVAL, CF 10 DAYS 26 PROBLEMS,
10 DAYS
-22.1%, 30 DAYS -18.4%, 30 DAYS Qs

CLEVELAND CLEARANCES: +16.0% OVER PREVIQUS PS5

EVAL YEAR
NEW YORK ARRESTS: EVAL HVP: 2 DIFFERENT
TAPD YEARS

(TOLL BOOTH +0.1% QS

ROBBERIES)

( PASSENGER -8.6%* QS *

ROBBERIES) :

RED. IN FELONY ~2/3 DURING INCREASED DURING PS

RATE: EVAL HOURS OF HOURS OF NORMAL

SAT. PATROL PATROL ONLY
KEY: EVAL = Evaluation
CF = Crime Figures

*
Although project performance decreased one year, a "Qualified

Success" rating is given because these arrests have increased since the

specialized patrol was implemented.

*

*
Problems undefined--data reportedly based on an internal evalu-

ation; IHRR has only some crime figures from this study.
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Percent of total felony arrests:
Evaluation

Cost-Effectiveness

Feleonies deterred: Evaluation

Unknown

hours ‘
HVP accounted for 35% of all PD:
felony arrests

It cost $35,000 per felony
deterred
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. HVP was twice as effective as
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TARBLE III-2-6
HIGH VISIBILITY PATROLS--EFFICIENCY AND COST-EFFECTIVENESS
!
PROJECT TYPE/SOURCE HVP
Efficiency

Cleveland Arrests: Evaluation HVP accounted for 19% of
(many arrests are for non-target arrests while representing
crimes) only 8% of the "arresting”

force
San Jose Arrests per man hour: Evaluation 4.3 felony arrests per 200 man

None
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4. Ratings of Performance and Effectiveness. Again, we present

primary outputs (effectiveness) and process measures (performanae)

together andg will summarize the various measures at the conclusion !

L e

of the section in order to provide an overview of success and failure
as determined by the ratings of the various activities discussed
in this section.

a. Arrest performance and effectiveness. Table II1II~-2-7

shows the available data on the arrest activity among four High
Visibility patrols under study. The Alexandria project appears
again as a Failure; another three as a Probable Success or Qualified
Success. The form in which the data are generally presented defy
any general conclusions regarding performance level,

b. Clearances. Only two projects have any information

on clearances: one presents the data in terms of number, the
other in percentage terms. Again, we can only give a Probable
Success and Qualified Success rating. (See Table III-2-8.)

c. Crime reduction and other activity. Some evaluative

data are reported for four High Visibility patrols, as shown 1in
Table I1II-2-9. The ratings for four projects indicate Qualified
Success 1in crime reduction.

The Other category shown in Table III-2-9 lists two activities
under taken by the Alexandria project: recovery of stolen property
and security checks. The first is rated as a Qualified Success,
the latter as a Failure.

d. Summary: performance and effectiveness ratings. Table

I11-2-10 summarizes the IHRR ratings of three performance/effective-

ness measures: arrests,; clearances, and crime reduction. (The
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TABLE ITII-2-7
HIGH VISIBILITY PATROLS--ARREST PERFORMANCE AND EFFECTIVENESS
PROJECT TYPE/SOURCE HVP COMPARISON/CRITERIA RATING
Alexandria Number of arrests: Evaluation 9 burglary arrests in 6 months 54 burglary arrests in 6 months in F
in target areas where patrol non-target areas
time was 28% greater
Dallas Not presented U
Cleveland Percent of IMPRCT arrests by HVP: | HVP made 19% of all IMPACT HVP appeared twice as effective in
Evaluation arrests, while representing 8% IMPACT arrest production when PS
of the "arresting force" and compared to the tactical unit
15% of patrol man hours
[ e o A e e e e e et e e e J S
San Jose Percent: Evaluation HVP accounted for 34.9% of all | Compared to rest of PD over 3-month
felony arrests period Qs
_____________________________________________________________________________________ et —r—r e A — -
New York Transit|Patrol arrest rate: Evaluation Compares favorably with city police
Authority and national averages
Toll booth robberies 1970 = 3.2%*
1971 = 3.3%* O]
Passenger robberies 1970 = 21.1%*
1971 = 12.5%*
" i
TR .
Includes all patrol, but HVP represented about two-thirds of patrol manpower.
s
o =
o %
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TABLE III-2-8
HIGH VISIBILITY PATROLS--CLEARANCE PERFORMANCE AND EFFECTIVENESS

PRCOJECT TYPE/SOURCE HVP c8MPARISON/CRITERIA RATING:
Alexandria Percent: Evaluation
Burglary 15.0% in target areas 92.3% in remainder of city C 0s
Robbery 16.5% in target areas 19.5% in remainder of city
L ———————————————————————————————————————————————————— e . e e e e e e e . = = ——— e —— T b e o e ———
Cleveland

Number of IMPACT crimes cleared: 16.0% increase over a similar
Bvaluation

Compared to the number cleared in S
period in the previous year 1972

All Others Unknown ,
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TABLE III-2-~9
HIGH VISIBILITY PATROLS--CRIME REDUCTION AND OTHER ACTIVITIES
PROJECT TYPE/SCURCE HVP COMPARISON/CRITERIA RATING
Crime Reduction .
Alexandria Percent increase: Evaluation : 0s
Burglaries: 6.2% in target areas in 7 monthsg 23% increase in rest of city in 7
) ‘ months
Robberies: 12.1% in- target areas in 7 monthsg 38% increase in rest of city in 7
months
Dallas Percent reduction in 'problems":* | 18.4% reduction on 22 "problems'l Saturation patrol showed 11.5%
Crime Figures for 10 days and 22.1% for 30 reduction on 26 "problems" for 10 Qs
days days and 18.4% for 30 days
_________________ e e e et e
Cleveland Percent reduction: Crime Figures 12% reduction in IMPACT crimes,
effects of HVP not separated QS
from numercus other programs
San Jose Unknown U
_________________ O s U SO
New York TransitjAverage number of felonies: Felony rate decreased by 2/3 Felonies increased during hours of 0s
__Authority | Evalvation 4 during hours cf HVP saturation4 normal patrol only
O e TSN SRR
| Other .
Alexandria Recovered property: Evaluation Generally "high" recovery rate 0s
Number of security surveys: Only 17 residences and 20 P
Evaluation businesses surveyed in 7 monthdg
}.._l
"Problems" are undefined; data reportedly based on an internal evaluation. Ei
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Other category is omitted since only one project would legitimate-
ly appear in this category.) A score appears in the table in the
form of a percentage of Success and Failure; however, the reader
should note that the remaining percentage represents an unknown

in terms of Success or Failure on these primary outputs.

As shown in Table III-2-10, 60 percent of the projects were
somewhat successful in their arrest activity, whereas one project
(20 percent) was not. Similarly, 80 percent appeared somewhat
successful in reducing crime and 40 percent successful in clearing
crimes. However, of the success ratings across all activities
listed, 78 percent were of the lowest success rating (Qualified
success).

5. Comparison of Selected Success/Failure Criteria. Figure

I11-2-1 graphically depicts the combined success and failure rat-
ings for High Visibility patrols on thre= measures for amount of
change (arrests, crime reduction, clearances), efficiency, cost-
effectiveness, arrests, clearances, and crime reduction. (Mo data
are available on convictions.) Almost all ratings are based on
evaluation data.

Again, we have a large proportion of Unknown ratings for ef-
ficiency and cost-effectiveness as well as for amount of change and
clearances,

The available data suggest that the High Vvisibility patrols
were rather successful at deterrence--their prime basis for exis~
tence. The data suggest also that they were reasonably successful

in apprehending criminals; in this case, one project (Alexandria)

was considered a failure.
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TABLE III-2-10

HIGH VISIBILITY PATROLS:
SUMMARY OF SELECTED PERFORMANCE/EFFECTIVENESS RATINGS

N/% PROJECTS| - - .
TYPE OF ACTIVITY | PRESENTING | “STING (n) gggg;gg gi?gggg
DATA BSOS 1710 ‘ 5 2
ARREST 4 (80%) 1] 21111 60 20
CLEARANCES 2 (40%) 1] 1 3 40
CRIME REDUCTION 4 (80%) 4 2 80
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FIGURE IfI-2-1
HIGH VISIBILITY PATROLS:

SUCCESS/FAILURE RATINGS ON SELECTED MEASURES--
EVALUATIONS/CRIME FIGURES
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How successful is another question? Again, we break down the

combined ratings into bercentages of each rating category. The

results are shown in Table III-2-11 for al1l ratings of success and

failure fepresented in Figure IT1-2-1,

As shown in Table IIT-2-11, the majority of the ratings (63

Percent) fall into the Qualifieg Succegs category--the Category

representing the least reliable information. Thirty-two percent

were based on information Fated as being more reliable than that

represented in the Qualified Success category, thus, pointing to

about one-third Probable Success level, Only 5 percent (one rat-

ing) fell into the Failure Category.

From these data, IHRR would judge the High Visibility patrols

as being at least a Qualifieqd Success. Some reasons for these

successes and failures will be discussed at the conclusion of this

section on High Visibility patrols. Before discussing our insights

into success and failure, ye will turn to the available data on

impact.

