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tŚǇǁĞŶĞĞĚŐƌĞĂƚĞƌŝŶŶŽǀĂƟŽŶŝŶƉŽůŝĐŝŶŐ
When Neighbourhood Policing was first introduced in England and
Wales, many senior police leaders and experts publicly dismissed
the idea, arguing that providing reassurance and focusing on the
public’s crime priorities would not cut crime or improve public
confidence – with some adding that the policy was conceived by
people who had no real knowledge about the front-line.
Now that it has helped to sustain record reductions in crime
and is held up as a beacon of best practice around the world, the
Neighbourhood Policing model is fiercely protected and promoted
by senior officers, ACPO, the Home Office and all major political
parties. It is, perhaps, the best example of a successful innovation
in British policing.
The journey from conception to world-famous innovation (in
policing circles, at least) was not an easy one, made harder by an
institutional resistance to change and a cop culture that often sees
promising ideas rejected because they were ‘not invented here’.
This conservatism is understandable. The police often deal with
situations and issues which can result in serious harm to victims,
and so they can be understandably risk averse. And police officers
are highly pragmatic, practical people who solve problems creatively
every day – meaning that they are often happy to ‘satisfice’ with
processes, kit or technology that are just good enough to do the job.
This is best summed-up by the oft-repeated policing phrase, “we’re
not trying to build a Rolls Royce, we only need a Mini”.
Innovation involves risk. In fact, it often requires it. So we should
expect a degree of resistance from an organisation like the police.
But with the growing social and financial challenges facing the

ϴͮZĞďŽŽƟŶŐƚŚĞW

country’s forces, there is no part of policing that can be immune
from a re-examination of what has hitherto simply been received
wisdom or accepted practice.

dŚĞĨŽĐƵƐŽĨƚŚŝƐƌĞƉŽƌƚ
This report is all about how to hardwire innovation into the
structures and cultures of policing. It examines why policing can
be culturally and institutionally resistant to innovation, identifies
the ‘engines of innovation’ which can sometimes break through
this inertia, demonstrates why embedding processes of innovation
should be a deliberate goal of policy, and calls for the creation of new
collaborative networks specifically designed to foster innovation.
Authored by police science expert Professor Martin Innes, the
report also sets out why the time for focusing on police innovation
is now – especially as the kaleidoscope of the police landscape
has been shaken, with Police and Crime Commissioners (PCCs)
getting to grips with their new roles, the Home Office taking
much more of a strategic back seat and the new College of Policing
about to begin its important work of spreading best practice and
professionalising the service.

dŚĞŬŝŶĚŽĨŝŶŶŽǀĂƟŽŶǁĞŶĞĞĚ
To provide examples of the kind of change we envisage, the report
sets out a vision for developing Neighbourhood Policing during this
challenging financial climate. Whilst some are raising the prospect of
simply abandoning the policy because it has become unaffordable,
we set out how policing should already be moving with the times
and adapting a model which is now ten years old.
We imagine and recommend innovations to provide greater police
visibility and availability, especially through taking a new approach
to managing the police estate. The steps we outline would reflect the

ǆĞĐƵƟǀĞ^ƵŵŵĂƌǇͮϵ

changing nature of public interactions with the police – given that
most crime is now reported by phone or increasingly online, many
police stations are old and expensive to maintain, and stations are
often located in the wrong places, away from key population centres.
Specifically, to bring about ‘Neighbourhood Policing 2.0’ we
propose:
The introduction of single officer patrols in all but exceptional circumstances.
This has been recommended by those designing the Neighbourhood
Policing innovation for a decade, but has yet to properly materialise.
The introduction of the ‘Australian model’ of police stations, which would see
a greater number of smaller stations, often co-located with shops on the high
street. This might include organisations with the network, footprint
and capacity of the Post Office, which can handle transactions
hitherto reserved for Police Counters.
The possible introduction of a modern version of the Tardis police box, made
famous by Dr Who. These would be technologically-enabled police
contact points, featuring two-way audio-visual technology so that
members of the public could communicate directly with police staff.
They could be used to report crime, provide witness statements,
discuss concerns and priorities, and access information.
Expanding the remit of neighbourhood policing teams beyond local priority
crime and disorder issues. While a strategic decision was made when
Neighbourhood Policing was introduced to ring-fence teams for
local crime issues, this should be revisited. Officers should be far
more effectively and seamlessly with officers focused upon other
specialist issues to provide for a more joined-up, multi-disciplinary
intervention. For example, this would mean Neighbourhood
Policing Teams becoming more involved with tackling against more
serious, organised and specialised crime.

ϭϬͮZĞďŽŽƟŶŐƚŚĞW

Encouraging neighbourhood teams to co-produce community solutions with
different groups of people, including in fighting radicalisation and
terrorism.

DĂŬŝŶŐŝƚŚĂƉƉĞŶ
There is an expectation that the new Police and Crime Commissioners
will stimulate many small, local experiments in policing. But there
is a notable gap in the national landscape for an apparatus with the
capacity to help PCCs to identify the genuinely novel challenges, as
opposed to solutions which have already been devised and tested.
We recommend the establishment of a set of ‘Hubs for Innovation in Policing’ (or
HIPs), pursuing a different agenda from the College of Policing. They would
occupy a different space from that of ‘evidence-based policing’
which is more directly concerned with testing the potential of
innovations to go ‘to scale’.
This small network of HIPs would lie outside of current organisational
structures, such as the College of Policing, to ‘cut through’ bureaucracy,
proceduralism and cultural resistance. Each HIP would be made up
of research-intensive universities, several local police forces and
their Police and Crime Commissioners, commercial suppliers to the
policing sector, social entrepreneurs and voluntary sector agencies
relevant to the wider police mission.
The mission of the HIPs would be to:
z Identify problems and challenges where innovative thinking
and solutions are required;
z Design practical innovations to these problems and challenges;
z ‘Talent spot’ new innovations with potential for wider
application;
z Conduct initial ‘proof of concept’ tests in respect of new
innovations, to establish they are ‘doing what they say’.

ǆĞĐƵƟǀĞ^ƵŵŵĂƌǇͮϭϭ

The hubs would be based in research intensive universities, providing a
basic infrastructure to support research and development activity.
These could be regionally based, at perhaps 3 or 4 universities
with track records in supporting police reform, with multiple local
police forces collaborating with each university. Basic levels of
funding would be secured from three sources:
z The participating police forces would each make a financial
contribution of the equivalent of one PCSO. So for example, that
would give a core fund of approximately £150,000 per hub,
assuming a five-force collaboration.
z The commercial partners would make a contribution to fund
research activity, data from which could inform ongoing
product developments. The academics would seek to draw
down further funding from the research councils and European
Commission sources;
z Each hub would generate additional income streams from
the commercialisation of the knowledge and products that
they generate. This might also include revenue from training
activities.

ϭ͘DĂŬŝŶŐƚŚĞĂƐĞĨŽƌDŽƌĞ
/ŶŶŽǀĂƟŽŶŝŶWŽůŝĐŝŶŐ

“Doing more with less” has become a mantra for senior police
leaders as they seek to reform their police forces as part of a broader
response to reduced public sector spending. However, the problem
with this way of thinking about policing in the age of austerity
is it implies that police can respond to the economic challenges
simply by ‘sweating’ their resources a bit more than they have done
previously. It also suggests that what is being done at the current
time cannot be improved upon, and all that is needed is simply
‘more’ of it.
If we invert this mantra though, and start to think seriously
about ‘doing less with more’, a more creative and radical response
can be crafted. That is, are there ways that police could respond
less frequently to individual incidents, but with more impact? For
instance, by preventing them from occurring in the first place.
Likewise, if there are to be less police officers in the future, can we
make them more effective and more skilled at dealing with crime
and disorder? This involves moving beyond doing simply what we
have done in the past, to smarter thinking about the police role. It
requires innovation.

ĐĂƐĞƐƚƵĚǇŽĨĞīĞĐƟǀĞƉŽůŝĐĞŝŶŶŽǀĂƟŽŶ͗ƌĞƉĞĂƚĂŶĚ
ǀƵůŶĞƌĂďůĞǀŝĐƟŵƐŽĨĂŶƟͲƐŽĐŝĂůďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌ
It is precisely the kind of thinking outlined above that drove an
important recent innovation in the policing of anti-social behaviour.
In 2012 Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of Constabulary (HMIC) assessed
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the progress made by all of the police forces in England and Wales in
terms of improving their response to victims of anti-social behaviour
(ASB). They concluded “…there is no doubt that the police service has
improved its responsiveness to victims of ASB since HMIC last reported
on this issue in 2010, with progress made in every forces. The survey
results confirm that victims have noticed these improvements.”1
This finding is important: because it evidences a large-scale, cross
cutting improvement, across all 43 forces; and because; ASB is a
highly prevalent problem, causing a lot of distress and anxiety to
the public, and consuming a lot of police resource (it is estimated
that there are about 2.4 million ASB incidents recorded by police
each year in England and Wales; and that only about one-third of
incidents are actually reported). So improvements in this area of
policing have the potential to positively affect the quality of life of
a lot of people and produce significant productivity gains.
These improvements in the quality of policing to the public were
initially triggered by an earlier report published by HMIC in 2010
that drew upon collaborative research between the Inspectorate
and the Universities’ Police Science Institute (UPSI) at Cardiff
University. The University team conducted a detailed analysis of
police data, HMIC inspection assessments of individual police
forces, and survey data from a large number of ASB victims.2 The
UPSI research provided compelling evidence to support three major
changes to the policing of ASB:
1. A shift from focusing almost exclusively upon the perpetrators of
ASB, to considering the needs of victims, and ‘bending’ services
towards them.
2. The adoption of a ‘harm’ based approach, focusing in particular
upon repeat and vulnerable victims.
3. Identifying ‘what works’ in terms of improving ASB victim
satisfaction and making sure all police forces used these strategies
and tactics.

ϭ,ĞƌDĂũĞƐƚǇ͛Ɛ/ŶƐƉĞĐƚŽƌĂƚĞ
ŽĨŽŶƐƚĂďƵůĂƌǇ;ϮϬϭϮͿ
^ƚĞƉŝŶƚŚĞZŝŐŚƚŝƌĞĐƟŽŶ͗
dŚĞWŽůŝĐŝŶŐŽĨŶƟͲƐŽĐŝĂů
ĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌ͘>ŽŶĚŽŶ͗,D/͘
Ϯ/ŶŶĞƐ͕DĂŶĚE͘tĞƐƚŽŶ
;ϮϬϭϬͿZĞͲƚŚŝŶŬŝŶŐƚŚĞ
WŽůŝĐŝŶŐŽĨŶƟͲƐŽĐŝĂů
ĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌ͕ĂǀĂŝůĂďůĞĂƚ
ǁǁ͘ƵƉƐŝ͘ŽƌŐ͘ƵŬͬƉƵďůŝĐĂƟŽŶƐͬ͘
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Overall then, what the HMIC – Cardiff collaboration provided
was a ‘conceptual innovation’ for the policing of ASB. It set out new
ideas and a new framework in terms of how police could approach
and manage a large-scale problem. Importantly, it did so on the
basis of sophisticated and rigorous data analysis.

dŚĞƐĐŽƉĞŽĨƚŚŝƐƌĞƉŽƌƚ
It is examples such as this that help make the case for why innovation
in policing is critically important in the current economic climate.
In this report, we explore the current capacity and capability for
police innovation, engaging with three main questions:
z How have recent key innovations in policing policy and practice
come about, and what can we learn from these examples?
z What potential for future innovations in policing are there?
z What is required to nurture and support a more strategic
approach to police innovation in the future?
It is our view that whilst there have been several important
innovations in policing in recent years, current and future
opportunities are being limited by the lack of an explicit strategy
or process for encouraging innovative thinking, and a defined
channel for the translation of these ideas into concrete practices
‘at scale’. The report sets out what needs to be done to ensure that
policing is transformed into a service that continuously innovates
and improves.

