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Introduction

The nature of police work is changing.  Turbulent social, legal, and technological environments require that for police agencies to be effective, they must adopt organizational characteristics consistent with current conditions.  At present, these environmental factors are primarily manifested as public demand for greater responsiveness to individual communities’ particular needs.  This demand is complemented by police recognition that collaboration with the public is essential for public safety and crime reduction.  

However, the traditional policing model that today’s agencies have predominantly used has proven incapable of providing and sustaining such individualized service (Sparrow, Moore, and Kennedy 1990; Fry and Berkes 1983).  Focusing on organizational control through paramilitary hierarchy, traditional agencies use Weberian bureaucracy and scientific management to pursue internally established productivity and efficiency goals.  Accordingly, response times, arrest rates, cases cleared, and citations issued are primary measures of organizational success.  Although logical in theory, in practice this approach has proven not only ineffective in controlling crime, it’s impersonal nature has driven a wedge between the police and the community.  To serve contemporary society, a more flexible organizational model designed to provide neighborhood-specific service is required.

Police executives and academicians have embraced “community policing” as the remedy for the troubling rift between the police and the public.  Characterized by responsiveness to community needs and increased public interaction, this service-oriented model has been widely adopted.  However, often only limited success has been realized (Brown 1989).  In assessing these outcomes, researchers suggest that barriers to success emerge when community policing is implemented as a program rather than a core organizational strategy.  By being superimposed on the unreceptive bureaucratic structure, community policing programs are forced to compete for resources with the dominant professional policing strategy (Kelling and Moore 1988).  The result is predictable: Organizational support is not forthcoming and

Community Policing literally “dies on the vine,” the victim of neglectful malnutrition (Kelling and Moore 1988, Brown 1989).  

Regardless of the obstacles to successful implementation, community policing continues to be viewed as the policing paradigm of the future.  The last decade of experiments created awareness of its potential, positively influenced the thinking of police officials who might otherwise resist change, and institutionalized in a variety of agencies many of the philosophical tenets that support the model (Skolnick and Bayley 1988, Goldstein 1993, Kelling and Bratton 1993, Trojanowicz and Bucqueroux 1994).  Nevertheless, while attitudes have changed, political and organizational obstacles remain.  Police agencies continue to seek effective community policing service-delivery methods.

Neighborhood Police Teams (NPTs) offer a promising model for providing such service.  A significant departure from traditional bureaucratic police organization, NPTs are decentralized, relatively autonomous, flexible, and innovative.  They focus on results and meaningful impact, rather than process and undirected output.  Operating under a community policing and problem-solving philosophy, these teams are permanently assigned to, and their members collectively responsible for, delivering police services to a particular neighborhood.  The expectation is that by developing in-depth knowledge of local problems and cultivating a close working relationship with the community, teams can better manage service demands, better control crime, and improve the quality of life (Bloch and Ulberg 1972; Sherman, Milton and Kelly 1973; Bloch and Specht 1973; Gay, Day and Woodward 1976).  

Many experiments have demonstrated the viability of the team-policing approach.  Recognizing this, innovative police agencies across the country employ the model.  But as with community policing itself, successful implementation is difficult.  In particular, the failure to develop supportive organizational strategies, systems, and structures persists.  NPTs are typically asked to deliver innovative community policing services within the reactive traditional policing bureaucracy.  

Clearly, operating environments must become more hospitable for Neighborhood Police Teams to realize their full potential.  Therefore, the purpose of this study was to explore the dynamics of existing NPTs, compare effective and ineffective teams, identify their differences, isolate and analyze problematic characteristics, and develop recommendations for successful implementation and sustained performance.

Neighborhood Police Teams
Neighborhood Police Teams are decentralized, interdependent squads of police officers and/or non-sworn personnel fielded in support of a community policing philosophy.  Members are collectively responsible for solving problems and providing customized police services to a particular geographic area, usually an identifiable neighborhood, on a long term basis.

In the 1960s and 1970s, NPT experiments produced an array of structural variants and implementation problems still found in today’s police agencies.  These are examined in some detail to develop a foundation for the organizational and team discussion.

Structural Variants

Neighborhood Police Teams exist in several operational forms with diverse staffing protocols and reporting relationships.  Each has its own idiosyncrasies, strengths, and weaknesses.  Those most commonly found in the early NPT experiments and today’s agencies are discussed below:

Strategic Teams and Problem-Solving Teams.
  Strategic teams are the result of a decentralization strategy in which entire police agencies are reorganized into teams serving individual neighborhoods.  In this structure, teams provide virtually all police services in their areas of responsibility.  Problem-solving NPTs supplement the regular patrol force, are relieved of routine radio call responsibility, and are intended to identify and solve community problems.  
Managerial Responsibilities.  Strategic teams are organized geographically or temporally, and employ one of two management models.

Under the beat commander model, teams have 24 hour responsibility for neighborhoods.  The beat commander, usually a second-level manager, functions as a mini-police chief fully responsible for the provision of police services.  Regardless of shift, all personnel assigned to the neighborhood ultimately report to him or her.  Thus, the primary accountability is geographic.  Each team in the department focuses on its own neighborhood and coordinates with the other shifts.  Interneighborhood coordination is secondary.

Under the watch commander model, teams have eight-hour responsibility for neighborhoods.  The watch commander, again a second-level manager, is responsible for the provision of police services to several neighborhoods for a given period of time.  Due to the temporal nature of managerial responsibilities, intrashift coordination tends to overshadow intershift coordination.  

Investigative Responsibilities.  Both strategic and problem-solving NPTs, address complex criminal investigations in many ways.  Some departments empower uniformed Neighborhood Police Team officers to conduct all but the most serious criminal investigations.  Others assign both investigators and patrol officers to the NPT.  Still others maintain a centralized investigations unit that conducts follow-up investigations for the team (Bloch and Ulberg 1972: Cordrey and Pence 1972: Bloch and Specht 1973: Sherman, Milton, and Kelly 1973: Gay et al. 1976; Gay, Day, and Woodward 1976). 

Despite these structural variations, Neighborhood Police Teams are not complicated in design or purpose.  Nonetheless, when imposed on professional model bureaucracies, complex organizational issues and operational difficulties emerge.

Implementation Problems
Neighborhood Police Team implementation problems have roots throughout the organization.  They are well-documented and threaten team performance.  Among the most serious problems identified in early NPT efforts were the following: 

Programmatic Implementation.  Early Neighborhood Police Teams were instituted as distinct programs and superimposed on the existing traditional model bureaucracy.  The two were incompatible.  The existing structure was usually unable to sustain the new concept.  Not only did the organizational structure and culture poorly support NPTs, but top administrators’ team performance expectations were compatible with traditional policing, not the expanded mission of community policing (Kelling and Moore 1988; Brown 1989; Sparrow, Moore, and Kennedy 1990; Kelling and Bratton 1993).  Most teams survived only a short while.

Superior Officer Interference.  If roles and authority are not well defined, functional supervision can be problematic in any organization.  Within traditional police bureaucracies, the possibility of conflict increases due to a strict paramilitary rank structure.  In many circumstances, superior officers not responsible for a particular NPT impaired team effectiveness by assigning team members to other duties or areas (Sherman, Milton, and Kelly 1973; Gay, Day, and Woodward 1976).  The end result was conflicting direction, dissension, and poor team performance.

Inadequate Middle Management Support.  Related to “Superior Officer Interference” is the more generalized problem of resistant middle management.  Team policing decentralizes authority, forcing decision making downward in the organization. Typically, the authority granted NPTs formerly resided with middle management.  In response, middle managers (usually lieutenants and captains) failed to support the teams.  Their lack of support took both subtle and overt forms.  For instance, rather than resolving conflicts between team leaders and superior officers, police commanders simply ignored them.  Thus, by permitting any superior officer access to the NPT, middle managers allowed teams to be confronted with multiple, dissonant tasks.  To their detriment, the teams were seriously impeded in pursuing legitimate objectives.  Middle management also subverted teams by deprecating their worth through informal communication channels, and by limiting the operational freedom of team leaders to innovate.  Middle managers also voiced strenuous opposition to team policing to upper management (Sherman, Milton and Kelly 1973).

It should be noted that middle management’s reaction was partially due to seriously flawed implementation.  Middle managers were infrequently informed of the decentralization required for team policing.  Even less frequently were they involved in the planning process or even asked for an opinion (Sherman, Milton and Kelly, 1973; Gay, Day and Woodward 1976).  

NPT/Communications Division Goal Integration.  Inadequate goal integration between NPTs and centralized communications divisions is perhaps the greatest threat to strategic NPT effectiveness.  In the traditional police model, the primary mission of police communications divisions is to prioritize calls and dispatch field units as quickly as possible.  Beat boundaries are often ignored when radio calls are assigned; the closest unit is dispatched.  Rapid response is also a core strategy of the field operations divisions.  As the goals of the two divisions coincide, organizational effectiveness is supported.  However, unlike the traditional model, team policing requires that team members establish many of their own priorities and remain largely in their assigned neighborhoods.  In many NPT experiments this philosophical change was not adequately considered.  Rather than pursuing complementary strategies, divisions had competing strategies.  Communications divisions continued to focus on quickly dispatching calls, disregarding the NPTs’ new mission.  The inadequate integration of communications division priorities with NPT priorities resulted in team members being dispatched throughout their cities, undermining their effectiveness.  NPT officers were often away from their communities between 33 and 50 percent of the time (Sherman, Milton and Kelly 1973).
  Moreover, the reactive orientation of the communications divisions prevented most NPT officers from engaging in proactive crime prevention activities.

