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ABSTRACT

This article argues that policy-as-written often fails to teach implementers what they need to know to do policy.  Instead, it identifies a network of non-state policy professionals   –   professional associations, academics, trainers, and consultants – who disseminate policy and its entailments to implementers, acting as non-state resources for getting policy done.  These “implementation resources” may interpret and publicize legislation, formulate and recommend the organizational or individual practices needed for implementation, or train implementers in the skills needed to do their jobs differently. By offering reasons for putting policy in place, they may also convince implementers, whose work environments are typically crowded with competing demands for action, to get policy done. This implementer learning perspective augments traditional theories of implementation by focusing on the effects of actor understanding – or misunderstanding – on policy outcomes.  This article outlines the implementation literature, describing how such resources fill both theoretical and descriptive gaps in scholars’ views of policy reforms. It provides evidence regarding the efficacy of implementation resources in one policy arena, community policing.  Finally, it summarizes the importance of this project to implementation theory.

In hopes that the lure of federal dollars would encourage the adoption of community policing, Congress passed the following act in 1994:

Violent Crime Control and Law Enforcement Act, 1994

TITLE I: Public Safety Partnership and Community Policing Act 

The purposes of this title are to substantially increase the number of law enforcement officers interacting directly with members of the community ("cops on the beat"); … encourage the development and implementation of innovative programs to permit members of the community to assist local law enforcement agencies in the prevention of crime in the community; and encourage …local law enforcement agencies in reorienting the emphasis of their activities from reacting to crime to preventing crime….

From one view, the Violent Crime Control and Law Enforcement Act (VCCLEA) was fairly straightforward social legislation: fund positions, hire police officers, do community policing. From another view, however, it posed a remarkable challenge to implementers. Though the legislation wanted to increase the number of officers “interacting directly with members of the community,” it did not explain the interactions it had in mind.  And though it encouraged law enforcement to reorient their activities from reacting to crime to preventing crime, it gave no examples of what this might entail.   In fact, in its nearly nine pages, Title I of the VCCLEA offered no further hints as to what “community policing” was and was not, did not specify what a newly appointed community police officer might do, and did not provide the skills such an officer might need for her new job. Like many other social programs, this law enthusiastically endorsed reform, but offered only a little guidance about how to actually do it.   

The VCCLEA’s lack of clear guidance for street-level bureaucrats might lead to expectations of decreased implementation of the bill’s central directives.  Yet community policing did occur as a result of the VCCLEA.  Interviews with VCCLEA grant recipients suggest that rather than relying on government agencies or the legislation itself, they learned what community policing meant through contact with non-governmental agents such as police associations, consultants, and scholars.  The Police Executive Research Foundation in Washington D.C., for instance, offered problem-solving training for both street-level officers and command staff.  The National Center for Community Policing in East Lansing, Michigan offered training on basic principles and practices, communication, and leadership.  And numerous other organizations hosted community policing conferences for practitioners, community members, and politicians alike. 

How – and from whom – local actors come to understand what reforms mean for their everyday actions is of crucial importance, for those understandings will shape the policy which ultimately gets delivered to clients (Yanow 1996; Lin 2000; Spillane and Reimer 2000; Lipsky 1980). Yet street-level bureaucrats’ learning about reforms has been, to date, largely unexamined.  This article aims to illuminate this issue by suggesting that street-level bureaucrats often learn about reforms from non-state networks of professionals, or “implementation resources,” rather than from government or its agents.  This article identifies that learning as a critical ingredient in street-level change.  The more police officers, teachers, or other implementers have the opportunity to learn, the more reform they create.  At the same time, because the reform taught by “implementation resources” may not be the reform that legislators had in mind, the results of reform are sometimes not those that legislators would predict, or even approve. This learning perspective augments traditional theories of implementation by examining the effects of actor understanding – or misunderstanding – on policy outcomes.  This perspective also suggests a method for improving policy reform through state monitoring and management of the resources that now teach it.   

This article offers both a theoretical development of this perspective, and the consideration of an empirical case.  It starts by outlining the implementation literature, providing a critique which prominently includes uncertainty and learning as a feature in the implementation process.  Next, it describes implementation resources, explains how they operate during the policy process, and summarizes similarities between this project and others going on in the social sciences today.  Then it will turn to results from an exploratory study of implementation resources, a study which investigates the effect of community policing resources on five departments’ efforts in this arena.  Finally, it will summarize the importance of this project to implementation theory.