6. ggpmunitzéDepagtmept~£EpaqE. Table II1-2-12 pPresents the

available data on the impact which these High Visibility patrols

had on their communities. The bulk of this information 18 based

on informal assessments and/or comments by evaluators.
As shown in Table ITI1-2-12, displacement probably occurred in

two sites (Alexandria and New York City), Suggesting some negative
impact., Citizen attitudes, on the Other hand, appear favorable.
Some data are available on the impact which four High Visibil-

ity patrols had on their units and depar tments, We did note that

the Alexandria department was digpleased with i1ts specializeg patrol
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TABLE III-2-11

HIGH VISIBILITY PATROLS:

PERCENTAGES OF DIFFERENT

RATINGS

ON SELECTED MEASURES~-EVALUATION3/CRIME FIGURES

RATING PERCENT
SUCCESS

PROBABLE SUCCESS 32
QUALIFIED SUCCESS 63
FATILURE 5

PROBABLE FAILURE

QUALIFIED FAILURE




108

ﬁ;] TABLE III-2-12

HIGH VISIBILITY PATROLS:
IMPACT ON COMMUNITY

ON BOMBINGS

NEW YORK ATTTITUDES OF PURLIC CITY OFFICIALS CONSIDER
TAPD OFFICIALS: EVALUATION HVP SUCCESSFUL

PROJECT TYPE/SOURCE 4 THDACT
_] DISPLACEMENT
ALEXANDRIA DISPLACEMENT: EVALUATION STATISTICS STRONGLY SUGGEST
.] DISPLACEMENT
NEW YORK DISPLACEMENT: EVALUATION PROBABLY TEMPORARILY TO
TAPD BUSES: SOME DAY HRS. ON
] : SUBWAY
]‘ COMMUNITY ATTITUDES
: ALEXANDRIA PUBLIC EDUCATION: BEVALUATION  "MODALITY SUCCESSFUL" BUT -
: ] PERHAPS REFLECTIVE OF LONG
TERM POLICE~-COMMUNITY
RELAT IONS
] CLEVELAND ATTITUDES OF PUBLIC FAVORABLY IMPRESSED RY HVP
OFFICIALS: EVALUATION
] SAN JOSE COOPERATIVE EFFORTS: INTERFACE WITH FEDERAL,
EVALUATION STATE & LOCAL PERSONNEL

* E‘W A O PR TN W
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and eventually made a number of changes. Prior to these changes,
an attitude survey revealed that morale was only low to average

among the specialized personnel and that the coordination between

E
[

this unit and other units of the Alexandria department was not high.

The departments in Dallas, San Jose, and New York City were

E]
i

reportedly pleased with their specialized units. (No data were
avallable from Cleveland; however, high city officials were

pleased with the Cleveland patrol so one would assume it was per-

k3

ceived favorably by the department also.)

7. Insights into Success and Failure. All of the five High

I3

Visibility patrols reviewed by IHRR had been evaluated formally,

three from outside the department. The following are some of the

. v
g

reasons for success and/or failure of projects or project elements.
IBRR's assessment is based on the evaluations, crime statistics,
personal interviews, and/or site visits,

Success

Funding--All five uniformed tactical units appeared to
enjoy very strong financial support from Federal, state
and local sources. This could be an indication of strong
political support from elected officials for a program to

put more highly visible policemen on the street.

1

-

Selection criteria--San Jose and Cleveland were the only
projects to select the best men available for assignment
to specialized patrol. Personnel in these projects also
seemed to have high productivity.

i

Effect on crime--As a group, High Vvisibility patrols ex-
hibited an ability to at least influence crime patterns.
Where 1t was measured (Alexandria, Cleveland, New York
Ccity), crime at least shifted in response to High Visi-
bility tactics.

1

¥

i

Planning--All of the Iiigh Visibility patrols were deployed
on Che basis of perceived need according to reported crime
statistics. They were, therefore, assigned to areas where
the likelihood of impact was greatest.

i

-
3

i

3
-

";'
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Volunteer overtime~--The Alezandria Project had very poor
results with The use of volunteer officers on an overtime
basis (the Indianapolis High/Low Project experienced si-
milar problems with this approach). Alexandria officialsg
reported a dramatic increase in project effectiveness ang
officer productivity when thig approach was abandoned angd
hand-pickeq personnel were substituted.

. Trainin -=-0Only San Jose appears to have taken advantage

of the specialization to introduce exceptional training
for project perscnnel. Lack of specializeqd training may
have impeded the success rate of other projects.
Although it is not strictly a characteristic contributing to
failure, it should be noted that the Cost-effectiveness of Bigh
Visibility patrols may be quite low; the best example of this was

the reported figure of $35,000 per felony crime deterred in the

New York Transit evaluation.
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Part 3
Combined High/Low Visibility Patrols

many

assumed that sope combination of high and low visibility
levels would pe an effective way to combat target crimes.

More Specifically, the assumption seemed to be that a mylti-

facetea approach that reliesg on less visible as well asg vi-

Sible police presence, achieved through the use of uniformed

tactical ang civilian dress and/or mechanical device tactics,

will effectively deter crime and increase the likelihood of

apprehending target criminals. These combined High/Low Visibil-

ity patrols are commonly expected also to increase convictions,

clearances, citizen Support and participation; decrease

citizen fear of victimization; and enhance public safety.

The High/Low Visibility Patrols represented in the sample

discussed in this report were highly focused on burglary

with some attention to other Part 1 offenses. Patrol pro-

tection ang Coverage extend gecgraphically to both commercial

and residential areas and inhabitants.

Of all patrol families under study in this report, the
High/Low Visibility group has been evaluated most, Yet, in
this case, as in the case of other families, no conclusive

evidence exists regarding the success or failure of these

projects.




The projects under study in this portion of the report
are listed below by title, city, state, and types of tac-
tics employed:

Tactical Operations Unit, Greensboro, North
Carolina; uniformed tactical (civilian dress)

High Incidence Target (HIT) Project, Portsmouth,
Virginia; uniformed tactical, mechanical devices

. Criminal Impact Program, Indianapolis, Indiana;
uniformed tactical (civilian dress and mechanical
devices)

. High Incidence Target (HIT) Project, Virginia
Beach, Virginia; uniformed tactical, mechanical
devices (civilian dress)

Special Weapons and Tactics (SWAT), Houston,

Texas; civilian dress, uniformed tactical,
mechanical devices

Special Crime Attack Team (SCAT), Denver, Colorado;
uniformed tactical (civilian dress and mechanical
devices)

Burglary Abatement Program, San Francisco,
California; civilian dress, uniformed tactical

Strike Force Operations, Portland, Oregon;
civilian dress, uniformed tactical, mechanical
devices
Of the projects listed, five rely on all three tactics
under study: uniformed tactical, civilian dress, and mechani-
cal devices. Two utilize a uniformed tactical and civilian
dress tactic. One relies on a uniformed tactical and a mech-
anical devices tactic. However, in three cases, the major
emphasis is on a uniformed tactical tactic.
In the pages that follow, IHRR will refer to each project

by the name of the city in which it operates.
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A. The Knowledge Base: Accuracy and Reliability

The knowledge base on the High/Low Visibility patrols
under study includes evaluation data, crime figures, and
other raw data and expert opinion. Our‘assessment of the
accuracy and reliability of these informational sources
appears in the following sections.

1. Evaluations. Of the eight High/Low Visibility

patrols selected for study, only two have not been formally
evaluated. These are the projects in Greensboro and Houston.
Among the remaining six, two have been subject to external
evaluations (Denver, San Francisco) @as well as internal
evaluations. The Denver project was also evaluated by two
private firms. The Portland project provides the only data
from a victimization survey among the 21 projects reviewed
in this report; it was also evaluated by the Oregon Law
Enforcement Council. The projects in Indianapolis and
Virginia Beach were each evaluated by a private firm.

Thus, for six projects,we have eight external evalu-
ations and two internal evaluations. IHRR does not have
complete reports from all of these evaluations. Further,
the final reports available do not always provide much de-
tail on the methodologies used to evaluate these patrols,

a fact that compounds the difficulty of assessing the ac-
curacy and reliability of these data.

Table III-3-1 shows the IHRR ratings of these evalua-
tions, as based on the criteria presented in Chapter II.

As with other project families, the highest ratings on the
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TABLE III-3-1

HIGH/LOW VISIBILITY PATROLS:
RATINGS OF EVALUATIONS*

CRITERION IHRR RATING NUMBER
NUMBER OF MEASURES LOW 5
MEDIUM 3
HIGH 2
RELEVANCY OF MEASURES LOW 1
MEDIUM 4
HIGH 4
ADEQUACY OF DESIGN: INTERNAL

VALIDITY (EXPERIMENTAL CRITERIA) LOW 10

ADEQUACY OF DESIGN: EXERNAL VALIDITY
(EXPERIMENTAL CRITERIA) LOW 9
MEDIUM 1
ACCURACY OF DATA RBASE LOW 8
MEDIUM 2
APPROPRIATENESS OF STATISTICAL TESTS LOW 1
MEDIUM 4
HIGH 2
TESTS HYPOTHESES (ASSUMPTIONS) LOW 10
MEASURES OBJECTIVES MEDTIUM 2
HIGH 8

* . .
The number of evaluations exceeds the number of projects.
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evaluations of High/Low Visibility patrol are for testing
project objectives, using multiple measures and using rele-
vant measures. The percentage of evaluationé receiving
these higher ratings (high to medium) is greater for these
High/Low Visibility patrols than for other patrol families,
suggesting that the data on High/Low Visibility patrols may
be a little more accurate and reliable than the evalua-
tive data for other patrol families. However, it should

be noted that the ratings on internal and external validity
are poor in this case also and that the evaluations have
not provided an adequate test of the assumptions upon which
High/Low Visibility patrols are based. Fairly high ratings
do appear for the adequacy of statistical tests (used only
in seven evaluations) but not for the accuracy of the data
bases. Thus, accuracy and reliability are still highly
suspect.

2. Crime Figures, Other Raw Data, and Expert Opinion.

Some crime figures are available from all High/Low Visibil-
ity projects. Further, some internal, informal comparisons
of crime figures were made by the departments in Houston
and Indianapolis; these add to the comparative information
gathered from the ten evaluations.

