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Abstract
This study investigates the correlates of ten different police innovations types in the 432 largest
municipal police departments in the U.S. Previous police innovation research has either ignored
differences in innovation types. or only explored one or two innovation types (such as
administrative. programmatic. or technical innovation). Furthermore. previous police innovation
research often excludes important measures of either police organizations or their environment.
The present study help remedy this oversight of previous research by offering proof that ten
distinct police innovation types exist. and then exploring the causes and correlates of these ten
innovation types. This study indicates that. overall. the different innovation types are affected
differently by environment and organization. Furthermore. overall. measures of police

organizations are better than environment as predictors of innovation adoption.
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Chapter One
INTRODUCTION: INNOVATION IN AMERICAN POLICE ORGANIZATIONS

Attempts to summarize the history of American policing since the mid-1800s
confront an interesting problem. Certainly, Bittner's (1970) contention that the core role
of the police, the distribution of coercive force within society, has not changed since the
inception of vocational policing. However, it is also apparent that policing has frequently
changed its operations and equipment in the intervening 150 years. In some cases. a
number of changes have sequentially superseded each other since the mid-1800s.
Basically, while the core role of the police has not changed, the tools and techniques used
by the police have. It seems as though policing has constantly experimented with new
ways of policing. Whether due to necessity. such as changes in crime and environment.
or an infatuation with innovation, American police have
constantly tried and adopted innovative tools and techniques.

American police have employed numerous technical items during their history.
Methods of patrol have changed from foot patrol, to horse-drawn patrol wagons' (Harring
1983). automobiles. aircraft, and in some cases back to foot patrol. Dispatch of police
service has progressed from the use of police lights and call boxes (Harring 1983), to
radios, 911. and computer aided dispatch. Police officers have changed from wearing
plain clothes to the adoption of uniforms (Monkkonen 1981). to body armor and

specialized tactical uniforms. Similarly. while early officers were not armed with

'While often referred to as ‘paddy wagons® this is an ethnic slur whose usage dates to the mid-
1800s. when they were used to round up [rishmen.



firearms, police have since employed a wide array of firearms (from revolvers to semi-
automatics), plus a wide array of non-lethal weapons such as teargas and TASERs.

In a similar manner, police management and administration have changed their
operations and procedures. Selection of officers has progressed from direct appointment
by ward bosses (Roe 1890). to objective criteria such as civil service (Fogelson 1977).
Training has gone from being non-existent to the use of formal training academies and
requiring officers to possess a college education. Similarly, management arrangements
have changed from decentralized policing at the precinct level to centralized management
(Fogelson 1977). and in some cases back to geographic decentralization using mini- and
storefront stations.

Finally, police departments have used an array of specialized programs over time.
[nnovative programs have included the creation of detective bureaus in the 1800s
(Klockars 1985). and womens® bureaus (Owings 1925) and juvenile squads in the early
1900s. The first half of this century saw the formation of traffic bureaus, along with
public relations bureaus, bomb squads and SWAT teams in the 1960s and 1970s. The
1980s were characterized by such new programs as repeat offender projects, DARE, and
hate crime units.

Despite this longstanding relationship between the police and innovation, there
are still gaps in our knowledge of this topic. Certainly, there have been studies of
innovation and the police. The scholarly works that explore this topic, however, often
focus on one type of innovation. such as community or problem oriented policing (Moore

and Sparrow 1988: Skolnick and Bayley 1986; Sparrow, Moore, and Kennedy 1990;