WŽůŝĐĞŝŶŶŽǀĂƟŽŶŝŶĐŽŶƚĞǆƚ
The drive to increase the appetite for innovation within the police
is coherent with a number of other reforms taking place to the
structures and processes of policing. For example, the introduction
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of Police and Crime Commissioners (PCCs) in late 2012 was
envisioned as being a way to ensure that the delivery of policing
services becomes better targeted to local public needs and problems,
as opposed to being micro-managed by central government
performance measures. It is anticipated that, through their ability to
commission local services, PCCs will be able to bring forward and
test new ideas and approaches.
At the same time, the National Policing Improvement Agency
has been abolished and replaced by the new College of Policing.
One of the critical differences between the two bodies is the
emphasis that the College is placing upon developing ‘evidencebased’ policy and practice. This is both welcome and overdue.
Its implementation will undoubtedly support greater innovation,
but it is important to recognise that the approach the College
is developing will not in and of itself provide the engine for
increased innovation.
As will be discussed in more detail in subsequent chapters of
this report, it is a mistake to see innovation as a mere corollary of
evidence-based policing. This is because the defining question for
evidence-based policing is ‘what works?’, whereas for innovation
it is ‘what’s possible?’. As such, the infrastructure for supporting
and propagating new ideas (the focus of innovation policy),
and for systematically testing these (the focus of evidence-based
evaluation) are different. This is clarified by the working definition
of innovation set out in the textbox below.
So whilst there are these very significant changes to the
institutional landscape of policing, it is notable that there is
no explicit strategy for police innovation. The College for
example, states on its website that it will: “Understand needs
in policing; Identify ‘what works’ in policing; Share knowledge
and enable its use; Develop, maintain and test standards; and
Enable professional development.” Meanwhile, PCCs are focused
primarily upon local areas and needs. The danger is that between
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these two positions, without specific interventions, innovation
falls somewhere in between them and there is therefore a clear
danger that police innovation will be hampered at a time when
it is badly needed.
ǁŽƌŬŝŶŐĚĞĮŶŝƟŽŶŽĨŝŶŶŽǀĂƟŽŶ
&ŽƌƚŚĞƉƵƌƉŽƐĞƐŽĨƚŚŝƐƌĞƉŽƌƚ͕ŝŶŶŽǀĂƟŽŶŝƐĚĞĮŶĞĚĂƐƉŽƐƐĞƐƐŝŶŐ
ƚŚƌĞĞŬĞǇƋƵĂůŝƟĞƐ͗
z	
   ‘Change’ʹŝŶǀŽůǀŝŶŐƐŽŵĞĂůƚĞƌĂƟŽŶƚŽŵĞƚŚŽĚƐ͕ĚĞůŝǀĞƌǇŽƌ
ŽƵƚĐŽŵĞƐ͖
z	
   ‘Original’ʹƉŽƐƐĞƐƐŝŶŐƐŽŵĞĞůĞŵĞŶƚŽĨ͚ŶĞǁŶĞƐƐ͛ŝŶƚĞƌŵƐŽĨ
ƚŚĞĐŚĂŶŐĞŝŶƚƌŽĚƵĐĞĚ͖
z	
   ‘Programmed’ʹďĞŝŶŐƉƵƌƉŽƐĞĨƵůǁŝƚŚĂĚĞĮŶĞĚŽďũĞĐƟǀĞ͘
/ŶƚŚŝƐƌĞƐƉĞĐƚ͕ŝŶŶŽǀĂƟŽŶŝƐĚŝīĞƌĞŶƟĂƚĞĚĨƌŽŵ͕ĂŶĚƉŽƐŝƟŽŶĞĚ
ƐŽŵĞǁŚĞƌĞ ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ͕ ƚŚĞ ƌĞůĂƚĞĚ ŶŽƟŽŶƐ ŽĨ ĂĚĂƉƚĂƟŽŶ͕ ƌĞĨŽƌŵ
ĂŶĚƌĞĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƟŽŶ͘ZĞĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƟŽŶŝŶǀŽůǀĞƐĂŵŽƌĞǁŚŽůĞƐĂůĞĂŶĚ
ĨĂƌͲƌĞĂĐŚŝŶŐĐŚĂŶŐĞƚŚĂŶŝƐŝŵƉůŝĞĚďǇĂŶŝŶŶŽǀĂƟŽŶ͘ŶŝŶŶŽǀĂƟŽŶ
ŝƐ ŵŽƌĞ ƐƉĞĐŝĮĐ ĂŶĚ ĚĞĮŶĞĚ ŝŶ ƚĞƌŵƐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ƐĐĂůĞ ŽĨ ĐŚĂŶŐĞ ŝƚ
ŝŶĚƵĐĞƐ͘>ŝŬĞǁŝƐĞ͕ŝŶŶŽǀĂƟŽŶŝƐĚŝƐƟŶĐƚĨƌŽŵ͚ƌĞĨŽƌŵ͛ŝŶĂƐŵƵĐŚĂƐŝƚ
ƐƵŐŐĞƐƚƐŐƌĞĂƚĞƌŶĞǁŶĞƐƐĂŶĚŽƌŝŐŝŶĂůŝƚǇƚŽƚŚĞĐŚĂŶŐĞƚŚĂƚŝƐďĞŝŶŐ
ŝŶƚƌŽĚƵĐĞĚ͘ZĞĨŽƌŵĐĂŶŚĂƉƉĞŶďǇŝŶƚƌŽĚƵĐŝŶŐĂŶŝŶŶŽǀĂƟŽŶĨƌŽŵ
ĞůƐĞǁŚĞƌĞ͕ďƵƚŝƚŝƐƚŚĞŶŶŽůŽŶŐĞƌŐĞŶƵŝŶĞůǇŝŶŶŽǀĂƟǀĞ͘dŽĐůĂƌŝĨǇ͕
ƚŚĞƉƵƌƉŽƐĞŽĨŝŶŶŽǀĂƟŽŶŝƐƚŽŐĞŶĞƌĂƚĞƌĞĨŽƌŵ͕ďƵƚŶŽƚĂůůƌĞĨŽƌŵƐ
ĚĞƉĞŶĚ ƵƉŽŶ ŝŶŶŽǀĂƟŽŶ͘ dŽ ŝŶŶŽǀĂƚĞ ŝƐ ĂůƐŽ ƌĂƚŚĞƌ ĚŝīĞƌĞŶƚ ƚŽ
ƚŚĞ ŵŽƌĞ ƉĂƐƐŝǀĞ ŶŽƟŽŶ ŽĨ ͚ĂĚĂƉƚĂƟŽŶ͛͘ WŽůŝĐŝŶŐ ŽƌŐĂŶŝƐĂƟŽŶƐ
ĐŽŶƟŶƵĂůůǇĂĚĂƉƚĂŶĚĐŚĂŶŐĞĂƐƚŚĞǇƌĞƐƉŽŶĚƚŽĐŚĂŶŐĞƐŝŶƚŚĞ
ƉƌĞǀĂŝůŝŶŐ ƐŽĐŝĂů͕ ƉŽůŝƟĐĂů͕ ĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐ ĂŶĚ ĐƵůƚƵƌĂů ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚ͘
Ƶƚ ƚŚĞǇ ĂůƐŽ ŝŶŶŽǀĂƚĞ ǁŚĞŶ ƚŚĞǇ ĂƌĞ ĨĂƌ ŵŽƌĞ ƉƵƌƉŽƐĞĨƵů ĂŶĚ
ĚĞůŝďĞƌĂƟǀĞŝŶƐĞĞŬŝŶŐƚŽĞŶŐŝŶĞĞƌĂĐŚĂŶŐĞŝŶĂƉĂƌƟĐƵůĂƌĂƐƉĞĐƚ
ŽĨŚŽǁƚŚĞǇƉĞƌĨŽƌŵ͘
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In writing this pamphlet it is our contention that UK policing
can and should act as a crucible for innovations in police practice
and policy, and more can be done to encourage this. The nature
of the emergent financial and social challenges that British society
faces over the next decade mean the police service needs a stepchange in its approach. For example, David
Weisburd and Anthony Braga’s case studies of
h<ƉŽůŝĐŝŶŐĐĂŶĂŶĚ
innovation in American policing show how
ƐŚŽƵůĚĂĐƚĂƐĂĐƌƵĐŝďůĞĨŽƌ
getting an innovative idea to alter practice,
with a degree of permanence, ‘at scale’, is more ŝŶŶŽǀĂƟŽŶƐŝŶƉŽůŝĐĞƉƌĂĐƟĐĞ
complex than it might first appear.3 It is also ĂŶĚƉŽůŝĐǇ͕ĂŶĚŵŽƌĞĐĂŶďĞ
notable that Weisburd and Braga’s book focuses ĚŽŶĞƚŽĞŶĐŽƵƌĂŐĞƚŚŝƐ
exclusively upon ‘grand’ strategic visions of
policing. It leaves untapped the potential gains that could be
accrued from innovating in other areas, such as the out-sourcing
of back-office functions, thinking about ‘the police estate’, or the
implications of applying new technologies.
Arguing for more innovation does not mean that there have
not been some important and significant innovations in policing
recently – there plainly have. But our point is that the police
institution has not got a systematic and strategic approach to
innovation. For example, whilst the College of Policing has a clear
commitment to establish ‘what works’, there is no unit with an
express remit to encourage innovation in policing by coherently
challenging established practice, or looking across other public
services and industries to identify what new ideas, technologies
or practices are being developed that might be adapted by the
police.
So the purpose of this pamphlet is to stimulate a public
conversation about the value of innovation in policing and
ϯtĞŝƐďƵƌĚ͕͘ĂŶĚ͘ƌĂŐĂ
what needs to happen for it to be main-streamed into the ways ;ϮϬϬϲͿWŽůŝĐĞ/ŶŶŽǀĂƟŽŶ͗
that policing reforms and develops itself in the future. Our ŽŶƚƌĂƐƟŶŐWĞƌƐƉĞĐƟǀĞƐ͘
ĂŵďƌŝĚŐĞ͗ĂŵďƌŝĚŐĞ
analysis suggests the step-change that is required depends upon: a hŶŝǀĞƌƐŝƚǇWƌĞƐƐ͘

“

”
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deliberate and defined innovation strategy; inter-disciplinary, crosssector units charged with developing innovations; and the shift to
an ‘R&D’ culture within policing.

Ϯ͚͘ŶŐŝŶĞƐ͛ĨŽƌĂŶĚ/ŶŚŝďŝƚŽƌƐŽĨ
WŽůŝĐĞ/ŶŶŽǀĂƟŽŶ

This chapter examines the necessary and sufficient conditions
for successful police innovation and identifies the ‘lessons’ to be
learned from recent attempts in this area. It starts by defining the
key ‘engines for innovation’ that generate creative problem-solving.
This is followed by an examination of what inhibits such processes.

ŶŐŝŶĞƐĨŽƌŝŶŶŽǀĂƟŽŶ
The evidence about fostering innovation, from both within and
outside of policing, makes clear that there are several key ingredients
that either support and enable greater organisational innovativeness,
or ‘kill’ it.
͚^ŬƵŶŬǁŽƌŬƐ͛ʹ>ĞĂƌŶŝŶŐĨƌŽŵ>ŽĐŬŚĞĞĚͲDĂƌƟŶ
ƌŐƵĂďůǇƚŚĞŵŽƐƚĨĂŵŽƵƐĞǆĂŵƉůĞŽĨƚƌĂŶƐĨŽƌŵĂƚŝǀĞŝŶŶŽǀĂƚŝŽŶ
ŝƐ>ŽĐŬŚĞĞĚͲDĂƌƚŝŶ͛Ɛ͚^ŬƵŶŬǁŽƌŬƐ͛͘dŚŝƐǁĂƐƚŚĞŽĨĨŝĐŝĂůĂůŝĂƐĨŽƌ
ƚŚĞŝƌ͚ĚǀĂŶĐĞĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚWƌŽŐƌĂŵƐ͛ƵŶŝƚƚŚĂƚŝŶƚŚĞϭϵϰϬƐ
ǁĂƐ ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďůĞ ĨŽƌ ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ ĨŝƌƐƚ ũĞƚ ĨŝŐŚƚĞƌ ĂŝƌƉůĂŶĞƐ
ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞ h^ ƌŵǇ ŝƌ &ŽƌĐĞ͘ ^ŝŶĐĞ ƚŚŝƐ ƟŵĞ ƚŚĞ ƵŶŝƚ ŚĂƐ ďĞĞŶ
ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďůĞĨŽƌĂŶƵŵďĞƌŽĨŐƌŽƵŶĚͲďƌĞĂŬŝŶŐĂŝƌĐƌĂŌĚĞƐŝŐŶƐƐƵĐŚ
ĂƐƚŚĞhͲϮƐƉǇͲƉůĂŶĞ͘dŚĞƐŬƵŶŬǁŽƌŬƐƌĞƉƵƚĂƟŽŶŚĂƐďĞĞŶďƵŝůƚ
ƵƉŽŶƌĂƉŝĚƚƵƌŶĂƌŽƵŶĚƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐƚŚĂƚƌĞƐŽůǀĞĚŝĸĐƵůƚĐŚĂůůĞŶŐĞƐ
ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ ƚŚĞ ŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ƵŶĐŽŶǀĞŶƚŝŽŶĂů ƐŽůƵƚŝŽŶƐ͘ /ƚ
ŽƌŝŐŝŶĂůůǇŐŽƚŝƚ͛ƐŶĂŵĞĨƌŽŵďĞŝŶŐƐŝƚĞĚŝŶĂŶĂƌĞĂĂǁĂǇĨƌŽŵƚŚĞ
ŵĂŝŶĨĂĐƚŽƌǇƐŝƚĞ͕ƚŚĂƚǁĂƐƉŽůůƵƚĞĚďǇƐƚƌŽŶŐŝŶĚƵƐƚƌŝĂůŽĚŽƵƌƐ͘
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,ŽǁĞǀĞƌ͕ ƚŚĞ ƐŬƵŶŬǁŽƌŬƐ ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚ ĂůƐŽ ƐƵŝƚĞĚ Ă ƉĂƌƟĐƵůĂƌ ǁĂǇ
ŽĨ ǁŽƌŬŝŶŐ ƚŚĂƚ ƉƌŝŽƌŝƟƐĞĚ ŽƵƚĐŽŵĞ ŽǀĞƌ ƉƌŽĐĞĚƵƌĞ͘ ůƚŚŽƵŐŚ
ƐŽƉŚŝƐƟĐĂƚĞĚŝŶŝƚƐŽƌŝĞŶƚĂƟŽŶ͕ƌĂƚŚĞƌƚŚĂŶďĞŝŶŐŚŝŐŚůǇƚŚĞŽƌĞƟĐĂůůǇ
ĚƌŝǀĞŶ͕ŝƚǁĂƐĂďŽƵƚĂŶĞƐƐĞŶƟĂůůǇ͚ŐƌŽƵŶĚĞĚ͛ĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚ͕ĂŶĚ͚ŐĞƫŶŐ
ĚŽǁŶĂŶĚĚŝƌƚǇ͛ƚŽŐƌĂƉƉůĞǁŝƚŚƚŚĞƉƌĂĐƟĐĂůŝƟĞƐŽĨĂƉĂƌƟĐƵůĂƌ
ƉƌŽďůĞŵ͘

Skunkworks shows that an effective strategy for encouraging
innovation depends upon getting both organisational structures
and organisational culture right. Lockheed-Martin took the decision
that, to solve problems differently, they needed to ‘cut through’
their standard operating procedures. This involved placing the team
responsible outside of the company’s usual processes and working
practices, which was aided by establishing a degree of physical
separation as well.
The emphasis upon culture is especially important. It is well
documented that police occupational culture is quite conservative
(with a small ‘c’), but there are specific stimuli that can ‘puncture’
this resistance to change and create a ‘space’ where innovative
ideas and practices are brought forward. Looking across some
of the principal changes that have occurred in policing in
recent decades it is possible to detect several major engines for
innovation:
z
z
z
z
z

Scandal and crisis;
Policy initiatives;
Practice entrepreneurship;
Technologically enabled;
Co-production.

We will briefly discuss each of these in turn.