Implementation and understanding: Stories from the literature
Academic literatures tell us stories about the world, constructions in which actors, plots, and themes converge as theory that accounts for empirical observations of concrete activities.  The theoretical “story” of implementation constructed by policy scholars, beginning with Pressman and Wildavsky (1973) and continuing through recent contributions and syntheses, focuses on why policy does, or does not, occur as its authors intended.  In the course of developing this literature, scholars have identified over 300 variables which might affect implementation (O’Toole 1986), most of which fall into one of four general classes of influence on implementation.  One class is policy and the policy process: through its design, the resources devoted to its execution, the validity of its causal theory, and the presence of fixers or other interested sovereigns, policy molds outcomes (Calista 1986; Linder and Peters 1990; Lippincott and Stoker 1992; Meier and McFarlane 1996; Derthick 1972; Mazmanian and Sabatier 1989; Pressman and Wildavsky 1973; Bardach 1979).  A second class of variable is organizations, and their milieu; organizational characteristics are well known to affect the production of outputs (see Rainey and Steinbauer 1999 for a review) and many scholars of implementation have noted the problems when organizations must work together to produce policy (O’Toole et al 1997; Alter and Hage 1993; Sandfort 2000).  A third class of variables is agents, whose preferences and leadership abilities may further shape policy outcomes (Lipsky 1980; Brehm and Gates 1997; Vincent and Crothers 1998).  Finally implementation may be affected by conditions within the implementation environment: the behavior of groups affected by policy, economic conditions, and public opinion (Mazmanian and Sabatier 1989). This general model of implementation has been codified in a series of reviews and syntheses (Sabatier 1986; Palumbo and Calista 1990; Winter 1990; Van Horn and Van Meter 1976), analytical typologies  (Matland 1995) and historical reviews with roadmaps for future research (Lester et al. 1987; deLeon 1999; O'Toole 2000; Goggin et al 2000).  Yet this model suffers from at least two problems.  I will briefly describe both before retelling the implementation "story" from a different perspective. 

First, a good portion of the implementation and public administration literature assumes that policies’ meanings are shared, a priori, among policy authors, implementers, and their managers.   But evidence that policy often carries vague, unresolved, or conflicting meanings as legislators resolve differences through compromise language and silences throws a spanner in the works (Brodkin 1990; Calista 1986; Yanow 1996).  This suggests implementers’ thoughts about policy extend beyond a simple decision whether to implement or not, and prominently include a judgement about what the policy means in the first place.  Further, policy often contains only shadowy guidance for practice (Matland 1995), and implementers of policy often work under incomplete, inaccurate or simply idiosyncratic understandings of what policy means for their everyday work or practice (Pressman and Wildavsky 1973; Van Horn and Van Meter 1976).  Taking these observations seriously implies scholars should open new avenues in the study of policy implementation, focusing not only on the relevant structural and organizational variables described in the conventional implementation story, but on how implementers understand policy in order to do it, thus exploring the idea that statutory interpretation is not merely a matter for the courts (Lin 2000; Spillane 2000; Guthrie 1990).

Second, the focus of the traditional implementation and public administration literature lies mostly on governmental – or at least nominally governmentally controlled – entities.
  Implementation scholars are usually educated as political scientists and as such, they notice what they have been trained to see: legislatures, bureaucracies, implementers, and policies.  After all, governmentally controlled influences are malleable, and can be redesigned or improved. Investigating the influence of "environmental" factors on policy implementation is less popular, perhaps because, as Linder and Peters (1990) note, such influences are dismissed as “fixed” by those whose primary concern is improving the policy process. But by ignoring non-governmental actors in the implementation process, scholars have overlooked important factors which shape implementation, particularly at the street level.  Public service organizations do not exist in closed environments.  Instead, they send and receive messages with not only governmental entities, but also with professional organizations, academic scholars, trade journalists, interest groups and others who intervene in the policy process – and the workings of specific street level organizations (Brudney and Hebert 1987).   

These two concerns lead to a revised version of the policy implementation story, one in which agents charged with implementing policy face a number of uncertainties about policy and its entailments. The first uncertainty faced by implementers revolves around what policy means in the first place, since available texts seldom convey enough context or background for discerning legislator’s intent. To resolve this uncertainty, implementers must determine for themselves and their organizations what policies mean, performing acts of interpretation on the available texts which constitute policy.  Policy implementation as an interpretive process is a view taken in  recent work by scholars like Lin (2000), Cohen et al.  (1998), Spillane (1998), and Yanow (1996); in their stories, understanding agents’ understandings of policy is crucial to explaining implementation outcomes.  

Next, implementers must discern what policy means for their everyday practice.  This is not a trivial matter; policies rarely come with enumerated implications for implementers, since policy makers seldom trouble with the minutiae of design and often consider such decisions best left to locals (as conservatives sometimes say), or to the experts (as liberals sometimes say).   Difficulties occur particularly in cases where there exist no socially “known” technologies for the attainment of policy; where there exist socially “known” paths to implementation, but these have not been communicated to implementing agents; and finally, in cases where implementing agents “know” multiple ways to implement a policy and must choose among them.   

Third, implementers might also recognize they lack a skill or knowledge base needed to implement policy faithfully.  This also is not a trivial matter, especially for adults without structures available to support their learning.  For instance, assured by policy makers that the saying “ours is not to wonder why, just invert and multiply” is no longer a sufficient explanation for the division-of-fractions procedure, teachers may need to learn why that procedure works, alternative procedures for solving division of fractions problems, and how to translate a numeric problem into a real-life example which has meaning to students.  Teachers lack easy access to such knowledge in their daily practice, just as police officers might lack access to community-relations skills, or social workers might lack access to diagnostic skills to screen for certain physical or mental illnesses as legislation requires. 

Thus this revised version of the implementation story traces the development of implementers’ understanding, practices, and skills, rather than focusing on the organizations and milieus in which they work.  This version is not intended to challenge conventional implementation stories, but to provide additional and nuanced understanding of critical moments in the implementation process.  Importantly, it offers a new vision for improving implementation.  Where conventional accounts would emphasize the reform of organizations or governance, improvements in incentive structures, or the provision of additional financial resources, this story emphasizes implementers’ access to the intellectual resources which enable getting policy done—ideas, skills, practices, and perhaps even reasons to implement. 