Two departments (Virginia Beach and Denver) appear to
maintain better than average crime statistics. Ratings of
expert opinion, however, yielded consistently low reliabil-

ity ratings.
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3. Assumptions and Objectives: Testability and Measur-

abilitz.

a. Assumptions. As in the case of the other two

specialized patrol families, no real test was made of the
assumptions underlying the existence of the High/Low Vis-
ibility projects. The assumptions, however, are testable.

b. Objectives. O0Of the 16 stated objectives of the

High/Low Visibility patrols, three-fourths were assesgsed.
Table III-3-2 shows the general types of objectives and the
number of each type known to have been assessed. As can he
noted, one-half of the objectives involved reducing crime;
these were all assessed.

B. Ratings of Success and Failure

1. Attainment of Objectives. Table III-3-3 shows the

objectives that were attained according to the different in-
formational sources as well as the IHRR ratings of objectives
attainment.

Because of the conflicting results from some studies,
the review of the met and unmet columns in Table III-3-3 be-
comes confusing. The IHRR ratings shown in Table III-3-3
take into account our ratings of the reliability of the data
reported from conflicting studies. Inspection of Table ZIII-3-4
shows the scores from the ratings, thus simplifying the data %
shcwn in Table IXII-3-3.

Viewing only the evaluations/crime figures data, these

High/Low Visibility patrols had some known success in attaining ;
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T HIGH/LOW VISIBILITY PATROLS:
- ] TYPES OF OBJECTIVES AND NUMBER OF EACH TYPE ASSESSED

¥
P
T

- L TYPE OF NUMBER NOMBER
) ”] OBJECTIVE STATED ASSESSED
a REDUCE CRIME 8 8
. »] INCREASE ARRESTS 2 1

- INCREASE CONVICTIONS 1 1

r INCREASE COMMUNITY N L
. INVOLVEMENT

- OTHER 4 1
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TABLE III-3-3

HIGH/LOW VISIBILITY PATROLS:
ATTAINMENT OF OBJECTIVES

SUCCESS/

PROJECT OBJECTIVE MET . |UNMET |UNKNOWN |FAILURE
RATING
GREENSBORQO REDUCE CRIME IN GENERAL,
ESPECIALLY BURGLARY EO (QS)
PORTSMOUTH SIGNIFICANT REDUCTION (MINI-
MUM OF 10%) IN SPECIFIC
TARGET CRIMES IN SHORT
PERIOD EVAL PS
INDIANAPOLIS |REDUCE BURGLARY 20% BVAL PF
INCREASE ARRESTS EVAL PS
INCREASE CONVICTIONS EVAL r
VIRGINIA REDUCE BURGLARY 5% IN SHORT
BEACH PERIOD EVAL S
HOUSTON HANDLE HOSTAGE & BARRICADE
CASES CF S
DENVER REDUCE BURGLARY 5% CF , EVAL*| EVAL* PS
REDUCE ROBBERY 5% ' CT , EVAL*| EVAL* PS
INCREASE COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT| EVAL S
SAN FRANCISCO|REDUCE BURGLARY EVAL** | EVAL* * S/¥F
PORTLAND INCREASE ARRESTS 3%, 1 YR. | X U
REDUCE BURGLARY 60% EVAL** [RVAL* * % PS
PROVIDE CRIME ANALYSIS IN 24 HRS X U
IMPROVE 7ORENSIC ’ B
INVESTIGATIONS X U
PROVIDE MANPOWER TQ REDUCE
TARGET CRIMES IN 30 DAYS X U

KEY: EVAL = Bvaluation; CF = Crime Figures; EOQO = Expert Opinion (EO
rating appears 1in parentheses)

*Conflicting data and interpretations from evaluations.
**Met in first 6 months, not last 6 months.
***Crime increase shown by PD data, decrease shown by victimization

survey.
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TABLE IXI~3-4

—

HIGH/LOW VISIBILITY PATROLS:
SUCCESS/FAILURE "SCORES" ON OBJECTIVES ATTAINMENT

¥ i
. ¥

o EVALUATIONS/ EXPERT
RATING CRIME FIGURES OPINION
» SUCCESS 3.5
n PROBABLE SUCCESS 5.0
- QUALIFIED SUCCESS 1.0
- FALILURE 1.5
- PROBABLE FAILURE 1.0
B UNKNOWN * 5.0 15.0

3

¥

* )

Represents the actual number of Unknown ratings for the
two types of informational scurces shown in the column heading.
Bach column totals 16.
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53 percent of their stated objectives; adding the one expert
opinion rating increases the percentage of S&ccess ratings
on objectives attainment to over 59 percent. From the avail-
able data, it appears that only 15.6 percent of the objec-
tiQes were not met. This is”the most successful record of

objectives attainment of all project families.

2. Amount of Change. Table III-3-5 shows the available

data on change affected by the High/Low Visibility patrols.
The number of different change measures is quite high, as
can be noted. Table III-3-6 summarizes the scores on the
amount of change indicator. Since there is only one expert
opinion rating, it is included with the other ratings in
Table III-3-6 on the belief that it could not bias the re-
sults because of the large number of ratings.

According to IHRR calculations, there were 33 possible
measures of relevance related to the amount of change indi-
cator. The High/Low Visibility patrols effected positive
change in 18.5 (56 percent) of these areas and failed, ac-
cording to known data, in only 3.5 (1 percent) of these areas.
In effecting increases in arrests and decreases in crime,
these patrols show a 78 percent Success level, although 28
percent of these ratings fall into the Qualified Success
category.

3. Efficiency and Cost~Effectiveness. Table IIT-3-7

presents the available data on efficiency and cost-effective-
ness measures on six High/Low Visibility patrols. Although

some of these data represent only an evaluater's conclusions,
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TABLE III-3-5
HIGH/ILOW VISIBILITY PATROLS~~SUCCESS/FAILURE RATINGS ON AMOUNT OF CHANGE
PROJECT TYPE/SOURCE H/LVP COMPARISON/CRITERIA

Greensboro | Crime reduction: Bxpert Opinion | Reduced '

Portsmouth Crime reduction: Evaluation 28.1% decrease tatistically significant compared

___________ ] o nontarget areas )
Indianapolis Arrests: Evaluation (residential 60.4% increase, target areas Crime figures
burglary)

Virginia Beach

Denver

(business hurglary)

Crime reduction: Evaluation
(residential burglary)

{(business burglary)

Arxrest/conviction rates:
Evaluation

Burxglary arrests: Evaluation
Crime reduction: Evaluation

Dispositions: Evaluation
(cases offender focund guilty of
offense charged) )
(cases offender guilty of lesser
charge)

Clearances

Crime reduction: Evaluation
(burglary)
(robbery)

Technical criwme searches:
Evaluation

Percent of burglary cases filed/
accepted prosecution

(Table continued on next page.)

59% increase, target areas

Decreased 3%, target areas

Increased 6%, target areas

No statistically significant
change {high conviction rate)

290%
17.

increase

1% decrease

47.9% decrease

145% increase

73.5% increase {(98.8% made by

38% decrease
21% decrease

198% increase

9.4% increase ( high rate both
years)

Crime figures previous year

Crime figures previous year (30%
increase nontarget areas)
Crime figures previous year (20%

increase nontarxget areas)

Crime figures previous year

Crime figures previous year

Crime figures previous year

Crime figures previous.year

Crime figures previous year

Crime figures prev. yr., targ. area
Crime figures prev. ye., targ. area

> :

Crime figures prev. yr., targ. area
Crime figures previous year

T
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TABLE III-3-5 (CONTINUED)

PROSECT ‘ TYPE/SOURCE ; H/LVP COMPARISON/CRITERIA RATING
Denver 'Clearances: Evaluation : ‘ ‘
(continued) o (burglary) ! 38% increase, target area ‘ First quarter ) 5 0s
‘ (robbery) . 11% increase, target area City wide increase 31%, one year ° s
““““““““““““ e e A
San Francisce | Crime reduction: Evaluation . Burglary decline first 6 months;: | Qs
| e e e __increase last 6 months e o OF__
Portland . Crime reduction: Evaluation ' Declined (victimization survey)t . \ 0s
{ Increased (eval. reported crime). ‘ L
-Value property stolen: Evaluation! Increased 44-48.8% . Crime figures previous yeaxr ‘ 3

NOTE: Ratings of "expert opinion" appear in parentheses.
* = Exceptional rating; statistical significance not made, seems unreguired.

-
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.,] TABLE ITII-3-6

HIGH/LOW VISIBILITY PATROLS-~
SUCCESS/FAILURE "SCORES" ON AMOUNT OF CHANGE

CRINE
RATING ARRESTS REDUCT IOH OTHER*

SUCCESS 1.0 1.0
PROBABLE SUCCESS 3.0 4.0 2.0
QUALIFIED SUCCESS 2.5%% ‘ 2.0 30
PROBABLE FAILURE | . 1.0
QUALIFIED FAILURE 0.5%* 2.0
ON KON 2.0 1.0 8.0

*Largely data related to clearances, convictions, court
dispositions; UNKNOWN represents only the clearances and
these court-related measures (combined), that is, a total
of four projects do not report these two types of data.

**Tha ,05 appears for the San Francisco project which was
succesgsful /unsuccessful in different parts of the same year.
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without Presentation of pertinent figures, they do represent

the most information gathered on these measures among the

three patrol families,.
Sixteen of the ratings shown are for use of personnel,

tactic, or Special method (e.qg., informant's fund). Four

©

are for use of mechanical devices Or costly equipment, such
28 helicopters. This specialized technology accounts for
the four Failyure ratings shown in Table III-3-7., a1l Other
ratings fell into one of the Success categories; two were
Success ratings (stakeouts and informant's fund, Virginia

Beach), ten were Probable Successes and four were Qualified

Successes.

4. Performance ang Effectiveness. » large number of
nmeasures also appear on other Performance andg effectiveness
indicators. AThe various data will be summarized at the con-
clusion of this Section.

a. Arrests. Table ITI~-3~8 shows available data on
arrest performance and effectiveness among seven of the eight
High/Low Visibility patrols. Most of the ratings are based
on evaluations.