͚ŶŐŝŶĞƐ͛ĨŽƌĂŶĚ/ŶŚŝďŝƚŽƌƐŽĨWŽůŝĐĞ/ŶŶŽǀĂƟŽŶͮϮϭ

^ĐĂŶĚĂůĂŶĚĐƌŝƐŝƐ
Quite possibly the key driver of reform and innovation in policing
has been crisis and scandal. High profile visible failures have been a
potent trigger for inducing change. For example, Savage (2007:12)
concludes that: “Put simply, ‘things going wrong’ are forces for
change and reform in policing.”4
Police history possesses a distinct pattern wherein some of
the most dramatic changes in police practice were preceded by
mistakes, errors and misdemeanours. Cases such as the racist
murder of Stephen Lawrence and the failings of the police
investigation stimulated innovations in respect of Family Liaison
Officers, as well as Independent Advisory Groups. This response
to crisis as a cause of innovative thinking is also identified more
generally by Professor Lawrence Sherman,
“Scandal is a mighty weapon…It can tarnish the reputation of an entire
profession… . But it can also be an agent of change.”5
This tendency to ‘reform by crisis’ reflects how, as an inherently
conservative institution, policing periodically struggles to adjust to
changes in the prevailing social and cultural norms. Scandals and
crises often arise when the standards of policing are demonstrably
out-of-kilter with society at large.

WŽůŝĐǇŝŶŝƟĂƟǀĞƐ;ĂŬĂƚŚĞ͚ƚƌŝĐŬůĞĚŽǁŶ͛ŵŽĚĞůͿ
Policy-based innovation is a ‘top-down’ approach to change, often
led by politicians and/or senior police leaders. A comprehensive
account of the key policy initiatives in UK policing over the past
three decades is provided by Steve Savage (2007) in his book
on police reform. It emphasises how policy-based innovations
frequently induce secondary innovations in behaviour and practice.
A pertinent example being how officers ‘gamed’ police performance
indicators around priority crimes, with officers focusing upon the

ϰ^ĂǀĂŐĞ͕^͘;ϮϬϬϳͿWŽůŝĐĞ
ZĞĨŽƌŵ͘KǆĨŽƌĚ͗KǆĨŽƌĚ
hŶŝǀĞƌƐŝƚǇWƌĞƐƐ͘
ϱ^ŚĞƌŵĂŶ͕>͘;ϭϵϳϴͿ^ĐĂŶĚĂů
ĂŶĚZĞĨŽƌŵ͗ŽŶƚƌŽůůŝŶŐ
WŽůŝĐĞŽƌƌƵƉƟŽŶ͘ĞƌŬĞůĞǇ͕
Ă͗͘hŶŝǀĞƌƐŝƚǇŽĨĂůŝĨŽƌŶŝĂ
WƌĞƐƐ͕Ɖ͘ǆǀ͘
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easier-to-solve crimes in order to keep their ‘sanctioned detection
rates’ up, rather than concentrating their efforts upon the cases
involving most harm to victims.
Perhaps the best example of a contemporary policy innovation
in policing is the election of Police and Crime Commissioners.
It is a measure that involves deliberate change and is original in
its orientation, despite the claim that it has been imported from
the United States. It is also a reform which is intended to foster
secondary innovations.

WƌĂĐƟĐĞĞŶƚƌĞƉƌĞŶĞƵƌƐŚŝƉ
Policy innovations are often visible and high profile. But in terms
of overall influence upon producing changes in policing, they are
matched by a more ‘bottom-up’ form of ‘practice entrepreneurship’.
This refers to how police at ground level, can often derive original
solutions to specific and situated problems which then go on to
acquire greater traction. Practice entrepreneurship based innovation
involves highly localised attempts to resolve a particular situation,
being transferred and diffused more widely. It is the inverse of the
policy initiative. As implied by the name, the defining quality of
practice entrepreneurship is it is practically oriented, rather than
being derived from abstract concepts and theories.
dĞĐŚŶŽůŽŐŝĐĂůůǇĚƌŝǀĞŶ
Technology has become an increasingly important driver for
change in policing. Across recent police history, the introduction of
technologies such as the personal radio and patrol car are credited
with having induced significant and wide-ranging alterations to
the delivery of police services to the public. These are important
examples because they also had several unintended consequences.
For whilst they allowed a more flexible and responsive style of
policing, they also increased the ‘distance’ between the police
and ‘the policed’ – negative consequences that have only recently
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been counteracted by the roll-out of Neighbourhood Policing. The
overarching lesson about technology as an engine for innovation in
policing then is that it has complex effects upon the wider policing
system, often a mix of positive and negative.
A second concern with the role of technology in policing is the
extent to which its potential benefits are not being realised. Forty
years ago police technologies provided front-line officers with a
real competitive advantage compared with the criminals that they
were opposed to. This is often no longer the case.
ĂƐĞƐƚƵĚǇ͗dŚĞ,K>D^ƐǇƐƚĞŵĨŽƌŵƵƌĚĞƌŝŶǀĞƐƟŐĂƟŽŶƐ
DƵĐŚ ƉŽůŝĐĞ ƚĞĐŚŶŽůŽŐǇ ŝƐ ĚĂƚĞĚ͕ ĐƵŵďĞƌƐŽŵĞ ĂŶĚ ůĂĐŬŝŶŐ ŝŶ
ĨƵŶĐƟŽŶĂůŝƚǇ ĐŽŵƉĂƌĞĚ ǁŝƚŚ ĚĞǀŝĐĞƐ ĂǀĂŝůĂďůĞ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌ
ŵĂƌŬĞƚ͘  ĐĂƐĞ ŝŶ ƉŽŝŶƚ ŝƐ ƚŚĞ ,ŽŵĞ KĸĐĞ >ĂƌŐĞ DĂũŽƌ ŶƋƵŝƌǇ
^ǇƐƚĞŵ;,K>D^Ϳ͘,K>D^ǁĂƐŽƌŝŐŝŶĂůůǇĚĞǀĞůŽƉĞĚĂŶĚŝŶƚƌŽĚƵĐĞĚ
ŝŶƚŚĞǁĂŬĞŽĨƚŚĞĨĂŝůƵƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƟĮĞĚďǇ>ŽƌĚǇĨŽƌĚǁŝƚŚƚŚĞƉŽůŝĐĞ
ŝŶǀĞƐƟŐĂƟŽŶŽĨƚŚĞŵƵƌĚĞƌƐĐŽŵŵŝƩĞĚďǇWĞƚĞƌ^ƵƚĐůŝīĞ͕ƚŚĞzŽƌŬƐŚŝƌĞ
ZŝƉƉĞƌ͘ /Ŷ ĞīĞĐƚ͕ ŝƚ ŝƐ Ă ƐĞƚ ŽĨ ůŝŶŬĞĚ ĚĂƚĂďĂƐĞƐ ƚŚĂƚ ĨĂĐŝůŝƚĂƚĞ ͚ƚŚĞ
ŝŶǀĞƐƟŐĂƟŽŶŵĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ͛;ƚĂƐŬŝŶŐĚĞƚĞĐƟǀĞƐǁŝƚŚůŝŶĞƐŽĨĞŶƋƵŝƌǇ
ĂŶĚ ĐŽͲŽƌĚŝŶĂƟŶŐ ƚŚĞŝƌ ĂĐƟǀŝƟĞƐͿ ĂŶĚ ͚ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƟŽŶ ŵĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ͛
;ƐƚŽƌŝŶŐĂŶĚƉƌŽĐĞƐƐŝŶŐƚŚĞƌĞƐƵůƚƐŽĨƚŚĞƐĞƚĂƐŬŝŶŐƐͿĨƵŶĐƟŽŶƐŽĨ
ůĂƌŐĞƉŽůŝĐĞĐƌŝŵĞŝŶǀĞƐƟŐĂƟŽŶƐ͘tŚŝůƐƚƵƉͲĚĂƚĞƐĂŶĚŝŵƉƌŽǀĞŵĞŶƚƐ
ŚĂǀĞďĞĞŶŝŶƚƌŽĚƵĐĞĚƚŽƚŚĞďĂƐŝĐƐǇƐƚĞŵ͕ŝƚŝƐƐŽŵĞǁĂǇďĞŚŝŶĚƚŚĞ
ƐƚĂƚĞͲŽĨͲƚŚĞͲĂƌƚ͘/ŶĚĞĞĚ͕ŝƚŝƐǀŝĞǁĞĚĂƐƐŽĐƵŵďĞƌƐŽŵĞĂŶĚƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞ
ŝŶƚĞŶƐŝǀĞ;ĂŶĚŚĞŶĐĞĐŽƐƚůǇͿƚŽŽƉĞƌĂƚĞƚŚĂƚŵĂŶǇŵƵƌĚĞƌƐƋƵĂĚƐƚƌǇ
ƚŽĂǀŽŝĚƵƐŝŶŐŝƚĨŽƌƚŚĞŝƌŝŶǀĞƐƟŐĂƟŽŶƐŝĨƚŚĞǇĐĂŶ͘

Of course, not all innovative police technologies fit this profile.
Some do work well and produce significant benefits. But the point
is not all do, and police need to develop a better strategy for
identifying useful technological developments, implementing them
and managing their consequences.

ϮϰͮZĞďŽŽƟŶŐƚŚĞW

͚^ĂƚEĂǀ͛ƉŽůŝĐŝŶŐ
^ŽƵƚŚtĂůĞƐWŽůŝĐĞŚĂǀĞďĞĞŶƵƐŝŶŐƚŚĞ͚/Zϯ͛ƐǇƐƚĞŵƚŽŝŵƉƌŽǀĞ
ƚŚĞŝƌĐŽŵŵĂŶĚĂŶĚĐŽŶƚƌŽůƐƚƌĂƚĞŐǇ͕ĂŶĚĚĞƉůŽǇŵĞŶƚĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶƐ͘/Zϯ
ǁŽƌŬƐďǇ͚ŐĞŽͲƚĂŐŐŝŶŐ͛ŽĸĐĞƌƐĂŶĚĐĂƌƐƐŽƚŚĂƚǇŽƵĐĂŶƐĞĞǁŚĞƌĞ
ƚŚĞǇĂƌĞŽŶĂŵĂƉ͕ĂŶĚƚŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞĚǇŶĂŵŝĐĂůůǇƚĂƐŬƚŚĞŵŝŶƌĞůĂƟŽŶ
ƚŽĚŝīĞƌĞŶƚŬŝŶĚƐŽĨƉƌŽďůĞŵƐĂŶĚŝƐƐƵĞƐ͘dŚƌŽƵŐŚŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƟŶŐ
ƚŚŝƐ ƚĞĐŚŶŽůŽŐǇ ^ŽƵƚŚ tĂůĞƐ ƉĞƌĐĞŝǀĞ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞǇ ĂƌĞ ĂĐĐƌƵŝŶŐ Ă
ƌĂŶŐĞŽĨďĞŶĞĮƚƐ͕ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐ͗ĂĐĂƉĂĐŝƚǇĨŽƌƐĞŶŝŽƌŽĸĐĞƌƐƚŽŬŶŽǁ
ǁŚĞƌĞĂůůƚŚĞŝƌĨƌŽŶƚͲůŝŶĞĂƐƐĞƚƐĂƌĞŽŶĂ͚ƌĞĂůͲƟŵĞ͛ďĂƐŝƐ͖ĂŶĂďŝůŝƚǇ
ƚŽ ĚŝƌĞĐƚ ŽĸĐĞƌƐ ƚŽ ƐĞƚ ͚ǁĂǇŵĂƌŬĞƌƐ͛ Ăƚ ƐƚƌĂƚĞŐŝĐĂůůǇ ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚ
ůŽĐĂƟŽŶƐƐƵĐŚĂƐĐƌŝŵĞŚŽƚƐƉŽƚƐ͖ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞĚƚƌĂŶƐƉĂƌĞŶĐǇŝŶƚĞƌŵƐ
ŽĨǁŚĞŶ͕ǁŚĞƌĞĂŶĚĨŽƌŚŽǁůŽŶŐŽĸĐĞƌƐĂƌĞǀŝƐŝďŝůŝƚǇƉĂƚƌŽůůŝŶŐ͖
ĂŶĚ͕ ǁŚĞŶ ƚŚĞƌĞ ĂƌĞ ĐŽŵƉůĂŝŶƚƐ ĨƌŽŵ ƚŚĞ ƉƵďůŝĐ͕ ďĞŝŶŐ ĂďůĞ ƚŽ
ĐŚĞĐŬǁŚĞƌĞŽĸĐĞƌƐĂĐƚƵĂůůǇǁĞƌĞ͘^ƚĞĞƌŝŶŐĂŶĚĚŝƌĞĐƟŶŐƉŽůŝĐĞ
ĂƐƐĞƚƐ ŽŶͲƚŚĞͲŐƌŽƵŶĚ͕ ĂŶĚ ůĂǇĞƌŝŶŐ Ă ƌĂŶŐĞ ŽĨ ŐĞŽͲĐŽĚĞĚ ĚĂƚĂ
ŝŶƚŽƚŚĞƐǇƐƚĞŵ͕ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞƐĂŐŽŽĚĞǆĂŵƉůĞŽĨŚŽǁŚĂƌŶĞƐƐŝŶŐŶĞǁ
ƚĞĐŚŶŽůŽŐŝĞƐĐĂŶĨĂĐŝůŝƚĂƚĞƐŵĂƌƚĞƌƉŽůŝĐŝŶŐ͕ĂŶĚƚŽƚĂƌŐĞƚƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞƐ
ƚŽǁŚĞƌĞƚŚĞǇĂƌĞŵŽƐƚŶĞĞĚĞĚĂƚƚŚĞƉŽŝŶƚŝŶƟŵĞǁŚĞŶƚŚĞǇĂƌĞ
ŵŽƐƚŝŵƉĂĐƟǀĞĨŽƌƚŚĞƉƵďůŝĐ͘

ϲĂǇůĞǇ͕͘;ϮϬϬϴͿ͚WŽůŝĐĞ
ƌĞĨŽƌŵ͗ǁŚŽĚŽŶĞŝƚ͍͕͛
WŽůŝĐŝŶŐĂŶĚ^ŽĐŝĞƚǇϭϴͬϭ͗
ϳʹϭϳ͘

ŽͲƉƌŽĚƵĐƟŽŶ
The final engine of innovation is based upon co-production. It
involves police and non-police partners in co-defining, co-designing
and co-delivering new ways of doing things. This could include
other public services, the private sector or academia. Reflecting
upon some of the ‘big’ new ideas in American policing, David
Bayley (2008) posits that most of these have involved inputs from
outsiders, rather than coming solely from within the police. 6 He
identifies three essential ingredients to American police innovation:
the harnessing of science and robust empirical evaluations; a focus
on studying police behaviour, rather than legal frameworks and rules;
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and the involvement of outsiders to construct a view of what needs
to change, rather than relying upon internal police perspectives.
Crucially for Bayley, senior police are enablers of innovation, but
rarely the source of the new ideas, practices or technologies.