This revised version of the implementation story also observes that there need be no policy at all.  Instead, street-level actors may respond to reforms carried by professional organizations and scholars, reforms designed to improve or change the quality of service to clients and which circumvent officially established lines of government authority.  In this case, implementers ask many of the same questions posed when policy passes: what is this reform about?  Do I want to participate? What do I need to do differently to do so?   Through answering these questions, street-level actors may change the eventual shape of not only their work, but also of the implementation of extant mandates and the provision of services required under law. 

This article argues that implementation resources can help resolve the three questions outlined above.  How resources operate is the topic of the next section.

Implementation resources: Definition and operation 
Formally, implementation resources are defined as individuals or organizations which can help implementing units learn about policy or best practices for doing policy, or learn about professional reforms meant to change the character of services delivered to clients.
 Following this definition, implementation resources are constituted of many types of actor: consultants, academics, entrepreneurs, foundations, trade journals and journalists, and professional associations. By definition, implementation resources exist primarily outside formal governments.
  What these actors hold in common is expertise and authority, expertise in the form of theory, knowledge or technical advice which informs day-to-day practice, and authority in the form of legitimate claims to expert knowledge and leadership. What they do in common is extend opportunities to learn about policy and best practices to implementers, and use their authority to convince these actors to make reforms in practice.  The existence of these resources complicates the relationships between the authors of legislation, organizations, and actors by inserting resources as interpreters of policy and suppliers of policy-relevant practices, even in the absence of official policy.  

Some terms require more exact specification.  By choosing the term “resources,” I do not mean traditional resources such as money, time, or staff, but instead signify a storehouse of knowledge and practical advice implementers might turn to for assistance. By using the term “implementing units,” I mean both individuals and organizations. And recommendations for “best practices” may vary across resources, as resources are defined by what actors do in common – help implementing agents learn – rather than what they believe or know in common.  Resources can further vary in terms of competence, cost, design, and political interests; thus implementation resources for single policies vary along multiple dimensions.
 This implies best practices are “best” in the view of resources, not “best” in any positivist sense, or even “best” when judged by the standard of policy itself.
   

Implementing agents might resolve the three uncertainties which arise in my version of the implementation story by seeking out and learning from resources.  To start, these resources provide the connective tissue between policy-as-written in legislation or bureaucratic regulation and the implementing agent herself.  When implementers ask: what does policy X say?  What does it want? and lack the time or skill to interpret policy on their own, they might turn to a professional association or newsletter for relevant information.  Second, resources might suggest appropriate behaviors and organizational technologies for the implementation of policy. When implementers ask, "what implications does policy X have for my behavior or the behavior of my organization?" and cannot easily locate the answer in policy itself, they might turn to implementation resources to supply examples of organizational structures, routines, paperwork, and practices which fulfill policy intentions.

Resources can also provide implementers opportunities to learn the theories and skills needed to implement policy well.  As discussed above, an agent might know what policy entails in broad terms, but lack the knowledge for carrying out the duties required of them. This lack of knowledge may consist of both a paucity of information about the causal theories contained in policy (i.e., few novel educational policies explain they are founded on a specific view of youthful learning) and/or the lack of practices implied by this theory (i.e. even fewer policies say, if children learn in this way, you should teach like this).   Implementers may also lack information about a content area implicated by policy, as when elementary school teachers do not know enough math, or environmental regulators need to be brought up to date on a new emissions control technology.  Through training and technical assistance, these gaps in agent knowledge may be filled. 

In addition to answering the three questions posed by the second version of the implementation story, implementation resources might, through the provision of this or other information, persuade street-level actors to take up the aims or behaviors of policy. As Lipsky (1980) and others have demonstrated, street-level bureaucrats have multiple competing demands for their time and attention; new policy directives are as likely to be placed on indefinite hold as they are to be brought to fruition in classrooms, offices, or squad cars.  Implementation resources may address this through the provision of reasons or information that convince street level actors of the need for implementation. Importantly, resources also supply the opportunity to learn roles, principles, and normative conceptions of job characteristics, as when police foundations supply models of the “good” police officer, or when teachers' associations inform their membership of what it means to "teach mathematics for understanding."   These may be linked to policy in cases where legislators or other principals adopt professional definitions of “good” practice, and enable implementation resources to carry these messages to the street level.    In this way, resources solve a central concern for governments with inadequate means to monitor or provide incentives for actors, offering legitimacy to policy ideas and convincing actors to take them up. 

Implementation resources transmit this policy and reform-relevant information through trade literatures, conferences, workshops, or on-site consulting.  Implementation resources may directly supply the learning opportunity – extending their own expertise and knowledge – or arrange agent learning via another method (e.g., teachers learning from curriculum, or local government executives learning from one other).  Resources may simply provide space for street-level actors to gather with colleagues and reflect on practice.   

These entities may twine around official state policy in a number of different ways.  Academics may give legislators or bureaucrats ideas for policy; networks of consultants, professionals, or other advocates of reform may press these ideas on elected officials or ensure their adoption. Resources can also adhere opportunistically to policy to advance their interests, especially those policies which are, from the implementers’ perspective, complex and unspecific.  In these cases, resources may offer their own vision for implementation, one which contradicts policy makers’ wants, yet the difference may not be detected by implementing agents themselves. In this way, implementation resources and policy makers may compete to define what policy looks like on the ground, rendering the implementation process as or more political than the legislation process. 