No Failure ratings appear for arrest performance/

effectiveness; most ratings represent a Probable Success.

b. Clearances. Table ITI-3-9 Presents information
on clearance performance and effectiveness for four of +the
High/Low Visibility patrols. With the exception of the Portlang
pProject (which IHRR was unable to rate on the basis of avail-

able information), all ratings fell into one of the Success
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TABLE XII—-3-/

. S é i i f i i i,V‘

HIGH/LOW VISIBILITY PATROLS--EFFICIENCY AND COST-EFFECTIVENESS

Surveillance equipment: Evaluation
Helicopter patrol: Evaluation
‘Stakeouts: Bvaluation

Fingerprint specialist: Evaluatiori

Stakeouts: Evaluation
Surveillance equipment:
Evaluation

Informant's fund: Evaluation

e . ————— e — e

Detective/patrol cooxrdination:
Evaluation

Use of most qualified personnel:
Evaluation

Concentration on limited pre-
cincts: Evaluation

Stakeouts: Evaluation

Civilian clothes

Evaluation
Field Interrogations: Evaluation

Fencing operation: Evaluation

Jtactic:

Specialized surveillance team:
Evaluation

Large missions: Expert Opinion

Small missions: Expert Opinion

Use of overtime funds to support
specialized personnel: Expert
Cpinion

2-man fcot patrel: Evaluation

H/LVP

Costly, undexrutilized

Costly--85 calls, 13 arrests

Costly-~-1 arrest per 76.5 man
hours

Costly—--used on only 48 cases,
16.7% success ratio

Unsatisfactory: returned to
manufacturer for repairs,
changes. Costly.

One arrest per 32.4 man hours

Unproductive, overutilized at
first, used rarely later

34 target arrests ($i4.14 per
arrest), 84 clearances ($5.98
per clearance)

Efficient
Efficient

Efficient
Inefficient unless based on

solid intelligence
Efficientonly in daytime
Efficient

Successful in intexdicting
operations (terms of efficiency)

Efficient

Very costly

Not uniformly cost—effective

Cost-effective; provides more
crucial target response

Cost-effective for suppressing

Je

ngs

of

COMPARISON/CRITERIR

$490 expended

street crimes

"expert opinion” appear in parentheses.

b e —————

RATING

PS

(0s)
(Ps)

(PS)

PS
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TABLE II1-3-8
HIGH/LOW VISIBILITY PATROLS--ARREST PERFORMANCE AND EFFECTIVENESS
PROJECT TYPE/SOURCE i H/ILVP COMPARISON/CRITERIA RATING
Greensboxro Unknown § 8]
Portsmout Perc £ ) H/LV T for .5% . '
oxtsmouth rcent of total ?urglary /IVP accoun;ed' or 43.5% of all Over a 9-month period 0s
arrests: Evaluation burglary arrests
___________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ S
Indianapolis Increase in 1lst degree burglar: . Compared to year before H/LVP;
& P > 'g = g A\ Up 79% in target area B 1 ¥ . /.
arrests: Evaluation compared to 15% increase in non- PS
- ) target areas
Percent of cotal 1lst degree 18.5% of all lst degree burglary Compared to other (unspecified;} PS
burglary arrests: Evaluation arrests in the target areas units in the target areas
were by H/LVP
Increase in business burglary 59% increase in target areas Compared to year before H/LVP;
arrests: Evaluation compared to 24% increase in non- PS
target areas
r t of a i 3 17.5% of 1 busir 5 bu r R
Percent of all bu§1ness burglary o} gl usiness burglary Compared to other (unspecified)
arrests: Evaluation arrests in the target areas : . 5
units in the target areas PS
were by H/LVP
Increase in residenti urglar . Compared to year before H/LVP;
e nores ?nblal burglary Up 60.4% in target areas omp - Y o - / . -~
arrests: Evaluation compared to 5.9% increase in non- PS
target areas
Other arrests: Evaluation H/LYVP accounted for 322 other
felony arrests, 325 misdemeanox
Not compared PS
arrests, and served 211 arrest ( i3 )
warrants
Arrest rates in target : . 30.05% increase in target areas
es Yg es in target areas 10.76% in target areas incre g
Evaluation from year before H/LVP compared S
to a 1.96% increase in non-target
areas
}—)
. N
Table continued on next page, 5]
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TABLE III-3-8

(Continued)
PROJECT TYPE/SOURCE H/IVPD : CCOMPARISON/CRITERIA RATIN
" Virgini a P £ u ary arxy s: : mpared £ arresti e
- Virginia Beach excent ?L all burglary rest 96.6% of all burglary arrests C?mpa e .to‘rest of arresting forc PS
Evaluation {unspecialized)
Incx in nu r of burglar Burglary arrests increased
ease mbe. © - b g ¥ Sts n Compared to year before H/LVP S
arrests: Evaluation 290%
H t f £ ar : im igqur 3 f rxr ; cri . .
ouston Number of arrests: Crime Figures 2 ;elény a ests‘ ?9 ime Accomplished in 251 man days . 0s
arrests (unspecified) 8 mis-
demeanor arrests
Hostage/barricade apprehensions: 5 such cases handled in 5 months| Over S5-month period S
Crime Figures
Denver Percent of arrest for target 22% of random selection of SCAT
crimes: Evaluation arrests were for target crimes | Ovexr l-year period Ps
San Francisco Numnber of burglary arrests: 331 arrests (most for burglary Over 12-month period PS
Evaluation and related offenses) .
Portland Number of arrests: Evaluation Effected 432 arrests Over 9-month period ps
Arrests resultvting from alarm: .
_ . 96 urglary arrests Over 9-month period S
Evaluation .
—
N
o

bt r -
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TABLE III-3-©

HIGH/LOW VISIBILITY PATROLS--CLEARANCE PERFCRMANCE AND EFFECTIVENESS

PROJECT TYPE/SQURCE H/LVP COMPARISON/CRITERTIA RATING
t b t r i SV A4 C b T 1y et . . . ’
vPorLsmouth Cleara1c§ rate for burglary learance rate in target area 26.6% in remainder of city S
Evaluation 45.5% - ;
___________________________________________________ e e e e e e e a
Vi inia B P ent i " & 7 tio . ..
irginia Beach ercagt }nCLease Dropot N Clearances xose 73.5%; 98.8% Compared to previous year (highest
attributed to H/LVP for burglary: P .
- - were by H/LVP personnel of 7 HIT projects) S
Evaluation ‘
D X in ¥ u 2 ies in- . . - A
enver Increase in robbery and b.rqlary 35% of 1,080 burglaries in Citv-wide rate for 1972 = 25.3%
clearance rates: Evaluation target areas cleared by arrest a o s
. National average for 1973 = 18%
during 1973
Burgl lear 38% . -
?Yg ary clearance rate up During 1lst gquarter of 1973 5
in target areas
Robbery clearance rate up 11.1% | 1973, city-wide increase of 31%
in target areas (entire department began heavy 5
focus on robbery during this
- period)
Portland Number of crimes cleared: 437 crimes (unspecified)
. In 9 months U
Evaluation cleared
__________________ e e
All Others Unknown U- {n=4)

LTT
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categories. These ratings suggest that the Portsmouth,
Virginia Beach, and Denver projects were quite successful
in increasing clearance rates.

c. Convictions and related data. Table III-3-10

‘shows the information on convictions and related data (e.g.,

court dispositions) for four of the High/Low Visibility

patrols. Here, we find one Failure rating for Indianapolis
where no statistically significant change occurred in the
arrest/conviction ratio after the implementation of the
specialized patrol. Two Success ratings appear for the Portland
project; statistically significant increases in the number

of robbery and burglary cases considered. All other ratings
represent a Probable Success.

d. Crime reduction. Table III-3-11 presents infor=~

mation on crime increases and decreases in seven of the eight
High/Low Visibility target areas. In this case, there are

12 Success ratings, one Qualified Success rating (represent-
ing expert opinion), and one Probable Failure rating. An
impressive record by ITHRR criteria.

However, as will be noted in a later section, displace-
metn may have occurred in four areas: Portsmouth, Denver,
San Francisco, and Portland. The data are far from conclusive
on displacement so that we have not considered them in the
ratings shown in Table III-3-11. However, this possibility
of displacement raises a question about the high level of

success shown for these projects.



A s A

gty ER a § . L . i M { N H : H . t H 5 : : i 4 . ] » . f : .

4 ’

S VO S W S WA S UH

’ TABLE III-3-10
HIGH/LOW VISIBILITY PATROLS--CONVICTIONS AND RELATED DATA

PROJECT TYPE/SOQURCE H/LVP COMPARISON/CRITERIA RATING
‘ In&ianapolis Conviction rates for burglary in lst degree burglary 67% 12-month period PS
: target areas: Evaluation 2nd degree burglary 86% 12-month period :
Patio of arrests to convicticns v
for burglary in target areas: No statically significant changeg} Over previous year in target areas F
____________________ Evalwation o ______ ] Orinnon-target areas . ______|]
Virginia Beach [Dispositions: Evaluation 47.9% decr?ase in cases where Compared year before/after H/LVP pS*
offender found guilty of .
offense charged : -
145% increase in cases where
offender found guilty of Compared vear before/after H/LVP PS*
o} lesser offemse R R I
. Denver Percent ?I burglary case§ filed 98:4% of all burglary cases Compared to 89.0% the vear before
acceptable for prosecution: filed were acceptable for H/iVP < PS
__________________ Evalwation | prosecution ]
» Portland Ratie of cases accepted to cases Robbery: 55:90 Year prior to H/LVP: 24:41 PS
considered: Evaluation Burglary: 93:164 Year prior to H/LVP: 85:120 PS
Percent increase in cases Robbery increased 120% Statistically significant compared s
considered: Evaluation _ to previous year
Burglary increased 37% Statistically significant compared s
O SO O to_previous year . ___ ]
All Others Unknown U (n=4)

*Propably due to plea bargaining.