͚/ŶŚŝďŝƚŽƌƐ͛ŽĨŝŶŶŽǀĂƟŽŶ
The above are some of the conditions needed for generating
innovations, but it is equally important to identify those factors
inhibiting their development, diffusion and implementation. We
have already highlighted one such inhibitor – the conservatism of
police culture – but there are others.
In identifying inhibitors it is important to
'ŝǀĞŶƚŚĞŶĂƚƵƌĞŽĨƚŚĞ
clarify precisely what is of concern. Given
ƉŽůŝĐĞĨƵŶĐƟŽŶ͕ƚŚĞƌĞĂƌĞ
the nature of the police function, there are
appropriate and justifiable constraints upon the ĂƉƉƌŽƉƌŝĂƚĞĂŶĚũƵƐƟĮĂďůĞ
appetite for innovation. Innovation involves ĐŽŶƐƚƌĂŝŶƚƐƵƉŽŶƚŚĞĂƉƉĞƟƚĞ
risk. But policing often deals with problems ĨŽƌŝŶŶŽǀĂƟŽŶ͘/ŶŶŽǀĂƟŽŶ
and issues possessing a potential for serious ŝŶǀŽůǀĞƐƌŝƐŬ
harm to a victim, and as such police display
an understandable risk aversion. This does not mean innovations
cannot or should not be introduced in relation to such sensitive,
complex and challenging areas of police work. Merely, that there
are legitimate ‘dampeners’ upon the willingness to trial new
approaches. In other words, not all areas of police work are equally
suited to innovating.
Attending to the role of inhibitors engages a rather different set
of issues though. Most obviously, there has to be a ‘need’ for doing
things differently. In policing this often derives from crisis or failure,
but can also arise out of industry innovation that creates a belief that
reform is both possible and desirable. But it remains the case that
there are many good ideas that do not go to scale – why is this? Wes
Skogan (2008) identifies several causes: resistance from middle and
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senior management; resistance from front-line supervisors and rank
and file officers; resistance by specialist units and police ‘unions’;
competing demands and expectations; inability to ‘measure what
matters’; failure of interagency cooperation; public unresponsiveness;
misconduct diverting pubic and leadership attention; reform failing
to survive leadership transition.7 This is a list that can be condensed
into three key inhibitors: police occupational culture; the politics of
diffusion; and lack of robust evaluation and evidence.

ϳ^ŬŽŐĂŶ͕t͘;ϮϬϬϴͿ͚tŚǇ
ƌĞĨŽƌŵƐĨĂŝů͕͛WŽůŝĐŝŶŐĂŶĚ
^ŽĐŝĞƚǇ͕ϭϴͬϭ͗Ϯϯʹϯϰ͘
ϴZĞŝŶĞƌ͕Z͘;ϮϬϭϬͿdŚĞWŽůŝƟĐƐ
ŽĨƚŚĞWŽůŝĐĞ;ϱƚŚĞĚŶ͘Ϳ͘
KǆĨŽƌĚ͗KǆĨŽƌĚhŶŝǀĞƌƐŝƚǇ
WƌĞƐƐ͘
ϵ^ĞĞĨŽƌĞǆĂŵƉůĞ͕>ŽŌƵƐ͕
͘;ϮϬϬϵͿWŽůŝĐĞƵůƚƵƌĞŝŶ
ĂŚĂŶŐŝŶŐtŽƌůĚ͘KǆĨŽƌĚ͗
ůĂƌĞŶĚŽŶWƌĞƐƐ͘

WŽůŝĐĞŽĐĐƵƉĂƟŽŶĂůĐƵůƚƵƌĞ
The lack of a culture of innovation or innovation strategy for
policing is principally attributable to some of the fundamental
tenets of the police institution. As Robert Reiner (2010), an incisive
commentator on policing, has noted, being charged with the
preservation and protection of the social order, the police service
tends towards a form of conservatism.8 This disposition has been
repeatedly documented across a number of domains and results in
a general risk aversion. Given that getting things wrong in policing
often has fateful consequences in terms of doing harm to vulnerable
people, there is an established preference for relying on ‘tried and
tested’ interventions and practices.
The risk aversion of the police organisation is reinforced by some
of the key values and norms of the police occupational culture.
Research on ‘cop culture’ has noted it induces a general resistance
to change and a scepticism that anyone but those with their ‘feet
on the street’ can really comprehend what is required to deliver
effective policing.9 This is despite the previously noted evidence that
many of the most important innovations in modern policing have
involved an ‘outside-to-inside’ model of co-production.
dŚĞƉŽůŝƟĐƐŽĨĚŝīƵƐŝŽŶ
A different ‘brake’ upon innovation results from the tendency
towards ‘satisficing’. Police officers are highly practical and pragmatic

͚ŶŐŝŶĞƐ͛ĨŽƌĂŶĚ/ŶŚŝďŝƚŽƌƐŽĨWŽůŝĐĞ/ŶŶŽǀĂƟŽŶͮϮϳ

in their outlook. As a consequence, there is a tendency to accept
what is ‘good enough’ in their day-to-day work and a belief that ‘if
it ain’t broke don’t fix it’. However, in an age of austerity, relentlessly
challenging established practice to see if it can be improved needs to
be a key component of police professionalism.
A phrase often used by senior police when considering reform
and one that epitomises what is wrong with many police attempts
at innovation is “we’re not trying to build a Rolls Royce, we only
need a Mini.” This conveys that they do not want to invest more
than is necessary to get the task done. However, what actually
tends to happen is that a ‘patch’ gets applied to the problem they
are trying to solve, rather than thinking whether a lasting solution
could be constructed that is transferable to other similar situations.
The problem with ‘patching’ and arriving at inelegant solutions is
that they tend to put the burden on the people. Policing is a people
based business, and if an innovation isn’t easy to use, then it will
quickly be ignored, worked around or discarded.
A related issue in the politics of diffusion and scaling-up is what
British police refer to as ‘the not invented here syndrome’. This
refers to how, individual police forces, but also sometimes different
units within the same force, will resist taking on an innovation
primarily because it is not locally ‘grown’. It explains why the
participation of outsiders is so important to innovation – they
provide a way of cutting through local rivalries.

dĞƐƟŶŐĂŶĚǀĂůƵĂƟŽŶ
A final dampener on progress is the frequent failure to invest in
rigorous testing and evaluation of promising innovations. Robust
independent evaluation of measures with initial promise is often
little more than an after thought in policing. This is unfortunate in
that it can be critical in establishing whether the reform in question
has wider applicability, or whether it is an innovation that does not
‘travel’ in terms of only being suited to a limited setting. It is a
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mistake though to presume that good evidence in and of itself is
sufficient for an innovation being taken on by others.
The difficulties in getting innovations to ‘scale-up’ and ‘roll-out’
is compounded by a broader failure to establish a compelling story
of what needs to change and how the innovation in question will
accomplish this. On first glance this is perhaps a relatively ‘soft’ and
imprecise suggestion, but it is important. Police culture depends
upon stories. In telling stories to each other about challenging
cases and feats of bravery, officers are engaged in channelling
an understanding about what attributes and
acts are collectively valued. Providing a good
dŚĞƌĞĂƌĞŵƵůƟƉůĞ
narrative for a new innovation significantly
ĐŚĂůůĞŶŐĞƐƚŽďĞŽǀĞƌĐŽŵĞ͕
increases its chances of diffusion.
ŶŽƚůĞĂƐƚŝŶƚŚŝŶŬŝŶŐĂďŽƵƚ
Overall then, there are multiple challenges to
be overcome, not least in thinking about how the
ŚŽǁƚŚĞŽĐĐƵƉĂƟŽŶĂů
occupational culture of the police might inhibit
ĐƵůƚƵƌĞŽĨƚŚĞƉŽůŝĐĞŵŝŐŚƚ
creative and original thinking. But this should
ŝŶŚŝďŝƚĐƌĞĂƟǀĞĂŶĚŽƌŝŐŝŶĂů
not be a ‘counsel of despair’. For in their day-toƚŚŝŶŬŝŶŐ
day work police are problem-solvers. They are
‘street corner politicians’ finding ways to practically resolve conflicts
and tensions between citizens. If we could channel this same ethos
of problem-solving towards organisational design then that would
provide the basis for police culture supporting innovation, rather
than seemingly being opposed to it much of the time.

“
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DŽĚĞůůŝŶŐŝŶŶŽǀĂƟŽŶ
So, what is the process for getting a new concept, practice
or technology into action? Successful innovations in police
organisations tend to shift through three key phases of revolution,
evolution and involution.
Differentiating between these three key phases helps map out
the key elements of the innovation process. But what it does not
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do is clarify the substantive type of innovations that are important
for police reform. Based upon the review of the research literature
conducted in support of this report, we suggest there are three
principal forms of police innovation:
z Conceptual – a conceptual innovation changes how people think
about and perceive the world around them. Changing the terms
of debate by establishing new ideas and new ‘ways of seeing’ is
perhaps one of the most impactful ways of innovating, but also
the hardest to do;
z Social – social innovations effect change by re-ordering
organisational practices or processes in some fashion;
z Technological – is where a new technology affords new capacities
or capabilities, or significantly enhances existing ones in some
fashion. In effect, the technology is an enabler of new ways of
working.
In the next part of the report, we show how each of these
types of innovation is involved in transforming the delivery of
Neighbourhood Policing.

^ƵŵŵĂƌǇ
This chapter has identified the key engines and inhibitors of
innovation in policing. Original thinking and problem-solving can
and does happen in different ways across the policing landscape.
In terms of the future agenda, we see particular prospects in
relation to the ‘co-production’ of innovation. By partnering and
collaborating more systematically with the private sector and with
research-intensive universities, we believe there are opportunities to
accelerate and amplify how innovative ideas are brought forward.
The importance of these co-productive approaches to innovation
and the reasons why they have a greater chance of success, is that
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they can feed in fresh thinking, rigour and different perspectives
to challenge some of the established modes of thinking of people
embedded within the police service.
dŚƌĞĞŬĞǇƉŚĂƐĞƐŽĨƉŽůŝĐĞŝŶŶŽǀĂƟŽŶ
z	
   ZĞǀŽůƵƟŽŶ ʹ ƚŚĞ ĮƌƐƚ ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞŵĞŶƚŝƐƚŽĐůĂƌŝĨǇƚŚĞƐƉĂĐĞĨŽƌ
ĐŚĂŶŐĞĂŶĚƚŽĚĞĮŶĞŝƚ͘dŚŝƐŝƐĂďŽƵƚƚŚĞƉŽůŝƟĐƐŽĨƌĞĨŽƌŵĂŶĚ
ƉƌŽǀŝĚŝŶŐĂŶĂƌƌĂƟǀĞĨŽƌĐŚĂŶŐĞ͘/ŶĐŽŵƉůĞǆŽƌŐĂŶŝƐĂƟŽŶƐ͕ŝĨ
ĂŶĂůƚĞƌĂƟŽŶŝƐƚŽŐĂŝŶƚƌĂĐƟŽŶ͕ƚŚĞŶŝƚŝƐǀŝƚĂůƚŽďĞĐůĞĂƌĂďŽƵƚ
ǁŚĂƚ ŝƚ ŝƐ ƚŚĂƚ ŝƐ ƚŽ ĐŚĂŶŐĞ͘ Ƶƚ ƉƌĞĂĐŚŝŶŐ ƌĞǀŽůƵƟŽŶ ŝƐ ĂůƐŽ
ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚŝŶďĞŝŶŐĐůĞĂƌƚŚĂƚƚŚĞĐŚĂŶŐĞŝƐƚŽďĞƉĞƌŵĂŶĞŶƚ
ĂŶĚŶŽƚ͚ƵŶĚŽŶĞ͛͘/ĨŽĸĐĞƌƐŽŶͲƚŚĞͲŐƌŽƵŶĚĚĞƚĞĐƚĂŶǇƚƌĂĐĞƚŚĂƚ
ƚŚŝƐŝƐĂǁŚŝŵŽƌƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐƚŚĂƚǁŝůůŶŽƚůĂƐƚ͕ƚŚĞŶƚŚĞǇƐŝŵƉůǇ
ǁŝůůŶŽƚĨŽůůŽǁŝƚƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ͘
z	
   ǀŽůƵƚŝŽŶ ʹ Ăƚ ƚŚĞ ƐĂŵĞ ƚŝŵĞ ƚŚŽƵŐŚ͕ ƚŚĞ ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ ŽĨ
ŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚĂƟŽŶŝƐĂŝĚĞĚďǇĐŽŶŶĞĐƟŶŐĂŶǇŝŶŶŽǀĂƟŽŶǁŝƚŚĂŶ
ĞƐƚĂďůŝƐŚĞĚĚŝƌĞĐƟŽŶŽĨƚƌĂǀĞů͘dŚĞƌĞŝƐŐŽŽĚƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚĞǀŝĚĞŶĐĞ
ƚŚĂƚ ƌĞĨŽƌŵƐ ƚŚĂƚ ͚ŐŽ ĂŐĂŝŶƐƚ ƚŚĞ ŐƌĂŝŶ͛ ŽĨ ƉŽůŝĐĞ ĐƵůƚƵƌĞ
ĂƌĞŵŽƌĞůŝŬĞůǇƚŽƐƚƌƵŐŐůĞƚŚĂŶƚŚŽƐĞƚŚĂƚĐŽŶŶĞĐƚǁŝƚŚƚŚĞ
ďĂƐĞĚŝƐƉŽƐŝƟŽŶƐŽĨŽƉĞƌĂƟŽŶĂůĐŽƉƐ͘ƐƚĂďůŝƐŚŝŶŐĂƐĞŶƐĞŽĨ
ĞǀŽůƵƟŽŶǁŝƚŚŽƚŚĞƌŵŽƌĞĞƐƚĂďůŝƐŚĞĚƉƌĂĐƟĐĞƐŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞƐƚŚĞ
ůŝŬĞůŝŚŽŽĚƚŚĂƚĂŶŝŶŶŽǀĂƟŽŶǁŝůůďĞĂĐĐĞƉƚĞĚĂŶĚŐĂŝŶƚƌĂĐƟŽŶ͘
z	
   /ŶǀŽůƵƟŽŶʹůĞƐƐǁĞůůŬŶŽǁŶƚŚĂŶŝƚƐĐŽŶĐĞƉƚƵĂůĐŽƵƐŝŶƐ͕ƚŚĞ
ŝĚĞĂ ŽĨ ŝŶǀŽůƵƟŽŶ ƌĞĨĞƌƐ ƚŽ Ă ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ ŽĨ ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐŝŶŐ ŝŶƚĞƌŶĂů
ĚĞƚĂŝůĂŶĚĐŽŵƉůĞǆŝƚǇ͘dŚĞƌĞůĞǀĂŶĐĞŽĨƚŚŝƐƚŽƚŚŝŶŬŝŶŐĂďŽƵƚ
ƚŚĞ ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ ŽĨ ƉŽůŝĐĞ ŝŶŶŽǀĂƟŽŶ ŝƐ ƚŚĂƚ ŝƚ ĂĐŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞƐ ƚŚĞ
ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶĐĞŽĨĂůůŽǁŝŶŐĂŶǇŝŶŝƟĂƟǀĞƚŽďĞƚĂŝůŽƌĞĚƚŽůŽĐĂůŶĞĞĚƐ
ĂŶĚĐŝƌĐƵŵƐƚĂŶĐĞƐ͘dƌǇŝŶŐƚŽŵŝĐƌŽͲŵĂŶĂŐĞĂŶŝŶŶŽǀĂƟŽŶĂŶĚ
ĞŶƐƵƌĞŝƚŝƐŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚĞĚŝŶĞǆĂĐƚůǇƚŚĞƐĂŵĞĨŽƌŵŝŶĂůůĂƌĞĂƐ
ǁŝůůƌĞĚƵĐĞŝƚƐŽǀĞƌĂůůĞĸĐĂĐǇ͘^ƵĐĐĞƐƐĨƵůŝŶŶŽǀĂƟŽŶƌĞƋƵŝƌĞƐ
ĂĚĞŐƌĞĞŽĨ͚ďĞŶĚŝŶŐ͛ĂŶĚ͚ŵŽƵůĚŝŶŐ͛ƚŽůŽĐĂůĐŝƌĐƵŵƐƚĂŶĐĞƐ͕
ǁŚŝůƐƚŵĂŝŶƚĂŝŶŝŶŐĮĚĞůŝƚǇƚŽƚŚĞĞƐƐĞŶĐĞŽĨƚŚĞƌĞĨŽƌŵ͘