Internal Team Communication.  Team leaders were often unable to establish effective communication.  In turn, unified team action and interdependence failed to develop.  The beat commander model posed particular problems due to the requirement for effective intershift coordination.  Sherman, Milton and Kelly (1973, 85) attribute intershift problems to the very nature of group work: “On teams whose officers work steady shifts (assigned for lengthy periods to one tour of duty), there is a natural tendency for team identity to form around officers on the shift...consequently, shift teams eventually replace geographic area teams.”  They also discovered that when coordination mechanisms such as plenary team meetings were instituted, attendance was often poor due to inconvenience.  Moreover, when meetings were well-attended, the teams usually discussed trivial rather than substantive matters.  In the end, the absence of viable formal communication systems required that intershift team coordination rely largely on informal communication between members.  Unfortunately, while these informal mechanisms sometimes worked, in most departments they eventually proved unreliable.

Patrol Officer Relations.  As with middle managers, the majority of the workforce -- those not assigned to Neighborhood Police Teams -- objected to the concept.
  Again, flawed implementation exacerbated the problem; most officers heard about the program through the media after team members had been selected.  Worse, staffing levels were often higher in team areas than in non-team areas.  The transfer of personnel increased the workload of non-team members while creating the impression that team members were not carrying their share of the load.  In addition, teams were granted authority and latitude not afforded regular officers.  In the end, other officers viewed teams as elitist, which led to jealousy and resentment (Sherman, Milton, and Kelly 1973).

Flawed planning and implementation eventually took their toll.  Despite their promise, most team policing programs disappeared, simply reabsorbed into the bureaucratic structure.  In observing this occurrence, Brown (1989, 4) noted, “Often these (team policing) programs had a curious fate.  They were begun with fanfare, they produced important results, and then faded within the departments that had initiated them.”  

Among the “important results” were improved service, better relationships with the community, reduction of crime and fear, and heightened employee morale.  But to truly reap these benefits, contemporary police organizations must take a strategic approach that positions them for long-term effectiveness.  Lesser efforts will inevitably fail.

Team Effectiveness
The Team Excellence model served as the theoretical framework for this study (Larson and LaFasto 1989).  The model was selected for its congruence with contemporary thinking in team research, compatibility with performance criteria found in the team policing literature, and discriminative qualities.  By incorporating the eight team effectiveness dimensions described below, it comprehensively addresses the variables required for effective team performance.
 

Clear Elevating Goal refers to the specific task assigned to the team.  This is not to be confused with the broader organizational vision, mission, or goals.  Although important for creating a meaningful context for the team, general organizational goals are too far removed to create team unity.  Effective teams must have specific, tangible goals that create focus for members.  Further, the goal must not only be clear, it must be elevating.  That is, team members must perceive the goal as worthwhile and important, either because of its urgency or challenge. 

A results-driven structure effectively assigns member roles in relation to the goal.  As such,  appropriate structure is highly situational and dependent on variables such as the team goal, member skills, and available resources.  Effective structure also requires effective communication and a fact-based decision-making process. 

The dimension of competent team members is straightforward: team membership must be predicated on possession of the skills, knowledge, and abilities necessary to attain the goal.  Membership cannot be based on extraneous factors.

A collaborative climate refers to the extent to which team members communicate openly, disclose problems, share information, help each other overcome obstacles, and discover ways of succeeding.  A Collaborative Climate requires conditions that foster trust: honesty (integrity, no lies, no exaggerations); openness (a willingness to share, and a receptivity to information, perceptions, and ideas); consistency (predictable behavior and responses); and respect (treating people with dignity and fairness). 

A unified commitment is characterized by genuine dedication to the goal and a willingness to expend extraordinary effort to achieve it.  Team members hold the team goal above personal goals and subordinate personal interests to team interests.

Standards of excellence equate to peer pressure.  Team members individually and collectively hold themselves to high standards and strive to improve performance. 

External support and recognition addresses two separate but related issues.  Support refers to the sufficiency of resources available to the team, as well as the support (tangible and intangible) of stakeholders both inside and outside the department.  Recognition involves the presence of an effective reward system perceived by the team as equitable.

Finally, principled leadership involves effective leadership behaviors that support and enhance team performance.  Included are several diverse but critical characteristics: 

· The leader articulates the team goal in a manner that not only inspires commitment but also demonstrates personal commitment.

· The leader does not dilute team efforts with multiple priorities nor compromise them with political issues.

· The leader exhibits trust by giving members challenging opportunities involving meaningful levels of responsibility and autonomy.

· The leader supports the team and is open to new ideas from members.

· The leader is impartial and fair; superior performance is rewarded while inferior performance is confronted.

· The leader is successful in obtaining support for the team’s efforts from outside constituencies.

Larson and LaFasto assert that all eight dimensions must be functioning properly to produce effective teamwork.  Yet many were clearly absent in the early NPT experiments.  With this as the background, modern NPTs were assessed using the same criteria.

Methodology

Research Sample
The Neighborhood Police Teams studied belonged to police and sheriff departments throughout California.  Every agency fielding Neighborhood Police Teams and serving municipalities with populations of more than 50,000 was included in the sample.  All told, 59 Neighborhood Police Teams serving 36 municipalities and representing 23 police and four sheriff’s departments participated.  Police personnel included fifty-nine police managers and 464 line level sworn officers or their nonsworn counterparts.  Most NPTs consisted exclusively of sworn patrol officers; however, several had investigators and civilian members.  Teams comprised four to 12 members with a mean size of 7.8.  Both strategic and problem-solving teams were proportionately dispersed throughout the sample distribution.  
Instrumentation
The Team Excellence instrument was administered to NPT members to measure the eight team effectiveness dimensions.  It consists of 48 items on a four-point scale and a six-item narrative response section.  The scaled section measures performance in each dimension.  Responses are: (1) False, (2) More False than True, (3) More True than False, (4) True.  Results are presented on a continuous scale with a range of one to four.

The narrative section consists of six questions pertaining to NPT strengths and weaknesses.  Responses were used only to illustrate typical team problems.

The Manager’s Team Impact Assessment instrument (MTIA) assessed NPT performance by measuring each team’s attainment of 20 commonly accepted community policing goals.  It consists of 20 items on a five-point scale.  Responses are: (1) To Little or No Degree (0 to 10 percent goal attainment), (2) To Some Degree (about 25 percent goal attainment), (3) To a Moderate Degree (about 50 percent goal attainment), (4) To a Great Degree (about 75 percent goal attainment), (5) To a Very Great Degree (90 to 100 percent goal attainment), and (N/A) Not a Team Goal.  The instrument yields a team’s overall “degree of goal attainment” on a continuous scale with a range of one to five.

Data Analysis
Descriptive statistics were utilized to analyze MTIA data and categorize teams as high- or low- performance by creating an artificial dichotomy at a juncture reflective of the term “high-performance”-- when goals were attained to a mean level of “to a great degree,” the 4.0 level.  One-tailed t-tests were used to identify the Team Excellence dimensions and sub-scale items that significantly differentiated 

(p < .05) high-performance and low-performance teams. 






TABLE 1

RESULTS OF T-TESTS: TEAM EXCELLENCE DIMENSIONS

_________________________________________________________________


Dimension
P
_________________________________________________________________

Clear Elevating Goal.............................................................................
.002**

Results-Driven Structure.......................................................................
.011*

Competent Team Members...................................................................
.097

Unified Commitment............................................................................
.058

Collaborative Climate...........................................................................
.072

Standards of Excellence........................................................................
.011*

External Support and Recognition...........................................................
.011*

Principled Leadership...........................................................................
.085


_________________________________________________________________


*  p < .05


**  p < .01

Table 1 reports t-test results for the eight Team Excellence dimensions.  Table 2 reports t-test results for the four significant dimensions, their significant subscale items, and significant subscale items not associated with significant dimensions.



