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have seen, are the following: 

(a) The document has been slightly reorganized. Part 1 is now an 
expanded abstract, suitable for independent distribution with 
the cover and table of contents. 

(b) Appendix 8, "Output of Survey Response Analysis by I.P.U. 
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To the reader--

This document \vas prepared as part of an L. E. A. A. 

evaluation of the Harrisburg Police Intensive Patrol Unit . 

The=! pe=!riod that \Vas evaluated ended in December 1974. The 

operations of the I.P.U. have changed considerably since 

then (at least partly as a result of recommendations in 

this report). Therefore, material contained herein that 

describes the I.P.U. 's operations is not current and 

criticisms of thOSe=! operations are not necessarily directed 

toward the I.P.U. as it exists today. 
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Part 1. SUH:-fARY 

1.1 ITOIv to Read This Repor t. 

l~ose interested in establishing or improving tacticai 

units ~·'ill probably find Part 7, "Key Findings a.nd Recommendations," 

most relevant, especially Section 7.4, "Pitfalls to be Avoided." 

The introductory pages of Part 6, "Tactical Unit Hanagement Issues," 

suggest a typology of key issues to consider. Appendix C, "Standard 

9.8, 'Special Crime Tac tical Forces,'" would also be of interes t, 

and its commentary includes details of current thinking on the topic. 

The results of the survey of current. and former I.P.D. members 

are in Part 6, "Tactical Dnit 1:fanagemcnt Issues (Survey Results). " 

The survey instx'LU11ent itself is Appendix A. 

The experience of the Harrisburg I.P.U. specifically is 

variously detailed in the following passages: a list of key 

questions in the last half of Section. 2.2, "The Larger Context"; 

Part 3, "Background of the Intensive Patrol Dnit"; Part 5, "Crime 

Data t!. , Part 6, "Tactical Hanagement Issues (Survey Results)"; 

and Section 7.1, "Findings Specifically Relevant to the I.P.D." 

Section 7.1 and the key questions in Section 2.2 are probably 

. the most concise. 

Those interested in the evalu~tion process itself are 

directed especially to Part If, "Evaluation Design"; Part 6, 

"Tactical Management Issues"; and Appendix B, "Output of Survey 

Response Analysis by I.P.D. Horking Group." 

For other interests) the reader is referred to the Table 

of Contents. 

.• 

, ., ... 

1.2 Executive Summarz. 

An evaluation of the Intensive Patrol Unit (I.P.U.) of the 

Harrisburg Bureau of Police was undertaken during tho period from 

June 197L~ to February 1975. The SL1b~02ct of the evaluation \vt'JS the 

I.P.D. 's experience from its inception in 1971 to the end of its 

L.E.A.A. fundi.ng in December 1974. 

There were tyw maj or premise s to this eva 1l.lB tion: 

1 . 

2. 

The particular history of the unit was such that no 
data v7hich l:eflected· a continuity in mi.ssion, st1:ategy, 
and tactics of the unit existed. Moreover, there was 
no clear performance data regarding impact crimes for 
which the unit was (ostensibly) originally established. 

The second major premise was that the benefits of this 
evaluation would be in the area of generating knowledge 
for future use by Harrisburg and other tactical units 
as well. 

Although historical data 6n crime in Harrisburg could not 

be geo-coded in such a way as to properly a~alyze the effect of 

the I.P.D. on crime in the areas of its operation, the examina~ 

tions of the data that were done indicate that there is no clear 

impact that the I.P.D. has had on crime in the long run. In com-

parison with t\VO "sister" cities, Lancaster and York, Harrisburg 

improved its relative standing, in 1972 only, in total Part I 

crimes. For other years, the crime rate difference has been 

increasing rather than decreasing. With regarJ to Harrisburg 

alone, there was a slight decrease in burglaries and larcenies in 

1972, and auto thefts and murders in 1974. Aside from those items, 

reported Part I crime has be~n increasing in Harrisburg. through-
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out the I. P. U. 's bis tory. (See Part 5, "Crime Da ta," for (:e tails. ) 

The evaluation design utilized a survey of all present 

and former members of the unit to generate both attitudes to-

ward previous and currently prevailing practices, as well as 

recommendations for improvements. The design snd results of 

the survey were analyzed by a cross-section of the I.P.U. member-

ship. Further analysis by the evaluators produced a sequence 

of management issues which appear to be important in the estab-

lishment of similar tactical units. (See Part 6, "Tactical 

Unit Hanagement Issues. ") This proc(~ss resulted in findings 

and recommendations of several different types .. Here we list 

a selection of the pitfalls to be avoided in special tactical 

units (from Section 7.4). 

1. 

.3. 

4. 

Avoid overstaffi~g. It seems better to beoin with 
-- b 

a small core of committed officers, refine the 
unit's approach, and build on it later. Hany 
officers in the unit create more problems than 
the unit solvE~s. 

Av6id inappropriate staffing. Non-volunteers and 
untrained individuals dO't·mgrade both 'the effective
ness of the unit and its reputation. 

Avoid instability in mission. A rapidly changing 
mission is probably worse than one \·;hich may be 
slightly "off target" but stable. (Stable, of 
course, does not mean never changing.) Objectives 
should be well-defined, preferably crime-specific, 
and well-known to all members of the unit. 

A -:-_v_o_i_d_'_' 8;;,..1.:;:.' m;.:,:.' .;;,.p.;;l.::e~"~m::.:;i::..:s:..:u::;s:::..e::::.· -.:::o.:.;;f:.......::t::.::h~e=--u~ni t • We here re fer 
to uses for which the unit was not designed or 
which are not part of its objectives 3 e.g. crowd 
control, etc. 

5. A~~Jd~c:..C2.£1le,lex~_~·Ls llS e of the unt t.. Les S obvioL1.s 
than simple. misuse is l.:he misllse that occurs ~·}ben 

the uni ': is us ed as a vis ib Ie symbol of the res pon
sivcness of the department to political pressure. 
For example, the liS hOI-ling the flag II type of ac ti vi ties 
may be counterproductive if the unit is attempting 
to operate in a low visibility mode. 

Overall, the evaluators see the result of the three 

years of operation of the I.P.U. as a series of experiments 

and not just one experiment. This was not the cla.im in the 

grant application, but rathel.- the historical development of 

the unit. It was probably unintentional as well. The dis-

continuities are seen as counterproductive to any improvement 

and learning by such a fairly sophisticated approach to 

policing (i.e. the tactical unit), In fact, Section 2.2 

alludes to two recent developments whose joint implication 

may be that intensive patrolling approaches may be designed on 

misleading principles and fragmentary crime incidence data. 

We point out that the above should not be construed as 

evidence or argument against the concept of special tactical 

units in general. The reverse is the case. We note that the 

National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and 

Goals has called for the presence of special ta~tical units in 

all departments with 75 or more personnel. (See Appendix C.) 

This report is intended to contribute toward the better use 

of such units. 
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Part 2. CONTEXT OF TIlE EVAtUATION 

2.1 Introduction. 
-' -" .. - ... _-

This report is the evaluation of the third year of 

the II1teI1 ~1.·ve Patrol DniL of the Harrisburg Bureau funding of ~ 

of Police. Because it is the final year of IoPoU o funding by 

the Governor's Justice Commission, the major parties involved 

at the outset that the focus of the evaluation would agreed 

not be a refunding decision but rathe~ the learnings that 

could accrue from the IoPoU.'s experiences, both positive 

and negative. 

Several Such learnings are the intent of this report. 

activities ~vere undertaken in the evaluation, including a 

revie~" of availab Ie crime data;1 a survey of pas t and pres en t 

members, and a three-session ~vorkshop with selected 

I.PoDo and Bureau of Police participants. The outputs of these 

activities are discussed later in this report. 

It is important to embed this particular evaluation in the 

context of some relevant external events, so the next section is 

directed tmvard this end. It concludes with some of the general 

themes that emerged during the evaluation. 

H 
II 

Ii 
\ 

ti 
,I 

I ~ 
" 
" II 
I' 
Ii 
t{ 
q 
l, 
\1 
; 

\ 
i 

2- 2 

2.2 The L8r~er Context. 

Two recent reports have emerg.ecl to question serioLlsly 

some of the basic assumptions embedded in the roles of the 

police and the public in their interactions. (See Crimes 

A Report on the Dayton--San Jose Pilot SUl:-vc'y' and_ Vic!:ims = 

of Victimization, LoEoAoAo, U.So Department of Justice, 1974, ---------"---
and Ka~1sas C'i ty Preventive Fa trol Experiment:: ~ A Sllmm8;ry Repor!" 

G.oLo Kelling, To Pate, D. Dieckman, C.E. Brown, Police Foundation, 

1974.) 

For the authors of this report, the primary ingredients 

of an effective police/community or police/victim relationship 

are the assumptions by each that the other will behave respon

sibly and reliably. In the case of the public's view of the 

police, responsible and reliable behavior would be demonstrated 

by efficient c;mmunication and dispatching, visible patrolling, 

a perceived absence of crime, sense of security, and full and fair 

processi~g of citizen complaints, requests for service, and 

reported victim1.zat1.ons. .. In the case of the police view of the 

public in general or victim in particular, reliable and respon

sible behavior \vould include willingness to cooperate with 

police requests for information, reporting of crimes, and 

cooperation throughout t.he justice process (courts, etc.). 

If both roles were in fact fulfilled under these assump-

tions, the police would experience at least tnre.e significant 
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"11 1 1 clf- 1'll1:ormation alone. FLrs t, police would e ffec ts.... t ,le are;: - . .L 

, ::> stream of requests for service which would relate receJ.VC <:l 

directly to specific criminal incidents~his would enable what 

~llthors would call a tactical use of infonnation. Second, the .:1. 

ld '~ a stream of information which would tlle police wou. reccnve 

1 "t' Tl~';s could, if prOI)erly detail a series of crimina actl.Vl. l.eS.L~ 

utili;::;ed, identify emerging patterns. While this information 

may not be directly useful in apprehending suspects in eas!! 

event, it would be useful as an operational tool of supervision 

for general deployment decisions. Third, such information 

could be further distilled to serve as an index of both the 

overall quality of police services and the public receptivity 

to those services . This would be the strategic use of the 

information. 

h th U.ses of the reporting of Taken together, t ese ree 

events of criminal activity form a system. Each is needed and 

each depends of the other two. 

It is against this background that one reads the recent 

report of a victimization study which relied not on police 

statistics but on c()nfident~ial comprehensive interviews of 

a large sample of a city's population. One jarring revelation 

of the study is that "Half the crimes committed in both Dayton 

h l' " . c;lnd San Jose in 1970 1;vere not reported to t e po l.ce. 

Follow-ups of the study 'vere carried out in Chicago, Detroit, 

Los Angeles, New York, and Philadelphia, as well as eight mid-sized 

American cities, with further results along this line, some even 

more as tonishit.'l.g. 

u.s. Department of Justice, 1974.) 

