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Introduction

BY WESLEY G. SKOGAN AND
JEFFREY A. ROTH

ommunity policing is the most important development in policing i the

past quarter century. Across the country, police chiefs report that they are

moving toward this new model of policing. which supplements tradi-
tional crime fighting with a problem-solving and prevention-oriented approach
that emphasizes the role of the public in helping set police priorities. What they
say they are doing when they do community policing varies a great deal, how-
ever. In some places itis in the hands of special neighborhood ofticers, whereas
in other places agencies try to transtorm the entire organization. Departments
point to bike patrols drug awareness prograims in schools. home security inspec-
tions, and expanded roles tor toot patrol otficers as evidence that they have got-
ten involved. In some cities residents participate i aggressive neighborhood
wateh patrols as part of their cieys program. though in many more plices pub-
he mvolvement 1s limited to being asked o call 911 quickly when they see
something suspicious. Agencies have also mounted sophisticated public relations
campaigns to sell their programs, and they compete hotly tor national awards for
innovation. Assistant chiets get promoted, and chiets move to more visible cities,
because they are said to have made a suceess out of community policing.

This book takes a critical look behind the resulting “hype™ to see it any-
thing is actually happening. Because they are experienced police researchers,
the authors started with a suspicion: it almost everyone claims that they are
doing something that 1s as dithicult to mmplement as a serious community polic-
ing program, that claim deserves a second look. As they report in their chap-
ters, the anthors range from mildly optimistic to decidedly pessinuistic about
what they have seen.

Where did community policing come from? Into the 19805, American
policing was dominated by the professional model of policing. The professional
model emphasized responding rapidly when victims called the police, plus a
technically skilled follow-up effort by detectives to find “whodunit™ and arrest
them. Police focused on cach case as it came to them via 911, After respond-
ing officers filled out a report (it turns out they usually did not catch anyone
themselves), detectives were called in to sift through clues and try to finish the
job. When they were not answering calls, the bulk of the force spent their time
driving around on “preventive patrol.” keeping visible because that was
believed to deter crime. By staying mobile, they were available to be sent any-
where headquarters needed them to respond to calls. Police tried to focus on
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INTRODUCTION

serious victimizing crime. There was a great deal of controversy over their
efforts to keep the streets clear of apparent drunks, loiterers, prostitutes, drug
dealers, and variously disorderly persons, because some believed that such
ettorts overstepped the boundaries of the Constitution. It was also apparent
that discretionary application of the law to control disorder too often followed
ractal lines.

Community policing represents an alternative vision of the role of police
i soctety. It challenges almost every “professional” police practice described
carlier. Proponents think police should deal with batches of related problems
after thinking about them systematically, rather than just driving quickly to
the scene ot cach call and taking a report. They are dubious that detectives
add much value to crime tighting and think that more police resources should
be devoted to teams ot unitormed officers who deal with all of the problems
that arise i particular arcas. Rather than drive around keeping visible, propo-
nents think those ofticers should be walking on toot, talking with residents,
attending neighborhood mectings, and using the computers in their cars o
Keep abreast of crime trends in- their small assigned beats. Most of all, they
beheve police should take responsibility for a neighborhood rather than just
drive anvwhere the computer at the 911 center decides to send them. Propo-
nents abo think that police must tackle head-on some ot the dithicult social
disorder issues of our tme, and that they should tike the Tead in coordinating
action on the physical decav that blights the face of too many American
llk‘i:_"l]l\ulllnnd\.

The essavs presented here examme this debate over the role of the police
in the commumry. This imtroductory chapter sets the emergence of commu-
nity policing m histortcal and conceptual context. First, we review somie of the
precurnsons o connnunity policing, to highlight what cach contributed to the
evolution ot this new model ot policing. Then we deseribe the end product, or
at least s current configuration. We present an extended definition of com-
munity policing and some cursory evidence of its populariry. Nexr. we show
how the chaprers address the “can it work?” question that is part of the title of
this book. The first set of chapters examine trends in the adoption of commu-
nity policing, to see whether anvthing fundamental is indeed changing.
Another addresses the role of the public in securing neighborhood safety, and
several chapters address the reaction of police officers, which is often negative,
to their involvement in community policing. The final section looks at the

effectiveness of community policing in addressing neighborhood problems.