62T
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TABLE IIX-3-11
HIGH/LOW VISIBILITY PATROLS--CRIME REDUCTION

PROJECT TYPE/SOURCE H/LVP 2 COMPARISON/CRITERIA RATIN
G b Residential burglari ’ .
E t urglaries: -
reensboro esidential burg Reduced I (0s)
Expert Opinion : 4
Portsmouth Percent decrease in burglaries in | Burglaries decreased 28.1% in Statistically significant compared s
target area: Evaluation target areas to increase in non-target axreas
_________________ O gy OO OGO SR,
Indianapolis Percent change in burglaries: Residential burglaries decreased 30% increase in non-target areas
Evaluation 3% in target areas : compared to one vear before/after S
H/LVP
Business burglaries increased 20% increase in non-target areas
% in target areas compared to one year before/after 5]
H/LVP
Virginia Beach Percent decrease in burélary: { Overall burglary down 17.1% One yeaxr before/after H/LVP S
Evaluation . .
< Residential burglary down 18.3% | One vear before/after H/LVP S
N
Commercial burglary down 14.8% One vear before/after H/LVP S
_________________ g OO ORI ORI US SO
Houston Unknown U
Denver Percent decrease in serious Burglary in targel areas down . 6.2% increase in remainder of city S
crime: Evaluation 38% compared to previous year
Robbery in target areas down 21%! Compared to previous vear S
Murder & aggravated assaultalso
declined (unspec.) in target Compared to previous year S
area '
————————————————— b o ek i TR A e e Lt G e i e it T ot T .y oy T . ot 1w At T . = ot o i o o T o+ o W e e . o o S A b e S~ — — — . . T AR s o o e . . . A e . . e e S et b e e A Ak e . S S . T — i . e s B i oy . o o o . S, A S o . o
San Francisco Decresse Ln burglaries: Burglaries declined lst6 months;| _. .
- First project year S
Evaluaticn no reduction the last & months
Poxrtland Percentage change in sexious Evaluation: Robbery up 16.6%
crime: Evaluation {crime figuras) Burglary up 25.7%
and victimization survey Assault up 19.5%
{(reported crime)
Victim:: Robbery down 38% ] S
Burglary down 16% S
Assault up 2% PE

NOTEZ: Ratings of "expert opinion" appear in parentheses.
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e. Other performance/effectiveness measures. Table

III-3-12 shows several other activities engaged in by four
projects. Four ratings involve stolen property; one involves
technical crime searches. The Indianapolis project could
not be rated on value of stolen property recovered since
the data are for the entire city and do not separate out
the areas served by the specialized patrol. The Virginia
Beach project was rated a Probable Success on recovery of
stolen property and the Denver project a Success on its
technical crime éearchs. The Portland project, evaluated
by measures of the value of stolen property taken in bur-
glaries and robberies, appears as a Probable Pailure since
the value of sinlen properties increased.

f. Summary: performance and effectiveness ratings.

Table III-3-13 summarizes the performance and effectiveness
ratings for arrests, clearances, convictions (and related
data) and crime reduction.

The combined Success ratings, as shown in Table III-3-
13, are quite high, especially for the arrest and crime reduc-
tion categories. In part, the ratings are high on these two
categories because they represent multiple measures. How-
ever, if we consider only the number of projects that fall
w;thin the different Success ratings, rather than the number
of ﬁeasures, we still obtain an 87.5 percent Success rating

for arrests and a 75 percent Success rating for crime re-

duction.
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TABLE III-3-12

HIGH/LOW VISIBILITY PATROLS~-OTHER PERFORMANCE AND EFFECTIVENESS MEASURES

H/LVP

COMPARISON/CRITERIA

Poxrtland

b e e

PROJECT TYPE/SCURCE
Indianapolis Value of stolen propexrty Overall value of stolen property

recovered: Evaluation

Percentage of property recovered:
Evaluation

Increase in technical crime
c--arches: Evaluation

Value of property taken in
burglaries & robberies: ~
Evaluation

recovered citvwide decreased
1.72%

82.9% of all stolen property
recovered )

Technical crime searches in
target area up 198%
Burglaries—--value up 48.8%
Robberies~—-value up 44.2%

Compared to previous year

H/LVP

L e ——————————————

Compared to year before/after

| RarING
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SUMMARY

HIGH/LOW VISIBILITY PATROLS:
OF SELECTED PERFORMANCE AND EFFECTIVENESS RATINGS

TABLE III-3-13

13

3

/% OF
TYPE OF PROJECTS RATING (n) % %
ACTIVITY PRESENTING SUCCESS* | PAILURE*
DATA ST1 PS [ 08 F | PP
ARRESTS 7 (87.5) |3 |11 2 94.0
CLEARANCES 4 (50.0) |5 55.5
CONVICTIONS 4 (50.0) |2 6 1 69.2
(RELATED
DATA)
CRIME 7 (87.5) |12 1#% 1 86.7 6.7
REDUCT ION

*Based on number of ratings; Unknown ratings represent number

projects.

*#Represents expert opinion.
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zm 5. Comparison of Selected Success/Failure Criteria.
P Figure III-3-1 graphically depicts the comBined Success and

E Failure ratings for the High/Low Visibility patrols on the

various amount of change measures, efficiency, cost-effec~-

o

tiveness, arrests, clearances, convictions (and related

;. data), and crime reductions. The few expert opinion ratings
are included since they do not bias the results because of
the large number of measures.

The combined Success ratings are quite impressive on all

-

criteria; the Failure ratings are few. The highest Failure

rating appears for cost-effectiveness. This is largely due

to costly, inefficient mechanical devices. The other
least impressive ratings are for amount of changé, clearances,
and convictions. In all cases, a high percentage of the
ratings fall into the Unknown category.

Again we ask: What percentage of the combined Success

and Failure ratings fall into the different categories

(levels) of Success and Faillure. Table III-3-14 shows these

data.

As shown in Table III-3-14, the greatest percentage of

the ratings (57 percent) fall into the Probable Success

I

category. The next highest percentage falls into the Success
category. These data suggest that the High/Low Visibility
patrols were at least a Probable Success in most of their

endeavors.

S
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¥FIGURE III-3-1

HIGH/LOW VISIBILITY PATROLS:
SUCCESS/FAILURE RATINGS ON SELECTED MEASURES
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TABLE III-3-14

HIGH/LOW VISIBILITY PATROLS:
PERCENTAGE OF DIFFERENT RATINGS ON SELECTED MEASURES

RATING PERCENT
SUCCESS | 17
) PROBABLE SUCCESS 57
N QUALIFIED SUCCESS 15
FAILURE 2
: PROBABLE FAILURE 6
QUALIFIED FAILURE 3
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We will‘present some insights into this success at the con-
clusion of this part of the chapter. At this point, we will turn
to the information on the impact whicl High/Low Visibility patrols
had on their communities and departments.

6. Community/Department Impact. Table III-3-15 lists the

various effects which the High/Low Visibility patrols may have
had on their communities and the broader society.

As noted earlier, displacement may have occurred in three
sites. In the case of San Francisco, this was perceived favor-
ably by the department since criminals were more easily apprehen-
ded in outlying areas.

Under the "Impact on Courts" column, the hiring of an attor-
ney by one HIT project (Virginia Beach) was viewed as a success-
ful effort while in another HIT project (Portsmouth), the use of
an attorney was unsuccessful, largely because he was inexperienced.
The Indianapolis project increased the court's workload, a fact
that resulted in the court hiring additional personnel. However,
these personnel became overburdened by handling all the department's
cases. A study is underway to determine if a more limited caseload
will lead to more successful results. In Denver, San Francisco,
and Portland, the specialized patrols appeared fairly successful
in their interactions with the courts although the level of pro-
secution was disappointing in San Francisco. Taken together, these
data suggest that some of these patrols had a considerable impact
on the courts in their communities.

Data on citizen attitudes teward and/or involvement with spec-
ialized patrol operations in six sites largely point to a positive

impact on the community.
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TABLLE III-3-15

HIGH/LOW VISIBILITY PATROLS:
IMPACT ON COMMUNITY

PROJECT TTYPE/SOURCE TMPACT
DISPLACEMENT

PORTSMOUTH DISPLACEMENT: EVAL PROBABLY: INCREASE IN
PERIPHERAL AREAS

VIRGINIA NO DISPLACEMENT: EVAL NONE OBSERVED

BEACH

DENVER DISPLACEMENT: EVAL PROBABLE

SAN VIEWED POSITIVELY: INCREASES

FRANCISCO DISPLACEMENT: EVAL CHANCES OF APPREHENSION IN
AREAS IN WHICH DISPLACEMENT
OCCURS

PORTLAND DISPLACEMENT: PD ANALYSIS SOME

IMPACT ON COURTS

PORTSMOUTH USE OF ATTORNEY: EVAL USE OF INEXPERIENCED ATTORNEY
BY PATROL UNSUCCESSFUL

INDIANAPOLIS INCKREASED COURT WORKLOAD: COURTS HIRE 2 DEPUTY PROSE-

EVAL CUTORS TO HANDLE INCREASES

IN BURGLARY CASES; BECOME
OVERBURDENED AS HANDLE ALL
PD CASES —

VIRGINIA USE OF ATTORNEY: EVAL COMMONWEALTH ATTORNEY'S

BEACH OFFICE EXPERIENCES INCREASED

(TABLE CONTINUED NEXT

PAGE)

WORKLOAD AS RESULT OF
PATROL'S ACTIVITIES; HIRE
ADDITIONAL PERSONNEL,
IMPACT NOT GREAT ON ADULT
COURT, HIGH ON JUVENILE
COURT.
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TABLE III-3-15
(CONTINUED)