The results of these studies challenge the basis of 

the assumptions or l:esponsible and reliElble behaviol' as defined 

above on the part of the public and/or victim. Donald Santorolli 

is quoted as commenting on this underreporting phenomenon: 

"The answers are loud and clear. The criminal justice system 

doesn't work ~"ell enuugh for them, and they are willing to pay 

the price of being crime victims rather than paying the higher 

price, in their opinion, of report.i':1g and prosecuting crime. II 

What of the responsible and reliable behavior of the 

police? The previously cited Kansas City study has something 

to say. In the pas t, the conventional wisdom of polic€.\ depart-

ments has been that a primary activity of police should be 

street patrol. It has been presumed that this would afford 

visibility and accessibility to complaintants and crime scenes. 

The patrolling has been thought to offer a deterrent effect 

as 1;ve11. However, the results of the KansCl.:; City experiment 

call into question the value of routhte preventive patrol. The 

design of the experiment was to "test variations in the level 

of routine preventive patrol within 15 Kansas City police beats. 

These beats were divided into three groups. In five "reactive". 
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f' -

t beats, ioutine preventive patrol was eliminated and officers 

I . 

L 
were instructed to respond only to calls for service. Tn five 

II control" beats, routine preventive patrol 'ivBS maintained 

at its usual level of one car per beat. In the remaining 

five "proactive i' beats, rou"t:ine preventive patrol ';vas inten-

f" 
sified by two to three times its usual level through the assign-

t : ment of additional patrol cars and through the fr~quent presence 

! 
1 . 

of cars from the reactive beats." 

1 
To the evaluators, the most important statement in the 

l , 
study was that the "experiment found that the three experimental 

L, patrol conditions appear not to affect crimes, serv.ice delivery, 

e_~-;d citizen feelings of security in ways the public and the 

E.0li~,:. o(ten assumethe~." (Emphasis added.) 
r 
I 

L Considering the above, it remains to examine the public's 

assumptions regarding responsibility and reliability in police 
I 

behaviOJ:". One assumption was that police would have an efficient 

(or at least sufficient) communications and dispatching. capability. 

Unfortuna te ly, as the Day ton/ San Jos e and other s tud-ies show, 

they are expected to do this with only half the information 

on crimG available to them. A second assumption.was that the 

police would maintain the effects an active patr~llingwas 

presumed to accomplish. But, after Kansas City, it is not clear 

T}hat, if anything, that patrolling accomplishes. The third 

assumption was that police stand ready to fully process. citizen 

2-6 

complaints, when, in fact, the vigorous pursuit of these com-

plaints elicits the possibility of "paying a higher price," 

as Santorelli points out. 

One conclusion that can be drawn from the foregoing is 

both ironic and striking. This conclusion is that the only 

behavior \'lhich the criminal jus tice sys tern (including cou.rts 

and corrections as well as police) has been successful in 

deterring is the desired responsible and reliable behavior 

on the part of crime victims. 

A secondary conclusion is that police have no presenily 

vrorkable model for effecting crime deterrence, using the patrol 

model as presently understood. 

Against this background, the evaluators have attempted 

to sift the experience of the Intensive Patrol Unit of the 

Harrisburg Bureau 0f Police. In the course of the evaluation, 

several key questions -emerge from this background. They are 

presented below. 

1. To Hhat extent has the 10 P 0 U 0 follm\7ed a conventional 
model of a tactical patrol unit? 

The classical image of the special tactical 
patrol unit involves both tangible and intangible 
elements. Host significant among the intangibles 
is the quasi-military ambience, including the 
prestige of an elite co~ps. The tangible elements 
should generally include tactical flexibility, 
task-appropriate supporting equipment, a reasonably 
well-defined mission, operations geared to that 
mission, and availability of relevant real-time 
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information. Not frequently made explicit are 
two clements that are also necessary: good 
ma.nagement: inte)':faces (both \\'ithin the unit and 
between the unit and the rest of the department) 
and bdu1.vioral guidelines (often implicit) . 

The above is meant to be descriptive, not 
normative, of a certain class of police units. 
It is not necessarily the bei?.~ model of special 
units, but it is an image often pursued. 

It seems clear that the loP.Uo was originally 
intended to follow the general classic image, but 
without a good understanding of the necessary 
elements. }~st noticeable were the absence of 
well-defined missions and consistent operational 
tactics that would address those missions in the 
short- and ml::dium-tsrm. The IoP.Uo history can 
almost be characterized as a series of occasional 
spurts when the advantages of the flexibility and 
elite elements I';rerc obvious, with long "dmm" 
periods in bet,(\Teen. TI··JO such Rpurts seem to be 
the first few months of its first year and some 
recent productive undercover work. 

Which of the.loP.Uo's experiences are intrinsic 
to the conv~ntional tactical unit model itself2.. 
as opposed to this particular unit? 

This question is important but difficult to 
answer. Both its importance and l.ts ambiguity 
are increased by the observations noted earlier 
in this section. The evaluators conclude (with 
little reservation) that key elements of the 
conventional model ~vere either absent or misunder
stood for so much of the loP.Uo's history that 
the problem does not rest on the model. 

This does not mean that the authors unequiv
ocally endorse the conventional model. (In fact, 
a "project management" model is lat.:.:r suggested 
as an alternative to the quasi-military model.) 
It does mean that the major conclusions about the 
conventional model from the loP.Uo's experience 
will be pitfalls to avoid. 

j" 

! . 
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To \dl.at ~:<tenJ:...b5ls the I.P.Uo "invented'! some 
~ i..112.2.Ioaches tC2_crime fighting that migh!: 
cont~ribl1te to <.~.£s t-K,lnSLls -City' r rnod(~[-for ~ 
tacticnl patrol units? 

This question is the obverse of the previolls 
one since good things, as Ivell aS,bad and indifferent: 
things, can result from deviatiori's from a kno\.1)'r1 model. 

It should be noted that operational innovations 
can be invented in many 'ways: by individuals or by 
gro~p eff?rt, '1'lith or \vithout planning, consistently 
or ~nterm~ttently. The problem is to capitalize 
on these inventions \\Ihen they do occur. This 
generally involves two things: recognition of 
the invention, and :!regularization" of it into 
practice. 

Although one of the evaluators has experience 
with a tactical unit of a specialized nature where 
inventions were far more numerous than in tl:'.e I. a P 0 U. , 
there are a few items that can be pointed out here. 
A plainclothes role has been identified and pursued 
with some measure of success. There has been cooper
ation \'lith outside units in drug raids and surveillance. 
Certairi elements of a de facto team policing mod~l 
have appeared for a limited. time. 

Unfortunately, there is no evidence that these 
potentially useful inventions were eitheJ.~ adequately 
recognized or made regular practice duiing the period 
covered in this report. 
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The Intcmnive J?atJ:ol Unit was t.nitia ted as a response 

to a n(wd foT,: oxpc'riencccl poI ice office.rs in the Harrisburg 

Hurc.wu 0 C Police to pa t.:;:ol high crime areas during the cl:itica1 

hours of Qvoning and early morning. 

'rhe original grant application stated that, as a 

precedent for this unit, a special 10-man tactical unit 

had opcl~atcdJ on an experime.ntal basis, starting in 

SQPtcmbcr., 1970. 

Tl:I,C grant: appl:Lcation stated that the sale purpose 

of the funded unit would be the suppression of crime by 

tt'b-J.:L?.:i.ug :i.ntcrl.sivc patrol methods. 

Th,e, grant application further stated that the uait 
, 

,van 1::'0 have been ildcdicated solely to the problem at 

hnnd~ and w~11 not be handicapped or hindered by the 

1:0ut::lno. 1.)Cl:fOl:UVlI1CG of other 1)01, ice functions." Tt 1 ..... a so 

s t;o t: Nt tha t it Nould 11 serve to strengthen police pres tige. " 

A fuxthcr statement intimated that 'criminals would be un-

cCl:tni.n about the visibility of this unit, since appal:'.3!ltly 

I;h'~ unit at that time was secn as a 1m.;r profile one. 

'this was the thinking in June 1971, t-lhen the unit was 

originally scheduled for fundillg. Of many dot;;uments the 

8\1 {lltw cor.s have. seen, only two allude to how '\vcll the unit 

;, 
" '''I 

" 
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The firs t docum.e.nt, "Cri tical .tmulysis of Harrisbu',l'g IS 

Intensive Patrol Unit, II ~.<:ras prepared by the South central 

Regional Staff (of the Governor I s Justice Conmlission). 

The first sentence of the document states that "the most 

glaring inadequacy of Harrisburg's Intensive Patrol unit 

operation is in the area of administration," The 

document furthcr cites the lack of relevant statistics by 

which the unit could be measured. The document ends ,vi th 

a lis t of six areas ,'Jhich needed improvement. The las t 

area mentions that "innovation should be sought by th-e'Unit. 

Since the Unit is voluntary .... " Ive agree wholeheartedly 
( 

that such innovation was and is absolutely crucial. Un-

fortunately there is no basis in fact for the second state-

ment, that the unit "is voluntary." Statistics on the 

voluntary/non-voluntary nature of the unit are cited in 

Part 6. 

The second document, "Operational Nanagement Study 

of the Harrisburg Bureau of Police" (PRe Public Management 

Services, Inc.), is a comprehensive analysis of the Bureau. 

It lists several comments on and recommendations for both 

the I.P.U. and the Foot Patrol Unit. It is not clear how 

extensively PRe studied the I.P.U. It is clear that, at 

the time of the study, the I.P.U. was utilizing its 

personnel for foot patrols in high crime agreas. The study 

makes the fol1ot'ling statement: "The Intensive Patrol Unit 



3-3 

(despite its name) it is essentially a foot patrol unit) 

op(!J:ntcs Daven days a lm:wk between the hours of 6:00 P.H. 

and 2 A, H. II (p. 9l j.). '\Te repeat thi.s sentence for two 

rwn~onv. First, it reflects the change in tactic and 

implied change in mission ~vh:Lcn the I.P.V. had undertaken. 

Second, it rc£lucts the patrolling practice of seven-day 

(.'.OVCJ:'ilgC, ~'7b:Lch"' -with the benefit of hindsight and res earch--

:Ls qU8s tioI:1ablc. 

Neither. of these dC)cuments al1alyzes the perspective 

o.~ th(~ rncmbt:::1:s of tha unit in an orderly fashion. Both 

~tppm:cmt:ly used field observation methods. Neithe'c of 

thcuo raports addressed the organizational problem of 

the c\unulativc effect of continuous Changes in mission, 

stl:'(ltcgy, tactics"vith.out the benefit of evaluation. 