As the above definition implies, these resources reside outside formal government bureaucracies, and are often found in the form of non-profit organizations. Some support themselves through a combination of government grants and by providing information and technical advice to the “market” – implementing organizations in need of that information – who are willing and able to pay
. Others exist as services of professional organizations to their members, providing technical assistance or fulfilling other needs. Either way, these resources can be “activated” to support new or revised public policies by enabling implementer learning.   As such, this article argues these actors comprise non-state resources for the implementation of policy. In an era of routine down-sizing of street-level bureaucracies and budgets, such resources can assist in getting policies done. 
Where the starting point is a profession-based reform rather than policy, implementation resources perform much the same function.  They may “read” reforms as proposed by scholars or leaders of professional organizations with the intention of providing interpretations, daily practices, or skills to those meant as targets of the reform.  Through the creation of norms and roles, they may engineer incentives for street-level actors to change their ideas or practices regarding work.  In some cases, implementation resources may even sell reforms to policy makers themselves, then act to provide the linkages between policy and street-level behavior.

This theory has not been invented from whole cloth; in addition to the literature above which has shaped its development, it owes an intellectual debt to other lines of research within the social sciences.  The early implementation literature shows mis-understandings and selective or idiosyncratic interpretations of policies appear even among bureaucrats who would describe themselves as earnestly working toward policy’s goals.  Pressman and Wildavsky (1973) found bureaucratic misunderstandings an important contributor to implementation failure in the case of a jobs program in Oakland, California, and similar findings occur with some frequency elsewhere (Van Horn and Van Meter, 1976).  Goggin and colleagues (1990), examining intergovernmental influences on policy implementation, find distortions and misunderstanding often shape agency action. Lipsky (1980), in a seminal work on implementation, shows that simply by doing their jobs, street-level bureaucrats (SLBs) – teachers, social workers, police officers – “make” the policy citizens will experience. 

More recently, several authors have argued for an interpretive (Geertz 1973) view of policy implementation. Yanow (1996) argues the "meaning" of policy is created in context, not only from the actual words of legislation but also from the knowledge and values implementers bring to their jobs, and from the milieu in which implementation occurs.  She writes:

What is being communicated is not solely “legislative intent," if we could even clearly establish what that is for any piece of legislation. What is being communicated are the societal meanings…concerning the subject of the policy, meanings that have developed over time… and which are carried in various ways in various parts of the "culture" of the policy issue.  They are carried in the policy's language, but also in the language of the debate about its legislation and in discussions surrounding its implementation.  They are carried in the objects that the implementing agencies creates and uses in its operations....And they are carried in the agency's acts, in its daily, weekly, monthly, annual operations. (Yanow 1996, 127) 

Like Yanow, Lin (2000) also argues actors construct meaning from contextually bound messages about policy.  She observes program staff understand prison rehabilitation efforts through the lens of their organizations, and those organizations’ histories, cultures, and stories.  These institutions’ interpretations of what policy makers really want – as opposed to what they formally say about rehabilitation programs – shapes implementers’ own constructions of policy, and their eventual activities in prison classrooms.    

Education has proven fertile territory for interpretavist views of policy implementation, and for theorizing about learning as an important component of policy implemenation. Work describing the implementation of ambitious educational reforms of the 1980s has shown that teachers formulate their own interpretation of such reforms, and that those interpretations are based on their prior views of teaching (Guthrie 1990), their opportunities to learn about policy (Cohen and Barnes, 1993; Cohen and Hill 2001) and importantly, are limited by the knowledge and skills they possess (Spillane 1998;  Cohen  et al. 1998). 

Schneider and Ingram (1997) also include policy learning in their assessment of policy “tools.” They write that “Lack of information may be the impediment rather than monetary resources.  Policy agents and targets may not know what action is needed or what alternatives are available to them and simply need to be provided information.” (p. 94)  They observe that capacity building, through training and the provision of information, can shape policy outcomes.  

Finally, implementation resources can be understood as a by-product of professionalization, and can be interpreted in light of public administration scholars’ early study of the professions and bureaucracy. In considering possible methods for the control of bureaucracies, both Carl Friedrich (1940) and John Gaus (1936) comment on bureaucrats’ “inner check,” as Gaus phrases it (Gaus 1936; Friedrich 1940). Gaus continues: "Certainly in the system of government which is now emerging, one important kind of responsibility will be that which the individual civil servant recognizes as due to the standards and ideals of his profession"  (p. 40).  In the absence of lay understanding of the complexities of public administration, democratic authority over bureaucrats can be effectively replaced by the discipline exerted by knowledge, standards, and peers (see Kaufman 1967, Romzek and Dubnick 1987, Schott 1977 and Burke 1986 for more recent incarnations of this argument, or a review of recent incarnations).  

One more recent empirical support for these ideas comes from the work of Brudney and Hebert (1987).  Using data from a survey mailed to state administrators, this article compares the influence of four major actors in the policy environment of state agencies: the governor, legislature, clientele groups, and professional associations.  Brudney and Hebert find the influence of each group varies by public service sector as well as other agency characteristics.  Professional associations usually fall near the end of the list, but exert more influence in human service sectors.  The authors argue this results from the fact that “human resource agencies have the least well-defined missions and technologies of all the agencies examined, thus allowing external actors to influence the operationalization of agency goals… Agency personnel have typically undergone lengthy academic socialization to their fields; these agencies are characterized by strong professional associations that establish norms of practice and procedure” (p. 194).