TABLE 2



RESULTS OF T-TESTS: SIGNIFICANT TEAM EXCELLENCE



DIMENSIONS AND SIGNIFICANT ITEMS

_________________________________________________________________________________



Dimension/Item
P
_________________________________________________________________________________
Clear Elevating Goal

.002**

3.
Our goal represents an opportunity for an




   exceptional level of achievement

.013*

4.
Our goal challenges individual limits and abilities.

.016*

5.
There are clear consequences connected with our


   team’s success or failure in achieving our goal

.001**

6.
Our goal is compelling enough that I can derive




   a worthwhile sense of identity from it

.012*

Results-Driven Structure

.011*

7.
The design of our team is determined by the results we need




   to achieve rather than by extraneous considerations

.001**

8.
Each member’s relationship to the team is defined




   in terms of role clarity and accountability

.017*

14.
Our decision-making process encourages judgments




   based on factual and objective data

.014*

Standards of Excellence

.011*

27.
We require each other to perform according




   to our established standards of excellence

.006**

28.
Our team exerts pressure on itself to improve performance

.013*

External Support and Recognition

.011*

29.
Our team is given the resources it needs to get the job done

.033*

30.
Our team is supported by those constituencies




   capable of contributing to our success

.008**

31.
Our team is sufficiently recognized for its accomplishments

.032*

32.
The reward and incentive structure is clearly defined

.006**

33.
 The reward and incentive structure is viewed as 


   appropriate by team members

.022*

Significant Items from Nonsignificant Dimensions:

16.
Each individual on the team demonstrates a strong desire 


   to contribute to the team’s success

.027*

19.
Achieving our team goal is a higher priority than any individual objective

.044*

24.
We can trust each other to act completely and responsibly in


   performing our individual tasks

.008**

36.  
Our team leader articulates our goal in such a way


   as to inspire commitment

.036*

37.  
Our leader presents challenging opportunities which stretch 


   our individual abilities

.002**

46.
Our leader recognizes and supports superior performance

.032*

_____________________________________________________________________________________

*  p < .05

**  p < .01

Findings and Interpretations

Overview

Defining high-performance teams as those that attain their goals to at least a “great degree,” the study identified 20 (34%) high-performance and 39 (66%) low-performance teams.  The variables that significantly distinguished high- and low-performance NPTs were associated with four dimensions of effectively functioning teams: clear elevating goal, results-driven structure,

standards of excellence, and external support and recognition.

Unfortunately, many police agencies have not learned from earlier Neighborhood Police Team efforts. The characteristics differentiating high- and low-performance NPTs were frequently those responsible for the demise of previous team policing efforts.  Low-performance teams fell into many of the same traps as their predecessors.  

A distinct pattern emerged when considering the dimensions differentiating Neighborhood Police Team performance.  The dimensions in which performance was not differentiated -- competent team members, unified commitment, collaborative climate, and principled leadership -- are primarily related to intrinsic member characteristics such as attitude, values, and skills, rather than organizational and team systems.  The dimensions in which performance was differentiated -- clear elevating goal, results-driven structure, standards of excellence, and external support and recognition -- are primarily related to organizational and team systems, rather than member attitude, values, and skills.

Viewing these categorizations from the perspective of Deming’s (1988) Total Quality Management (TQM) philosophy provides insight.  TQM considers the organization a learning system
focused on the intelligence of employees and their willingness to commit to their work.  According to TQM precepts, quality problems stem not from people problems, but system problems (Klingner and Nalbandian 1993, 192).  Such is precisely the case with low-performance NPTs.  Team members are committed, competent, and collaborate effectively.  However, organizational systems create an operating environment that impedes rather than facilitates performance.  

The data suggest that for low-performance NPTs, dysfunctional organizational systems create a cycle of ineffective performance.  First, teams are not well supported by their organizations in that they are continually confronted with multiple, incongruent goals that erode goal clarity and meaningfulness.  To perform these diverse tasks, teams compromise their structure as members work independently rather than interdependently.  In turn, team identity diminishes and the enforcement of group performance norms deteriorates.  Thereafter, organizational reward systems further undermine confidence, commitment, and collaboration.  Confidence and commitment erode because rewards are inadequate.  Collaboration diminishes because when rewards are provided, individual rather than team efforts are recognized.  Eventually the team loses sight of its genuine mission, coordinates ineffectively, and relies on individual rather than group effort.

Neighborhood Police Team performance problems begin with team goals.  As in most organizations, NPT goals are developed at multiple organizational levels.  Upper administration is responsible for developing the mission as well as broad goals and performance objectives.  Ordinarily, middle management then develops intermediate plans in support of the mission.  Operational units engage in lower level planning, tactics, and operations (Wheelen and Hunger 1987, Nutt and Backoff 1992).  Neighborhood Police Teams usually work at a tactical level, pursuing their mission by developing incremental subgoals in support of the mission.  

A guiding principle of community policing and Neighborhood Police Teams is decentralization.  The very purpose of NPTs is have a general mission and the autonomy to identify and address idiosyncratic community needs (Kelling and Moore 1988; Skolnick and Bayley 1988; Brown 1989; Sparrow, Moore, and Kennedy 1990; Trojanowicz and Bucqueroux 1994).  The unfortunate reality of many low-performance NPTs was that they were decentralized in name only.  Bureaucratic control still dominated.  Data indicated that they were subjected to either multiple conflicting goals or the absence of specific goals.  As a result, teams were unsure of their function.  In either situation, the mission was compromised, goals were obscured, and focus was impaired.  According to Drucker:

To have a chance at performance, a program needs clear targets, the attainment of which can be measured, appraised, or at least judged...[in turn, goals are] converted into work, and very shortly thereafter, into performance...a strategy guaranteed to produce non-performance is to try to do several things at once (1980, 103).

Without clear goals, efforts are diluted.  Without elevating goals that are perceived as worthwhile and challenging, members lose interest.  The absence of both clear and elevating goals is debilitating; the NPT is reduced to the endless pursuit of politically generated, uninspiring objectives.

As with goals, inadequate support and recognition are also organizational systems issues.  Insufficient organizational resources, as well as inadequate support from management and other police personnel, detract from goal attainment.  

Low-performance NPTs were often not only ill-supported by department administration, but were also subjected to endless raids on their resources.  Team integrity was routinely compromised as members were used to supplement deficient staffing in other areas.  Both problem-solving and strategic teams often absorbed patrol division staffing shortages.  Further, in agencies with problem-solving teams, it was not uncommon for individual members or even entire teams to be detached to handle non-NPT special assignments.

As in earlier NPT experiments, middle management again failed to appreciate the importance of team integrity to sustained, effective performance.  The problem was particularly prominent in problem-solving teams.  Middle management apparently viewed them as fulfilling a secondary function and used the teams to address what they perceived as more important issues, even if unrelated to the team mission.

Furthermore, many problem-solving NPTs had less than positive relationships with officers assigned to regular patrol duties.  Regular officers frequently considered NPT officers “prima donnas” who no longer “got their hands dirty” doing police work.  This attitude was particularly evident in busy departments where patrol officers were inundated with radio calls.  The contrast between their work environment and the NPT environment created envy and bitterness.  Conversely, many NPT officers stated that they were not well-supported by regular officers.

Finally, low-performance Neighborhood Police Teams believed that the team was insufficiently recognized for its accomplishments and that the reward system was poorly defined and inequitable.  

The concept of results-driven structure is related to team systems.  However, the ineffective structure of low-performance NPTs is directly attributable to the multiple goals foisted on them by department management.  As observed by Drucker: 

Trying to do several things at once...is to refuse to establish priorities and stick to them.  Splintering of efforts guarantees non-results.  Yet without concentration on a priority, efforts will be splintered, and the more massive the program, the more the splintering effects will produce non-performance.  By contrast, even poorly designed programs might have results if priorities are set and efforts concentrated (1980, 104).

This situation is particularly disheartening in light of the influence team leaders can have on performance if they are innovative and granted adequate authority:

Leadership, more than any other factor, determined the way officers worked on the street.  Team leaders who used new, innovative styles of leadership had dramatic effects on the performance of their teams...effective decentralized police work emerged.  However, many team leaders continued the same old style of management they had used before team policing, and their patrol officers often continued the old style of police work. (Sherman, Milton and Kelly 1973, 80).  

The persistent imposition of multiple goals caused team leaders to revert primarily to a conventional reactive policing model that undermined the purpose of the Neighborhood Police Team.  In the 1990s, the “same old style of management” continues to perpetuate the “same old style of police work.” 

Brown (1989, 4) observed that “the demise of many programs showed the difficulty of trying to operate such programs...in the context of organizations whose administrative systems and managerial styles were designed for more traditional models of policing.”  Likewise, Kelling and Moore stated that team policing was a strategy mistakenly approached as a tactic.  As a result, the organizational design issues associated with autonomy, decentralized authority, and team-level problem-solving were overlooked.  Reflecting on the demise of earlier NPT efforts, they stated that:

Team policing was a competing strategy with different assumptions about every element of police business.  It was no wonder that it expired under such circumstances.  Team and reform policing were strategically incompatible -- one did not fit into the other (1988,13).

In contrast, high-performance NPTs were organized in accordance with their goals and developed a clear structure of roles and accountability.  As with earlier NPTs, data suggested that low-performance teams were not effectively structured.

The sole differentiating dimension between high- and low-performance NPTs that was not exclusively related to organizational or team systems was standards of excellence.  Most NPTs, even those classified as low-performance, appeared to be staffed with highly motivated, capable individuals.  Why then would some teams not hold themselves to high-performance standards?  

First, low-performance teams did not have clear goals.  Worse, the goals they had were not challenging and were perceived as less than meaningful by team members.  Support and recognition were also lacking.  Given these conditions, it is unlikely that teams would be motivated to higher performance levels.  