Ncithcrt" report assessed what a cycle of management issues 

l:qgm:ding such a lIni t tvould lool, like. However this report 

does. He define such a cycle in Part 6 and elaborate on 

it i.n Part 7. It is our overall impression that the unit 

has been in a stHte of continuous, uncontrolled, and un-

cvalu.:l,tcd change. since. its inception. The benefits and 

drnwbocks of such change, we believe, are best reflected 

by ehe ~c$ponses of tho£le individuals who have lived through 

thn,t, change.. It is hoped tha t their participation ill this 

evaluation has enhanced its appropriateness. 

4-1 

The original design of the evaluatiori closely paralleled 

that used in the evaluet~orl E c, -'- 0:- the Foot Patrol Unit (see 

"I" '1 E 1 ...... '1.na -,va U-?L-lOn Report on the Foot Patrol V 't " 111. - , Bureau 

of Police, City of Harrisburg, Cont:r~('_t NO. 73 ~ '.l. l.~ -DF-03-0019). 

111at design ~\1as essentially the preliminary definition of 

a unitls goals, activities, and tl d f ~ me'OlO so·· operation, and 

the d eri va tian of performance criteria by \vh1c11. the unit 

~vould be measured. Problem identification, analysis, and 

resolution, in such a desigl~, are t t d I . 
L rea"e cur1.ng the 

course of the evaluation, so that the unit learus and 

adapts during the course of the experimental period. This 

design contrasts with more traditional approaches to 

evaluation, which treat the unit under consideration in 

the rather traditional "pre-test / post-test" mode of 

scientific experimentation. 

The approach these evaluators take to their task is 

more of a problem -solving approach, which involves to as , 

broad an· extent as possible) as many of the individuals 

impacted by the evaluation as poss1.·ble. ~ h f we ave "olmd that 

problem-solving attitudes, behaVior, and skills can and 

do exist at all levels d' 11 f an l.n a unctions of an exper-

imental unft. ~fth th .... \v.... ese comments as a backdrop) tve ,~.,ill 

revie~v ~.,hat took place upon the initial activity of the 

I.P. U. evaluation. This re.vicvl follows. 
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Tlw evaluation \v<lS delayed some six months by contract 

twg,oti.at.J.Oli .::md fund.ing uncertcdnties. Upon commencement 

of the evaluation in June 1974, the evaluators learned that 

neither adequate data nor adequate consensus existed in 

the BU1:cnu of Police concerning the four basirJ questions 

:enc:i.ng any evaluation process. \17e see these four as follm-ls: 

1. DeL:crmining l'7hat happened 

2. Determining what effects that activity had both internally 
(on thu I.P.D. and H.B.P.) and,ultimately, on crime. 

3. J)8tcrmining t·/hat effects that activity did not have 

I.~. Recommending \"ha t changes/ improvements could be made 

It was clear to the evaluators, after discussion with Har-

risburg personnel, that no clear statement existed for 

any of these questions. Upon subsequent examination, we 

loarned that it W3S not readily clear if any could be 

nnswcrod from existing records. Furthermore, such an answer 

wus~ at that time, seen to be trivial, since, at a strategic 

10v(ll, it appc';lred highly unlikely that any continuing set 

of pcn;:r:onnance obj ecti ves had been set, agains t which the 

uct:i.vitic:'.s could have been compared. 

Conscqlie11tly the evaluation was redirected. This re-

dt;,s:lgn tvas facilitated by the fact that no refunding decision 

wus irctmincnt, since this \vas the last year of L.E.A.A. 

fUl'lding. Noreover, since no previous external evaluation 

of the I.P.U. ha~ been undertaken,it appeared that there 

had been no preceding recommendations that could be tracked 

i • 

L~-3 

as to their implementation. 

An additional consideration ~-laS that, since the unit 

was not to be continued on L.E.A.A. funding, the ultimate 

question which could be answered from such an evaluation 

is "\\Iha t can 0 ther uni ts learn f]_~om the experience of the 

I.P.D.?" It ~vas tmvardthis question that the rec1eslgned 

evaluation aimed. 

The redesign utilized t~ilO princ.iples of inves tiga tion--

that of survey research and that of the case study. The 

advantages of a survey in this case x·ilas that -it tilould 

capture, in a comb ina tion of oper:r and clos ed- ended ques t10ns , 

all of the responses of all of the me~)ers of the I.P.U. 

The case method, in this particular situation, was 

seen as an attempt to construct a case histOJ:y of the unit, 

in such a way- that particular design aspects of the unit, 

and particular features of the unit, could be generalized 

to broader principles. 

The s"equence of evaluation events was as follows: 

1. Meeting with Evaluation Review Group to: 

a. Discuss redesign of evaluation 

h. Agree to use group of I.P.U. patrolmen to act 
as co-~esigners of survey 

c. Select patrolmen for the group 

2. Heeting with patrolmen to define initial issues 
parameters of interest 
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3. 1.)00j O O of s. urvey ~#,,) "'0" .~ 

l. ,+ • Pre-te::st of survey with four patrolmen 

4' 
... 1 • Rof:i.11G survey 

6. Hail survey to all presont and former members 
of I.P.U. (sae Appondix A for copy of survey) 

7. Receipt of survey results 

8. Nect with Evaluation Review Group 

a. Review partial survey rest.llts 

b. Enlarge membership of co-design group 

9. Meetings (3) of enlarged group to: 

a. Clarify responses 

b. Cluster responses 

c. Define ideal mission statements 

d. Define unit's interface issues 

10. Draft final report 

This approach drcHvs heavily on similar \vork: which Ivas 

undcn:taken ~vith a metropolitan police force of similar size. 

That t'lork is clesqribed in a recent publication by Marvin 

A. t\
l
cisborcl. (See Improving Police Department Hanagement 

Thr.ough Froblc::.m-Solving Task Force, M.A. r.Jeisborc1, H. Lamb, 

A. Drexler, Addison-Wesley, 1974.) 

The output of the sessions mentioned are contained 

in Appendix n. 

The inSights and integration of survey responses which 

the cnlnrged group helped generate are reflected throughout 

this report. We, as evaluators, are especially grateful 

to both them and to the EV.:11uation R(~vie\v Group. for 

sanctioning their participation. 

In terms of the original responsibilities listed in 

the first evaluation design, we had paid Rlmost exclusive 

attention to: 

1. Responsibility 5--"Idc·mtify ar0!as of management 
and operations \vheroby unit effecti.veness might 
be enhanced and pres ent appropria te recollunenda tlons . " 

2. Responsibility 6"-"Analyzo and evaluate organj.zation, 
administration, functional responsibilities and 
procedures of the Patrol Unit and its relationship 
to other department components." 

Both of these responsibilities were addressed within 

the context of the redesigned evaluation effort. Both 

are addressed, either directly, or by implication, in 

the "Key Findings and Recommenc1a tions" (Part 7). 
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CRIHE DlITlI. 

In tbin Purt of the report, a li.mited account: of relevant 

~ crime 0atn is presented in an attempt to determine the effects 

CJ:I; t 10 ".,'. . • r: 1 I 'f) 'U' 0'1, J'. ts ul rima te targc t, the leve 1 of crime in 

llnrl:inbt.lrg. The dn tn revie'i'l' is in ttvo forms: rmv counts of 

Part I crimes in Harrisburg over a ten-year period, and compar-

iaous of Part I crime rates per population in Harrisburg with 

s:Lm:Lli.1J: 1."<.11:08 in L£lncaster and Yorlc 

For the most pt=trt, the data are taken from the F.B.I.'s 

Uni:,fol~m Crime H,eports (V.C.R. 's). This data source has 8hort

. 1r ~k,~.ch 1,1re well known to the evaluators, but it is the C'omJ.t <,;$ \'Y L ... 

only SOlll: co ':I111t: covers the time span necessary to give even a 

c't'udc account of the 8ituation. 

" 

It should be especially noted that, while the data in 

this section are of necessity citYI.:~icJe statistics, the I.P.U. 

patrolled only in selected areas of the city. Ideally, com-

parisons would be made between crime rates in those areas and 

rates in other comparable areas. This was not possible because 

prior to 1974 there were no geographically coded statistics 

available for areas within the city. (A further problem is 

that the I.P.V. changed its scene of operations, so the geo

coding would need to have been coordinated with a history of 

areas patrolled.) 
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The main conseql~nce of the foregoing is that even marc 

L 1 l' t' l'S needed in interpreting the statistics tDan tle usua caU-lon ~ 

in the sec tion. 

Figure 1 tracks the levels of the S€VGn Part 1 crimes 

in Harrisbtu:g from 1965 to 19 7Z~. (The raw da ta for this and 

the following graphs are contained in the Tables at the end 

of this Part.) The I.P.U. was established in the lattCl~ part 

of 1971, and there was a slight decrease in assaults and a 

noticeable decrease in burglaries and larcenies in 1972. The~e 

changes may be .results of the I.P.U. ,although it should be noted 

that the burglary decrease actually began the previous year . 

However, no decrease was maintained after 1972. 

In the third year (1974) a slight decrease iu auto thefts 

occurred, but a sharp increase in assaults was reported as well. 

The changes in murders (decrease) and reported rapes (increase) 

are noticeable, but are based on small absolute numbers. 

More instrllc tive than a purely isolated his torical review 

of a single site (Harrisburg) are comparisons with other cities 

that might be expected to have similar conditions ~nd experiences. 

Lancaster and York were selected as points of comparison for two 

reasons: first, they are similar in population (50,000 to 75,000) 

and geography (south central Pennsylvania); and, second, they 

have been cited by the Harrisburg Bureau of Police in applications 

for L.E.A.A. funds. Figures 2 through 4 graphically compare 
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selected crime rates per 100,000 for these three cities. 

Figure 2 shows the overall Part I Crime Index rates 

for the cities. The first full I.P.U. year (1972) has a f 

slight absol~ltc decrease, due mainly to the drop in burglaries 

and larcenies cited above. This improvement is not as striking 

when compared with the sister cities because, although there 

was a notable improvement in relation to York, ther,e was none 

in relation to Lancaster. The following year showed a sharp 

increase in the Index r.ate in all three cities, but Harrisburg's 

increase was worse than the others'. 

Figure 3 shows the relative rates for two Part I crimes 

against property, burglary and auto theft. To the extent that 

deterrence (as opposed to apprehension) was an objective of the 

I~P.U., one would expect positive I.P.U. effects to be re~lected 

most in these two crime rates. Figure 3(a) displays the burglary 

rates. Here, Harrisburg improved its relative standing in 1972, 

but the trend appears to have been established in 1971 prior to 

the I.P.U. Again, ground was lost in 1973. In Figure 3(b) it" 

appears that, although Harrisburg held its relative auto theft 

position for n'iO years prior to the I.P. U., the gap' has widened 

slnce 1972. 

Figure 4 graphs two Part I crimes against persons, 

robbery and assault. For both of these crimes, the rate differ-

ence appears to have first lessened but later widened in the two 
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years of I.P.V. operation covered by the graphs. 