ϯ͘KƉƉŽƌƚƵŶŝƟĞƐĨŽƌ/ŶŶŽǀĂƟŽŶ͗
EĞŝŐŚďŽƵƌŚŽŽĚWŽůŝĐŝŶŐǀϮ͘Ϭ

Neighbourhood Policing (NP) is an example of how innovations
can go to scale and fundamentally change the delivery of
policing services to the public. In under five years, NP went from
a local experiment focusing on developing a more systematic
Community Policing methodology, to providing a national
platform for the delivery of local policing across England and
Wales.
Notwithstanding this success, the current state of NP also
evidences some of the problems with the current state of
innovation in the police that have been rehearsed above – in
particular, the lack of an ‘R&D’ culture to systematically underpin
and field test innovations. The result is that some of the basic
processes and systems originally introduced as part of NP have not
been adapted to take account of a changed economic context. There
is a consequent danger that a temptation arises to ‘ditch’ NP on
the grounds that it cannot be afforded, rather than thinking about
opportunities for its ‘smarter’ delivery.
In this chapter we identify several ways in which specific
innovations could be introduced into the standard operating
procedures of NP to enhance its contribution to neighbourhood
security and community well-being. The focus is upon:
1. Police visibility and police stations.
2. Using Neighbourhood Policing assets to tackle a wider range
of problems.
3. Developing community co-production of social control.
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These three opportunities for innovation also capture the
conceptual, social and technological modes of innovating identified
previously. The chapter starts by briefly describing NP’s key
processes. This is followed by an analysis of each of the opportunities
for innovation, together with the issues they address.

EĞŝŐŚďŽƵƌŚŽŽĚƉŽůŝĐŝŶŐ͗ƚŚĞƐƚŽƌǇŽĨĂƐƵĐĐĞƐƐĨƵůŝŶŶŽǀĂƟŽŶ

ϭϬ&ŽƌĞǆĂŵƉůĞ͕ƐĞĞ
,ĞƌďĞƌƚ͕^͘;ϮϬϬϲͿŝƟǌĞŶƐ͕
ŽƉƐĂŶĚWŽǁĞƌ͗ZĞĐŽŐŶŝƐŝŶŐ
ƚŚĞ>ŝŵŝƚƐŽĨŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ͘
ŚŝĐĂŐŽ͗hŶŝǀĞƌƐŝƚǇŽĨŚŝĐĂŐŽ
WƌĞƐƐ͘

Neighbourhood Policing is a variant of community policing. Its
key innovation compared with earlier versions of community
policing was to develop a more structured and systematic approach
to community engagement and delivering local policing services,
reflecting a significant body of research critiquing the community
policing tradition for its ‘loose’ conceptual and operational
formulation.10
Most of the key processes and systems associated with NP were
originally designed and tested as part of the National Reassurance
Policing Programme (NRPP). The NRPP was originally conceived
as a response to the identification of what was labelled ‘the
reassurance gap’. This gap reflected how, although recorded crime
had been falling since around 1995, research showed public
perceptions were not tracking these changes. Reflecting a long
held view within British policing (traceable back to Robert Peel’s
founding principles) that public perceptions and attitudes matter, it
was decided to launch a major programme to try and do something
about this issue. Importantly, in light of the analysis in the previous
chapter, this was a co-produced programme involving researchers
and police in direct collaboration.
The initial work in two wards in Surrey and South London,
involved a small team of researchers and police officers interviewing
residents about their experiences and perceptions of crime, disorder
and policing. This demonstrated that the issues animating the public
were not the police’s typical priorities. The research evidence was
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used to configure an alternative operational model, informed also
by elements of the Chicago Alternative Policing Strategy.
The results of the Surrey/Met pilot were sufficiently promising
that a decision was taken by the Association of Chief Police Officers
and the Home Office to launch a major programme across 16
wards in 8 police force areas. This included significant research
investment to design a structured and systematic approach to
delivering policing services, pivoting around three key principles:
z Visible, accessible, familiar and effective police presence;
z Regular and structured community engagement to identify
the signal crimes and disorders in the area that were changing
how local people, thought, felt and acted in relation to their
neighbourhood security;
z Seeking to co-produce solutions to publicly defined problems
with statutory partners and communities themselves.
The Home Office evaluation established that implementing this
approach reduced fear of crime and crime victimisation.11 Based
upon this evidence of impact, a decision was taken by the then
Labour government to roll-out Neighbourhood Policing to all areas
of England and Wales. This was achieved by 2008.
This is a success story, and there is good reason to believe that
NP has made an important contribution to ongoing reductions
in crime and increased public confidence in the police in recent
years. However, what has not been commented upon is that key
components of the model of NP rolled out nationally were less
disciplined, systematic and weaker than its quasi-experimental
forerunner, particularly in respect of community engagement
processes.
This reflects police ‘satisficing’. It also highlights the value of
co-production, as it introduces ways of doing things that would
not be naturally selected by police themselves (as we will discuss

ϭϭdƵĸŶ͕Z͕͘ĞƚĂů͘;ϮϬϬϲͿ
dŚĞEĂƟŽŶĂůZĞĂƐƐƵƌĂŶĐĞ
WŽůŝĐŝŶŐWƌŽŐƌĂŵŵĞ͗ƐŝǆƐŝƚĞ
ĞǀĂůƵĂƟŽŶ͘>ŽŶĚŽŶ͗,ŽŵĞ
KĸĐĞ͘
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in more detail later). But what it does mean is that not all the
benefits potentially accruable through the implementation of a
national system of Neighbourhood Policing have been realised. As
a consequence, there remain significant opportunities to innovate
within the broad framework provided by NP.

WŽůŝĐĞǀŝƐŝďŝůŝƚǇĂŶĚƉŽůŝĐĞƐƚĂƟŽŶƐ
Reassurance Policing demonstrated conclusively that police visibility
matters to the public. The research provided robust evidence that
public confidence in the police is strongly influenced by levels of
uniformed police presence. Informed by this evidence, the NRPP
research team advocated as early as 2003 that, except in exceptional
circumstances, all forces should move to a policy of single officer
patrols – albeit it seems to have taken several years for this to be
picked up. Given that the evidence for the importance of police
visibility is so strong, it is perhaps surprising that similar logics have
not been applied more widely.
For example, around the country there has been uproar whenever
Chief Constables or PCCs suggest they might want to close some
police stations, because: many are not visited very much by the
public (most crime is reported by phone); many stations are now
getting old and increasingly expensive to maintain; and that they
are often located in the wrong places, away from key population
centres. Local people, however, tend to remain unswayed by these
kinds of arguments. For them, the suggestion that their local police
station might be closed is interpreted as a signal they will receive
less policing.
In the current financial climate, it is clear that Police and Crime
Commissioners will not be able to duck these issues. PCCs will
be concerned with making the police more user-friendly, whilst
balancing the books. Managing the police estate in a ‘smarter’
fashion will undoubtedly feature in this. So rather than just thinking
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about ‘closing’ police stations, it might be more productive to
engage local people in conversations about replacing out-dated
police stations with more local police offices. This would be
in keeping with the general trajectory of development of NP
and these offices could even serve as operational bases for local
Neighbourhood Policing teams.
So how should they proceed? One possibility might be by
importing an Australian innovation where they have a network
of police offices spread throughout towns and cities. These look a
lot like the local shops that they are co-located with and provide
contact points for the public in terms of accessing policing
services. So rather than the British approach of
having a small number of relatively large police
ZĂƚŚĞƌƚŚĂŶũƵƐƚ͚ĐůŽƐŝŶŐ͛
stations, the Australian system is predicated ƉŽůŝĐĞƐƚĂƟŽŶƐ͕ŝƚŵŝŐŚƚďĞ
on lots of smaller police offices. This is similar
ŵŽƌĞƉƌŽĚƵĐƟǀĞƚŽĞŶŐĂŐĞ
to the approach about to be trialled by the
ůŽĐĂůƉĞŽƉůĞŝŶĐŽŶǀĞƌƐĂƟŽŶƐ
Metropolitan Police, which is planning to put
a number of services (especially front counter ĂďŽƵƚƌĞƉůĂĐŝŶŐŽƵƚͲĚĂƚĞĚ
services) into Post Offices in a number of ƐƚĂƟŽŶƐǁŝƚŚŵŽƌĞůŽĐĂů
London boroughs.
ƉŽůŝĐĞŽĸĐĞƐ
Moves to put front counter services into
local shops and offices reflect the changing nature of public/police
engagement. Reporting a crime is one of a few things that can
be done at a front counter and in London, this accounts for just
11 per cent of all visits. According to the same survey, the most
common reason for visiting a front counter was to report or hand
in lost property which is nearly 20 per cent of activity at front
counters. 12 per cent of people visit front counters to seek general
information or simply to ask directions. Over a third of visitors have
been generated by the police or the criminal justice system, such as
those responding to bail or providing documents.
The dramatic decline in front counter use means that some of
them see fewer than 7 visitors every day.