Further, the development of better performance can reasonably be associated with team members’ perceived need to improve performance to meet goals.  Without challenging goals, the need did not exist.  

Finally, although recognition is not as motivating as worthwhile goals, teams might pressure themselves to improve if performance were associated with recognition and rewards.  Low-performance teams indicated that reward systems were wholly inadequate. 

The research conclusions and elaborations that follow focus on those dimensions that differentiated high- and low-performance teams.

Clear Elevating Goal
Low-performance NPTs suffered a variety of goal setting deficiencies resulting in goal conflict and ambiguity.  These appeared to be the most fundamental performance problems confronted by Neighborhood Police Teams.  Interestingly, high- and low-performance NPTs were not differentiated by the clarity of their purpose but by several items related to goal significance.

The differentiation between high- and low-performance teams was not significant regarding the following statement: “There is a clearly defined need -- a goal to be achieved or a purpose to be served - which justifies the existence of our team.”  However, there was significant differentiation involving the following statements: “Our goal represents an opportunity for an exceptional level of achievement,” “Our goal challenges individual limits and abilities,” “There are clear consequences connected with our team’s success or failure in attaining our goal,” and “Our goal is compelling enough that I derive a worthwhile sense of identity from it.”

Differentiating NPT perception of their genuine raison d’etre and intermediary goals develops the framework for assessing NPT performance deficiencies.

Buchholz and Roth provide a plausible explanation for the nonsignificance of the “clearly defined need” item by distinguishing between a purpose and a goal.  “A purpose is an ongoing, general direction, whereas a goal has a beginning, middle, and end.  It is a specific target...a purpose is like an umbrella under which fit the specific goals the team chooses.” (1987, 57)

As cited in the literature, police culture is very strong due to the inherent significance of the job.  Professional norms and a notable value system exist, which most police officers share.  The “ongoing, general direction” is apparent.  Although conflicting goals thwart NPT efforts to fulfill their legitimate purpose, they do not subvert team awareness of the broader police purpose or the underlying need for the NPT.  A clear sense of purpose and need can co-exist with conflicting NPT goals.  Katzenbach and Smith (1993, 49) support this proposition while noting its detrimental effects:

A team’s purpose and performance goals go together.  Indeed, we have yet to find a real team without both.  The team’s near-term performance goals must always relate directly to its overall purpose; otherwise, team members become confused, pull apart and revert to mediocre performance behaviors.

In Neighborhood Police Teams, this goal ambiguity is apparently manifested as a sense of meaninglessness, rather than as an obfuscation of the genuine purpose and need for the team.  

Team performance varied with the degree of goal conflict and ambiguity.  In some instances, goals became so muddled that members questioned not only the propriety of the goals, but the NPT’s role and very reason for existence.  One team member encapsulated the opinions expressed by many: “Why are we out here, we’re not accomplishing anything.  We have a team just for the sake of having a team.”  Others expressed similar frustration: “What are we supposed to be?  A mini-narco/gang/street crimes unit, or a community relations unit.  I wish someone would make up their mind.”  “Are we here to get numbers or accomplish something.?”
 
Questioning the team role appears to result from lack of focus created by multiple priorities, changing goals, and politicization of the team.  Narrative comments were pointed:

Get upper management to get their hands off our projects.  They continue to assign tasks that are politically correct thereby pulling us out of our neighborhoods.

They’ve (management) got so many irons in the fire that when they get an idea, it’s a spur of the moment thing.  The demands keep interfering with other things we have going.

Our biggest problem is getting constantly pulled and volunteered to do other activities than our assigned task.  This practice takes away from getting goals accomplished.  We’re volunteered to do way too much meaningless stuff.

Management allows politics to get in the way, i.e. special projects for council members, etc.  We’re just errand boys.

Low-performance NPTs attributed these changing goals to department managers responding to political pressure from elected officials or powerful community stakeholders. “Politics and personal agenda seem to be the greatest threats to goal clarity and, consequently, to effective teamwork.  But whatever form the threat to goal clarity takes, it must be recognized and combated.” (Larson and LaFasto 1989, 38).  Team members agree; in their comments they clearly derided departmental decisions to accommodate myriad requests.

Neighborhood Police Teams are not the only teams affected by this detrimental condition.  It is, in fact, prevalent:

This changing of priorities occurs so frequently and is such a powerful predictor of decreased team effectiveness that in our work with intact teams, whenever we encounter a team that is functioning poorly we always ask first: What is it that this team is elevating above its performance objective? (Larson and LaFasto 1989, 34).

In studying teams with multiple goals, Mitchell and Silver (1990) determined that goal conflict results if goals are not specifically prioritized.  However, teams can apparently perform effectively when confronted with multiple goals if goal conflict is avoided.  In essence, teams perform well if goals are aligned with a clear mission and are congruent and prioritized.  Low-performance NPTs experienced serious goal conflict by the imposition of multiple incongruent, unprioritized goals.

Strategic teams and problem-solving teams experienced goal conflict differently because the conflict arose from different sources.  Problem-solving teams were primarily impeded by conflicting goals imposed by department administration, while strategic teams had trouble finding time to perform problem-solving because they were perpetually answering calls for service.  According to Brown (1989, 6), “Inherent in the community policing philosophy is the understanding that all police resources will be managed, organized, and directed in a manner that promotes problem-solving.”  He and others particularly reference the need to properly integrate dispatch and field priorities (Brown 1989; Sparrow, Moore, and Kennedy 1990; Kennedy 1993).  However, departments in which low-performance strategic NPTs operated failed to properly prioritize these responsibilities.  One officer said:

Calls for service are destroying interest to do anything else...if we want to do community policing and problem-solving, we need to go back to the P.O.P. teams...calls are not managed well enough for us to do it all.

Data revealed a lack not only of clarity, but also of challenge in the goals of low-performance teams.  NPT members confirmed this in their responses to the statements “Our goal represents an opportunity for an exceptional level of achievement” and “Our goal challenges individual limits and abilities.”  Respondents often indicated a lack of challenge, but one succinctly consolidated them.  Question: “What one norm or practice does the team accept that keeps it from functioning better?”  Answer: “Poor interaction due to stupid projects.”  Consistent with this assertion, Steers (1977) and Hrebiniak and Alutto (1972) found that commitment was impaired when organizations failed to provide members with challenging and meaningful tasks.

In like manner, the team leader’s role in goal setting was a significant performance indicant.  Of particular importance were the challenges presented to team members and the manner in which leaders articulated goals.  On high-performance teams, leaders inspired commitment.  On low-performance teams, they did not.  However, narrative responses were vague about the influence of leader behavior in goal setting.  For instance, few members said their leaders lacked enthusiasm.  Nevertheless, more general responses did differentiate performance.  High-performance NPTs frequently spoke of challenge and goal attainment.  Low-performance teams discussed goal conflict, ambiguity, and superficiality.  As a leader, how does one articulate a goal in a motivating fashion if it is unclear or changes daily?  How does one provide challenging opportunities when assigning mundane tasks?  Simply, one does not.

The last goal-oriented issue impairing performance involved the subordination of team objectives to individual objectives.  Although not pervasive, these criticisms applied to both the team leader and members; however, more so to members.  In particular, respondents criticized members for seeking individual recognition, “glory hunting” for promotional purposes, and exhibiting an attitude of “what’s in it for me?”. 

Two other items require discussion.  Despite the problem of multiple goals, the items “Our leader avoids compromising the team’s objectives with political issues” and “Our leader does not dilute the team’s efforts with too many priorities” were not significantly differentiated between high- and low-performance teams.  In their comments, team members distinctly directed their criticisms of multiple goals toward department management.  Although task assignments were made by the team leader, members recognized that priorities primarily originated from higher levels.  In turn, team members evidently absolved the leader of responsibility.  Encapsulating the sentiments of many team members, one officer observed:

To keep the team and team leader in good graces, the team must work on problems perceived by upper management instead of problems perceived by citizens and officers working the area/street...the unfortunate part for the community is that upper administration dictates what we do on the street when they don’t really know what’s going on...the leader tries to support us but ultimately has to buckle under to upper management...he is too restricted by the department and forced to be political rather than addressing what we know are the significant community issues.

Notwithstanding members’ absolution of their leaders, it is difficult to simply accept the leaders as co-victims.  Although team leaders are often constrained in their ability to influence an externally imposed agenda, the data clearly reflected that team performance was seriously impaired by goal conflict and ambiguity.  While it is true that in most instances team leaders did not initiate multiple goals (some teams indicated otherwise), they permitted them to be imposed.  

As leaders are responsible for team performance, it is incumbent on them to try to minimize conflicting influences on the team.  According to Larson and LaFasto (1989, 137), one of the most detrimental behaviors to which a leader can subject a team is diluting the team’s efforts with too many priorities.  In particular, they are derisive of team leaders who

take on too many objectives and priorities for the team, who unquestioningly accept whatever tasks are given them, whose career aspirations are such that they will overload the team and dilute its effort rather than protect the team’s standards and potential for significant achievement.  Especially objectionable are leaders who put constant pressure on the team to perform a never-ending line of objectives, each of which is described as “critical,” but who applies this pressure out of a concern for his/her own present and future well-being rather than out of the quality and significance of the performance objective itself.