Recalling that the interpreta~ions of the data must 

be made with caution, the following statement should reflect 

the data presented. The I.P.V. may ha\~ had some initial 

effect on selected Part I crimes, but it does not appear to 

have maintained any long run effect citywide over the period 
. =-. 

of its operation. 

{-------------~ 

.. 
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1.956 
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1968 

1969 

1970· 

1971 

1972 

1973 

1974 

~. u 

TOTAL 
INDEX 

11,23 

1288 

1405 

1584 

2833 

2778 

2952 

2907 

5413 

7158 

NOTE: 

" .-
'1'~i?T,:;O 1. c.u-.. ... ,,_ ... _. 

PART I CRINES III 8APPISlJllRG. 1955-1974. 

MURDER PAPE ROBBF:RY ItSllLT BURGLARY LAPC 

7 14 Lf3 32 SfiS 950 

1 13 f45 43 677 999 

8 24 65 27 70S .104 ? 

13 16 75 49 747 108f) 

5 21 148 159 110f) 1 tl79 

8 ln 273 2S.? 123.2 t~BB 

11 24 30B -304 1000 2140 

26 28 302 248 923 1790 

22 24 397 372 1620 2306 

10 53 5A2 1010 1917 2919 

AWJ'O 
TliRPT 

1 6? 

203 

?7B 

287 

Al0 

450 

416 

561 

fi 72 

667 

F.B.I. U~TIFORf.f CRIME REPORTS ARE THE SOURCE OF ALL ABOVE FIGURES, 
EXCEPT FOR 1972 AND 1974. H.R.P. STAPP AND TECHNICAL SERVICES 
WAS THE SOURCE FOR THOSE YEARS. 
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ASSAULTS 

Y!:.iAR linG LAIIC YORK 

19&6 43 38 21 

1 :JG'I 27 30 22 

.1968 49 3 1, 42 

159 48 76 

1910 252 1* 6 113 

1,911 304 52 49 

1912 243 51 39 

19'/3 372 56 43 

ASSAULT RATES 

YEAR 1I8G LANC YORK 

1966 65.0 65.9 41.7 

1967 I, O. 0 52.0 43.7 

1960 74.1 50.9 83.4 

1969 2 1.0. 3 83.2 151. 0 

1970 380.9 79.7 224.5 

1971 459.5 90.1 97.3 

1972 367.3 88.4 77.5 

1,973 562.3 97.1 85.4 

110.1' E:: 

RATES PEF 100,000 CALCULATED FRON 
1970 c~~sus F~~UPES: llAPPISSURG, 66.135; 
LAI1CASTSR. 57.690; YORK. 50.335. 
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BUP.GI,ARIF.S 

YEAR HBG LANe YORJ( 

1966 677 . 312 370 

1967' 70S 299 535 

1968 747 362 440 

1969 1106 284 560 

1970 1212 435 ' 6 1Pl 

i 971 1000 51~ 4 622 

1972 923 54 t, 6151 
-------- "'_",,--- .. -1...,. ..... 

1973 1620 617 738 

.BURGLARY RA2l ES 

YEAR HBG LAllC YORK 

1966 1.023.4 540.8 735.1 

1967 1065~7 518.3 1062.9 

1968 1129.2 627.5 874.1 

1,969 1671.8 492.3 1112.5 

1970 1832.1 754.0 1279.4 

1971 1511.6 943.0 123.5.7 

1972 13,95.2 943.0 1313.2 

1973 2448.8 1069.5 1466.2 

!lOTE: 

RATES P'E.R 100,000 CALCULATED,FRON 
1970 CE:,1SUS F.r-GUPES: !!,4RRIr;BURG. 66.155; 
LA11CAST'ER. 57.690~ YORK, 50.335. 
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AUTO THEfTS 

J XeAR lIlJC LAlle YORK 

1966 203 118 161 
) /' 

1967 278 77 216 , 1968 287 78 372 ,> 

1969 810 99 370 
:> 1970 1.50 98 246' 

) 1971 416 122 191. 

1972 551 129 287 
',) 

1973 672 162 350 

"') 
AUTO TlIEFT RATES 

- YSAR' NBC LAIIC YORK ' ,,I 

1966 306.9 204.5 319.9 
) 

1967 420.2 133.5 429.1 

~ 1968 433.8 135.2 739.0 

1969 1224.'. 171.. 6 735.1 
'}. 

1970 680.2 169.9 488.7 

) 1971 628.8 211.5 385.4 
.-

1912 B4a.0 223.6 570.2 
) 

1973 1015.8 280.8 695.3 

Y 1101'8: 

,) 
RATES PER 100,000 CALCULATED FROM 
1970 CEl.'SUS rrr:URBS: lIARRIS.'CJURC, 
LAlICASTBR. 57,690. YORK, 50,33S. 

) 
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TOTAL CRnfS .rnDEX 

YEAR RBC LANC YO,T?X . 

1966 1288 603 750 

1.967 1406 564 105 1l 

196B 15B4 706 1185 

1969 2833 718 1453 

1970 2778 1077 1659 

1971 2952 1342 1521 

1972 2907 1.235 1697 

1973 5413 2529 2546 

CRINE IllDEX RATE 

YEAR lIlJC LANe YORK 

1966 1946.9 1045.2 1505.9 

1967 2125.3 977.6 2094.0 
-- -_.>-.. _-- .... _. - .. - , .......... ~ 

1968 2394.4 1223.8 2354.2 

1969 4282.4 1244.6 2886.7 

1910 4199.2 1866.9 3293.9 

1971 4462.2 2325.2 3021.8 

1972 4394.2 2140.8 3371.4 

1973 8182.3 4383.8 5058.1 

NOTE: 

RATES PE.'D 100,000 CALCULATED P.'ROf.1 
1970 CE,'lSUS FIGUP.'ES: HARRISBURG, 66,155; 
LAlI CASTER, 57,690; YORK, 50,335. 
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Part'6. TACTICAL UNIT HANAGEHENT ISSUES (SURVEY RESULTS) 

As a result of the survey, twenty-nine present 
r , 

and former members of the I.P.U. responded. All are 

still members of the Bureau of Police. 

Subsequent to the survey, three sessions were held 

with members of the I.P.U. (both supervisors and patrol-

! ' men) as well as members of other patrol units. 

These ses sions schieved the follmving obj ectives: 

a. Clarification of the responses 

b. Identification of central issues in the responses 

c. Formulation of "ideal" mission statements for 

, I 
the I.P.U. 

" ' d. Problem solving and prioritization of issues and 

conflicting responses 

e. Specific recommendations 

The specific output of these sessions is listed verbatim 

in Appendix B • 

As a result of these sessions, a model of key issues 

in the formation and utilization of tactical units has 

been prepared. The model, outlined in Figure 5, depicts 

six issues: 

Issue A. Hmv individual~_ are recruited and assigned to 

a tactical unit 

The manner in which individuals arrive at a tactical 
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~nit appears to be as important as their innate 

ability to perform the job. Several survey comments 

indicated the disadvantage of having unit members ~vho 

did not want to be in the unit. 

Issue B. How individuals are oriented, trained, and 

formed into a functioning unit 

Responses indicated a lack of sufficient orientation, 

proper training, etc. demonstrating that not only were 

some people not \·mnting to be there, but many were nqt 

prepared to perform the mission of a tactical unit. 

lssue C. Hmv individuals are continually briefed on 

mission, strategies, etc. 

Continuing, the responses often indicated a lack 

of knmvledge about what they were to do. 

Issue D. ' How individuals are prepared for daily 

activities 

The responses indicated a widespread lack of in-

fonna,tion which lvas relevant to necessary coordination 

with other units. A sense of isolation comes up from 

the responses. 

Issue E. How individuals are evaluated on performance 

Some respondents indicated knmolledge of the pre-

vailing system. Other responses indicated a lotv image 

oftheu'ni.t was held by regular patrol units. 
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Issue F. How unit learns from its experience 

Several blocks to such learning were identified. 

This learning~ at a minimum, is seen as contingent to 

effective resolution of Issues A-E. 

The following pages detail the nature and integration 

of the specific responses. Each issue is identified, specific 

survey questions relating to that issue are named, and 

discussion of the question results is made. Recommendations 

follow each issue. 
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6.1. I:HlI.tC A. HO~'l lr'!<Jiviciuals Al.:e Recruited and Assigned to 

Tactical Units 
..;;...;....,..........~,---

A. Relevant survey results: 

B. 

1. Question 5--"DLd you volunteer for the I.P.U.?" 

a. 

b. 

c. 

14 respondents volunteered for the I.P.U. 

2 respondents volunteered for a Tac Squad and 
then were assigned to the I.P.U. 

13 respondents did not volunteer but were assigned 

2. Ques tlon 6- - "If you ans\IJered no to que~ tion #5, 
t',hy were you assigned?" 

Of the 13 who T,'lere assigned, but did not volunteer: 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

4 indicated they were assigned because of 
their low seniority 

3 indicated they \"ere assigned because of 
"political" reasons or personal conflicts 
with supervisors 

3 said they \"ere assigned for the good of 
the depCl;rtment 

3 did not knot" ''lhy they \"ere assigned 

Di.scussion: 

Any unit ,"hich operates on both unusual t~ctics 
and unfavorable hours constantly faces a recru~tmen~ 
problem. The I.P.U. experience indicates a 50:50 m~x 
of individuals \"ho t'lanted to work in such a un~t and 
those who did not. 

~c:..:.._.!R~e~c::O::.n~,1m.!.!:e::.:, n~d::!:a~tl.:::.· ~o;.:n;:.s.-.!a"'::":':"':;:"'~_~_'--: , 

1 .. 

2. 

Strengt.'1en the attractiveness ,:,f the unit with a 
mixture of increased autonomy, increased f1exi~i1ity, 
and possible incentive compensati?n. To do t~~s, 
individuals who are now on the unl.t but who w~sh 
to leave should be transferred. 

Develop a uniform policy that all new sworn members 
of the Bureau of police will be expected to serve a 
regular tour of duty (6 months to a.y:ar) on the 
I.P.U. as a form of coach/pupil tral.n~ng. 
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6.2. Issue B. How Individuals Are Oriented, Tr~ined, and 

Formed into a Functioning Unit 

A. Relevant survey results: 

B. 

c . 

From Question 10--"On a tactical level (everyday 
operations) how was the I.P.U. originally designed 
to operate?" 

a. Respondents reported a variety of labels and 
models for the unit ("undercover surveillance 
team," "strike force," "tactical unit"), 
as well as a variety of purposes ( prevention, 
deterrence, apprehension) 

b. The highest number of simil~r responses 
indicated 'they did not know (6 responses in 
this category) 

Discussion: 

At best these responses indicate a mix of 
confusion and lack of knowledge on the part of the 
respondents. The most insightful response indicated 
that the individual doesn't "really know because 
I VIas never told. He are told ''lhat to do and not 
what is supposed to be done. Some guys will say 
what they think but they are going on rumor and 
not fact. I did not see what the government 
stated as far as we are concerned." 