PROJECT

TYPE/SOURCE

IMPACT -

DENVER

SAN
FRANCISCO

PORTLAND

INDIANAPOLIS

VIRGINIA
BEACH

HOUSTON

DENVER

CASES ACCEPTED BY DISTRICT
ATTORNEY: EVAL

PROSECUTION: EVAL

CASES ACCEPTED FOR
PROSECUTION: EVAL

CITIZEN ATTITUDES/
INVOLVEMENT

CITIZEN SURVEY: RVAL

COMMUNITY AWARENESS PROGRAM:
EVAL

CITIZEN COMPLAINTS,
COMPLIMENTS, ETC.: EQ
CITIZEN ATTITUDES: PD

SURVEY

TARGET HARDENING, PUBLIC
EDUCATION: EVAL

(TABLE CONTINUED NEXT PAGE)

TIGHER RATE OF CASES
ACCEPTED BY DISTRICT
ATTORNEY; PROBABLY DUE IO
MORE THOROUGH PREPARATION
OF EVIDENCE BY H/LVP &
TRAINING OF OFFICERS IN
CRIME SEARCH TECHNIQUES

INCREASE IN CONTACT BETWEEN
UNIT & COURTS; SUCCESS AT
LEVEL OF PROSECUTION DIS-
APPOINTING, COURTS RELUCTARNT
TO PROSECUTE

INCREASE IN NUMBER OF CASES
ACCEPTED FOR PROSECUTION :
DIFFICULT TO INTERPRET
BECAUSE OF CHANGES IN PLEA
BARGAINING PROCESS

MAJORITY OF RESPONDENTS FELT
POLICE DOING GOOD JORB

WELL RECEIVED; OVER 25,000
PERSONS ATTENDED 204
PRESENTATIONS IN 9 MONTHS

PATROL IS SUCCESSFUL IN COM -~
MONITY: ONLY 1 CITIZEN COM-
PLAInI, 5 COMPLIMENTING
LETTERS. NO CITIZEN INQUIRIE.
OR DEATHS DUE TO PATROL,

RESIDENTS, BUSINESSES MOSTLY
PLEASED WITH PATROL (SAMPLE
n = §3)

OVER 1,600 CONTACTS WITH
INDIVIDUALS, 79 WITH GROUPS,
1,046 SECURITY CHECKS, &
DISTRIBUTION OF 2,657 PpRrE-
VENTION BOOKLETS. TARGET
HARDPENING SUCCESS LIMITED BY
LOW INCOME OF ROSIDENTS




o 140
m] TABLE III-3-15
J,] (CONTINUED)
) PROJECT TYPE/SOURCE - TMPACT
SAN CITIZEN ATTITUDES: EO FAVORABLE IN TARGET AREA;

- FRANCISCO CITIZENS REQUEST PUBLIC
"pl EDUCATION. COMPLAINTS
. FROM NONTARGET AREA AS
. CRIME RISES

o ‘ ~w] PORTLAND CITIZEN ATTITUDES: EVAL CITIZENS PERCEIVE PATROL

(COMMENTS ) FAVORABLY

Evaluation
Police Department
Expert Opinion

KEY: EVAL
PD
EO
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Information largely supplied by evaluations on five projects
indicates that morale was good to very high among the specialized
patrols in Portsmouth, Virginia Beach, Denver, San Francisco, and
Portland. 1In two cases--Portsmouth and San Francisco--the special-
ized patrols were a cause of some dissension in their departments;
however, the dissension in San‘Francisco disappeared soon after
the unit's implementation. One evaluator also reports that there
1s little cooperation between the Denver specialized patrol and

other units in the department. The specialized patrols in

Indianapolis and Virginia Beach appear to enjoy good relationships

with other departmental units. There is no indication that the

more negative cases cited affected the performance or effectivenecs
of the specialized patrols.

7. Insights into Success and Failure. IHRR assessed eight

projects employing various levels of both high and low visibility.
Like the other two families, certain projects or project elements
seemed to have a particularly strong effect on project success or
failure. We have identified and categorized those that seemed
especially noteworthy.

Success

Peer group review--The only project to employ the manage-
ment tool of peer group review was the Virginia Beach

HIT project. IHRR believes this to be a major contri-
buting factor to the overall success of this project

and to its emergence as the most effective of the vari-
ous HIT approaches.

: -
sl

Flexibility--High/Low Visibility patrols exhibited the
ability to vary their approach to specific crime problems.
portland was especially noteworthy in its task force
approach which employed patrolmen on specific missions

for short-term periods.

Ead

i
i
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Recruitment--All projects, to some extent, went through

Failure

a selective screening process in choosing personnel for

the specialized patrols. These were typically the high

performers and/or those persons with a particular inter-
est in the patrol objective.

Planning--With the exception of Houston, all projects
deployed on the basis of some type of crime analysis.
Portland employed the crime analysis in an exceptional
manner 1in that the analysis was performed prior to the
creation of a task force to address the problem.
portland's agpproach appeared related to its success.

Arrest rates--Where it was measured (Indianapolis,
Virginia Beach, Houstom, Denver, San Francisco, and
Portland), arrest performance was at least adequate and
in some instances exceptional.

Training--8ix of the eight projects provided specialized
training for project personnel. IHRR found this a de-
sirable feature in that all were apparently successful

at some level.

Use of volunteer overtime personnel--Indianapolis (like
the High Visibility Alexandria HIT project) discarded
the use of volunteer overtime personnel as unproductive
and administratively difficult to manage.

Exotic equilpment--For the most part, exotic eqguipment such

as helicopters, surveillance vans, remote alarms, and
night vision devices were not cost-effective and tended
to f£all into disuse in many instances.
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Part 4
Comparisons of Project Families
In this section, IHRR will compare the three project families
on the following criteria:
. Objectives attainment
. Amount of change
. Efficiency
. ﬂCost—effectiveness‘
. Arrest performance/effectiveness
. Clearance performance/effectiveness
Convictions performance/effectiveness
. Crime reduction
Level of success and failure
The presentation of data on objectives attainment is intended
largely to show that this criterion is not the best indicator of
success or failure of specialized patrols.
The remaining measures are, we believe, more relevant indi-
cators of success or failure

1. Objectives Attainment. Figure III-4-1 graphically de-

picts the evaluation/crime figures information on objectives

attainment. By these criteria, the High/Low Visibility patrols
were rather successful in attaining their objectives: 53 percent
of their ratings fall in a Succeés category, 16 percent in a
Failure category. For the other two families, a large number

of Unknown ratings appear. The Low Visibility group appears
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FIGURE ITI-4-1

COMPARISON OF FAMILIES:
OBJECTIVE ATTAINMENT
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more successful than unsuccessful (and the Success ratings would
rise to 43 percent if one included expert opinion). The Success
ratings would be about equal to the Failure ratings for the

High Visibility group. 1Including expert opinion, Failure ratings
rise to 36 percent for this group. VYet, their departments were
pleased with these High Vvisibility patrols.

In part, the failures are attributable to the practice of set-
ting objectives in precise, quantifiablé terms. Objectives set-
ting has typically been followed by large increases in crime,
making it difficult to fulfill specified objectives framed in
gquantitative terms. Yet, the patrols may effect a large propor-
tion of arrests and even reduce c¢rime--though perhaps not at a
level specified in their objectives. Objectives expressed in
quantifiable terms are static numbers that perhaps should not
be used for dynamic, changing social phenomenon, at least not
as a sole indicator of success or failure.

2. Amount of Change. The amount of change effected by an

intervention is, we bélieve, a more credible measure of success
or failure.

The various measures of change effected by the three special-
ized patrol families were not comparable and not always of excel-
lent or even gooé quality; however, this noncomparability and
credibility of measurement pertained to all families (though the
credibility may have been slightly higher for the High/Low Vis-
ibility family). We present the percentage of combined Success

and combined Failure ratings, together with Unknown ratings,

e
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in Figure 1II-4-2. Because there were so few evaluations on the
Low Visibility family, we present two separate types of figures.
One 1is for evaluationsg and/or crime figures only; the second
adds expert opinion to the evaluation/crime figure data. Since
the reliability of expert opinion was rather high for the Low
Visibility family, this combined 'rating may be a fairly adequate
portrayél of the amount of change effected by Low Visibility
patrols,

If one accepts the credibility of expert opinion for the
Low Visibility patsol family, it appears the most successful in
effecting change. If one eliminates this expert opinion, the Low
Visibility patrol family compares with the High Visibility
family on success on this measure (boih show approximately a
one-fourth percentage of Success). The High/Low Visibility fa-
mily appears quite successful by these ratings, esprcially con-
sidering the large number of ratings that comprise this combined
percentage (56 percent) figure.

Both the Low and High/Low Visibility families have one
failure represented in Figure III-4-2.

Foer the selected measures that represent amount of change
for each family, our gross calculations show that many projects
were not assessed on all of these measures, thus, creating a
large percentage of Unknown ratings. These ratings are particul-
arly high for High Visibility patrols (73 percent) and for evalua-
tive/crime figure compariscns for Low Visibility patrols (62.5

percent).
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FIGURE III-4-2

,w] COMPARISON OF FAMILIES:
AMOUNT OF CHANGE
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: These data suggest that the High/Low Visibility patrols

“] were rather successful in effecting change in the desired direc-

'] tion and that the Low Visibility patrol may have been rather
successful also. The success of the High Visibility patrol is
questionable because of the large percentage of Unknown ratings.

3. Efficiency and Cost-Effectiveness. The data on two pro-

cess measures--efficiency and cost-effectiveness--were bhoth

I
I
] scant and, overall, of gquestionable comprehensiveness.
a. Efficiency. Figure III-4-3 presents the available
E figures on efficiency for each family. Such measures as exist
do indicate that the High/Low Visibility patrols were efficient
} in many ways, though one Failure rating is shown for this family.
} All ratings for the High visibility patrols fall into the Success
range, though 60 percent of the ratings are in the Unknown cate-
E gory. The efficiency of Low Visibility patrols can hardly be

commented on since almost all ratings fall in the Unknown cate-

gory.