Unfortunately, directly “diluting the team’s efforts with too many priorities” and merely permitting it has the same deleterious effect.  Obviously, this issue creates a very difficult situation for team leaders.  Should department management so desire, it will impose multiple goals despite leaders’ protest.  Nonetheless, without advocacy by the team leader, conditions will not improve and the team will continue to function ineffectively.

As it pertained to goal setting, the relationship between the NPT and the larger organization was an essential component of performance.  Multiple priorities and changing goals clearly impeded team effectiveness.  In the case of low-performance teams, the imposition of multiple goals will only diminish with tenacious work by team leaders.  Nonetheless, the environment within which NPTs operate is dynamic; hence, some degree of shifting priorities will always be present.  Although philosophically multiple goals should be expunged, pragmatism argues more for control and balance.  The issue is more one of goal congruence, focus, and control rather than the complete elimination of multiplicity.  High-performance NPTs appear to have accomplished this control and balance; low-performance NPTs need to do so.

Results-Driven Structure
High-performance NPTs primarily operated using a true team structure -- that is, in a collaborative group setting.  Working collectively, they interdependently pursued their mission and clear, concordant goals facilitated this design.  Certainly, individual members or groups of members independently pursued subgoals.  However, the subgoals were fundamentally related to the team’s mission.  In keeping with Mitchell and Silver (1990), high-performance NPTs set individual goals that facilitated the attainment of the group goal.  In this fashion, group identity and cohesiveness were maintained.  Furthermore, high-performance NPTs accentuated collective, interdependent work while minimizing independent activity.

In contrast, low-performance NPTs were confronted with multiple goals and shifting priorities, leading to goal conflict and ambiguity.  Goal ambiguity led to dysfunctional team structures based on extraneous considerations rather than legitimate team goals.  Instead of interdependently pursuing a common goal, low-performance NPT members were often assigned to work independently on incongruent objectives.  Such teams were eventually reduced to a group of individuals independently pursuing diverse tasks.  Consequently, role clarity, accountability, communication, and team decision making were impaired. 

The absence of a unifying worthwhile goal, interdependence, and accountability further exacerbated the problem in that team members were free to pursue their own objectives.  Synergistic benefits of the team setting were thereby minimized if not eliminated.  Reminiscent of Drucker, low-performance NPTs had splintered teams characterized by individualism and insufficient accountability.

Moreover, “free-riding” was encouraged due to inadequate employee intrinsic involvement and task visibility (George 1992).
  One officer said it well: “The most significant practice that keeps the team from functioning well is members going off on their own tangents.  There is no attention paid to results like reduction of crime stats.  You can spin your wheels and as long as you look busy you’re doing OK.”  

Hackman and Oldham (1980) recommend that when work is performed in groups and the situation dictates low task visibility -- exactly the situation confronted by low-performance NPTs -- it is crucial for managers to maintain high levels of employee intrinsic involvement by job redesign or enrichment.

Also differentiating high- and low-performance NPTs was member role clarity and accountability.  Without clear goals, effective structure and role clarity did not develop, while goal conflict and role ambiguity were prevalent.  High-performance teams frequently talked about “the team,” “team projects,” and “working together.”  Coordinated effort in an effective structure was evident.  Low-performance NPTs used these terms in a very limited fashion.  Instead, members cited leaders’ ineffective coordination of member skills and the absence of clear roles: “We need to figure out what each of us is supposed to do and do it.”

Finally, on low-performance teams, member performance accountability was deficient.  Team members noted problems related to both insufficient effort and poor results.  As one not so eloquently put it: “Hey you slugs, get off your duffs and get behind something on your own without having to be directed to a specific task.”

Standards of Excellence

Both high- and low-performance NPTs asserted that they had high-performance standards.  However, where high-performance teams operationalized and enforced these standards through peer pressure, low-performance teams did not.  

High-performance NPTs continually declared their motivation and dedication either directly or indirectly.  Members spoke of the “privilege of working with a cohesive team of excellent individuals.”  In describing the team, they frequently used the words “committed,” “motivated,” “excellent,” and “achievement.”  Members also portrayed their values in greater detail.  Several spoke of all team members being “committed to doing his/her best” and stated that “team members put pressure on other team members to ensure excellence.” Others said that, in addition to their existing workload, “the team was always looking for more work.”

These behaviors were consistent with the conclusions of police organizational research.  Munro (1974) asserted that norms developed by each work group and internalized by each member are a primary control mechanism.  Angell (1975), Reppetto (1979), and Guyot (1977) observed that positive peer pressure was apparently a significant control mechanism in high-performance teams.  “Instead of seeking compliance through primarily supervisory methods and fear of sanctions, the emphasis will be on peer pressure and positive incentives.  Officers will be expected to perform effectively because they do not wish to lose status in the eyes of their colleagues and because they take pride in a job well done” (Reppetto 1979, 18).

Apparently, high-performance NPT members jealously guard this atmosphere: many expressed the desire for the team collectively to determine the acceptability of new members.  Finally, members distinctly focused on team performance, not individual objectives.

Low-performance NPTs were virtually silent regarding positive performance standards, but did address poor performance.  Numerous team members complained about the presence of poorly performing individuals -- those who either failed in their efforts or exerted insufficient effort -- and the need for their reassignment.  Yet there was no indication that any individual, including team leaders, confronted the problem.  

The standards of excellence dimension comprises three items: “Our team has high standards of excellence,” “We require each other to perform according to our established standards of excellence,” and “Our team exerts pressure on itself to improve performance.”  Assessing these items individually provided additional insight.  

The data did not differentiate high- and low-performance NPT performance standards; both had high standards.  However, when standards were operationalized as workplace behavior, teams were very significantly differentiated.  High-performance teams appeared to develop a group “high standards” norm, manifesting it by holding members accountable for their individual performance and the team accountable for its collective performance.  On the other hand, low-performance teams stated that they had high standards but apparently did little to enforce them.

The very distinct differences in group process between high- and low-performance teams begs an explanation.  It is unlikely that leader and member characteristics were so disparate that responses would be this polarized.  The only plausible explanation derives from the apparent absence of adequate group cohesiveness in low-performance NPTs.  If true, again the issue of goals and their unifying effect arises.  Without the focus of clear goals, dysfunctional structures develop:

Unequivocally, teams should be designed around the results to be achieved, rather than any preexisting or extraneous circumstances.  For a structure to be functional and useful, it must be established in such a way that individual and combined efforts always lead toward the desired goal.  As such, the first judgment to be made must focus on the broad, or overall objective of the team (Larson and LaFasto 1989, 42).

In the case of low-performance NPTs, structures that promoted individualism rather than teamwork were implicitly encouraged.  In turn, performance norms diminished and social loafing emerged.  This might well represent the cumulative effect of goal ambiguity, ineffective structure, individual tasks, and norm degradation.

External Support and Recognition
External support and recognition is by far the weakest NPT dimension.  For both high- and low-performance teams the mean dimensional score lagged far behind the other seven dimensions.

While both high- and low-performance NPTs complained about inadequate resources, the problem was far more pronounced for low-performance teams.  Worse, low-performance teams were not well-supported by their organizations.  Administration and middle management frequently confronted them with multiple priorities and freely used NPT personnel to perform duties unrelated to the team mission.  Finally, the reward and incentive system was poorly defined and viewed as inappropriate by team members.

Numerous teams cited the need for additional resources, particularly staffing and equipment.  Such deficiencies are not uncommon in police work and are largely dependent on the financial condition of the parent municipality.  Accordingly, the availability of additional resources is often beyond the department’s control.  Nonetheless, the data indicated that team performance was significantly differentiated by resource adequacy.  Within agency limits, providing resources to the greatest degree possible contributes to team performance.

External support was another matter.  On a positive note, not a single respondent expressed concern about inadequate community or social service agency support.  Yet low-performance teams were very vocal regarding insufficient support from department management and other police units.  Again, multiple goals appeared to contribute to the sense of inadequate support.  

Many teams expressed the need for clear goals that were supported by department management, but their concerns went deeper.  In observing management behavior, several teams concluded that although administrators expressed support for community policing and the NPTs, they “didn’t really want them.”  One officer stated the concerns of many:

We need to get management to understand community policing and Problem Oriented Policing.  They say they support it; however, they really don’t.  They rely on old methods of police response and old policy.  The community oriented policing training needs to start by having all members equally trained initially so they understand the philosophy.  Superiors from the chief down have to be included.

Relationships between the teams and personnel in lower organizational levels also posed problems.  Several teams experienced slow access to available resources due to departmental bureaucracy.  In departments with decentralized NPT functions, several created centralized community policing or NPT offices to foster continuity.  Yet in many instances, NPTs took issue with the central office:  

The neighborhood policing office only pays us lip service.  They fail to encourage and assist us in doing our job better.  They put a halt to anything new that they did not come up with.