Recommendations: 

Any recommendation in this area centers on the 
word communication. Furthermore, the stress is laid 
on not only what is communicated, but how it is 
communicated. The evaluators are somewhat skeptical 
that there were no attempts to communicate the 
intentions of both the Harrisburg Bureau of Police 
and the funding agency in initiating such a unit. 
Given the extraordinary amount of discretic.l which 
exists for '.:my street policeman, whether he is on 
a'regular patrol unit or a sp~cial tactical unit, 
a significant amount of attention and-effort must 
be paid to communicating fully, when an individual 
is assigned to a new unit, what the specific nature 
of that unit is. This is the essence of a good 
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orientation program. 

11,1e s pacific recolThllenda tion here is as 
follows: 

Any newly recruited individual for a 
tactical unit should participate in an 
orientation program the duration of which will 
be at least 4 continuous hours (and not at 
rollcalls). This special orientation session 
should consist of--if the individual is a 
veteran patrolman--at least a I-hour block 
of time in which the function of the unit is 
sufficiently distinguished from the function of 
of the unit which the individual left. All 
supporting documents and materials, including 
copies of grant applications and evaluations 
should be furnished to that individual. 
Furthermore, at least 2 members of the unit, 
in addition to the unit supervisor, should 
participate in this session. 

In addition to this orientation, the 
individual should be fully re-tested and 
ra-trained (if necessary) in the equipment of 
the unit and should be qualified in whatever 
weapons the unit utilizes. 
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6.3. Issue C. lImv Individuals A.re Continually Briefed on 

the Mission, Strategies, Operations, and Tactics of 

the Unit 

A. Relevant survey results: 

1. 

2. 

Ques tion 15- - "Did/ do you knmv wha t crime 
problem the I.P.U. is trying to combat?" 

a., 12 respondents indicated they did not know 
or could not answer 

b. 17 respondents indicated they did know 

The second part of question 15-- "\.,rhat is it (the 
crime problem)?"--had the following sets of 
responses (number of responses in parentheses): 

a .. Robbery only (1) 

b. Burglary (1) 

c. Burglary and robbery (3) .. " 
d. Burglary and sodomy (1) 

e. Robbery, burglary and theft (1) 

f. Burglary, rape, purse snatch, assaults (1) 

g. Burglary and vice (1) 

h. Burglary and crimes against the person (1) 

i. Part 1 crimes (2) 

j ,. All crimes from spitting on sidewalk to robbery (1) 

k. Crime prevention in general (1) 

1. Kee~ crime from spreading ~rom high crime 
areas to others (1) 

m. Major crimes, motorcode violations, and \vhat
ever other immediate problems there may be (1) 

n. What they tell us/it vari~s ..• /no one knows (3) 
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3. Question 16--"How was that crime probb~'{::' 
communicated to you?" 

a. 9 indicated they learned through some 
combination of roll calls and unit/ 
division supervision, 

b, 9 respondcnts indicated they learned 
through word-of-mouth, computer print
outs, informa.nts, indirectly (apparently, 
they deduced it by virtue of where they 
were assigned to patrol) 

I.. Qucstion 17--"t.J'ere/are you given numerical data 
regarding incidence of crime in areas patrolled?" 

a, 5 respondents answered,no 

b. 7 respondents ans'oJered yes 

c. 5 respondents answered sometimes 

d. 11 respondents elaborated with comments. 

c. Discussion: 

These comments indicated three major 
aspects: 

--The information was communicated 
sporadically 

--The information ,.;rhich was communicated 
was insufficient 

--The information communicated was 
not in "real time" (that is, it 
did not arrive quickly enough to 
help in tactical decision making) 

Any police unit ,,.,hich follows a quasi··military 
model of organization ought to pursue fully the benefits 
of that model. One of the aspects o£ that model ,·,hich 
apparently has not been sufficiently pursued in the 
I.P.U. is the supply and use of adequate, accurate, 
relevant, and timely information on a tactical level. 
The difficulty in furnishing such infonnation is 
compounded \vhen the tactical unit hours of operation 
span the hours of two shifts of the regular patrol 
unit. Consequently, the acquisition of adequate, 
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accurate, relevant, and timely information is 
accompanied by the transmission of such information. 
The usual solution in the military model is the 
use of a briefing officer, or role, who ta~es 
responsibility for both acquiring and transmitting 
such information bet\\1een different organizations. 

D. Recommendatio~ 

Any tactical unit should appoint an individual 
who acts as a briefing officer. ''"his individual 
should have this role in addition to regular duties . 
rrhis role \-Jould probably not occupy more than 10% 
of anyone individual's time. '1'he rol'? should be 
linked with the dispatching and street supervision 
of regular patrol units. 

It is further recommended that this role be 
rotated among members of a tactical unit. and be 
viewed as a regular part of the duties of the 
tactical unit: personnel. The unit supervisor should 
act as a trainer for this role. The use of ptn 
maps and other easily updated visual aids ts a 
necessary tool in this role. 
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6 .!~. :t:::W\1e D. HO~q Ind:ividu<11s A rePrcpared for Daily Ac ti vi ties 
~-~ 

A. Relevant Survey results: -
1. Questions 15, 16, 17--see Issue C 

2. Questions l-6--specific reactions to the rating of 
six characteristics of the I.P.V.: overall services, 
responsiveness to calls for service, concern for 
public welfare, visibility in area patrolled, 
Attempts to educate public, efforts to improve 
quality of services: 

The respondents indicated a degree of 
confusion on what they would be doing, how 
the.y woald bB doing it, and where they \vould 
be doing it. One of the unit's members 
indicated, at a survey analysis session, that 
the "I.P.V. is a blind force going out on 
the street." 

Specific comments indicated that the 
individuals do not have either clear and 
uniform expectations about what they are 
going to do, on a day-to-day basis. 

3. Question l2--"How is it (the I.P.U.) operating 
today?" 

Responses were divided among those who: 

a. Feel the unit is not operating well (8 responses) 

b. Feel the unit is going back to the way it had 
originally been designed to work (8 responses) 

c. Indicate a variety of ways in which the unit 
co~ld make immediate improvements (usually 
around the theme of tactical flexibl.lity) 
(10 re.sponses) 

13. Discussion: . , 

The shifting emphasis , ... hich has appeared in 
the unit has apparently served to confuse not only 
the mcrnbc:rs of the unit but also the members of other 
:tcgultu,' pa trol units. The endurance of this pattern 
of shifting is the most central theme throughout 
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the responses (responses to Questions 13, 14 and 
22 also support this). 

, From the perspective of everyday operations, 
the respondents indicate lack of preparedness for 
,vhatever activities they undertake. A quite ~
ara te is Slle is \vhe ther or not the unit members 
agree with the way the unit is operating. The 
specific co~nents on the survey are grouped into 
the following classes: 

1. Individuals \vho both indicated they 
understood and agreed with the actual 
way' the unit is run (1 response) 

2. Individuals \vho understood the \.;ay the 
unit is run but did not agree (16 responses) 

3. Individuals who did not understand the \.;ray 
the unit is run '(4 reb'ponses) 

Two maior points emerged from these reponses. One 
is the~need for more adherence to guidelines 
(whether they are governmental or departmental). 
The second major point is the need for more 
tactical flexibility. Taken together, these two 
points indicate that the lack of strong strate~ic 
guidelines, has been supplanted by strong tactl.ca1 
control. The responses are calling for a reversal 
of this situation. 

C. Recommendations: 

Unit supervision should undertake planning 
of interim goals and objectives for the unit (1-3' 
months) and, in conjunction with ~hese.goa1s, . 
should communicate what the relat~onsh~p of da1ly 
activities to short goals is. If, because of 
contingencies there is no relationship, unit 
supervision should announce that the unit is 
"going off the p1an." Special attention. should 
be paid to the distinction between plannl.ng and 
the scheduling of activities which support that 
plan. 

An organizational mechanism to suppor~ such 
short-term planning \vould consist of the unl.t 
supervisor, the briefing officer, and a member 
of the crime analysis section of departmental staff. 
These 3 individuals \-JQu1d meet at leas t monthly and 
revie\v the progress toward the plan. 
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HO\'7 Individuals Are Evalu,atcd on Performance 

A. Rtdovnnt sur.vey l:esults: 
.~~--

1. 

') 
.~ . 

QUOS t:i.on 2tf- - "In t<7ha t ~"[ly are YOLl evaluated ?" 

by your supervision while a member of the I.P.U .. 

28 responses fell into 6 basic categories: 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

The procedure for evaluation (standard 
fnrm) (7 responses) 

The similarity for evaluation (compared 
to evaluations of individuals in other 
units (3 responses) 

of evalliation (did it exist) 1110 presence 
(6 responses indicated they did not know) 

The fairness of the evaluation (3 responses) 

'l'he outcome of the evalua tion (5 responses) 

f. The criteria and standards used in the 
evaluation (4 responses) 

Ques tion 22 - - "Hm\1 do y?U think the following 
groups would character1ze their relationship 
with the I.P.U.?" 

n. 

b. 

5 respondents indicated a lack.of knowledge 
on the part of either other un1ts or of 
departmental supervision. 

5 respondents ranged from specific comments 
on individuals to comments on general 
characteristics of the I.P.U. 

The ratings in the table included in 
Question 22 indicate a generally good set of 
relationships bet~\1een the I.P.U. and other parts 
of the Depnrtmen t. 'J';\1elvf/. of thl.:! 28. resp?ndents 
felt they had only "fair" relationsh1ps wl.th 
"other Bureau supervision." Eleven of the 
respondents felt they had either a fai~ or ra~her 
poo~ relationship with other pat~ol un1ts .. N1ne 
respondents indica ted the~ ha~ .e1ther "a fa1r. " 
ot: t:ather poor relationshl.p w1th the commun1ty. 
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Discussion: 

Both the "image" of the unit and the 
evaluations of individuals in that unit relate 
to this issue. Image is not an issue that should 
be worked on directly; it usually results from 
real performance. Furthermore, ,,,he ther or not 
the individuals in the unit are evaluated 
regularly and equitably, there is a real 
evaluation process going on all the time--one 
~vhich cons is ts of hm\1 successful special tactical 
units are in both achieving their own mission 
and in complementing the mission of the 
regular patrol units. Such an evaluation process, 
~vhile informal and often unrecognized, is likely 
to become unrealistic and inaccurate if the 
many differences bett\1een the tactical unit and 
the regular patrol unit are unmanaged. The 
simple structural difference in hours of work, 
and the continuous shift in areas of deployment, 
are two possible sources of conflict here. 
These t~\10 are also often the starting point£: 
of professional jealousy between tactical and 
regular units. 