As Brudney and Hebert suggest, this theory holds that implementation resources do not operate in all areas of government. They require some degree of professionalization on the part of street-level actors, for it is professional organizations, researchers, and literature that serve as resources for learning about reform.  Even then, resources may not be needed.   Where policy holds clear and straightforward implications for actors, and policy authors have adequate means for communicating those implications, resources might have little value.  In other cases, policy’s implications may be less clear and such communication mechanisms nonexistent, but individual implementers and/or the organizations in which they work may rely on internal expertise to construct meaning, relying on in-house statutory interpretation, training, and experience to decide what policy means and how to do it.  It is only where policy contains unclear implications for practice, few lines of communication between policy authors and implementers, and individuals and organizations choose not to solve problems which result by relying on internal expertise, that the possibility of a role for implementation resources rises.

Stories from the field: What community policing resources taught officers

As an exploratory study, the project described in this paper did not attempt to delineate where implementation resources might or might not operate.  Instead, it attempted to locate any evidence of resources’ influence over the implementation process and outcomes to serve as a test case and provide guidance for future research.  Using the logic describing where resources might exist, the author attempted to identify a policy arena where implementation resources would be likely to operate. That search led to the VCCLEA legislation excerpted above, and to community policing/law enforcement as a field of study.  As the VCCLEA text suggests, Congress encouraged the introduction of new orientations, skills, and practices to police officers’ jobs, yet did not specify exactly what community policing was, nor name particular street-level practices which officers might engage. 

Community policing grew from academic and professional dissatisfaction with traditional policing methods – random preventive patrol and rapid call response – which studies have shown are unrelated to either crime rates or citizen satisfaction (Goldstein 1990; Local Government Police Management 1991).  By the late 1970s, academics and police professional organizations had begun experimenting with new, more aggressive law enforcement tactics to control crime, experiments funded not only by federal dollars, but also professional organizations and foundations.  By the time of the VCCLEA’s passage, three distinct academic versions of community policing had emerged, then blended in the trainings, materials, and conferences offered by implementation resources.  In one version, championed by James Q. Wilson and George Kelling (Wilson and Kelling 1982; Kelling and Coles 1996), police should act as levers of social control by walking fixed and stable beats, moving along pan-handlers and squeegee men, preventing acts of vandalism, and eliminating other signs of social disorder in hopes of making residents feel safer. A second version, championed by Robert Trojanowicz (with Bucqueroux, 1990; 1994), added a democratic cast to this law enforcement innovation, arguing police officers should engage in the behaviors described above but stipulated they should do so at the direction of community members.  And in the version of community policing proposed by Herman Goldstein (1990), police officers should reduce calls for service, crime, and citizen fear by identifying and solving substantive problems in their neighborhoods – prostitution, drug use, or even repeated false burglar alarms. All three of these interpretations of community policing could be sustained under the VCCLEA, and all three appeared frequently in the materials and trainings studied and observed for this project (Hill 2000). 

Initial fieldwork, in the form of a phone survey of 28 mid-western police departments, identified the resources from which police officers reported learning about these reforms, and visits to those resources tracked and described officers’ opportunities to learn. Additional fieldwork included in-depth observations and interviews with officers and command staff in select departments
 on the topic of community policing. These taped interviews were conducted with 24 police officers from five different police departments as part of a half-day ride-along and observation. All departments participating in the in-depth study received VCCLEA monies, although all had also experimented with community policing prior to the availability of such funding. A set of questions on the interview schedule asked officers to explain where they had learned about community policing, and what they had learned from the sources they referenced.  Interviews were transcribed, read and re-read, entered into a qualitative data software package (NUD*IST), read again, coded according to the major categories described above (practices, skills, definitions, persuasion), then recoded as the data defined those categories as they apply to community policing.  

Fifteen out of the 24 officers who participated in this study went to training of some kind
, and many more reported some contact with other resources such as books or trade journals. These numbers notwithstanding, there are reasons to think officers may not learn much in training at all.  Departments may send officers to training to reap the legitimacy it confers on their department,  or simply to preserve training budgets.   New officers, especially ones who came onto community policing posts during the last two years, said they had general knowledge of the basics of community policing. In interviews, officers prominently mentioned learning from more experienced community police officers and from command staff, and these sources may have been sufficient.   And there is certainly some evidence in the interviews that resources have little effect.   For instance, one officer said that what was taught at the training school “has to do with just common sense.” A number of other officers echoed this sentiment. 