Weisburd and Uchida 1993; Zhao 1995). or technical innovations such as computers
(Klug, Peterson. and Stoney 1992: Mullen 1996; Peterson and Moore 1995), or uniforms
(Monkkonen 1981). Further, with the exception of Klug et. al (1992), Monkkonen
(1981), Mullen (1996), Weiss (1992), and Zhao (1995), previous studies on this subject
have either been theoretical discussions devoid of empirical analysis, or have employed
case studies or small samples of non-randomly selected police departments (Moore and
Sparrow 1988: Moore, Sparrow, and Spelman 1992; Skolnick and Bayley 1986; Sparrow
et al. 1990). The few studies to undertake a systematic analysis of innovation have failed
to include measures of a number of important concepts (of either innovation or possible
causes of innovation) used in other studies. In sum, previous attempts to analyze police
innovation have either been devoid of data, used case studies or small non-random
samples, or failed to include some important aspect of either innovation, or the causes of
innovation. The present study rectifies some of these past deficiencies and thus further
our knowledge of police innovation.

The data required to conduct a comprehensive study of police innovativeness
already exist, albeit from a number of different sources. This study combines these data
and formulate measures of police organizations, their ascriptive characteristics, their
environments, and measures of the different innovation types such as technical and
administrative innovations. By studying the factors related to the different types of police
innovativeness (as opposed to the diffusion of innovation from one department to
another) in the 432 largest American municipal police departments, our knowledge of

police innovation will be furthered. No prior study of police innovation has employed



such a wide range of independent variables along with all the innovation types. The
present study, however, will further our understanding by indicating what independent
factors share the strongest relationships with different types of innovativeness.
Unfortunately, we cannot turn to the literature done with other types of organizations for
conclusions that can be simply applied to the police*. For the past 20 years the literature
on innovations in non-police organizations has wrestled with a failure to reach
conclusions about the causes of innovations. Indeed. Downs and Mohr conclude,
"Factors found to be important for innovation in one study are found to be considerably
less important, not important at all, or even inversely important in another study. This
phenomenon occurs with relentless regularity” (1976:700). Some have claimed this
conclusion has not changed since 1976 (Fiol 1996: Wolfe 1994). Among the reasons
offered for this failure to reach convergence on organizational innovation has been the
suggestion that different studies use different types of organizations. different definitions
of key concepts. treat all innovations as if they were the same, fail to differentiate
between the different stages of innovation studied, or only study one type of innovation.
Previous research on police innovation suffers from each of these criticisms as well. thus
impeding our overall understanding of police innovation.

Gaining a more complete understanding of policing and innovation is crucial for
two reasons. First, if the past is any indication of the future. the future of American

policing will likely be marked by continued adoption of a wide range of innovations.

* Langworthy (1986) suggests that police organizations may be unique such that findings from
studies of other types of organizations are not applicable to police departments.
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Although the current trend in policing (what Kelling and Moore (1988) call the
"community era" of policing) advocates a myriad of new approaches to policing, we
know little about where innovations come from, how they are adopted by police
organizations, or how they are institutionalized. For example. normative exclamations
about the value of community policing or problem solving may appeal to common-sense
notions of what the police should be doing, but may be ineffective at furthering the
adoption of new policing styles. A full understanding of innovation would assist in the
diffusion and proper implementation of innovations among police departments.

Second. while innovations are often viewed as being positive, some have noted
that not all innovations are beneficial (cf Rogers 1983 especially Chapter 3: Kimberly
1981). The history of policing indicates some innovations might be more harmful than
beneficial. due to flawed practices being implemented. For example, attempts to replicate
the findings of the Minneapolis domestic violence study (Sherman and Berk 1984) were
unable to find the decreases in domestic violence purported to result from a mandatory
arrest policy (Dunford, Huizinga, and Elliot 1990: Sherman and Cohn 1989; Sherman
1992). Such findings. however, failed to stem the spread of mandatory arrest policies and
legislation across the country. Further there has been some indication that innovative use
of force techniques. such as TASERs and strangle-holds have led to a number of
unintended deaths (Allen 1992: Fyfe 1995; Kormnblum and Reddy 1991). By
understanding innovations and the police, we should gain a better understanding of not
only how to diffuse innovations, but also how to impede the diffusion of ineffective or

even dangerous innovations. Thus, without an understanding of policing and innovations



in general, our knowledge is limited to specific examples of new ideas, not innovation in
general, and consequently. our ability to foster or impede innovation is incomplete.