C. Recommendations: 

If recommendation 2, Issue A, is adopted 
(rotate all individuals through a tour of duty 
in the LP. U.), much of the informal evaluation 
problem should be obviated. 

The use of regularized and standardized 
evaluation sessions (every 6-12 months) should 
be follot\1ed. This should be a knot\1n, and two-~\1ay 
process. The most effective evaluation 
process currently being used in many organizations 
involves the supervisor informing the individual 
of an impending evaluation, and separately both 
the supervisor and the individual fills out the 
evaluation sheet. (The supervisor may have to 
have a br~ef training session fo~ the individual 
beforehand.) Next the tt\10 individual!;, compare 
their otm sheets and resolve any differences 
in rating, accomplishments, wording, etc. 
(If there is an irreconcilable conflict, the 
supervisor's opinion would, of course, prevail.) 
Finally, the merged evaluation is sent "up the 
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l' " d 1nc, an any subsequent changes are fully 
communicated back down. 

~is.approach is an extremely effective 
commun1cat10n and feedback tool. It ~iffers 
vastly (as is probably obvious) in tone from the 
usual approach. It is a genuine learning approach. 
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6.6 •. Issue F. HmV' Does the Unit Learn from rts O~'m Experience? 

A. Relevant survey results: 

1. Questions 10, 11, 12, 13, 14 

The responses to these questions highlight 
five blocks to such learning: 

a. Lack of clarity in setting the goals of 
the unit 

b. Lack of conununicating toJi1at ·they goals are 

c~ Failure to pursue such goals for a 
sufficient length of time 

d. 

e. 

f. 

Inappropriate organization in the pursuit 
of these goals 

Inadequate information quality 

Nonexistent mechanism fo'r revi.ewing unit 
effectiveness 

None of these blocks question the 
appropriateness of the goals that are set. 
Again, that is a different issue. All of 
these blocks do center on the question of 
how well a unit organizes itself toward an 
end objective. If the unit does not adequately 
address each of these, it cannot expect to 
learn from its mvn experience, since that 
experi~nce will be nothing more than a 
tabulation of lists of fragmental activities. 

2. Question 18--"If you were in charge, would 
you continue the I.P.U.?*' 

a. 27 respondents answered yes 

h. 2 respondents answered no. 

3. Question 19--"1f you would continue, how would 
you change it?" 

This question is intentionally redundant 
and repeats questions 13 and 14. 
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a. 12 respondenes referred to their answers 
to questions 13 and 14 

b. 5 responses specifically mentioned the 
need for a plan or set mode of operation 

~. 8 responses mentioned a need for some 
type of tactical flexibility, \vithin the 
concept of a "tac squad" 

d. 3 responses called for personnel changes 
in the unit 

4. QUestion 20--"If you \vould r..ot continue it, 
how would the mission i.t performs be handled?" 

Nine respondents answered this question. 
All of the responses indicated that the in
'dividuals would be supplementing the regular 
patrol unit, in a backup mode, or as an 
integral part of the regular units. 

B. Discussion: 

The r.esponses relevant to this issue are 
remarkable in both their simplicity and unanimity. 
The key message seems to be "run the exp'eriment--
it is worth doing." 

C. Recommendations: 

A regular up\vard feedback session should 
be planned. The quasi-military model of organ
izations is not likely to i'nclude such upward 
feedback, so it must be decided on and planned 
'for by unit and departmental supervision. Such 
f4 session is not a "bitch" session. It is a 
meeting of professionals to pool their knowledge 
and experience in an orderly and planned fashion. 

Such sessions are logical followups to the 
short-terr. planning reconwended u~der Issue D. 
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Part 7. KEY FIt-IDINGS AND RECOH~11"'NDATIONS 

This e"valuation, drmving from the experience of both 

present and former members of the unit, as 'vell as unit records, 

has identified several sets of key findings with attendant 

recommendations. They are divided into the follmving sections: 

findings related to the I.PoU. specifically, findings related 

to departments using tactical units genera~ly, suggested min

imum conditions for tactical units, and pitfalls to avoid for 

tactical units. Obviously there will be some overlap between 

categories. 

7.1 Findings Specifically Relevant to the IoP.U. 

In this section we enumerate seven findings of particular 

relevance to the specific proJect being evaluated. They can 

be divided into three levels of consideration: the level of 

the individual ofi"icer, the level of the tactical unit, and 

the level of the Bureau (or department). 

A. At the level of the individual officer. 

1. We find an insufficient amount of information on 
the part of the individual. This information is 
insufficient about both the overall mission and 
strategy, and the tactical situations of daily 
patrol. Ll the absence of such information the 
indivi~uals relied on word of mouth, inform~nts, 
or inferences made by virtue of "lhere they were 
geographically assigned. 

2. We find the individuals believed assignment to 
the I.P.Uo) if not vol~ntary, was a result of a 
mixture of low seniority and/or "punishment." 
Several individuals indicated that non-volunteers 
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lacl<cd the nccc.ssD.t-y committment to perform in 
such. (t unit. Conversely, almos t all of the unit IS 

mambers, prescnt and past, indicated that the unit 
could pCH~Eorm a valuable funct.i.on if operated 
correctly. 

"'l • 1 • J. Severa, mcmbel:s indicatod the need for more 
spcw1.Cil:Lze.d tr.aj.ning, both in-service and at 
special schooJs. Such training would appear to 
be in SUpport of a more distinguished and special
ized role. 'than now exists in the unit itself. 

1L At: tho l~v(~l of: the Intcns ivc Patrol Unit. .,.~;t<.J<\-"'~!~I< _____ "';""'''''''';'_'''';;:;'';':''':'''':''':'';':;:'';::'':''':=-'':::''::'::''::'''':::'::::-'::::'':'::~ 

tl. \vc find tha t no adeq un te mechanism exis ted for 
the o.ccl1tnuln tion, intcrp:t'cta tion, and dis semination 
of either tactical or strategic information. 

::5. He :tj.nd that the. unit was often fragmented in its 
dcpJ.oyrocnt, nnd tha t deployment appare:1tly repre
scnted a mixture of three rules of thumb: 

B. Backup of regular patrol units. 

b. [)ctert'cnce of vice and other '''predictably 
vis ib1c" c·t"imes \vhich may tarnish the city IS 

public image. 

c. Cooperation with other units (both internal 
to the Bureau of Police and external). 

l~('IC,!'1 of these rules of thumb individually might be 
justified and contribute to an overall goal of quality 
police service. They operate,hmvever, at different 
levels of control, measurement, and effectiveness. 
Tho simultaneous pursuit of all three of these has 
left the unit ,,,ieh both an unclear "track record" 
and a fragmented set of experiences and skills. 

F\n:th.crmore., they may indicate a lack of qualitative 
dif,f:ercH1('lc bc.t\.;'ccn the I. P oU ~ and regular patrol. 
To the ext'nt that this is true, t:le question of 
supplantation is raised. 

. , 

c. 
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6. v[e find that relationships between the unit IS 

supervision and that of other units left something 
to be desired. Jurisdiction at a crime scene and 
other real tests of these interfaces, as well as 
the question of ~vho handles the trivial calls for 
service, indicate that the lack of claritv in the 
goals of the unit was paralleled by a lac~' of 
clear agreement among such supervision • 

At the level of the Bureau of Police. 

7. The evaluators found no evidence of well-defined 
operational goals that the Bureau had in mind for 
the IoPoUo, both when it was first established 
and since. In p~rticular, there were no crime
specific goals. Such a "shotgun" approach is 
inappropriate for a special tactical unit. 

8. The Bureau had not paid enough attention to the 
complexity and difficulty of making an experiment 
like the I.P.Uo successful. In relation to this 
point, we do not find that sufficient signals and 
indicators of the difficulty of running the IoP.U • 
were absent. Rather, what appeared to be absent 
was a lack of management process or mechanism for 
receiving these signals and taking appropriate steps. 
In the absence of such a mechanism, any new part 
of an organization is likely to be treated like 
.all the other parts. In the case of the IoPoU., 
this is apparently what happened. 

A concern to the evaluators was the presence of the 

usual quasi-military concept of organization which was used 

by the I .. P .. U. An alternative,concept which we believe would 

be more relevant to H~rrisburg is the "project management" 

concept of organization. This concept is discussed in detail 

in Section 7.5, and is recommended for consideration.' 

, , . 
! 

i 
I 
l 
! 
[. 
} 
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",. Oz· .( ,I!.!,J F.it1dln'~': tan J '~Vtm_t; £-or l')o'~icc DCpBr. tments Cons ide-ring 
t\'I:I'*~/O;;_"';"~."'_'~~""'\ ., . ~ 

H(~ have! five mtljor J:inclings which we believe relevant 

u) finy r:wl:U~o deJpnrtO)cnt r.:ons :i.dc.ring the e.s tablishrnent of 

II nfw<;l ttl coctj.cal unit 01: );evicwing an exis ting one. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

A concerted effort must be undertaken to establish 
D11.d c:ommulli.cntc. n definite set of goals for such 
a unit. The ideal way to do this is to identify 
Jlcrima spcc:Lr::Lc~; goals for the unit. Any department 
\\lhtch, Il£lZ not don.c this previously should undertake 
some trnining before it establishes the unit. 

A °l~Cfll .. ti,mctr infor.mation bnse an<1 system must be 
established. This system can be simple and inex
pensive, but it must be adequate, relevant, and 
timely. Computerized systems are usually not . 
sufficient to meet this need. We would emphas1ze 
~lnt the information need not (and should not) be 
volurntnC>lts. It sh.ould be relevant. 

The! tnctic,)l unit must bO supported by tactical 
(~ql\:tpmcnt and flexibility \~hose guidelines are . 
wo'ckQ.d out berore their use is required. Any un~t 
\o,1hosc on.ly diffcn:cnce is hours of work and des ig- . 
lUI.t:ion (Ol~ shoulder patch) is not likely to explo~t 
fully their tactical opportunities . 

An evalutltion ond feedback process has to be util
:t~r.od !':o thnt: th,c unit does not "drift" through a 
SCql.!(H1CC of ~1ctivitics , ... l1o$e relationship to the 
original goals is not: clear. 

T(1) mnnngcmcnt: SUppOl .. <t of the unit: needs .to be 
do.vcl()PQ.ci llnd clarified. We find that,. ~f. a 
toctical wlic is working successfully, ~t ~s 
<l-xtt:cmcly likely to gcnc1:ate conflict, since it 
nnt\,o:tllly cuts acl:'OSS the boundat'ics of m~ny othe,r 
orgqnituCion units. A process for resolv1ng such 
cDnflict must be present and used by management. 

-t/II 
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7.3 Ninimlln1 Cond-{tions for an Effective I.PoU. 