But despite these comments, there is also evidence that some officers learned from community policing resources.   To start, it appears contact with resources helped convince officers to participate in community policing efforts.  For instance, the same officer who commented on the commonsensical content of much community policing training also reported that before an initial presentation on community policing, he had had “no idea what community policing really meant.” Moreover, halfway through the program led by Robert Trojanowicz, a leading academic and trainer in the community policing movement, this officer said “This isn’t for me….that’s not law enforcement.”  But he reports that soon afterward, “Well, then I did some investigating on my own.  I went out and got some books, read.  Got away from the, you know, obviously they [Trojanowicz and officers from a visiting law enforcement agency] were there to sell community policing….So I wanted to see the bad side of this.  So I went out and did some investigating, and reading and I said you know, the way we’re doing it, just going from call to call to call, isn’t working.”
Several other officers report similar encounters with community policing resources, particularly academic scholarship and findings.  More than one cited studies conducted in Kansas City which showed no effects on crime from random preventive patrol (a common activity of officers while not on calls), studies that Trojanowicz and other experts presented as part of the rationale for implementing proactive policing approaches.  Other officers reported that training helped them realize they could make a difference in their own areas, or led them to believe they could increase their knowledge of neighborhoods and citizens, and thus increase their effectiveness as measured by traditional policing standards.  Community policing resources, in other words, persuaded some officers to prioritize the implementation of this law enforcement innovation vis-à-vis other demands on their time.

Contact with community policing schools and training also taught, in the words of another officer, “What community policing is all about.” Visits to community policing training uncovered extensive work on the definition of community policing, ranging from a morning spent collectively developing a definition of this term to a firm statement of belief from another workshop’s provider. But more important than definitions or abstract statements, according to officers, was what trainers and other experts had to say about what it means for their roles and job responsibilities, particularly in terms of how they handle calls for service or talk with members of the communities.  Consider the comments of one officer who had been through a local community college’s training program: “They helped me to understand how to listen more, because if I had to do it on my own, I probably would have handled it criminal and civil, and I’m sure I would have dealt with the barking dog the way I did anyway.  But you know, [I] got more of a broader understanding.”
Training helped broaden this officer’s understanding of how to answer calls; instead of using the usual law enforcement categorization system of “criminal and civil,” this officer learned he might have to engineer novel and permanent solutions to problems, and even be a “liaison for city hall”  to residents.   A regular “road patrol” (i.e., non-community policing) officer responded to my query about whether in-department community policing training had changed the department by saying “Just in the way that…like you said, a lot of times the way we deal with people and the complaints.  I think it changed a lot of minds about…you know, we’re not out here just to arrest people.” Other officers reported they had learned to include more proactive work in their day-to-day routines, and to incorporate problem solving activities into their plans for dealing with the community. 

Officers also learned another kind of job orientation, one having to do with their and the department’s relationship with the communities they serve. This took several forms. Most generally, officers reported they had learned they must establish rapport with citizens, build trust with their neighborhoods, consult citizens before taking action, and follow through on what they said they were going to do. Officers also reported learning that community members could be a resource in helping them improve the neighborhood, and that part of community policing was knowing your community better – who the troubled individuals were, who the good citizens were, and which features of the neighborhood contributed to criminal behavior.   Finally, several officers reported they had learned how to listen to community members better.  Sometimes this took quite literal form, as in the case of one officer who said “That’s one thing I guess I’d say we took away from the course is that people want to be heard, because we did a lot of role playing.” He reported officers in his training group were assigned to play either citizens with complaints or responding officers, and responding officers were critiqued on how well they responded to community concerns.  

Thus officers had opportunities to learn what community policing means, a process which included not only abstract definitions offered by experts, but the personalization of that definition to their own particular circumstance and community.  In this way, community policing resources helped add specification to the directives stated in the community policing legislation.  Agencies which received VCCLEA monies turned to community policing networks to understand what exactly was meant by “interacting directly with members of the community” or “reorienting the emphasis of their activities from reacting to crime to preventing crime.”  In doing so, these resources put flesh on policy’s bones. 

Learning new definitions, roles, modes of response and views of the community were mentioned by a sizeable number of officers attending opportunities to learn about community policing.  Another broadly mentioned category was community policing practices.  Officers said they heard about other departments’ solutions to common urban problems, and were able to go back to their own departments and employ the same strategies.  For instance, officers said they heard about and brought back to their city new methods for keeping prostitutes off city streets; ways to use civil court procedures to shut down late-night party houses which bother neighbors; methods to decrease drug traffic within neighborhoods. Observations of community policing training, conferences and schools confirmed these claims; officers would recount how their department resolved problems like repeat false burglar alarms or neighbor disputes, and then pass out their business card to those interested in replicating the solution in their own neighborhoods, with the assumption more information would be exchanged, or a site visit may even occur. Training schools often made space for such exchanges, either by hosting Q and A periods with current community police officers, or by having trainers recount such stories to the group.
   Through these exchanges, plus written descriptions of community policing programs, plans, and other concrete activities helped officers understand what community policing meant for their everyday practice. 

Community policing resources also helped officers and their command staff prepare for problems they might encounter in the implementation of this reform.  More than one officer and command staff member mentioned that contact with other agencies prepared them for “regular” road patrol officers’ resistance to community policing ideas.  Another officer said that training had taught him that community officers are there for the community, not what “(your) department…wants you to do”  – i.e. answer calls, and keep street force numbers high.
  And still another said he knew, when he went into his area, that calls for service and reports of crime would rise as the community became more familiar with the police and comfortable with the police presence.  This allowed him and his partner to explain what was going on to officers critical of the increase in calls for service – and to frame the increase as an indicator of an improvement in the lives of residents of their neighborhood.

Evidence from interviews suggests that policing resources generally did not teach skills in the way “technical” law enforcement training taught skills like better shooting techniques or officer safety.  While training academies for crime prevention officers, which some community policing officers attended, did teach officers more definable skills like surveying property for crime hazards, most officers said their community policing duties did not require much in the way of new competencies.  Instead, many reported officers were either born with community policing skills (like working with people, or being creative) or they were not.  The exception to this rule lies in the area of dealing with the public during calls or disputes; some officers reported role-playing scenarios designed to help them listen better, or resolve neighborhood problems permanently rather than apply a band-aid to the problem. 