I

] b. Cost-effectiveness., Figure III-4-4 presents the

s available data on cost-effectiveness. Except for the High/Low

g Visibility patrol, this criterion represents a large gap in

knowledge. A few Low and High Visibility patrols were assessed

' E‘ on cost-effectiveness; the former has 25 percent of its ratings
«m in the Success category and 12.5 percent in the Failure category,
) whereas the High visibility family has 20 percent of its ratings
E in the Success category, the remaining in the Unknown category.

The High/Low Visibility family shows a 64/27 percent Success/

] Failure racio on the cost-effectiveness criterion. The Failure

SR R s R T b el s e
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FIGURE III-4-3

COMPARISON OF FAMILIES:
EFFICIENCY
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FIGURE III-4-4

COMPARISON OF FAMILIES:
COST-EFFECTIVENESS
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ratings represent mechanical device tactics and use of heli-
copters. All Success ratings represent some use of personnel, a
tactic or method.

4. Performance and Effectiveness. This-section shows com-

parative ratings for various criteria subsumed under performance
and effectiveness measures~-arrests, clearances, convictions, and
crime reduction.

a. Arrests., Figure III-4-5 presents the ratings for
the families on arrest performance and effectiveness. Again,
two types of ratings appear for the Low Visibility family: one
for evaluation and/or crime figures and one which adds expert
opinion to these data.

By either type of rating, the Low Visibility family appears
rather successful in apprehending criminals; this family shows
50 percent of its ratings in the Success category without inclu-
sion of expert opinion and 75 percent with the inclusion of
expert opinion. Some ratings do fall into the Failure category
(25 percent), suggesting that low visibility tactics may not
always accomplish the major mission for which they are intended.

The High Visibility patrols also appear in the Failure
category. The one rating is for the Alexandria project, which
has undergone drastic changes since these data were assessed.
However, the remaining High Visibility patrols appear as a Success
in apprehending criminals.

The High/Low Visibility patrols appear, with one exception
(an Unknown rating), as a Success in their arrest performance

and effectiveness.
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FIGURE III-4-5

COMPARISON OF FAMILIES:
ARREST PERFORMANCE/EFFECTIVENESS
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b. Clearances. Figure III-4-6 shows the per formance

and effectiveness data on clearances. Close to one-half or more
of the ratings for all family types fall in the Unknown category,
pointing to another sizable gap in our knowledge on specialized
patrols,.

There is, however, only one Failure rating (for the Low
Visibility family) and all family types show some success in in-
Creasing clearances. Over one-half (55.5 percent) of the ratings
for the High/Low Visibility family fall into the Success category,
suggesting that this group may have been quite effective in in-
Ccreasing its clearance rates.

We do not know whether these ratings represent comparable
methods of calculating clearance rates and, therefore, cannot be
certain that success means the same in each case (or even within
families).

¢. Convictions. As shown in Figure III-4-7, no informa-

tion is available on High Visibility patrols regarding their

per formance and effectiveness in obtaining convictions. With or
without including expert opinion, there is also little information
on Low Visibility patrols on this measure, although all available
data point to success in convictions. Again, we have largely

a gap in the knowledge on specialized patrols. The partial
exception is the High/Low patrol family. 1In this case, 69.2
percent of the ratings fall into the Success category, indicating

that this group may have been fairly effective in obtaining con-

victions.
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FIGURE III-4-6

COMPARISON OF FAMILIES:
CLEARANCE PERFORMANCE/EFFECTIVENESS
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FIGURE III-~4-7

COMPARISON OF FAMILIES:

CONVICTION* PERFORMANCE/EFFECTIVENESS.
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Contains related data (e.g., depositions) on High/Low Visibility

family.
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d. Crime reduction. If one accepts the expert opinion

information for Low Visibility patrols, all project families
appear unusually successful in redﬁcing crime. There were a few
Failure ratings, as shown in Figure III-4-8, and some Unknown
ratings (the latter is high only for Low Visibility data based
on evaluations and/or crime figures).

It is interesting to compare these figures to those shown
in Figure III-4-5 for arrest performance and effectiveness.

The Low Visibility patrols (if one accepts expert opinion)
appear equally successful in arrests and crime reductions but show
fewer failures in crime reduction than arrests. The High Vis-
ibility patrols appear more successful at deterrence--their major
mission--than in apprehending criminals. The High/Low Visibility
patrols abpear highly successful in both endeavors but more ef-
fective in apprechension than crime reduction.

e. SBummary. Although many gaps exist in the knowledge
on amount of change, cost-effectiveness, and various performance
and effectiveness measures, such knowledge as exists portrays
far more successes than failures among this sample of specialized
patrols. They appear especially successful in two of their pri-
mary missions--apprehension of criminals and deterrence of crime.

4, Comparison of Levels of Success and Failure. Table III-4-1

shows the percentage of the combined Success and Failure ratings
shown for all criteria considered in this section (except objec-
‘tives attainment) which fall into each type of Success and Failure
category. This provides a gross portrayal of the level of success

and failure effected by each family across the selected criteria.




&t . g
==Y wre
o
Ui
~J

FIGURE III-4-8

P

COMPARISON OF FAMILIES: :
CRIME REDUCTION

i .
[y
[

[

| LOW VISIBILITY
/A~ (EVAL/CF)

X] - LOW VISIBILITY
/NJ ~ (EVAL/CF/EO)

l_... -

‘ ﬁ Fﬂ&z.‘u‘«w@
: (| = HICH VISIBILITY
R’.’*.‘ix-t.ii.’..;:\u
‘,,ﬂ 100 ! = HIGH/LOW VISIBILITY
1 90—
I e
E 70—
W
P ] (D
=
s
I D e
fry
\ O 50—
] " /
y e =9 é_g
= —
: je4)
.. J
Al 30—
as w -I 04 /
T 20— l S
. ] / /,
—_ 10— //
. .- 4 ;
1 ANV / AN
T SUCCESS FAILURE UNKNOWN
‘,] _ RATING




bismed

L A.f-‘

158

TABLE III-4-1

COMPARISON OF FAMILIES:

PERCENTAGE OF DIFFERENT RATINGS OF SELECTED MEASURES

(2) Represents expert opinion only.

LOW HIGH HIGH/LOV
RATING VISIBILITY VISIBILITY VISIBILITY
PATROLS PATROLS PATROLS
(1)

SUCCESS 1% 17%
PROBABLE % 2 32% 57%
SUCCESS

QUALIFIED % 63% 15%
SUCCESS

FALLURE % 5% 2%
PROBABLE 3 6%
FAILURE

QUALIFIED 3%
FALLURE

(1) Represents evaluations and/or crime £figures only.
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Given the fact that Success/Failure ratings are highly de-
pendent upon the level of reliability of the data, as judged by
IHRR, the figures shown in Table III-4-1 are as accurate a por-
trayal as we are able to make on the level of success or failure
attained by each patrol family. With considerable reservations
as to whether Specialized patrols should be judged on such gue s-
tionable data, we would rate the Low Visibility patrols and the
High/Low Visibility patrols as a Probable success (a fairly high
rating by IHRR criteria) and the High Visibility pacrols as a
Qualified Success (a comparatively low rating by IHRR criteria).
The Failure ratings shown in Table III-4-1 can be attributed

largely to two factors:

The general lack of success of two projects (the
HIT programs in Henrico County ang Alexandria,
Virginia)

The high cost and noneffectiveness of mechanical
device tactics (with the exception of the
Birmingham project)
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IV. A TENTATIVE KNOWLEDGE BASE

According to the IHRR survey, police departments serv-
ing cities with populations of 50,000 persons or more tend
to rely heavily on specialized patrol tactics. The tactics
most frequently used are (in orxder of frequency):

Civilian dress

Uniformed tactical

Mechanical devices .
The choice of a particular tactic, or tactics, appears
to rest, in part, on certain basic assumptions regarding
the efficacy of different levels of police visibility.

A belief in the efficacy of increased visible police
presence seems related to the choice of a uniformed tac-
tical tactic. The uniformed tactical unit is expected,
first and foremost, to deter crime and secondarily, to
increase apprehension of target criminals.

A belief in the efficacy of invisible police presence,
on the other hand, appears to be related to the choice of
a civilian dress unit and occasionally tc the use of me-
chanicai devices such as night vision scopes, alarm systems,
and other sophisticated technological equipment. These
tactics are expected, first and foremost, to increase ap-
prehension of target criminals and secondarily, to deter

target crime.
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These assumptions regarding the efficacy of different

vee visibility levels led IHRR to identify two basic types of

ot

specialized patrols: a High Visibility family and a Low
Visibility family. The former relies only on unifcrmed
tactical tactics whereas the latter relies on civilian

) dress and/or mechanical devices.

s But there was still a third assumption, one that comn-
bined the visibility levels and the tactics. We call this
a combined High/Low Visibility family. All projects of

this type rely on a uniformed tactical tactic as well as

b s

3

o civilian dress and/or mechanical device tactics. These

multi~tactic units are expected to both deter crime and

-

®

increase apprehension of target criminals.

-

A sound knowledge base will provide answers to several

-

questions. Which of these assumptions is correct? Is

one or more correct only under given circumstances? Which

£

tactic is most effective? Are some more effective only

under given circumstances?

A sound comprehensive kﬁowledge base will also answer
a basic, implicit question: Is a specialized patrol more
effective and efficient than a traditional patrol for com-
batting certain forms of crime?

After searching through numerous reports, IHRR con-
cluded that definitive answers to these questions have not
emerged from evaluation research. We then purposively se-
lected a sample of projects from which to build a tentative

set of conclusions. This sample represented all project
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families and was selectad because it was believed to repre-
sent about as much as is known on the most commonly used
forms of specialized patrol.