Likewise, low-performance problem-solving NPTs experienced relationship difficulties with other departmental units, primarily the patrol division.  Several issues contributed to the difficulties.  

In many instances, administrators did not properly prepare the organization for community policing and/or Neighborhood Police Teams.  When community policing and NPTs were not carefully implemented, non-NPT personnel failed to understand their value.  An NPT officer observed:

We need to attempt to get the other officers of the department (patrol, detectives, upper administration) to understand what we do, why we do it, and the direct benefit to the police department and the city.  This is the biggest downfall our agency has regarding our community policing effort.

Functional relationships also created difficulties.  Consistent with the problem of multiple priorities, middle management and supervision not directly responsible for NPTs sometimes redirected team activities.  Both problem-solving and strategic NPTs were used to augment patrol staffing levels or were spontaneously assigned to some unforeseen matter.
  Obviously, the reassignment of members to patrol duties impedes team performance but is particularly paradoxical with strategic NPTs.  Strategic NPTs’ most significant impediment to problem-solving was radio calls.  Even when sufficient staffing for problem-solving existed, teams faced the threat of members being reassigned to another area to handle calls for service.  Again, the failure to properly synthesize radio call responsibility and problem-solving activities resulted in traditional reactive policing.  As one team member observed, “Too many supervisors are pulling us in too many directions.”

Despite external support and recognition having the lowest mean item scores in the entire questionnaire, respondents made few comments about the reward and incentive structure.  The explanation may be found in Larson and LaFasto’s (1989, 109) observation that external support and recognition is “more an effect of team success than a cause of it.”

The narrative questions asked about team strengths, norms, and effective functioning.  If recognition is more an effect than a cause, respondents might have been guided away from responses related to the reward system.  This notwithstanding, the low scores and high significance of these items indicate a problem that warrants consideration.

The discussion of external support and recognition is best closed with a quote from a member of a low-performance NPT:  “Why are so many hands holding us back.  They want results but won’t help.”

Comparison to Prior NPT Experiments
The problems experienced by low-performance Neighborhood Police Teams resemble those confronted by their predecessors.  They must be taken very seriously; the demise of earlier efforts was directly attributable to them.  

The most fundamental problem confronted with early NPTs was programmatic rather than strategic implementation.  In the 1970s, police organizations superimposed NPTs on existing bureaucratic structures without first developing an environment that would support them.  Community policing and Neighborhood Police Teams may have been innovative programs, but “business as usual was the professional paramilitary bureaucratic model” (Kelling and Moore 1988, 5).  The teams eventually succumbed, reabsorbed by the bureaucracy.  

Differences between then and now exist.  In the early 1970s, not only were NPTs experimented with seriously for the first time, but community policing itself was new.  Implementing both was indeed a formidable undertaking.  Today, community policing is much better established.  Police administrators better understand the principles and many departments have philosophically moved toward the community policing model.  

Nonetheless, the traditional model is still dominant and organizational inertia is likely to keep police agencies on this course for years to come.  As in early NPT experiments, many community policing efforts function at the programmatic level, competing with traditional policing methods in the bureaucratic structure for resources.  It is at the organizational structure level that contemporary NPTs are most vulnerable.  Although police administrators declare their support for community policing, many have not followed through with the necessary organizational modifications.  They persist in reactive, incident-driven crisis management.  To their detriment, NPTs are used tactically to address these continual crises rather than having the freedom to pursue their goals in a more planned, strategic fashion.  In such agencies, NPTs are not likely to flourish.

Research Summary
Neighborhood Team Policing is promising.  Thirty-four percent of the NPTs studied achieved their community impact goals to a “great degree.”  To their credit, these high-performance teams transcended the barriers experienced in earlier team policing efforts.  

High-performance Neighborhood Police Teams were focused, appropriately structured, highly motivated, and adequately supported.  Goals were distinct, significant, and unifying.  Team leaders were fair, supportive, and trusting.  Formidable assignments were presented and autonomy granted.  Members viewed their work as important, challenging, and effective in bettering the communities they served.  In turn, self-imposed group performance standards were high.  The team and its goals superseded all else.  Members worked interdependently, engaging in team projects as much as possible.  Success was measured in terms of team rather than individual accomplishment.  Accordingly, individual objectives were subordinated to team objectives.  The atmosphere was open, communication flowed freely, and innovation was encouraged.  Relationships were based on trust, and a sense of family existed.  But these were functional, not dysfunctional families.  Members expected each another to comply with group norms and constructively enforced performance standards.

Despite the alluring description of high-performance NPTs, such functioning was a goal rather than a reality for most other teams.  Sixty-six percent of NPTs achieved their goals to less than a great degree; 20 percent to less than a moderate degree.  

Low-performance Neighborhood Police Teams faced very different circumstances than their high-performance colleagues.  Inadequate management support at several organizational levels thwarted team efforts.  Administration often introduced multiple, conflicting goals.  Middle management imposed yet more incongruent or trivial tasks, redirected NPTs to non-NPT assignments, and used the teams as personnel pools.  Goal conflict and ambiguity resulted, obstructing the development of effective structure and functional team process.

To summarize, low-performance NPTs faced unsupportive and inhospitable operating environments.  For effective performance, agencies must permit NPTs to pursue their mission without undue intrusion.  Sadly, such resolve was often lacking.

Policy Recommendations

Recommendations for alleviating these difficulties require both a strategic and operational perspective.  Therein lies the fundamental dilemma.  Although community policing is separable from the concept of Neighborhood Police Teams; Neighborhood Police Teams are inseparable from the concept of community policing.  Yet both past and present-day police agencies seemingly approach NPTs as separate and distinct entities.  NPTs are routinely superimposed on traditional model bureaucracies where community policing efforts are not well-developed.  Instead of being a service-delivery mechanism for a community policing philosophy, the NPTs often are the community policing effort.  When the NPTs’ community policing goals diverge from the department’s implicit or explicit mission, values, and culture, the NPT finds itself unsupported and floundering.

Properly rectifying the problem requires a strategic approach to the institutionalization of community policing, accompanied by incrementally introducing it to the organization.  With community policing in place philosophically -- even if not fully implemented operationally -- NPTs become part of the larger organizational change rather than an anomaly.  Achieving their specific goals contributes to the change effort, and the attainment of new organizational goals.  Once agencies perceive NPTs as engaged in core rather than ancillary responsibilities, they will have a vested interest in their success, and support will emerge.

However, when agencies engage in a strategic change process, they often work on strategy, structure, and systems while simultaneously making operational adjustments.  Problem-solving NPTs are frequently one of the first forays into community policing.  Thus, supportive organizational structure and systems might very well not be in place and the team confronted with an unfriendly environment.  Consequently, agencies must symptomatically address the NPTs’ short-term operational needs so that the teams survive while awaiting long-term strategic remedies.  

Finally, strategic remedies do not eliminate operational difficulties.  NPTs must be prepared to confront the ongoing issues found in any organization.  With this in mind, policy recommendations are presented at two levels:

· strategic (organizational strategies, structure, and systems), and

· operational (team structure and systems).

Strategic Recommendations

The data suggest that police organizations focus on change in the lower levels of the organization, but underestimate the strategic, executive-level actions required to initiate and sustain the change process.  Organizational change requires a top-down approach.  Without executive-level commitment to the community policing vision, and administrators’ willingness to initiate comprehensive structural modifications, the effort will fail or wallow in mediocrity.  So while collaboration with lower organizational levels is integral to successful change, police leaders must create a highly supportive organizational environment.  This environment is initiated by the strategic actions of the executive, not the tactical actions of the workforce. 

Executives instituting change should work systematically from the top down.  Starting with planning, they should include representation from throughout the agency to develop commitment and communication.  The next step is to develop a new community policing “organizational constitution” called the vision, values, and mission (VVM) statement.  Once in place at the organizational level, the VVM should “cascade” downward as each division’s and unit’s mission and goals are aligned with it.  Thereafter, administration should design a decentralized structure that supports the operational needs of the new VVM, which includes modifying job designs, roles, and responsibilities to support the new goals.  They should then develop a system of accountable autonomy in which freedom, performance, and control co-exist, and encourage innovation by creating work interdependence and forming synergistic teams.  Finally, administrators should create a high-performance atmosphere by minimizing the organizational obstacles and territorially based imperatives that impinge upon the authority of line-level personnel.

Structure.  Organizational structure developed to support the old mission will require modification to sustain the new VVM.  Structural changes should be initiated before or simultaneously with the operational changes.  If not, the agency is on the road to failure.  For example, traditional policing agencies use a machine bureaucratic structure.  Machine bureaucracies are centralized; inflexible; very hierarchical; highly specialized; coordinated by rules, regulations, policies, and procedures; focused upon command and control; and designed to control employees.  They were meant to maintain the status quo in closed systems where the future was relatively predictable.  They favor order, abhor disorder (i.e., deviations from the norm), and strive fervently to minimize disorder through centralized control.  Such structure does not work well with community policing, where people are asked to be flexible and innovative. 