We here identify several conditions lVhich are vie~ved 

as being necessary for the effectiveness of a tactical unit. 

These are suggested as being applicable to most departments. 

- 1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

The unit must have unity of command, Hith unit 
command having easy access to division command. 

The unit must be- composed primarily of volunteers 
(the present I.PoDo mix appears unstable). 

The unit must maintain an adequate information 
system. 

The unit must be able to exhibit some degree of 
self-direction and control. 

The unit should be of a size that could be 
managed by no more than one supervisor. There 
should not be more than one street supervisor. 

The objectives mllst be specific and clearly recog .. 
nized by the unit itself and all levels of police 
management. Crime-specific goals are preferable. 
The activities of the unit must be as directly 
related to these objectives as possible. 



J 

• 

I • 

7-6 

!>ltfalls eo be Avoided 

Hate \.;re list several pitfalls which are easy to be 

trapped in. LInless they a1:e being watched for. They are 

singled out hare as key factors which can impede the progress 

of a spacial tactical unit. Some have been experienced by 

the: r..l?U~ in particular, while others are potential problems 

but have noe occurred in Harrisburg. 

1. Avoid ovc~8taffing. It seems better to begin with 
a smull core of committed officers, refine the 
unit's approach, and build on it later. Nany 
officers in the unit create more problems than 

.2. 

the unit solves. 

~void ir;tapfn:opria to staffing. Non-volunteers and 
untnl:i.ncd indivl.duals downgrade both the effective
ness of the unit and its reputation. 

3. Avoid instability in mission. A rapidly chdnging 
m:i.ssion is probahly \.;orse than one which may be 
slightly "off targe til but stable. (S tab le, of 
course, does not mean never changing.) Objectives 
should be well-defined) preferably crime-specific, 
and well-known to all members of the unit. 

I. • .Avoid" simple" ruis us e of the unit. We here refer 
to· ~$es for \vhich the unit \vas not designed or 
\\'hi.ch are not part of its objectives, e.g. crowd 
c.ontrol, etc. 

5. Avoj,d vcornp1.cx:" misllse of the unit. Less obvious 
than Simple misuse is the misuse that occurs when 
the unit is used as a visible symbol of the respon
si;veness of the department to political pressure. 

6. 

For exampJ .1, the "showing the .flaG" type of activities 
tn..ny be counterproductive iE the unit is attempting 
to operat.e in a low visibilit:y mode. 

Avoid insufficient tactical flexibility. Day-to-day 
u.se of old vehicles, disguises J p~trol and \~alking 
routos. etc. are desireable. 

7-7 

Avoid data overlok1d and information scarcity. In the 
absence of the unit deciding \vhat i:nformation it needs 
two things are likely to happen: either the unit ' 
r~ceives ~rrelevant computer printouts (data overload) 
or the un~t does not receive specialized information 
suited to its needs. 

Avoid street confrontat~onstvith suoervision of 
other.units. Such conf~ontations, in the absence of 
pre-established gl1idelines~ are likely to elicit 
support for the regular units, and not for-the 
tactical unit. . 

Avoid normal feedback systems. Much of the overall 
management function of the lirger department may 
use a feedback process which distorts and filters' 
out relevant informa.tion. A positive step can be 
taken if this unit regularly debriefs after any 
concerted activity, while the data and experience 
are "hot." 

t 
I 
I 
I 

: 
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1h~ project PDnagemcnt concept that has become associated 

.... d tIt t1l(! t.tn:m liDli orig.innlly used bi N.A. S.A 0 It affords three 

r;il-r nef ptll el wnnntc \"hich di.s tinguishes it from more traditional 

1. .~rhC1:C. :ts (l "p:roj cct manager" who is the single 
point of management xcsponsibility for the conduct 
of the task. 

2, Centralized planning and control are exerted by 
the project manager and his organization. 

.3, Som(~ oJ: the wo.rk i,$ performed by individuals 
outside of the project management's organization, 
b~lC chis wo):k is all coordina ted by a proj ect 
cX,Clcutivc in that outside organization. 

Tho app~oprintcnc$s of these elements may vary from 

ldmo t;O tIme wlt;hin each tactical unit. The limited time 

(rame (one to throe years) under which many tactical units 

()l\\~'tf) Ln be.cnu.$c of lodc:ral suppo.rt makes them candidates for 

thQ project manogement approach. 

Hart.! impot'contly, the expet;ience of the project man-

a8cmen~ approBch has uncovered additional findings on the 

t(\ltu:.ionsh.:tpo£ the Pl:'ojcct manager with the overall organ-

i~tltJ.OI).l·hcs:c flndin~s are repeated here, in a form adapted 

co the ~lpn~it:ll (i'(mditiolls of tactical units. Theyreflect 

th\) kind of '!:'nlatioliship 'which we believe desireable between 

t.~ctt(:i\l unit s\lpcr,vision and. depa.rtmental .supervision. 

. " 
( 

I 
1. ~ 

c. 
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Six necessary preconditions for" effective experiments 

in tactical un~t * .... management . 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

Senior management committment to focus on a 
well-defined and time-limited task . 

Strong support by department senior officials 
of the unit commander. 

Authority to act across organization lines. 

A basic but simple system for keeping senior 
~anagement and those affected by the project 
l.nformed. 

A system for pe . d' r~o I.C review by senior management 
at points in the life cycle (of the project) 
keyed to reporting and ~anagement decisions. 

Relatively easy access to senior b 
the unit commander. management y 

* Adapted from Project Hanagement in N.AoS.Ao: 
The System and the Nen, R.Lo Chapman NoA S A 
Washington D.C~ 1973. ' 0 0 0, 
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!NtENSIVE PATROL UNIT EVALUATION SURVEY 
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Tm: WI!;\Rl'O:-l SCIIOOI, 

VANCE HALl. 

3733 Spruce Street 

Dear Officer: 

PHILADELPHIA Hll7'1 

20 August 1974 

" 

MANAGEMENT ANIl llEII.\\'IORAL. 
SGI~:\CE C.:NTER 

As you probably know, thG Intensive Patrol Unit of the 
Harrisburg Bureau of Police is sponsored by a grant from the 
Governor's Justice Commission of Pennsylvania. This grant 
requires an independent evaluation, and the Justice Commission 
has commissioned me to prepare this evaluation. 

As a staff member of the Management and Behavioral Science 
Center of the \lliarton School, I am strongly convinced of the 
value of opinion from those actually performing a job, and not 
being limited to statistical data and statements from super
visors. I hope you share my eagerness in this regard. As an 
officer currently or formerly assigned to the I.P.U., you have 
knowledge and experience of the I.P.U. which no one else has. 

Therefore, I ask your cooperation by completing the en
closed survey, which is being sent to all current and former 
I.P.U. members. It is fairly extensive, and it was prepared 
with the cooperation of four I.P.U. officers who should be 
able to clarify any unclear points. (Their names are listed 
in the survey itself.) The survey i~ ruled by strict professional 
confidentiality. The Bureau of Poiice has agreed to the survey, 
and we have their cooperation. They will not see any individual 
responses; only the evaluation team here at the Center will have 
access to identified response forms. 

I wo~ld appreciate your returning the survey to us no 
later than Thursday, August 29, 1974. Please use the enclosed 
postage-paid envelope. Thank you in advance for your cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

p,L c 92$~ 
John C. Eldred 
Senior Management 

Research Analyst 



IwrmlSlVE PATHOL unIT 

EV.flLUATION SUHVEY 

I,l'h:iu nUl?vc:y io part of the I.P.U. evaluation. 

Part I (introduction) 

Pnrt IX (porsonal data) 

Part III (survey questions) 

Put,\; IV ("V/ho else should we talk to?") 

The evaluators would like to stress two ground 

,t~tl.10G that .fHlva beon established for this survey: 

1. 'llho survey is be1ng conducted under 

professional rules of confidentiality, 

meaning that the identity of individual 

responses will be seen only by the 

evaluators, and not by anyone else. This 

is a standard practice of the evaluators. 

Furth0rmore, all responses will be included 

in the feedback of survey results, but in 

aggx'cgate form only. Thus, all remarks will 

be reported anonymously. We plan to mail a 

personal copy of these results to your home. 

2. The second ground rule is that thiL survey 

has been sax~ctioned by the management of the 

llarl~1sburg But'e.au of Police) and we have had 

their tullest cooperation and support in the 

evaluation. We believe that all parties ar~ 

extremely interested in a candid and complete 

.. 

r~l 

• 
t 1 
\. 

, , 
\ l 
, 1 

------------------------_. -----------.-

picture of the I.P.U. from thevlewPoint 

of all of the individuals who have been a 

. part of it (both present and past members). 

The remaining three parts of the surv~y require 

your candor and cooperation. We have been assisted in the 

preparation of this survey by four members of the I.P.U. 

CW. C. Durham, T. L. Olsen, J. A. Vucenic, and J Z ) . F. ang) Jr. . 
I 

If you need clarification on any of the points raised, please 

feel free to contact them. 

• 

- 2 -
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Part II (Pavconal Data) 
-~--

l. Name 

2. Address (include zip code) 

3, Years (months), in I.P.U.: Starting 
mo. /yr. 

Until 
mo./yr. 

~. Total years (months) on force: Starting 
mo./yr. 

Until 
mo./yr. 

5. Did you volunteer for the I.P.U. (cir61e one)? 

Yes No 

6. If you answered "no" to question .#5, \-/hy were 

, you assigned to the I.P.U.? 

., 7. If you left the I.P.U., what was your reason 

for leaving? 

8. .If you h~ve left the department, what was your 

reason for leaving? 

9. If given a choice, would you prefer to stay on 

the Ie. p. U. (circ Ie)? 

Yes No 

10. Have you, eVer served in any :::tn.er tactical unit? 

(If so~ l1st that unitJ 
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'l'he first seven questions covered broad dimensions 

of police operations. The next questions deal with more 

specific functions. 

{3. The follo"ling are a number of purposes for which many 

tactical units operate. From your experience, rank the 

following in order of importance (rank the most important 

as #1, the next as #2, etc.) as to how the I.P.D. now 

operates: 

.::....- apprehension/improvement of clearance rate in general 

apprehension/improvement of clearance rate of specific 

crimes; namely) 

___ prevention of crime in general 

___ prevention of specific crimes; namely, 

deterrence of crime in general 

deterrence of specific crimes; namely, 

other (specify) 

9. If the I.P.U. were starting allover, how would you rank the 

following in order of importance (#1 is most important, etc.) 

apprehension/improvement of clearance rate in general 

prevention of c~ime in general 

deterrence of crime in general 

appre!1ension/improvement of clearance rate of specific 

crimes; namely, 

_ prevention of specific crimes; namely, 

deterrence of specific crimes; namely, 
--------

other (specify) ______________________________________ _ 



Qtl a L~~Ljcal level (everyday operations), how was the 
"''-'>X:''''''''I>(~~~~-..ot 

1.V.U. or1~lnally daaigned to operate? 