After an intensive review and analysis of this sample
of projects, we have a tentative set of conclusions that
are based on descriptive material of the setting in which
specialized patrols operate as well as simple guantitative
analysis related to performance and effectiveness. These
tentative conclusions are related in the following sections.

1. A Common Setting. In the IHRR review of evaluations

of specialized patrols, we found that evaluators have
given almost no attention to the setting in which special-
ized patrols operate. Our own simple analysis of descrip-
tive material indicates that all three families in our
selected sample of specialized patrols tend to operate in
a similar setting. There were differences, of course,
but the deviations to the patterns described below were
proportionately similar across project families.,
Recruitment and selections criteria--the major-
ity (60 percent or more) chose the best men
from the department and about one-~fourth of
each family type used volunteers and/or oveyx-

time regulars at least in supplementary ca-
pacities.

. Training--The majority offered at least some
specialized training relevant to the patrol
family.

Planning--From 60 to lOO.percent of a}l family
types rely heavily on crime analysis in nplan-
ning; High Visibility patrols did show a slight-
ly higher tendency to rely more on other sources
(e.g., investigative information) than other
family types.
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Monitoring--For the majority of each family
type, monitoring was largely a function of
the specialized patrol unit.

Internal data comparisons--at least one-half
of all family types performed internal com~
parisons and/or evaluations of specialized
patrol activities. ’

External evaluations--About one-half or more
of all project types have been evaluated by
outside personnel (though often in cooperation
with the department, State Planning Agency,

or a related agency). '

Experimentally initiated--From available data,
it appears that each family has a fairly equal
proportion of experimental projects (50-60
percent) .

Span of control--The majority of all family
types operated with one sergeant to ten or less
men (usually eight officers).

Deployment-~From 75 to 100 percent of each
family type relied largely on crime analysis
to deploy personnel.

Operational modes-~The majority of all family
types (75 to 100 percent) relied on crime and
location-oriented operational modes. High
Visibility patrols were more prone to rely
ona suspect orientation than other family
types: 40 percent of the High Visibility pa-
trols utilized a suspect orientation as com-
pared to 12-25 percent of the other patrol
types. However, the data strongly suggest
that all family types relied on a suspect-
oriented mode, at least on occasion, and that
mention 1s simply not made of the use of this
operational mode.

Methods~-All family types,-of course, utilize
patrcl methods (e.g., roving patrol, saturation
patrol). Surveillance and stakeout were methods
common to all families as well. Decoy methods
obviously were not part of the High Visibility
patrols' activities. Nor was air patrol which
was part of the methods of a few Low and High/
Low Visibility patrols.
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gy . Crime targets--Each family type was represen-—

) ted by some projects (25 to 63 percent) that were
concerned with combating all or most types of
serious crimes (e.g., homicide, assault, rape,
] burglary, robbery, larceny). All other types
e were represented by some projects mainly fo-
cused on burglary or robbery. A higher pro-
T portion of Low and High Visibility patrols did
o) tend to focus more on robbery than burglary
while the opposite was true for the High/Low
Visibility patrols.

O e

Targets of intervention--All family types were
concerned with protecting commercial as well

as noncommercial establishments and, conse-
quently, businessmen, as well as other citizens.

Our data on how specialized patrols fit into the

. . N -
| ——— [ I—

organization of their departments, how they are funded,

and the amount of yearly appropriations are not complete.

However, such data as exist show that the specialized

patrols tend to be within the Special Operations Division
or Patrol Division, regardless of family type, and that

one type is no more likely than another to be the recipient
of a Federal grant ranging from about $250,000 to around

$1 million. (One High Visibility patrol did receive a

$7 million grant.)

Finally, despite the setting of many specific sub-
objectives by some patrol projects, all tended to focus on
the same major objectives: crime reduction, increascd
arrests and, to some extent, increased conviction and/or
clearance rates, méintenance of public safety and respect,
and the enhancement of citizen involvement in patrol ac-

rivities.
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From descriptive data, we can describe a composite
or typical patrolman in his work setting. He tends to
be young, chosen from among the highest performers in tra-
ditional patrol and satisfied with his work in specialized
patrol. He is one of eight to ten officers who often work
in small teams under the direct supervision of one sergeant.
The specialized patrolman's activities and deployment are
planned on the basis of crime analyses and his work tends
to be monitored by his own unit. To better accomplish his
major tasks-~apprehension and crime deterrence--he recgives
special training in the tactics and methods he will use to
accomplish his objectives. His work tends to be perceived
favorably by his department and by the community which he
sexrves.

2. Success and Faillure. Our analytic data related to

the performance and effectiveness of specialized patrols
rests upon a data base of questionable accuracy and reli-
ability. From our rather gross ratings on this questionable
data base, each of the proiject families appears rather suc-
cessful in meeting their primary objectives of crime deter-
rence and apprehension. The ratings show the High Visibil-
ity patrols as more succeksful at deterrence (their ﬁajor
mission) than at apprehension. The reverse trend appeared
for the combined High/Low Visibility patrols; that is, they
were slightly more successful at apprehension than deter-

rence. The Low Visibility patrols are most difficult to
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assess since there were so few evaluations on this group;
however, such data as exist show this group as being slightly
I more successful at deterrence than apprehension (their
major mission). The data on other performance and effec-
[; tiveness indicators were scant; however, the trends for
the change effected on selected criteria and for increased
ol clearances and convictions tended to be positive. That is,
there were more successes than failures.

Our data further suggest that a combined use of uni-
formed tactical and civilian dress tactics may be the most

successful approach, perhaps because it provides depart-

- ments a greater degree of flexibility in solving difficult

and complex problems. However, the data rather strongly

suggest that mechanical devices, in general, are costly and
ineffective. The one exception to this trend appeared in

the Birmingham project where an alarm system placed in

== ===

business establishments was reacted to immediately by tra-

ditional patrolmen, but, until activated, required no patrol

‘4’ -

man hours.
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V. DEFICIENCIES IN THE KNOWLEDGE BASE

In this chapter, IHRR will address the deficiencies,
Or gaps, in the knowledge base on specialized patrols; the
Teasons for these gaps in knowledge; and briefly address
the problem of filling the gaps.

A. Gaps

When we ask what is known definitively on each variable

listed in our analytic model (see Figure 1, Chapter 1) or

about the intervening variables that could affect special-

ized patrol operations (see Table II-4, Chapter II), we can

only conclude that all these subject areas represent de-
ficiencies in our knowledge on specialized patrols.

Only a few of these areas have even been subject to
evaluations. Those typically included in evaluations are
shown in Figure V -1, with indications of those that are
evaluated only infrequently.

On the input side of the model, only the objectives
have been tested. On the throughput side, there have been
a few tests of methods (e.g., stakeout, decoy), and some
evaluation of the process measures listed (performance,
efficiency, cost-effectiveness, morale). The major focus
has been on what IHRR terms ”primary'outputs“~~especially
arrest and crime reduction effectiveness. A few studies

also address increases in clearance and conviction rates.

e
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FIGURE V -1
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The specialized patrols' impact on tﬁe communities they
Serve and the broader society (secondary outputs) has
received only scant attention. Some very inadequate tests
have been made of crime displacement and some evaluators
have addressed citizen attitudes toward the patrols and/or
their participation in prevention activities (e.gqg.,

target hardening, public education). Only rarely have
these studies of citizens been based on good survey method-
ology. Except for citizen attitudes, none of the inter-
vening variables identified by IHRR have been addressed, to
our knowledge.

B. Reasons for the Gaps

There are many explanations for the gaps in knowledge.
One lies in the very complexity of the subject area.
Another, but related explanation, lies in the lack of ade-
quate research technology that would permit one to study
every possible variable that might affect specialized
patrol operations. Another is a more pragmatic considera-
tion. That is, even if research methods were available to
study all possible variables effecting the specialized
patrols, the cost of such a study would probably be pro-
hiibitive.

Even in view of these considerations, IHRR feels that
the most important gaps in knowledge have been created un-
necessarily by:

Use of poor study designs

Failure to use adequate comparison groups

i
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. The use of noncomparable measures for studying
the same phenomenon

The study designs fail on many scores. Most impor-
tant among these are the failure to control for the inter-
ventions of nonspecialized personnel in the target areas
assigned to specialized personnel, inadequate tests of dis-
placement, the use of short-term measures, and especially
the failure to take into account the selection criteria for
specialized patrol personnel. Since departments tend to
choose the best performers to serve on specialized patrols,
and evaluators have not utilized well-matched comparison
groups, what has been studied primarily (but inadequately)
is personnel selection rather than project assumptions or
tactics. The picture is additionally confused by the use
of many different performance and effectiveness measures,
many of which are of questionable reliability and compre-
hensiveness.

C. Filling the Gaps

One could write a lengthy text on ways of filling all
the gaps in knowledge on specialized‘patrols. IHRR has
taken a pragmatic approach in addressing this problem.

It seems to us that choices should be made. One
should identify first the most 1lmportant gaps and set
about to answer basic questions which will provide law
enforcement personnel information they need to make de-
cisions on crucial issues. This pragmatic approach also

takes into consideration budget constraints and the
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exhorbitant cost of a study that would attempt to £ill all
the existing gaps.

In order to fill the most important gaps identified in
Figure V -2, IHRR believes two basic types of studies
should receive first priority:

Studies that will test the implicit assumption
that specialized patrol will be more cost-
effective than traditional patrol in certain
crime situations

Studies that will test the assumptions, tactics,
and methods underlying the existence of project
families and permit comparisons of the effective-
ness (including cost-effectiveness) of different
visibility levels, tactics, and methods by type
of crime

Until these questions are answered, departments will not
be provided the basic information required to help them in
project planning, monitoring, and management.

In its subsequent report , IHRR will present study

designs tailored to fill the most important gaps in our

knowledge on specialized patrol.
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