Nevertheless, police work requires control.  To be without reasonable control is negligent.  In In Search of Excellence, Peters and Waterman (1982) argue that high-performance organizations possess simultaneous “loose-tight” properties -- a model that makes good sense for contemporary policing.  Traditional police organizations need to move toward a more organic design while retaining sufficient bureaucratic structure for stability and support.  The organic design provides the “loose”; the bureaucratic structure provides the “tight.”  As structure necessarily follows strategy, the community policing organization has a different appearance than its predecessor.  It is a professional police bureaucracy
 that, when compared to the machine bureaucracy, is decentralized, more flexible, flatter, relies on fewer specific procedural rules, is less specialized, has two-way communication, and pushes decision-making down to the workforce level.  Instead of emphasizing control, it encourages flexibility and innovation in an open system.  Officers are viewed as professionals, not just workers.  The model is similar to the professional bureaucratic design found in hospitals, legal firms, medical practices, and other professional institutions but with one modification.  Teams -- permanent, temporary, or ad hoc -- are utilized at the operational level to accommodate greater innovation.

Redesigning the Work.  In a machine bureaucracy, workers typically perform routine tasks readily controlled by rules, regulations, policies, and procedures.  In contrast, professionals in a professional police bureaucracy are highly skilled and perform complex work not amenable to bureaucratic control.  Instead, they rely on their skills and knowledge.  So, where a machine bureaucracy uses authority of a hierarchical nature -- the power of office -- a professional police bureaucracy emphasizes authority of a professional nature -- the power of expertise (Mintzberg 1979).  The design recognizes that complex work cannot be performed effectively unless controlled by the individual who does it.  But let there be no mistake -- restructuring does not mean giving away the store.  While a professional police bureaucracy is more organic than a machine bureaucracy, a bureaucratic structure is still in place and functioning.  However, rather than preprogramming the means of completing work and minimizing deviations by controlling relatively unskilled workers, the organization focuses more on facilitating and supporting the autonomous work of highly skilled professionals.  Authority is in the hands of professionals rather than administrators.
Effective community policing agencies strike a balance between controlling the workforce and granting enough autonomy for flexibility and innovation.  A productive means of accomplishing this balance is by modifying organizational systems.  A brief look at five fundamental control methods provides the framework for discussion (Mintzberg 1979):

Mutual Adjustment: Work is controlled and coordinated by informal communication.

Direct Supervision: The supervisor takes responsibility for the work of others.

Standardization of Work Process: Work content is standardized or programmed.

Standardization of Work Output: Work results, not the contents, are specified.
Standardization of Skills: Required work training and knowledge is specified.

The fundamental issue is whether the organization is controlling the process used in accomplishing work or controlling output, i.e., the results.  In a police machine bureaucracy, work process is controlled through rules and procedures, then reinforced by direct supervision.  In effect, many police organizations sacrifice goal attainment for error avoidance.  The creative life is choked out of the agency.

The community policing agency grants greater autonomy because officers need flexibility to develop solutions to community problems.  Restrictive bureaucratic rules do not foster innovation; they suppress it.  Nonetheless, control is still necessary.  Concurrent flexibility and control are accomplished by adjusting the nature of the control itself.  Reliance on direct supervision and standardization of work process is reduced.  Replacing them are the less restrictive forms of control: standardization of work output, standardization of skills, and mutual adjustment.  Officers are guided by organizational vision, value, and mission statements and pursue goals through skill and collaboration.  The organization determines the goals while officers determine the process.  Accountable autonomy is created.

Systems.  Once the structure has been redesigned, the agency needs to review its organizational systems.  Are they applicable to the new VVM, or do they require substantial reworking?  Typically, reworking is essential but ignored.  In many instances, a new VVM is established but the old goals remain intact in various places throughout the agency.  The result is that employees are trained to engage in community policing, but held to the performance measures of traditional policing.  Effective implementation requires appropriate community policing goals at all organizational levels.  In addition, individual performance standards such as job descriptions, performance appraisals, promotional criteria, and reward systems must be aligned with the new goals.  Not only does this properly systematize the organization, it sends the message that although commitment is desired, no less than compliance is acceptable.
Operational Recommendations
Despite the demonstrable need for a strategic approach, an operational approach is also necessary.  Even in an agency where community policing has been established, ongoing fine-tuning is continually required.  If the need for continual improvement is ignored, entropy results and performance deteriorates.  NPTs in a developing community policing agency must fill the strategic void by strongly advocating for themselves within the organization and community, as well as by insulating themselves from organizational systems that pose threats to survival.  The operational discussion extends the research data by presenting viable means of blunting the threats experienced by low-performance teams.  

Assembling the Team.  Many team characteristics are affected before the team is formed.  Goals, competence, collaboration, leadership, standards, and commitment are all influenced by the initial decisions about what the agency is trying to accomplish and who should be assigned to the team.  Executives must not be haphazard when forming NPTs.  A significant predictor of team output (effectiveness) is the input (skills, knowledge, and experience) brought by members.  Errors can be costly.

Personnel selection begins with establishing initial team goals.  Goals should be specific, and administrators should not rely on a general purpose.  Purpose is fine for giving the team a general sense of direction, but lacks the specificity to identify the required team skill mix.  Different goals require different team skills.  For example, a team with the purpose of crime prevention and fear reduction that has the immediate goal of combating gang and narcotics problems might comprise very different people than if its goal were to mobilize community groups.  In selecting personnel, administrators should consider technical skill, interpersonal ability, and personal commitment.  Some key selection criteria are as follows (Larson and LaFasto 1989, Katzenbach and Smith 1993): 

Technical Skill:

· Teams require member skills that collectively support the team goal.

Interpersonal Ability:

· Teams require individuals who demonstrate trust,

· will help co-workers,

embrace shared Community Policing values,

· are willing to contribute to collective efforts, and

· collaborate effectively with colleagues.

Personal Commitment:

· Teams require individuals who believe that personal success derives from team 
success, 

· will subordinate individual objectives to team objectives,

· will devote whatever effort is necessary to accomplish the team goal,

· demonstrate personal excellence in their performance,

· are constantly striving to improve, and

· will require each other to perform according to team standards.

The team leader should be an individual who

· inspires and demonstrates commitment; 

· avoids compromising goals with political issues; 

· will be responsive to organizational needs, yet protect the team

from undue outside influence by establishing reasonable priorities;

· is fair, impartial, supportive, and trusting; 

· grants responsibility and the requisite autonomy;

· confronts inadequate performance; 

· is open to suggestions, and 

· generates support outside the team.

While selecting team members using these criteria improves the chances for early success, finding candidates who possess all of the desired qualities is sometimes difficult.  This is not the death knell for the team, but requires effort to overcome.  Given any reasonable skill mix, teams usually develop their own processes and create the means for overcoming deficiencies.  When confronted with a shortage of skills, administrators are forced to make decisions that satisfice rather than optimize.  Administrators who must make such difficult choices should first seek interpersonal skills and personal commitment, then technical skills.  Technical skills can be learned, while developing interpersonal ability and personal commitment is a far more daunting challenge.  The initial team should have sufficient expertise to pursue goals and initiate group learning, but thereafter leaders should seek members who want to work together and are willing to learn.  Doing this in reverse -- loading the team with technical skills, but no interpersonal ability or commitment -- forfeits most potential team benefits.

Administrators should consider wider organizational issues in selecting members, particularly for problem-solving NPTs.  These teams often represent an agency’s initial step toward community policing and may evolve into strategic NPTs.  At the same time, problem-solving teams routinely report poor relationships with the regular patrol force.  Overcoming these conflicts serves everyone’s best interest and helps set the tone for strategic implementation by reducing resistance.  If initial team members are already enthusiastic about the new vision and have credibility with both department administration and the workforce, they will “take the operational point,” serving both as role models and champions of change.  

The remaining operational recommendations are presented using the Team Excellence dimensions that differentiated high- and low-performance NPTs in the research sample. 

Clear Elevating Goal.  The evidence overwhelmingly indicates that NPT goals initiate the cycle of ineffective performance.  In every low-performance NPT, goals had in some manner become unfocused.  As this deficiency is the cornerstone of team problems, correcting it provides a foundation for improving the other problematic dimensions.

Police agencies live in a reactive political world that demands immediate attention.  Consequently, management frequently makes long-term commitments to the team about the team’s authority, responsibility, and autonomy, but violates those commitments in the short-term such that only the problem requiring immediate resolution is addressed.  The cumulative effect of these repeated intrusions is not considered.  When the organization has not introduced effective mechanisms to protect the team, resolving goal incongruency is the team leader’s responsibility.  

The traditional police bureaucracy has a top-down structure in which each level manages the level below.  More contemporary organizational designs, including the professional police bureaucracy, add another dimension: Each level must manage up as well as down.  