In general, most officers felt training was of help to themselves and their departments.  One reported that  “a lot of what we do has come from those seminars.” There are also indications training cuts information costs for the department, and for individual officers. As one command officer said, “…training is very very important in any specialized position, especially community policing.  Just to give [officers] some ideas.  And a chance to I think interact with other officers that are in the field doing CP.  I'm not saying they're going to take everything they've learned and bring it back here, but pick and choose, see what they like.  And what works, what hasn't worked.  And I'm a firm believer, why reinvent the wheel?  The wheel is already there.  Let's steal something from someone else's program, I shouldn't use the word steal, but share, or borrow.”   Others made comments to a similar effect; why try something the next town over has done but hasn’t worked?  Why not use others’ ideas and strategies for getting the community to attend community meetings?  For this and other reasons, many officers expressed a desire for more training. 

In summary, evidence from interviews with police officers suggests that community policing resources assisted those officers in answering two of the questions posed above –about what the legislation meant, and what it meant for their everyday practice – and proved of some help in promoting community policing skills and competencies.  Further, the evidence suggests community policing resources convinced at least some of the officers of the reasons to implement community policing.  In this way, implementation resources promoted the implementation of this federal legislation, at least in the communities and police departments studied. 
Implications for implementation

The theory articulated in this paper has implications for models of implementation. First, it suggests that policy may fail for one of a variety of reasons related to implementers’ knowledge and opportunities to learn.   Individuals may misunderstand policy or lack the knowledge needed for implementation, even if such knowledge exists in the wider milieu (Schneider and Ingram 1997).  They may lack access to the resources which "teach" about policy, or teach the skills needed to implement policy.  Or these resources may teach idiosyncratic or simply inaccurate interpretations of policy, and may fail to teach skills or capacities needed for its implementation (for an example of this, see Wilson, Lubienski and Mattson 1996).  Under this scenario, authority and power are not antidotes to implementation problems; more or better opportunities to learn about policy and its entailments are.

Second, street-level practices can change in the direction desired by policy as a result of agent contact with implementation resources.   This stands in contrast to the perspective offered by “institutional” theorists, who argue that while organizations may undertake superficial or structural changes to placate their legislative or bureaucratic principals, street-level practices seldom if ever change.  According to some, change seldom occurs because of the conditions in which street-level actors do their jobs. Lipsky (1980) finds street level bureaucrats tied to implementation patterns by inadequate organizational resources, indeterminate objectives, and the overwhelming and unending demands of their (sometimes difficult) clients (p. 83). In his view, the constancy of street-level work is at least in part rooted in the "fundamental coping requirements of the job" (p. 187). The model in this paper, however, explains failure to change as in part a failure to connect with opportunities to learn, and suggests that more or better implementation resources can be part of the remedy (see also Schneider and Ingram 1990, 94).

Third, where the implementation literature focuses on policy as its starting point and changes (or lack thereof) in organizational and individual behavior as its end, the theoretical perspective presented here suggests scholars might pay attention to examples which reverse the usual course of events. Changes in practice without changes in policy are little recognized within this literature, even through they may have significant impacts on policy or service delivery to the public.  Further, the possibility of independent changes in practice is increased by the presence of implementation resources.  As a species of the professions, these resources can convey professionally grown reforms to public servants, changing the way policy-on-the-ground happens without going through elected officials to do so.  This presents both a problem and an opportunity.   

The problem involves threats to the democratic accountability of non-elected officials posed by implementation resources. Resources need not offer the “right” definition, the “best” practices, or the “appropriate” skills to help street-level actors carry out policy.  They may also change the implementation of official written policies by promulgating reforms-without-policy. Whether by design or by accident, some resources might instead substitute their own stylized definitions or practices for those of policy-makers.  This may occur in part because these resources exist largely independent of state support, and because the state has little capacity to organize or monitor resources. 

Threats to democratic accountability, however, must be balanced against evidence that professional accountability, as Romzek and Dubnick name it (1987), can have beneficial effects.  In their study of NASA decision-making between the 1960s and the Challenger disaster (1986), the authors argue that increasing attention to political and managerial accountability – that is, to improved budgetary efficiency and reduced launch delays – overshadowed the professional accountability which reigned in the early years of the bureaucracy and played into the flawed decision to launch the aircraft. Identifying professional accountability in other professions, and in particular street-level professions, might provide similar benefit, as those which know the technical aspects of street-level work best might begin to monitor and standardize the provision of those services. 

The opportunity to improve implementation and street-level practice may also, for some, outweigh any risk implied by a loss of democratic accountability.  Where conventional implementation theory points to the provision of better incentives, financial resources, or the reform of governance and organizations –elements often in short supply in the current political system –  this project points to providing implementers intellectual resources, in the form of knowledge, skills, and reasons to do policy, in hopes of improving outcomes. More access to such intellectual resources may simply result in more changes on the ground. 