11" Hov{ ac'LuaU,lI (11,(1 it opcrut e,; when ;it s tarbed? 

13. HUrf cmll{l it~ be opora,ting (\'11 th minor changes)? 

11L l:r yenJ ~oul,cl chnI1e;c anything lnthe I.P.U~ or the Bureau 

ar ralico f how wo~ld you have the I.P.U. uperating "ideally"? 

- 7 -

15. Did/do you know what crime problem the I.P.U. is trying 

to combat? 

No -
Ye s. \'/ha tis it? 

16. How ViaS that crime problem communicated to you? 

17. Were/are you given numerical data regarding incidence 

of crime in areas patrolled? 

18. If you were in charge, would you continue the I.P.U.? 

Yes No ---
19. If you would continue it, how would you change it (if 

at all). 

20. If you would not continue it, how would the mission it 

performs be handled? 

21. How would you characterize the relationships of the I.P.U. 

to the following (check one): 

-With oth~r patrol unit$ 

--With I.P.U" supervision 

-With other Bureau super
visors 

-With the community 

-With the Foot Patrol 
Units 

-With your fellow members 
of the I.P.U. 

Out Excel- Very Rather 
standing lent Good Good Fair Poor Poor 

- 8 -
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J!,I~i!IIft~'w:jil~~"""",,",:-_. ____________________ _ 

""~1:~"C:"7.'~~~""" --' __ ..... __________________________ _ 

ilL. How do you think the following groups would charac terize 

their rc14t:ionship with the I.P.U.? 

.., Dthct. .. pO trol units 

-Other 8urcpu SUPQr~ 
vision 

~Foot Pat~ol Untt 

-}'"(\l tow (Jl('mbers of 
cht:! 1.P.'U. 

Out- Very Rather 
s tan.d.in.s Excellent Good Good Fair Poor Poor 

What comli1~nt$'. if any» do you have on your responses to the above 

q \11;: fJ 1'. j, Oil? 

~M~_~ ____ '· .• ___ H _______________________________________________________ ;---

...... _l. ( 

- 9-

.,t. 

;1 

23. 

2~. 

How do you see the I.P.U. as different from the regular 

patrol units? 

In what way are you evaluated by your super¥ision whiie 
a member of the I.?U.? 

25. What comments do you have on questions 15 to 2~? 

26. What general comments, suggestions do you have on the 

overall survey? 

- 10 
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Hovl that ¥ou have finished the survey ~ is there 

(.lin! (~tlWl'1 lndividual, including civ.ilians, with \'lhom we 

.fl:J:iOt,Lld talk tc or have fill out this survey (please give their 

~-~-, ----------------------------------
-----.----------------------------------

What.:'Ul';C you,r general comments/suggestions regarding 

;., 11 (ltlV·£lJ, u'l1t 1 0 n 'l 

What 1lTipo~tun{i pOints regardlngthe I.P.'U. has this 

survey not coverod? 

- 1.1 -
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APPENDIX B 

OUTPUT OF SURVEY RESPONSE ANALYSIS 

BY I.P.U. WORKING GROUP 
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Apprehension 
and improved 
clearanc,e rates 
in general 

Apprehension 
and improved 
clearance rates 
for specific 
crimes 

Prevention of 
crime in gen-
eral 

Prevention of 
specific crimes 

Deterrence of 
crime in gen-
1:!ral 

Deterrence of 
specific {·rimes I 
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RANKINCS OF FUNCTIONAt INTERDEPENDENCE WITII OWER H.B. P. UNITS 

Other Units Interfacing with I.P.U 
-----, - - - --~ ... . -----

Regular Foot Detective'Commun- Command Juvenile Other 
Patrol Patrol ity Rel- Super- Bureau Police 

ations vision Agencies 
--_.- .-----r- ~-... ----.. 
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Average Ranking 
, 

of Function 

4.58 

. 

4.28 

. 3.21 

5.07 

4.64 

6.07 (lowest) 
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I 
Intelligence 1 3 3 gathering 

5 1 1 1 2.14 (highest) : 

'Iraffic 

Key: 

I 
8 8 8 6 2 8 2 6.00 

Reading down the columns indicates which functions require the most or least 
interdependence with other units. 

Scale: 1 - "This function is most important in our interface with this unit." 

8 - "This function is least important in our interface with this unit." .. 
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1. Individuals ~cre asked to rank, with respect to each 

intcr[acl.ng lln),t, ~vhich func tions \vere mos t important 

(i.e., in which were the I.P.U. and the other unit 

most "interdependent"). 

2. 'Jhcs c rankin~s were then averaged (see "average 

tanking" column) to indicate which functions 

required the most interdependence (work with 

int(,~rfa.ce units). 

3. In this case, intelligence gathering ranked 

highest, followed by prevention of crime in 

gcncr<'tl, etc. 

1~'11c all of these functions are contemplated by 

the 1. P. U., the implications of an intelligence-

oriented unit are seen as structural in nature 

and nrc best illustrated in exhibit B-2, 

"ALternative Nission Statements." 

;: " , 
t- ~ I 

EXHIBIT 8··2 

ALTERNATIVE r-nss ION STATEr-rENTS FOR THE I. P. U • 

"INDEPENDENT" HISSION STATEHENT 

"This unit shall be designated as a full~\' tac unit 

for the purpose of attacking crimes of the following nature: 

--'robberies 

--burglaries 

--thefe~ 

[*"Full" 'l1as explained to be fully free to innovate tac tically, 

with maximum flexibility.1 

"INTERDEPENDENT" HTSSION STATEHENT 

"This unit shall have as its primary function, 

app~e~ension, general prevention, and shall be free to change 

tactics to fit the situation. 

"It will rely on information from the following s,ources 

(in order of priority): 

1. Patrol and Traffic 

2. Inter-platoon cOIThilunication and street informants 

3. Juvenile bureau 

4. Detective bureau 

5. Statistics (if up to date [timely] from record 

" bureau) 



Notf;S on Alternative. Mission Statements 
~-~......---

1. The.. working group divided into subgroups of four 

after each individual had listcid in three iterations 

his be~t definition of a mission statement for 

I 

l J 
the. I.P.U. 

2. lbe $toup then derived two different styles of 

operation. The first style ~ould be that of a 

fully i.ndependent unit, which would have complete 

freedom within department regulations to operate 

as iL saw fit. Under such a concept, there would 

be minimal joint work with other organization units. 

i 1 The second style would be interdependent) in "t"hich 

the unit would work closely with other organizations 

(as it had actually done on occasion) and in which 

its activities would complement those of other 

.. 
units. 

3. The.se two mission statements were composed, and then 

presented to a mock revie"tv board, composed of two 

of the evaluators for questioning and clarification. 

4. This pl-'Ocess had considerable value for the working 
, . 
'i [ ! 

group, sinre it was mutually educat:ional for both 

[·1 
the evaluators and thE! working group, and it served 

4.s· ~'closure" for the survey analysis process. , 
5. Both of thesernissions reflect fundamentally different 

f - .-. 
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styles ~~d, if logically pursued, different 

operating characteristics. These are included 

in this appendix to illustrate the kind of choices 

and communication which would seem necessary if 

tactical unit operation is to be successful. 
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EXHIBIT B-3 

gX.,JJ11!!E J~IS:r FOR DIFFERENT FUNCTIONAL ACTIVITIES 

1 . 1':1: a v m:u:i, Ori. 
(General.) 

2 .p);<!v(~n d,Ort 

(Spoc:i.fl.C crimes) 

3. Dc.tortcnc.c 
(Gtmcr.al) 

t... l)C.tc1;'''tcncc 
(Speed ,fie) 

5. Apprehension 
(General) 

6. APprehension 
(Specific) 

Issues 

--Hhat type of prevention (education 
v~. saturation/visibility) 

--Preventive maintenance approach 
before crime takes place 

-- Street crimes ~ intensify patrol 
--Shops/stor.es ~ educate 
- - Commun:i.catiC"ns media ---:> uti lize fully 

--Intensify patrol/visibility 
--Use "Officer Friendly" program 
--Crime repression--educate public 
--Audible alar.ms 

--Traffic violations--marked' cars 
--Push uniformity among officers 

in traffic signals 

--Plan wh~re and how unit works 
--Use tratfic stops 
--Eliminate overlap/traffic duty 

conflicts 
--Retter data on crime and population 

characteristics of different 
areas 

--What crimes are high likelihood 
of apprehension 

--Look for all on view felonies and 
misdemeanors 

--Push silent alarms 
--Watch overload, over-response 
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EXHIBIT B-4 

PRIORITY ANALYSIS OF SURVEY RESPONSES 

I. Group I' output: 

1. First priority: Deal with ignorance, attitude, and 

apathy of some members of present 

unit. 

2. Second priority: Compose specific lists of tacttcal 

characteristics (get some certaihty 

and c0,tinuity in ho\v the unit 

operates tactically). 

3. Third priority: Utilize uniform and appropriate 

training resources. 

4. Fourth priority: Define apprehension as primary 

function. 

5. Fifth priority: Determine methods'to achieve and 

maintain highest degree of tactical 

flexibility. 

6. Sixth priority: Once flexibility is achieved, begin 

crime prevention activities. 

7. Seventh priority: Establish and maintain realistic 

goals. 

II. Group 2 output: 

1. First priority: Organize ,the unit{into ~ coherent 

unit with a single direction. 
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2.· S!';cond priot:ity: Define the obj ective of the unit. 

ntis will deal both with attitudes 

and communications problems. 

3, 'rht rdpt:iot'i t y : Give unit specialized and relevant 

training. 

Lt. 'Fourth prio£ ity: Establish flexibility in tactics 

as the key operating characteristics. 

5. F:f.fth priority: Define speciiic crimes to be 

attacked. 

. 6. Sixth priority: Maximize arrests in all on view 

situations. 

7 .. Seventh priority: Take steps to change the image of 

the unit as a "Punishment'" platoon. 

~ __ .." .... - II 
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Notes on Priority Analysis 

As in the process outlined in B-2, "Alternative r'lission 

Statements," two groups worked separately to analyze key 

questions in the survey res ponses .. The technique they us ed 

was called a 7 x 7 sort (see Gregory's The Hanagement £! 

Intelligence). As a result of the work, each group assembled 

a matrix of responses. Reproduced above are the topic 

headings of the responses. They are listed in order of 

priority (as they should be attacked within the situation of 

the I.P.U. at that time) • 

... -----... ~. __ ---~. -s. .••. ,----~ • 
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APPENDIX C 

• " 
STANDARD 9.8, "SPEC!AL CRIME TACTICAL 

,FORCES," POLICE, Na tiona1 Advisory 

Co~mission on Criminal Justice Standards 

and Goals, Washington D.C., 1973. 