“

”
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ĂƐĞƐƚƵĚǇ͗ŵďĞĚĚŝŶŐĨƌŽŶƚĐŽƵŶƚĞƌƉŽůŝĐĞƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐŝŶƚŽ
ůŽĐĂůWŽƐƚKĸĐĞƐ
dŚĞ WŽƐƚ KĸĐĞ ŝƐ ŝŶ ĚŝƐĐƵƐƐŝŽŶ ǁŝƚŚ ĂƌŽƵŶĚ ϭϬ ƉŽůŝĐĞ ĨŽƌĐĞƐ͕
ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐƚŚĞDĞƚƌŽƉŽůŝƚĂŶWŽůŝĐĞ͕ĐŽŶĐĞƌŶŝŶŐƚĂŬŝŶŐŽŶŚŝŐŚǀŽůƵŵĞ͕
ĂĚŵŝŶŝƐƚƌĂƟǀĞ ĨƌŽŶƚ ŽĸĐĞ ĐŽƵŶƚĞƌ ƚĂƐŬƐ͘ ĂĐŬ ŽĸĐĞ ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐŝŶŐ
ǁŽƵůĚƐƟůůďĞĚŽŶĞďǇƚŚĞĨŽƌĐĞŝŶǀŽůǀĞĚ͕ǁŝƚŚƉŽůŝĐĞƐƚĂīŽƌŽĸĐĞƌƐ
ŵĂŬŝŶŐŬĞǇĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶƐ;Ğ͘Ő͘ĞǀĂůƵĂƟŶŐĂĮƌĞĂƌŵůŝĐĞŶĐĞĂƉƉůŝĐĂƟŽŶͿ͘
WŽƐƚKĸĐĞďƌĂŶĐŚĞƐƵŶĚĞƌƚĂŬĞĂƌĂŶŐĞŽĨƚƌĂŶƐĂĐƟŽŶƐŽŶďĞŚĂůĨ
ŽĨŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚĚĞƉĂƌƚŵĞŶƚƐĂŶĚĂŐĞŶĐŝĞƐĞŶĐŽŵƉĂƐƐŝŶŐŝĚĞŶƟƚǇ
ǀĞƌŝĮĐĂƟŽŶ͕ ĂƉƉůŝĐĂƟŽŶ ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐŝŶŐ ĂŶĚ ƉĂǇŵĞŶƚƐ ;ŝŶͲďŽƵŶĚ ĂŶĚ
ŽƵƚͲďŽƵŶĚͿ͘ &Žƌ ĞǆĂŵƉůĞ͕ ƚŚĞǇ ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ ĂƉƉůŝĐĂƟŽŶƐ ĨŽƌ ǀĞŚŝĐůĞ
ƌŽĂĚůŝĐĞŶƐĞƐ͕ĚƌŝǀŝŶŐůŝĐĞŶĐĞƌĞŶĞǁĂůƐ͕ƉĂƐƐƉŽƌƚƐĂŶĚĞŶƌŽůŵĞŶƚ
ĨŽƌďŝŽŵĞƚƌŝĐƌĞƐŝĚĞŶĐĞƉĞƌŵŝƚƐ͘
DĂŶǇŽĨƚŚĞƚƌĂŶƐĂĐƟŽŶƐƵŶĚĞƌƚĂŬĞŶĂƚƉŽůŝĐĞĨƌŽŶƚĐŽƵŶƚĞƌƐĂƌĞ
ƐŝŵŝůĂƌƚŽƚŚŽƐĞĂůƌĞĂĚǇƵŶĚĞƌƚĂŬĞŶŽǀĞƌWŽƐƚKĸĐĞĐŽƵŶƚĞƌƐ͘&Žƌ
ĞǆĂŵƉůĞ͕ ǀĞŚŝĐůĞ ƉƌŽŚŝďŝƟŽŶ ĐŚĞĐŬƐ ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞ DKd ĂŶĚ ŝŶƐƵƌĂŶĐĞ
ĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚƐƚŽďĞĐŚĞĐŬĞĚ͖ĮƌĞĂƌŵůŝĐĞŶĐĞĂƉƉůŝĐĂƟŽŶƐƌĞƋƵŝƌĞĂ
ƉŚŽƚŽŐƌĂƉŚ ƚŽ ďĞ ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĚ ĂƐ ǁĞůůĂƐĂĨĞĞƚŽďĞƚĂŬĞŶ͘^ĞǀĞƌĂů
ƚƌĂŶƐĂĐƟŽŶƐ͕ƐƵĐŚĂƐƐƵďũĞĐƚĂĐĐĞƐƐƌĞƋƵĞƐƚƐ͕ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞǀĞƌŝĮĐĂƟŽŶ
ŽĨŝĚĞŶƟƚǇ;ƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐƌŽƵƟŶĞůǇƵŶĚĞƌƚĂŬĞŶĂƚŵĂŶǇWŽƐƚKĸĐĞ
ďƌĂŶĐŚĞƐͿ͘
dŚĞŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚďĞŝŶŐƐŚŽǁŶďǇǀĂƌŝŽƵƐƉŽůŝĐĞĨŽƌĐĞƐŝŶƵƐŝŶŐƚŚĞWŽƐƚ
KĸĐĞŝƐĚƌŝǀĞŶďǇƚŚĞŽƉƉŽƌƚƵŶŝƚǇƚŽďŽƚŚƐŝŐŶŝĮĐĂŶƚůǇƌĞĚƵĐĞĐŽƐƚƐ
ĂŶĚŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞĂĐĐĞƐƐ͘WŽƐƚKĸĐĞďƌĂŶĐŚĞƐĂƌĞǀŝƐŝƚĞĚďǇĂƌŽƵŶĚϮϬŵ
ƉĞŽƉůĞĞǀĞƌǇǁĞĞŬ͕ŵĂŬŝŶŐŝƚƐ͚ƉĞƌƚƌĂŶƐĂĐƟŽŶ͛ĐŽƐƚĨĂƌůŽǁĞƌƚŚĂŶ
ƉŽůŝĐĞƐƚĂƟŽŶƐ͘ƚƚŚĞƐĂŵĞƟŵĞ͕ƚŚĞĐƵƐƚŽŵĞƌũŽƵƌŶĞǇŝƐŝŵƉƌŽǀĞĚ
ʹǁŝƚŚϵϵйŽĨƚŚĞƉƵďůŝĐůŝǀŝŶŐǁŝƚŚŝŶϯŵŝůĞƐŽĨĂWŽƐƚKĸĐĞďƌĂŶĐŚ
;ƌŝƐŝŶŐƚŽϭŵŝůĞŝŶƵƌďĂŶĚĞƉƌŝǀĞĚĂƌĞĂƐͿ͕ƵƐŝŶŐƚŚĞWŽƐƚKĸĐĞǁŝůů
ŵĞĂŶƚŚĞƉƵďůŝĐŚĂƐĨĂƌůĞƐƐĚŝƐƚĂŶĐĞƚŽƚƌĂǀĞůŝŶŽƌĚĞƌƚŽĚŽƚŚĞ
ŚŝŐŚĞƌǀŽůƵŵĞ͕ŵŽƌĞƌŽƵƟŶĞƚĂƐŬƐƚŚĞǇ͛ĚŶŽƌŵĂůůǇŚĂǀĞƚŽĚŽĂƚĂ
ƉŽůŝĐĞĨƌŽŶƚĐŽƵŶƚĞƌ͘
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There are a number of advantages with the Australian approach –
not least because it is a way of increasing visibility and making the
police more accessible. Police services can be located in the places
and spaces that the public actually use today – such as shopping
centres or on the high street.
Case	
  study:	
  Contact	
  points	
  in	
  London
dŚĞ DĂǇŽƌ͛Ɛ KĨĨŝĐĞ ĨŽƌ WŽůŝĐŝŶŐ ĂŶĚ ƌŝŵĞ ;DKWͿ ƌĞĐĞŶƚůǇ
ƉƵďůŝƐŚĞĚĂƐƚƌĂƚĞŐǇĨŽƌŝŶĐƌĞĂƐŝŶŐƉƵďůŝĐĂĐĐĞƐƐƚŽƚŚĞƉŽůŝĐĞŝŶ
>ŽŶĚŽŶ͘ϭϮ
KŶĞ ƉĂƌƚ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ƐƚƌĂƚĞŐǇ ŝƐ ƚŚĞ ĐŽŵŵŝƚŵĞŶƚ ƚŽ ŽƉĞŶ ϵϰ ŶĞǁ
ŽŶƚĂĐƚWŽŝŶƚƐʹůŽĐĂƟŽŶƐĨŽƌŶŽŶͲƵƌŐĞŶƚĨĂĐĞͲƚŽͲĨĂĐĞĐŽŶƚĂĐƚ͕ǁŚĞƌĞ
ƚŚĞƉƵďůŝĐŵĞĞƚŵĞŵďĞƌƐŽĨƚŚĞŝƌůŽĐĂůƐĂĨĞƌŶĞŝŐŚďŽƵƌŚŽŽĚƚĞĂŵƐ͘
dŚĞǇǁŝůůďĞŽƉĞŶĂƚƌĞŐƵůĂƌ͕ĂĚǀĞƌƟƐĞĚƟŵĞƐ͕ǁŝƚŚĂŵŝŶŝŵƵŵĐŽƌĞ
ŽīĞƌŽĨϯŚŽƵƌƐĂǁĞĞŬ͕ĂůƚŚŽƵŐŚůŽĐĂůŽĸĐĞƌƐǁŝůůďĞĨƌĞĞƚŽĞǆƚĞŶĚ
ƚŚĞƐĞŚŽƵƌƐŝĨƚŚĞǇƚŚŝŶŬƚŚĞƌĞŝƐĚĞŵĂŶĚŝŶƚŚĞĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ͘
DĂŶǇŽĨƚŚĞƐĞŽŶƚĂĐƚWŽŝŶƚƐǁŝůůďĞŝŶĞǆŝƐƟŶŐƉŽůŝĐĞďƵŝůĚŝŶŐƐ͕
ƐƵĐŚĂƐƐĂĨĞƌŶĞŝŐŚďŽƵƌŚŽŽĚďĂƐĞƐŽƌƉŽůŝĐĞƐƚĂƟŽŶƐ͕ďƵƚDKW
ŚĂƐĂůƐŽďĞĞŶǁŽƌŬŝŶŐǁŝƚŚďŽƌŽƵŐŚƐĂŶĚŽƚŚĞƌƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐƚŽŝĚĞŶƟĨǇ
ŽƉƟŽŶƐ ǁŚĞƌĞ ƚŚĞǇ ĐĂŶ ĐŽͲůŽĐĂƚĞ͘ &Žƌ ĞǆĂŵƉůĞ͕ ŝŶ ,ŽƵŶƐůŽǁ͕
^ŽƵƚŚǁĂƌŬ ĂŶĚ tĞƐƚŵŝŶƐƚĞƌ ǁĞ ĂƌĞ ƉůĂŶŶŝŶŐ ƚŽ ŽƉĞŶ ŽŶƚĂĐƚ
WŽŝŶƚƐĂƚůŽĐĂůůŝďƌĂƌŝĞƐ͕ĂŶĚŝŶŶĮĞůĚ͕ZŝĐŚŵŽŶĚĂŶĚtĂŶĚƐǁŽƌƚŚ
ƚĂůŬƐĂƌĞƚĂŬŝŶŐƉůĂĐĞǁŝƚŚůŽĐĂůƐƵƉĞƌŵĂƌŬĞƚƐ͘

This line of thinking could be extended to the possibility of
re-introducing a modern version of the ‘Tardis’ police box made
famous by Dr Who. These could be technologically enabled police
contact points, featuring two-way audio-visual technology that
would allow people to communicate directly with police staff online,
without having to be physically co-present. These would be used to
report crime and anti-social behaviour, to provide witness statements,
discuss local concerns and priorities, and access information.

ϭϮWŽůŝĐŝŶŐĂŶĚWƵďůŝĐĐĐĞƐƐ
ŝŶ>ŽŶĚŽŶ͕DĂǇŽƌ͛ƐKĸĐĞĨŽƌ
WŽůŝĐŝŶŐĂŶĚƌŝŵĞ͕DĂƌĐŚ
ϮϬϭϯŚƩƉ͗ͬͬǁǁǁ͘ůŽŶĚŽŶ͘
ŐŽǀ͘ƵŬͬƐŝƚĞƐͬĚĞĨĂƵůƚͬĮůĞƐͬ
WŽůŝĐŝŶŐйϮϲWƵďůŝĐĐĐĞƐƐйϮϬ
hW>K͘ƉĚĨ͘
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They could be sited in shopping centres, hospitals, even large
office blocks, and any other locations where the public spend a lot
of time. Rotterdam Police Force already uses modern, technologyenabled contact points, complete with 3D ‘virtual police officers’
for engaging with the public.
Going one-step even further, police could experiment with
developing ‘online police stations’. That is, rather than the corporate
services type web-sites most police forces currently have, moving
to a web-presence that replicates the functions provided at a proper
police station.
Police and Crime Commissioners are going to want to make the
police more user-friendly, whilst balancing the books. Managing
the police estate in a ‘smarter’ fashion will undoubtedly feature in
this. So rather than just thinking about ‘closing’ police stations, it
might be more productive to engage local people in a conversation
about replacing out-dated police stations with more locallyembedded police offices and services. This would be in keeping
with the general trajectory of development of NP and these offices
could serve as operational bases for local Neighbourhood Policing
teams.

ŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇŝŶƚĞůůŝŐĞŶĐĞͲůĞĚƉŽůŝĐŝŶŐ͗ƵƐŝŶŐEWŵŽƌĞǁŝĚĞůǇ
When establishing the neighbourhood based approach, a strategic
policy decision was taken to ‘ring-fence’ NP officers to ensure they
maintained a focus upon local public priorities and local policing
issues. The fear amongst senior officers was, that without this, it
would be too easy for NP teams to be ‘extracted’ to deal with other
situations and emergencies. This would corrode the opportunities
for establishing a consistent local policing presence upon which
the public could rely. The problem is however, that things have not
moved on. Whilst the original reasons for establishing this approach
were undoubtedly valid, in terms of the future of NP, it is now an
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appropriate point at which to revisit this approach. In particular,
it seems important to explore the opportunities for applying the
knowledge and skills of NP teams against a wider range of problems
than has previously been the case.
In Cardiff, some interesting work exploring the connectivity
between neighbourhood problems and serious organised crime
has been undertaken, which suggests ways that the ‘street-level’
knowledge built up NP teams can be usefully harnessed by policing
teams concerned with other issues.
During 2008 and 2009, the Cardiff NP teams were engaged
in a community engagement process designed to identify public
priorities for local policing. This was enabled by a technological
innovation that allowed officers to collect detailed knowledge and
perception data from members of the public in such a way that
it could be rapidly aggregated to produce a view of the collective
risks and threats in a local area. During the course of one series
of face-to-face engagements, community intelligence was elicited
from members of the public about the signs of drug use and drugs
markets in a particular neighbourhood. When this community
intelligence was passed to the Detective Inspector (DI) he tasked
an analyst to check what was known about drugs in this area on
the police’s intelligence databases. This revealed that police were
not aware of any drugs market in that part of the city, despite the
concerns expressed by local citizens via their engagements with
the NPT.
Responding to these community concerns, the DI and his
colleagues established ‘Operation Michigan’. In the first phase of
work, covert police assets were deployed to gather intelligence
on drugs activity in the local area. When it was established that
there was a fairly open drugs market in operation, specialist ‘Test
Purchase’ officers with cameras were placed in the local area to map
the market dynamics and dealers. The particularly innovative aspect
of this Operation was what happened next. The footage from the
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cameras was then presented to the local neighbourhood policing
officers who, using their street knowledge, named many of the
individuals concerned.
The police operation subsequently entered an enforcement phase
resulting in:
z 184 individuals arrested for Class A drug supply. 110 were
identified from the covert deployments at a cost of approximately
£2,000 per dealer. The other 74 arrests came from overt
disruptions and community intelligence.
z Prison sentences totalling 200 years were set by the courts;
z Six kilos of heroin, crack and cocaine were seized;
z A 36 per cent reduction in serious acquisitive crime in the target
areas;
z 25% reduction in anti-social behaviour.13