All supervisors are part of two organizational teams; they are the leader of the team they oversee, and a member of the team led by their immediate superior.  The most important value-added function of the NPT leader is fulfilling this “linking pin” role by managing up and influencing those who influence the team.  The leader thus connects the team to the larger organization and environment, protects the team from excessive interference, advocates and builds support, and acquires resources.  He or she must engage in a continuing process of communication and coeducation to develop a workable arrangement.  At a minimum, the leader should cooperatively develop a written team goal statement acceptable to management, forge an understanding that assignments beyond the scope of team goals will occur only under exceptional conditions, gain control of the work process, and have the authority to prioritize.  Team leaders’ most important function is removing obstacles to performance, not simply managing daily operations.  Goal clarity and meaningfulness require this function.  Willingness to fill this difficult role should be a prerequisite for appointment as a team leader.  

Results-Driven Structure.  Caution is necessary when deciding on a team approach.  By definition, team members are task interdependent; the tasks they confront must require interdependence or be reformulated to require it.  The benefit is synergy; the collective results from a team’s interdependent efforts usually exceed the aggregate results of a co-acting group of individuals working independently.  However, many organizations make the error of creating teams where tasks do not require interdependence.  Such pseudo-teams are usually ineffective and produce fewer results than the original group of independent individuals (Katzenbach and Smith 1993).  Teams should not be utilized unless the potential for a synergistic improvement exists.  Otherwise, the organization shoulders the risk without an opportunity for return.  Absent interdependence, individuals can simply be assigned each task and no additional risk is assumed. 

In this study, NPT structural problems largely resulted from the introduction of a series of unrelated assignments inconsistent with the team goal.  Interdependence gradually eroded as members individually pursued these usually trivial assignments.  In addition, by obscuring the goal, this process eliminated the framework for team decision-making and the need for communication The team regressed to a co-acting work group.  

As discussed previously, when confronted with such problems, the team leader’s first responsibility is to eliminate the interference and regain focus.  Another responsibility is to create interdependence.  The team cannot be permitted to operate as individuals.  If the interference cannot be adequately controlled, the leader must redesign the tasks, or introduce new ones, so that collective effort is required and team integrity maintained.  Without this, team structure may very well be irrelevant, because there simply is no team.

Once interdependence is established, other structural factors become significant.  Most important, structure is highly situational.  In any given circumstance, a number of different structures may be effective depending on factors such as the task, member skills, group decision-making methods, and communication styles.  Some key areas that help determine structure are as follows:

· Team design must be determined by the results to be achieved rather than by extraneous considerations.  Administrators and team leaders must allow flexibility, experimentation, and responsible risks.

· Members’ relationship to the team must be defined in terms of role clarity and accountability. 

· Norms must be established so that all members know “how we get things done around here.”

· Decision-making must be based on factual and objective data.  

· Leaders must ensure that open communication exists, and help minimize rumor, speculation, and personal agendas.

· Team leaders should be flexible and comfortable with delegation.  On high-performance teams, the leadership role moves among members based on the skills necessary for a particular task.  Leaders must be willing to share their formal authority with appropriately skilled team members as dictated by circumstances.

· Team boundaries must be clearly delineated.  Do members clearly know who is on the team and who is not?  Too many part-timers or informal members can undermine structure.

Standards of Excellence.  The term “standards of excellence” in many ways simply means peer pressure.  Peer pressure is particularly significant in teams because the team format reduces the supervisor’s ability to discern individual performance.  For instance, when assigned in a beat format, officers are individually responsible for an area.  Accountability is direct; if a problem arises in an officer’s service area, the supervisor can hold the officer accountable.  But when a team of officers is collectively responsible for an assignment or area, individual efforts are difficult for the supervisor to identify.  He or she primarily sees team performance; team members are more aware of individual performance.  Thus, enforcement of standards largely transfers to the team itself.  Two competing forces emerge: free-riding by low performers, and peer pressure to perform by other team members.  Which force prevails is largely a function of group norms, cohesiveness, open communication, and constructive confrontation.  Rather than simply pursuing observable performance problems, the leader should try to inoculate the team by developing these systems.

That said, the difference between high- and low-performance NPTs is not in the articulation of standards, but in the enforcement of standards by the members themselves.  Although easy to articulate, standards are hard work.  Team health requires that members collaboratively establish formal performance standards, develop systems for constructive enforcement and feedback, and continually exert pressure on themselves to improve performance by consistently challenging methods and “raising the bar.”  Development of these norms sometimes occurs naturally, while sometimes help is needed.  If a team has problems developing these standards or gets “bogged down,” team-building workshops or other means of facilitation are needed.

External Support and Recognition.  Although an improvement in this dimension would likely benefit any NPT, low-performance Neighborhood Police Team scores for this dimension were abysmal.  The need for better support and recognition is unquestionable.  Fortunately, a significant opportunity exists for improvement, as most criticisms focused on departmental systems rather than external factors.  As such, agencies can independently improve the situation.  Only desire and perseverance are needed.  The most common problems can be alleviated by

· developing a meaningful reward system;

· demonstrating the value of teamwork by rewarding both individually and collectively;

· ensuring that informal recognition occurs regularly;

· granting “accountable autonomy”: i.e., agencies should give teams the authority to prioritize their own work and develop their own processes; and

· protecting the team from undue intrusion such as siphoning off staff, assigning insignificant tasks, or permitting a political agenda to impose priorities that conflict with the team mission. 

Policy Conclusions

Neighborhood Police Teams offer substantial opportunities to improve departmental performance and forward the community policing mission.  But performance is impaired when police agencies try to manage them in the same manner as a traditional patrol force.  NPTs exist because the traditional patrol function has reached its performance limits.  Managing them in the same fashion is counterproductive.  Yet police administrators persist in doing so, thus undermining their own initiatives.  The NPT model will work if not constrained by obsolete procedures.  If administrators establish goals, lead by values, support the team, and trust its members, performance will follow.
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� Many other types of police teams exist -- enforcement and investigative for instance -- but they should not be confused with Neighborhood Police Teams designed to deliver community policing services.  The critical element is not simply team design; team mission is an essential element of Neighborhood Police Teams.


� “Strategic” and “problem-solving” are terms used by this researcher because they are descriptive of contemporary NPT organization.  Early policing experiments (1960s and 1970s) envisioned NPTs as a means of decentralizing police services.  Full-service strategic teams were the predominant form.  Problem-solving NPTs developed as programmatic service-delivery mechanisms for community policing, problem-oriented policing, and foot patrol.  Accordingly, these NPTs were ancillary to the patrol function.  Today, police organizations use both forms.


� Compatibility and is a key point.  As opposed to earlier efforts, the current programmatic implementation of NPTs to deliver Community Policing services is succeeding in many cities.  Perhaps this success is due to organizational structures and cultures that are more representative of community policing.


� Some police agencies have attempted to confront this problem through “differential response.”  Rather than officers immediately responding to all calls, many calls are handled by alternative means such as telephone reporting, scheduling of appointments, or referral to more appropriate agencies.


� The assertion that most of the patrol force was not assigned to NPTs inaccurately implies a problem-solving, rather than a strategic, implementation.  More frequently, this situation resulted from an experimental strategic pilot program.


� In their work, Larson and LaFasto refer to team members and the team leader.  A team member is a non-supervisory member of a Neighborhood Police Team, usually a police officer, deputy sheriff, or nonsworn counterpart.  The team leader is the first-line supervisor to whom team members directly report.


� Earlier NPT research specifically addressed these intrinsic member characteristics.  Not only do the associated dimensions appear to function effectively in most teams, they may be nurtured in an NPT setting as the attitude and morale of personnel working in a team environment often improves (Cann 1972, Bloch and Ulberg 1972).


� I do not wish to infer that the decision to use personnel in accordance with priorities is inappropriate.  However, the incessant use of NPTs for duties not consistent with their mission is deleterious to team performance.


� The term “get numbers” refers to engaging in police activities to increase statistics.  In this instance, it is a derisive term referring to increasing activity without trying to attain any particular goal.  “Getting numbers” is typical of traditional model police agencies.


� Police departments do, and likely will always, pursue political and community agendas.  In fact, the stated goal of community policing is to be more responsive to community needs, and NPTs were developed to do just that.  Why then such opposition from NPT members?  The answer is found in the type of tasks assigned and their congruence with the team mission.  NPTs found objectionable those assignments that violated the team’s mission or were trivial, thus interfering with the attainment of genuine objectives.  Although NPTs demonstrated that they prefer autonomy, they were not as negative toward assigned tasks that complemented the team mission.


� George defines ‘intrinsic involvement’ as an employee’s belief that the work being done is meaningful and significant and that one’s own efforts are an important contribution to the team.


� External Support and Recognition had a mean dimensional score of 2.67.  Other dimensional scores were as follows: clear elevating goal 3.42, results-driven structure 3.15, competent team members 3.41, unified commitment 3.20, collaborative climate 3.38, standards of excellence 3.29, and principled leadership 3.23.


� In that strategic NPTs constitute the entire patrol force, it may not be immediately clear how they can augment patrol staffing.  When a department organized around strategic NPTs, it typically created neighborhood service areas to which each team was assigned.  When an NPT in one area had insufficient staffing for a shift, NPT members from other areas were reassigned to supplement staffing in the deficient area.


� Professional police bureaucracy is a term coined by the author to describe the use of this structure in police and similar agencies.  The organizational literature presents comparable designs under a variety of names.
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