To conduct this examination into police innovativeness some basic
understandings must be established. First, the concept of organizational innovation and
innovativeness must be explored. This exploration will involve detailing the various
definitions of organizational innovation, the different types of research. the different
stages of innovation, types of organizations that have been studied, and the various types
of innovations. Each of these points has been identified as influencing prior research
results, and therefore a careful review of these key points is necessary. This undertaking
is explained in the next section.

DEFINING AND CLASSIFYING ORGANIZATIONAL INNOVATION

Before the past research can be described and synthesized. four classification
issues concerning innovation must be addressed. These four classification schemes are
presented here. before the literature review. because understanding them permits a more
concise review of the literature as well as justification for the present study. Some
researchers have suggested that the inability of prior research to reach agreement about
organizational innovation is due to these four issues. In particular, a recent innovation
meta-analysis indicates that findings from prior research have been affected by different
definitions of innovation, different research approaches, the types of organizations
studied, and the types of organizational innovation (Damanpour 1991). These four issues
are discussed in some depth. so that the literature review and later analysis are fully

informed by these issues.

N



Classifying the previous research

The literature on innovations and organizations is extensive. Between 1989 and
1994 351 dissertations and 1,299 published articles on organizational innovation were
cataloged (Wolfe 1994). Despite this activity, some argue that this body of research has
not converged (Downs and Mohr 1976; Fiol 1996: Wolfe 1994). This failure to find
stability in findings has led to its own flurry of research activity as scholars attempt to
explain the lack of consensus (Downs and Mohr [976: Fiol 1996; Rogers 1983: Wolfe
1994). Most attempts to explain the lack of consensus suggest that different definitions
of innovation are used. or measurement issues such as the failure to properly classify key
factors. innovation types. organizational types (Damanpour 1991: Wolfe 1994), or the
improper measurement of innovation (Rogers 1983) are to blame. Each of these issues
will be discussed below.

Defining innovation- Key to the present study with innovation is a definition of
organizational innovation. As with much of the prior literature, there is a lack of
consensus on what an innovation is. therefore, definitions of innovation abound.
Kimberly (1981) categorizes previous definitions into two groups. each with two possible
foci (see Figure 1). The first definition defines innovation as a process which brings
some new method into an organization. This view may either focus on just the
implementation of an innovation, or it may require that the implementation of an
innovation results in, "a 'fundamental' change in a 'significant' number of tasks", (Wilson
1966:196) in an organization. Either way, both these perspectives employ the criteria

that something is an innovation only if it is a process that changes the manner in which an



organization performs its task.

The second definition sees innovation as a “discrete product or program™
(Kimberly 1981: 85) that an organization adopts. This second definition may either use
the criteria that the innovation be “state of the art’ to the field of possible adopters
(Baldridge and Burnham 1975; Kimberly 1981: Kimberly and Evanisko 1981), or that the
innovation merely be new to each adopting agency (Rogers 1971; Wilson 1966: Zaltman,
Duncan, and Holbek 1973). Research which uses the criteria that the innovations be
"state of the art” for possible adopters sometimes assess innovativeness by some measure
of practitioner opinion of what is ‘new.” or by what has been touted as new in trade or
academic journals. On the other hand. using individual adopters as the judges for what is
new requires that each adopter assess the newness ot each product or program. Which of
the above definitions of innovation have been used in prior police research. and which
definition is best for the current analysis. will be discussed shortly. Next. however, the
focus turns to another possible cause of differing research findings: different types of
research used to study innovation.

Different research types - Not only does the study of innovation differ depending
upon the definition of innovation employed. but there are also three different types of
research that have been used to study innovation. These three research types are called
“diffusion studies. ™ innovativeness studies,” and “process studies™ (Wolfe 1994).

Realizing this distinction among research types is important, for the different foci of study


























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