This observation leaves those interested in improving policy implementation with some concrete possibilities for doing so.  Policy makers may start by increasing the number of implementation resources available to support a particular policy.  They might also increase implementers’ access to such resources by subsidizing the costs of training, journals, periodicals, on-site consultation, and conferences. Policy makers might also scrutinize the products offered by implementation resources with a careful eye.  They may check for alignment with policy itself, making sure that if a new policy asks for A, B, C, and D, implementation resources do not interpret policy as asking for E, F, and G.  Policy makers may also ensure that the knowledge needed to get policy done is in fact offered by resources; if resources only teach A and B, for instance, policy makers may wish to arrange for C and D to be featured as well. Finally, policy makers might ensure all products offered by implementation resources effectively help implementers improve their practice. As many police officers, teachers, social workers, and other street-level bureaucrats will readily observe, the quality of some in-service training is quite poor, and thus implementation resources operate with some inefficiency.  By doing all of these things, policy makers might manage implementation resources to improve implementation itself. 

Another potential benefit to practice lies in the fact that the resources described here do not work, for the most part, for governmental agencies.  This may afford these resources several advantages in aligning practice to policy, or improving practices in the absence of policy.  To start, these resources exist independently from government funding, and can operate immediately in reaction to identified needs within a profession, changing economic or contextual conditions, or new public policy. As street-level organizations reduce their reliance on governmental funding, non-state resources can provide valuable expertise and guidance.

Non-state resources, and the individuals and organizations which comprise them, may carry more prestige and legitimacy among street-level agents than do official policy making bodies, and may use this prestige to convince street-level actors to take up reforms and policy.  Teachers, for instance, may be more inclined to listen to other educators about how to teach mathematics than they might be to politicians or bureaucrats.  Police officers are more likely to learn community empowerment strategies from law enforcement professional organizations than to interest groups, whom they often perceive as hostile. As a result, implementation resources may constitute an unusually effective instrument for policy achievement.   Some governments, in turn, may learn how to “manage” implementation resources to their own ends, providing incentives for resources to support policy and engineering sanctions for those who “teach” policy poorly.

This article also leaves much room for more development of these ideas. Further research might investigate the construction and maintenance of resource networks, street-level bureaucrats’ perceptions of such resources, and the relationship between resources and policy.   Future research might also investigate when resources are helpful, asking around which policies resources operate usefully, and which organizations/individuals make efficient or effective use of such resources. 

In sum, the theory outlined in this paper helps remedy some shortcomings of the implementation literature as described above.   While it recognizes the importance of policies, organizations, individuals, and contexts as variables explaining implementation outcomes, it also describes how agents might learn about policy, and argues this learning is key to understanding implementation outcomes.  It illustrates how implementers who genuinely want to do policy might do so without the extensive costs imposed by trial and error, or by expensive searches of their environment for models of good practice. And it focuses attention on the role of non-bureaucratic actors in shaping policy, an influence to date overlooked by most implementation scholars.  Finally, it also suggests a method by which real changes in street-level behavior may occur. 
Author Note
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� There is a growing literature on the private delivery of public services: see Lipsky’s recent work, Salamon and Anheier (1996), Sandfort (2000), etc. This is different from the work described here, in that non-state actors “teach” policy to state actors.  In this literature, non-state actors do public policy. 


� This article makes, for convenience’ sake, the assumption that it is normatively good to get policy done. Examples of bad policy, however, abound, and problematize theory presented here. 


� Certainly, governments themselves contain resources for getting policies done, from dollars to organizational expertise to bureaus formed to support policy, such as the COPS office within the U.S. Department of Justice.  However, I argue for restricting the term “implementation resources” to non-governmental sources of assistance, to encourage the study of non-governmental sources of influence over the implementation process.   


� A systematic study of such variation in the qualities of implementation resources is warranted; this issue has been treated partially in descriptions of implementation resources by Hill (2000) and Wilson (in press). 


� As David Cohen suggests, this point also applies to my work.  Complex policy and numerous definers of that policy suggest that there is not one standard for the implementation of policy – there may be many. Certainly, policy-makers disagree, and those disagreements get rolled into the finished product.  Imprecisions in the meanings of words complicate implementation.  From this perspective, it would be nearly impossible to make the case that one instantiation of policy is “better” than another.  Yet despite my sympathy to this interpretation, adopting it makes the rest of this project’s work nearly impossible; measuring the impact of resources means having some standard for “good” policy implementation.  To the best of my ability, I have used policy-makers’ ideas as that standard. 


� Often, government grants support implementers’ “demand” for training and expertise; governments may also support “suppliers” through grants of soft money. 


� The phone survey also allowed a sampling of police departments whose implementers had extensive access to such resources, and organizations with limited or no access to such resources.  By comparing resource-rich and resource-poor implementers’ reported and observed understandings of policy, daily practices, and skills, this project investigated the influence of resources on implementation, finding that access to more resources yielded more implementation.  For space reasons, this analysis will not be presented here.


� Many officers attended training provided through local criminal justice academies and academic centers.  Others received training in their departments, as part of an overall effort to convert entire organizations to the community policing philosophy.  Finally, a small number of officers attended national community policing conferences, such as those offered by the Police Executive Research Foundation in San Diego and Newport News, VA. 


� The exchange of advice took place in other settings. My first trip to one community policing office caught a command officer calling various police professional organizations and other police departments in an effort to gain enough information to set up a new program to combat teen truancy. 


� At the community policing training I attended, tensions between departmental needs and community needs were a frequent topic of conversation. 
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