ϭϯůůĮŐƵƌĞƐƐƵƉƉůŝĞĚĨƌŽŵ
^ŽƵƚŚtĂůĞƐWŽůŝĐĞ͛Ɛ͚ƌĞƐƵůƚƐ
ĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐ͛͘

In addition, more informal feedback from local communities
provided important insights into the potential benefits of these
ways of working. Some of the individuals arrested and sentenced
were previously seen as ‘untouchable’ and beyond reach. The fact
that police were seen to have tackled these prominent individuals is
credited as supplying a boost to public confidence.
Building upon this success, during 2011, South Wales repeated
the approach with the community intelligence generated resulting
in: a further 8 positive arrest warrants; a male with a significant
criminal career arrested for intent to supply Cannabis; £7000 worth
of Cannabis seized in other arrests; man arrested in possession of
£2000 cash and substantial amounts of Cannabis and Cocaine. The
intelligence generated underpinning these results was derived from
an investment of 220 hours of PCSO time spent interviewing and
engaging with members of the public. This compares favourably
with the levels of expenditure involved in more established forms
of covert intelligence gathering.
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Operation Michigan illuminates the untapped potential within
NP. Moreover, it demonstrates how connecting neighbourhood
policing and more specialist policing assets can deliver interventions
with an impact multiplier effect. So much of the good work
that police do in tackling serious and organised crime remains
comparatively hidden from public view, with the consequence
that it does little to shape public confidence. Michigan shows
how a structured engagement process of working with the local
community can identify public problems, and how carefully using
specialist policing assets can enhance the impact of police action in
ways that are visible and meaningful to citizens. This builds public
confidence and can reduce street crime. It is an important example
in challenging two conventions that are fairly prevalent in some
sections of the police: that serious organised crime problems can
only be tackled in a ‘top-down’ way; and the public don’t really
care about serious organised crime (SOC) issues. The Michigan
approach shows the public pick up on the symptoms of SOC and
if police can diagnose the correct cause, then by localising assets, it
is possible to impact upon SOC in a way that also improves public
confidence.
Using police assets locally in this way appears to have been
missing from the toolkit applied by the Serious Organised Crime
Agency (SOCA). At the moment it remains an isolated innovation
with potential for much wider application.

ĞǀĞůŽƉŝŶŐĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇĐŽͲƉƌŽĚƵĐƟŽŶŽĨƐŽĐŝĂůĐŽŶƚƌŽů
In Birmingham, counter-terrorist officers delivering the prevent
programme, have appropriated techniques originally developed for
NP and employed them to challenge Al-Qaeda inspired extremist
groups in the area. The innovative aspect of their approach is the use
of interventions that are co-produced between the police and local
Muslim communities. In particular, during a fieldwork based study
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commissioned by ACPO, several examples of police mobilising local
community groups to take the lead in opposing and challenging
extremists were observed.14
Traditionally, counter-terrorism work has been conducted
in a clandestine fashion. In Birmingham they re-thought this.
Rather than working in plain-clothes, the prevent teams were
re-cast as uniformed officers and were told to
be open with the public about their counterdŚĞƉŽůŝĐĞĞƐƚĂďůŝƐŚĞĚĂ
terrorism role. The logic being that the work
ĐŚĂŶŶĞůŽĨĐŽŵŵƵŶŝĐĂƟŽŶ
was legitimate police business and as a
ƚŚĂƚůŽĐĂůĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƟĞƐĐŽƵůĚ consequence it should be publicly presented as
ƵƐĞŝĨƚŚĞǇŚĂĚĂŶǇĐŽŶĐĞƌŶƐ such. They also sought to ensure that ongoing
processes and structures of engagement were
ŽƌƐƵƐƉŝĐŝŽŶƐ͕ƌĂƚŚĞƌƚŚĂŶ
ũƵƐƚŐŽŝŶŐŝŶďƌĂǌĞŶůǇĂƐŬŝŶŐ put in place to avoid the perception within
the community that the Counter-Terrorism
ĨŽƌŝŶƚĞůůŝŐĞŶĐĞ
Officers would just get what they needed
and then fade into the background again. What the local officers
did was to build a web of contacts, managed in a deliberate and
careful way, as described by a female officer who was pivotal in
its inception,

“

”

“We never ask any of our contacts to give us intelligence, we’d never task
them…however if you have something…” (Police, 2659-15)

ϭϰĨƵůůĂĐĐŽƵŶƚŽĨƚŚĞ
ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚĂŶĚŝƚƐĮŶĚŝŶŐƐ
ŝƐĂǀĂŝůĂďůĞŝŶ/ŶŶĞƐĞƚĂů͘
;ϮϬϭϭͿƐƐĞƐƐŝŶŐƚŚĞīĞĐƚƐ
ŽĨWƌĞǀĞŶƚWŽůŝĐŝŶŐ͘>ŽŶĚŽŶ͗
WK͘

In effect, the police established a channel of communication that
local communities could use if they had any concerns or suspicions,
rather than just going in brazenly asking for intelligence.
Over time, this approach improved community perceptions
and attitudes. It would be misleading to over-state what it
achieved – no better than grudging acceptance within the Muslim
communities that this was a necessary aspect of police activity. But
this was better than open hostility and was sufficient to result in
some innovative interventions being implemented when police
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intelligence identified a group of known extremists operating in the
area trying to radicalise vulnerable young people.
The essence of the problem from the police’s point of view
was that, although the actions of the group were undesirable and
likely harmful, it was not clear that they were breaking any law. As
such, any formal move against the group risked providing them
with propaganda about heavy-handed policing and the ‘oxygen’
of publicity. Consequently, as described by one of the senior
police officers involved, by mutual agreement the police and local
community groups arrived at a co-produced solution,

The community was saying we are going to ‘front’ this guy and our line
was we’ll support you. Because by that time we had explored the prosecution
option and there was nothing really on the table.” (Police, 451)
At the same time, the police, with the agreement and help of the
community, began disrupting the venues where the leader of the
group planned to give evening talks,

“The community was telling the venues he was booking under different
names. We disrupted the first one on the night dynamically, but then
phoned round all the others and without any pressure from us they
cancelled. So not only was he being approached on the street, he was
turning up at venues and being told, look here’s your money back. We
haven’t seen him for months.” (Police, 451)
This provides a good example of social innovation in practice.
The police altered their way of working to harness the informal
social control capacity present within the community, enabling
design of a smarter solution.
The latter quotation in particular describes a social innovation
that could have much wider applicability. For example, in an area
with high levels of anti-social behaviour related to young people

ϰϰͮZĞďŽŽƟŶŐƚŚĞW

being drunk and disorderly, it would seem entirely appropriate for
the local community to work together with the police to identify
the local shops who are supplying the alcohol, and reminding
the proprietors of their responsibility to the local community,
with a sanction of withdrawing their custom if compliance is not
forthcoming.
More generally, the case study of prevent policing demonstrates
the value of being willing to question and challenge received
orthodoxies. Traditionally, specialist policing tasks such as counterterrorism have been assumed to require covert approaches, and
there will undoubtedly always be aspects of such work that have to
be kept in the shadows. But for the purposes of public confidence,
public accountability and transparency it does seem beneficial to
try and minimise such clandestine practices to where they are
absolutely necessary, as opposed to simply being preferred or easier.
Taken together with the example from Cardiff of tackling serious
organised crime from the bottom-up, there does appear to be some
potential for thinking about how some aspects of policing could be
delivered rather differently in future.

^ƵŵŵĂƌǇ
Neighbourhood Policing exemplifies the benefits of innovative
thinking and the willingness to act upon original concepts,
practices and technologies. However, it also illustrates the need
to institutionalise a culture of innovation within the police. For
without this ongoing sense of challenge, progress has a tendency
to stultify and fixed patterns of thought and action arise that can
be hard to shift. This is effectively what seems to have happened
with NP – the original processes and systems that were needed
to get NP established have not been moved on and progress has
stalled as a result. The discussion in this chapter has identified several
opportunities where this could happen.
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Arguably though, the key lesson of NP is how vital it is to develop
an infrastructure to support innovation. Although today it is widely
regarded as the pre-eminent example of successful innovation in
British policing, and it is hard to find anyone who does not publicly
support it, this was not how NP was initially received. When first
proposed a number of senior police officers and leading academic
commentators publicly dismissed the idea. Still others proposed
alternative schemes. Had it not been for the commitment of a small
number of key individuals, and some good fortune in terms of
positive results early on from the research, there is a good chance
that NP would have been killed off prematurely.
In the final two chapters we turn to examine what is needed to
develop a more strategic culture of innovating in policing, to ensure
that other good ideas are not being lost without being properly
developed or tested.

ϰ͘>ĂŶĚƐĐĂƉŝŶŐĨŽƌWŽůŝĐĞ
/ŶŶŽǀĂƟŽŶ

“It is necessary to be clear-eyed about the difficulties of innovating
in police organizations…it is hard, the political risks involved are
considerable, and efforts to change the police often fall far short or fail.”15

ϭϱ^ŬŽŐĂŶ;ϮϬϬϴͿ͚tŚǇ
ƌĞĨŽƌŵƐĨĂŝů͕͛WŽůŝĐŝŶŐĂŶĚ
^ŽĐŝĞƚǇ͕ϭϴͬϭ͗Ϯϯʹϯϰ
ϭϲtŝůůŝƐ͕:͘ĂŶĚDĂƐƚƌŽĨƐŬŝ͕
^͘;ϮϬϭϭͿ͚/ŶŶŽǀĂƟŽŶƐŝŶ
ƉŽůŝĐŝŶŐ͗DĞĂŶŝŶŐƐ͕ƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞƐ
ĂŶĚƉƌŽĐĞƐƐĞƐ͕͛ŶŶƵĂů
ZĞǀŝĞǁŽĨ>ĂǁĂŶĚ^ŽĐŝĂů
^ĐŝĞŶĐĞ͕ϳ͗ϯϬϵʹϯϰ͘

We now turn to investigate what needs to change to see more
innovation of the sort outlined in relation to Neighbourhood
Policing, but across all areas of the police service. In so doing, we
heed Skogan’s warning above. Configuring a landscape that supports
and nurtures innovation will require interventions directed at both
the police occupational culture and the organisational structures of
the police.
Organisational infrastructure is an important yet neglected
aspect of police innovation and reform, both in determining how
innovative the police service is, and in how easily innovation can
spread within it.
According to Willis and Mastrofski (2011) there are two
essential challenges that have to be overcome for innovations to
acquire operational traction.16 The first concerns an increasingly
decentralised policing landscape. Although they are focusing
mainly on the North American context where there are thousands
of local police forces, and hence this problem is particularly acute,
it is still relevant to England and Wales. The shift towards greater
local accountability through Police and Crime Commissioners,
and a decentralisation of police governance, raise challenges of
communicating the results of innovations to those who might want
to use them. The second challenge is ensuring good ideas don’t get
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lost because they are not coming from those in positions of power
and influence.
However, structural reforms are a necessary but not sufficient
condition for greater police innovation. Effort and attention also
needs to be directed to cop culture. Otherwise, there is a risk
that the willingness of officers to experiment, challenge received
wisdom, and to try and do things differently, will be limited.
Research on policing should provide a stimulus and basis for
innovation. Current policy does not identify a clear line of sight
between research and innovation. The vast majority of police
related research currently being conducted is descriptive. There are
evaluative studies, but typically these employ research to measure
inputs, outputs and outcomes associated with the policy or practice
innovation, rather than configuring the innovation itself. What
is being proposed here then is something rather different to the
existing police research paradigm – using research evidence to
design and test innovative solutions to practical policing problems.
A relevant analogy would be with the work of engineers. An
engineer researches a problem seeking to understand its make-up
and form, and then uses their research evidence base to propose a
way of solving it. This is what we need more of in the police.
Supporting this approach requires a different sort of research.
There are important insights about this in David Thacher’s analysis
of why so much research on front-line policing practice achieves
such limited purchase. He argues that police research has been
better directed towards the requirements of policy makers, than
the kinds of concrete and situated knowledge valued by front-line
operational staff. In effect, there is frequent misalignment between
the priorities of researchers and the needs of officers on-the-ground.
Researchers gravitate towards ‘decontextualised’ and generalisable
accounts in order that their insights can be transferred across social
situations. On the other hand, police officers are looking for highly
situated knowledge.17
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A not dissimilar point is made by Harvard’s Malcolm Sparrow
in his critical commentary upon the growing evidence-based
policing movement. He argues that the current predilection for
randomised control trials is limiting the impact of research upon
reform within police organisations. As Sparrow describes it, the
overly and overtly technical way in which the results of formal
experiments are reported does little to encourage police to attend
to any findings. Moreover, he maintains that the very formal and
disciplined approach adopted by experimentalists means they fail
to capture the complexities and situational ambiguities that police
routinely have to confront in deciding how to act.18
This is not to dismiss the value of randomised control trials
or experimental methods, but rather it is about recognising that
different research ‘tools’ are needed to perform different jobs.
A robust and strategic approach to innovation in policing does
not presume that a proposed change is necessarily superior to
established practice. Rather, this is a proposition to be tested and
that is something that experimental research designs are suited for.
Likewise, other research designs and methodological techniques
appear more suited to generating new innovations themselves.
Clarifying these points is important given the current manoeuvres
to establish the new College of Policing and the emphasis being
placed on developing evidence and knowledge to increase the
professionalism of the police. There is a difference between using
applied social research to determine ‘what works’ and for asking
‘what’s possible’ in terms of engineering innovative solutions to
practical policing problem.
A pivotal problem in policing and research on policing is a
tendency to over-complicate matters. In many ways, complexity is
the enemy of innovation. If a new process or procedure is hard to
do, or a new technology is not user friendly, then front-line cops
will not adopt it. In conducting research for this report, one senior
officer told a story of how, in support of their force’s mobile data
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strategy that was trying to get improved situational intelligence out
to officers in communities, they had purchased and issued officers
with mobile handsets. Although not a market-leading brand, the
force was congratulating itself because the deal for the handsets had
been done at a competitive price. But when these were issued to
front-line officers they refused to use them. The feedback provided
was that the handsets were difficult to use and cumbersome – the
last thing officers wanted when out in the field
dealing with calls from members of the public.
ƉŝǀŽƚĂůƉƌŽďůĞŵŝŶ
In thinking about supporting increased ƉŽůŝĐŝŶŐŝƐĂƚĞŶĚĞŶĐǇƚŽ
levels of police innovation in the future there
ŽǀĞƌͲĐŽŵƉůŝĐĂƚĞŵĂƩĞƌƐ
are important lessons that can be gleaned
from studying companies such as Apple. Apple is a company that
has succeeded because it understands the process of innovation.
Repeatedly, it has demonstrated an ability to get large numbers of
people to adopt innovative technologies, where other ostensibly
similar companies with fairly similar ‘offers’ have failed. There are now
many books deconstructing the Apple philosophy in order to isolate
the ingredients of Apple’s success. Three of the most striking are:

“

”

z Simplification – Steve Jobs was allegedly obsessed with
simplification. He would be relentless in requiring his designers
to drive out all ‘redundancies’ in any new product. Simplicity
provides elegance, but also increases the chances that a good
idea will be adopted and used. Policing has a talent for making
things very complex, and the take-up of potential innovations is
inhibited by them being too complex for potential users.
z Fusing form and function – it is not uncommon to hear police
officers say, when they are considering introducing a new way of
doing things that ‘form should follow function’. This is not the
Apple way. The Apple approach is based upon a recognition that
the way in which one achieves an outcome, shapes the likelihood
of whether users will seek that outcome in the first place.
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z User-centred design – the previous point reflects the importance
placed upon understanding user behaviour. Importantly, this
is not just about describing how users behave currently when
performing a task, but how they might be persuaded to behave
in the future to perform that same task more efficiently. By
fusing form with function, Apple has demonstrated an almost
unparalleled capacity to change social behaviour.
The importance of being user-centred and adopting a behavioural
perspective is worth elaborating, particularly in respect of the role
of technology in police innovation. There is now a catalogue
of examples where new technological innovations have been
introduced into police organisations and failed to deliver a
transformative impact. There are several reasons for this. Within
the upper echelons of the police and amongst suppliers, there
is a failure to understand that successful technologically driven
innovation is often intertwined with a process of social innovation.
Assuming that a new technology can be ‘dropped in’ and that on-the
ground police practice will ‘bend’ to fit with the requirements of
the technology is naive. Forty years of research suggests this rarely
happens.
The ‘satisficing’ tendency evident in policing is certainly contrary
to the approach Apple have taken with their drive to simplify new
technologies as far as possible. Technological innovations should
start by understanding how cops work in the field, under contact
with the public, rather than relying upon developing new devices
in ‘clean room’ situations. Too much of the kit supplied to police
just doesn’t function when stress-tested in the field – and the cops
understandably abandon it as a result.
This reinforces the importance of developing a research
capacity to support innovations in police practice and policy.
It also highlights police occupational culture’s pragmatic and
parsimonious dispositions. Police are practical people. They want
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to solve problems and they want ‘solutions’ to solve problems.
As such, what is needed is an approach that engineers solutions
informed by empirical research knowledge. This was precisely the
approach that provided the basis for Neighbourhood Policing,
arguably the most successful example of policing innovation in
England and Wales for many years in terms of its transformative
impacts.
This kind of approach requires an ability and willingness to
challenge received wisdom and orthodoxies of practice. It is
probably best achieved through possession of a deep understanding
of the work of policing, but from a perspective outside of police
structures. It also requires the technical skills involved in being able
to identify problems, research these and produce evidence that can
be used to engineer a practically deliverable solution.
On this basis we advocate the setting up of a small number of
networked units specialising in the design of forward-looking
strategic innovations in policing. Acting as hubs for creative,
exploratory and visionary research and thinking, they would be sited
at ‘arms-length’ from the police, civil service and government. Their
role would be to work collaboratively with police organisations,
local and national policy-makers, academics, the third sector, social
entrepreneurs and industry to design and pilot innovative strategies
and tactics, across the range of policing disciplines.

,ƵďƐĨŽƌŝŶŶŽǀĂƟŶŐŝŶƉŽůŝĐŝŶŐƐĐŝĞŶĐĞ
We recommend the establishment of a set of ‘Hubs for Innovation
in Policing’ (or HIPs), pursuing a rather different agenda from the
College of Policing. They would occupy a different space from that
of ‘evidence-based policing’ which is more directly concerned with
testing the potential of innovations to go ‘to scale’.
The HIPs could play an important role in supporting the work
of Police and Crime Commissioners (PCCs). There is an expectation
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that PCCs will stimulate many small, local experiments in policing.
But there is a notable gap in the national landscape for an apparatus
with the capacity to help PCCs to identify the genuinely novel
challenges, as opposed to solutions which have already been
devised and tested.
In this context, we suggest that a national strategy for police
innovation would be based upon an arrangement involving several
components, as depicted in Figure 1.
There are several different ways of defining the HIPs mission and
role. Undoubtedly they would be regionally based collaborations
bringing together research intensive universities, several local police
forces and their Police and Crime Commissioners, commercial
suppliers to the policing sector, social entrepreneurs and voluntary
sector agencies relevant to the wider police mission. This collection
of actors would meld together a mix of skills, perspectives and
understandings that could then be applied to finding solutions to
pressing policing problems. The mission of the HIPs would be to:
z Identify problems and challenges where innovative thinking
and solutions are required;
z Design practical innovations to these problems and challenges;
z ‘Talent spot’ new innovations with potential for wider
application;
z Conduct initial ‘proof of concept’ tests in respect of new
innovations, to establish they are ‘doing what they say’.
There would be different ways of organising and co-ordinating
the work of the HIPs network. It might be that individual hubs
act as regional leads. Alternatively, particular hubs might elect to
specialise in particular forms of innovation (i.e. conceptual vs
technological), or in particular areas of policing. Either way, the
local footprints would need to be augmented with a ‘light-touch’
central co-ordination function drawing together the work of the
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regionally based hubs. The hubs would be ‘where the action is’, and
the centre would facilitate their work. The latter would definitely
not involve determining or distributing funding. The purpose of the
central unit would be to share learning from the regionally based
HIPs and to match skills to needs in terms of drawing upon the
expertise distributed across the regions. The central co-ordinator
would also provide the link to the College of Policing, in terms
of identifying where innovative solutions might be required, but
also in passing on details of local examples of innovation that
might warrant full evaluation. This evaluation function would
be performed by the College, reflecting its role in championing
evidence-based policing.

^ƵŵŵĂƌǇ
Positioned in this way the HIPs would have a ‘reach down’ into local
forces in order to be able to identify ‘real’ local problems requiring
solutions. But this regional position would also provide sufficient
economies of scale to render them financially viable, whilst also
ensuring that the membership of the HIPs involved genuine
thought-leaders and innovative thinkers.

ϱ͘ŽŶĐůƵƐŝŽŶƐ
ĂŶĚZĞĐŽŵŵĞŶĚĂƟŽŶƐ

This report has made the case for increased innovation in policing
to provide a more effective and efficient service in the context of
ongoing reductions in police funding. To enable and support this,
three things have to happen:
1. A police innovation strategy should be developed. Its purpose
should be to establish, in light of the new landscape, where
the onus for innovative thinking lies. This strategy should be
informed by a recognition of those factors that support and
enable innovative approaches, and those inhibiting them.
2. New inter-disciplinary ‘Hubs for Innovating in Policing (HIPs)
should be established to bring together teams from within and
outside of the police, with the combination of skills to creatively
respond to the big policing challenges. Importantly, this small
network of HIPs should lie outside of current organisational
structures, such as the College of Policing, to ‘cut through’
bureaucracy, proceduralism and inertia.
3. This new approach should start by examining how new ideas
and practices could be introduced into Neighbourhood Policing
to revitalise it at a time when it is looking vulnerable to being
cut.
Fundamentally, the argument that has been advanced about
establishing a strategic approach to police innovation can be
summarised as pivoting around three key questions: What’s
possible? What works? And, what’s useful?
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The first question is the one that, from the point of view of an
innovation strategy for the police service, is the most important.
It is important to distinguish this question from that of ‘what
works’, which is animating the emergent evidence-based policing
movement. The final question is the critical one for the police
service. It is the application of this test about what is practically
useful to them, in terms of service delivery,
dŚĞĂƌŐƵŵĞŶƚĐĂŶďĞ
that should be the fundamental test of how
ƐƵŵŵĂƌŝƐĞĚĂƐƉŝǀŽƟŶŐ
police apply the outputs from research and
ĂƌŽƵŶĚƚŚƌĞĞŬĞǇƋƵĞƐƟŽŶƐ͗ development.
The proposal to set up an independent
tŚĂƚ͛ƐƉŽƐƐŝďůĞ͍
network of innovation hubs obviously raises a
tŚĂƚǁŽƌŬƐ͍ŶĚ͕
question about how this would be financed. By
ǁŚĂƚ͛ƐƵƐĞĨƵů͍
basing the hubs in research intensive universities
there would be a basic infrastructure to support research and
development activity. These could be regionally based, at perhaps
3 or 4 universities with track records in supporting police reform,
with multiple local police forces collaborating with each university.
Basic levels of funding would be secured from three sources:

“

”

z The participating police forces would each make a financial
contribution of the equivalent of one PCSO. So for example, that
would give a core fund of approximately £150,000 per hub,
assuming a five-force collaboration.
z The commercial partners would make a contribution to fund
research activity, data from which could inform ongoing
product developments. The academics would seek to draw
down further funding from the research councils and European
Commission sources;
z Each hub would generate additional income streams from
the commercialisation of the knowledge and products that
they generate. This might also include revenue from training
activities.
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Through these combined funding streams, several reasonably
sized, yet flexible and dynamic units could be established, focused
upon promoting data-driven innovation. We are also confident
that, given the nature of their mission, they would rapidly leverage
additional funding from other sources such as the European
Commission and UK Research Councils.
By way of summary then, this pamphlet makes a number of key
recommendations:
1. Given the challenging future funding environment, the police
service of England and Wales should develop and implement a
strategy and infrastructure to facilitate innovation.
2. In so doing, they should seek to learn from other sectors, but
also previous examples of where innovations in police practice
have successfully transformed delivery of services to the public.
3. This initiative should be situated ‘outside’ of the police, civil
service and government, to circumvent cultural, bureaucratic
and regulatory inhibitors that might otherwise stifle creative
problem solving.
4. The network of innovation hubs should be connected to, but
separate from, the new College of Policing. The latter should
focus upon developing evidence-based policing, whilst the Hubs
for Innovation in Policing should be directed towards the design
of new and creative solutions to real world problems.
5. The HIPs should adopt an inter-disciplinary approach,
combining inputs from universities, social entrepreneurs, police
practitioners, and the commercial sector.
6. As hubs, they could be regionally based working with a number
of local forces, seeking to draw upon and channel local expertise
from across the area.
7. Funding for this initiative should be drawn from a variety of
sources, in order to provide a degree of sustainability, but also
flexibility.
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8. The mission of the HIPs will be to: spot policing problems
that need solutions; design creative ways of dealing with these
problems; and ‘reality testing’ new ideas and initiatives.
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;WƐͿ ŐĞƫŶŐ ƚŽ ŐƌŝƉƐ ǁŝƚŚ ƚŚĞŝƌ ŶĞǁ ƌŽůĞƐ͕ ƚŚĞ
,ŽŵĞKĸĐĞƚĂŬŝŶŐŵƵĐŚŵŽƌĞŽĨĂƐƚƌĂƚĞŐŝĐďĂĐŬ
ƐĞĂƚĂŶĚƚŚĞŶĞǁŽůůĞŐĞŽĨWŽůŝĐŝŶŐĂďŽƵƚƚŽďĞŐŝŶ
ŝƚƐ ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚ ǁŽƌŬ ŽĨ ƐƉƌĞĂĚŝŶŐ ďĞƐƚ ƉƌĂĐƟĐĞ ĂŶĚ
ƉƌŽĨĞƐƐŝŽŶĂůŝƐŝŶŐƚŚĞƐĞƌǀŝĐĞ͘

dŽ ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞ ĞǆĂŵƉůĞƐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ŬŝŶĚ ŽĨ ĐŚĂŶŐĞ ǁĞ
ĞŶǀŝƐĂŐĞ͕ƚŚĞƌĞƉŽƌƚƐĞƚƐŽƵƚĂǀŝƐŝŽŶĨŽƌĚĞǀĞůŽƉŝŶŐ
EĞŝŐŚďŽƵƌŚŽŽĚ WŽůŝĐŝŶŐ ĚƵƌŝŶŐ ƚŚŝƐ ĐŚĂůůĞŶŐŝŶŐ
ĮŶĂŶĐŝĂůĐůŝŵĂƚĞ͘tĞŝŵĂŐŝŶĞŝŶŶŽǀĂƟŽŶƐƚŽƉƌŽǀŝĚĞ
ŐƌĞĂƚĞƌ ƉŽůŝĐĞ ǀŝƐŝďŝůŝƚǇ ĂŶĚ ĂǀĂŝůĂďŝůŝƚǇ͕ ĞƐƉĞĐŝĂůůǇ
ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ ƚĂŬŝŶŐ Ă ŶĞǁ ĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚ ƚŽ ŵĂŶĂŐŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ
ƉŽůŝĐĞĞƐƚĂƚĞ͘

WŽůŝĐǇǆĐŚĂŶŐĞ

dŚŝƐƌĞƉŽƌƚŝƐĂůůĂďŽƵƚŚŽǁƚŽŚĂƌĚǁŝƌĞŝŶŶŽǀĂƟŽŶ
ŝŶƚŽ ƚŚĞ ƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞƐ ĂŶĚ ĐƵůƚƵƌĞƐ ŽĨ ƉŽůŝĐŝŶŐ͘ /ƚ

ZĞďŽŽƟŶŐƚŚĞW
hƐŝŶŐŝŶŶŽǀĂƟŽŶƚŽĚƌŝǀĞƐŵĂƌƚƉŽůŝĐŝŶŐ

DĂƌƟŶ/ŶŶĞƐ
ĚŝƚĞĚďǇDĂǆŚĂŵďĞƌƐ