THE ROOTS OF COMMUNITY POLICING

Community policing was eventually constructed out of critiques of the profes-
sional model, but the way forward was illuminated by a series of interim exper-
iments in policing. During the 1970s and early 1980s, grassroots attempts to
improve on the professional model sprung up here and there around the coun-
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try. There was no master plan behind them, and there was no thought-out the-
ory about why the innovations might supercede the day’s dominant model for
policing. Instead, cities around the country tried new things they thought might
work. In retrospect, it is possible to give these pilot tests labels: team policing,
comnumity ontreach, community crime prevention, problem-oriented polic-
ing, and fear reduction (Moore, 1992). Though each had its limitations and vis-
ibly failed in some places, collectively they broadened society’s view of what
policing might entail. They changed the nature of police exccutives” conversa-
tions about where policing was heading at the end of the twentieth century, and
they led the federal government to get more heavily involved in fostering police
innovation.

TEAM POLICING

Police departments in New York City, Cincinnati, and Los Angeles were among
the first to try fostering turf-based responsibility among police by forming
teams of officers dedicated to particular areas of the city. This would not have
been a new idea before about 1910, because at that time most pohee walked
their beat and dealt with whatever they came across. but by the nmid-1960s
their work was parceled out by radio and they drove wherever the dispatcher
sent them. In Tos Angeles, team policing worked hike this: The patrol torce was
divided into “X cars™ that could be dispatched throughout the ciry and “basic
cars” that were to remain in particular neighborhoods. “Senior lead officers™
were assigned to each basic car and given higher pay i recognition of their key
role in establishing and maintaining haison with the community. The city was
divided into seventy patrol areas, each policed by three to five basic cars and
commanded by a lieutenant. Each licutenant directed not only the X and basic
cars, but all of the special units working in the area (gangs, drug squads, and the
like). and had twenty-four-hour accountability for conditions there. Because ot
this neighborhood-level focus, Mark Moore (1992: 133) describes team polic-
ing as “the first modern model of what [was| becoming community policing.”

Moure reports that cvaluations of team policing in several locations found
that the model was popular with the public and sometimes improved neigh-
borhood conditions, including crime rates. However, even successtul examples
of team policing eventually fell by the wayside. The reasons were varied but
included resource constraints (officers in basic cars could not casily be sent
from place to place), opposition by higher ups in the chain of command (who
could be uncomfortable with delegating responsibility to mere patrol officers),
and incompatibility with an organizational culture committed to the profes-
sional model. Despite the virtual demise of tull-blown team policing in most
jurisdictions, several of its vestiges—dispatching rules that keep beat officers in
their beats, a team approach to decisions in the ficld, and pushing decision-
making responsibility down to the beat level—are prominent in descriptions
of community policing today.
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Community Outreach

Special units dedicated to improving community relations date back at least to
the 19505, when “Officer Friendly” visited schools, made speeches, and spoke
to citizens in other forums, as a means of gaining the support of community
residents. In the wake of urban riots in the 1960s, these units often evolved into
community liaison oftices. They became more involved in organizing and sus-
taining public meetings, and in forming advisory committees that gave visible
roles to community activists. Meetings and advisory councils then, as now,
offered “megaphones for the deparunent fand] . . . antennae wuned ino
neighborhood concerns”™ (Moore, 1992: 135). Inn some places, community rela-
tions units became valuable “eyes and ears” for departiments attempting to
monitor community tensions and coopt potentially dissident leaders. At their
best, community relations units opened up two-way channels tor communica-
tion between police and the community. One shortcoming of the protessional
model of policing is that it encouraged police to think they would be most
etfective it they could ignore public opinion and politics, and by the end of the
1950s many lived in msular worlds indeed. In a 1990 conversation with Moore,
Herman Goldstein describes community relations units as amonyg the tirse
mnovations that alerted chiefs to the potential value of community outreach.
They may also have helped to create a congenial chimate tor building police-
community partnerships with action agendas, but the idea that the public
could be mvolved in neighborhood sccurity projects awaited the emergence ot

another mnovation, the community crime prevention movement of the 19705,

Community Crime Prevention

The community crime prevention movement emphasized collaboration
between the police and community organizations. It was built on the observa-
tion that, m a democratic socicety, police cannot effectively deal with crime on
their own. At the end of the 1960s, 10 was widely believed dhat tising crime could
be traced to community disorganization, and it reflected a decline in the factors
that had shaped people’s behavior in the pase: jobs, churches, schools, families, and
traditional values. The solution scened to be organization—getting neighbor-
hood residents involved in voluntary, collective eftorts to fight ¢rime on their
own. This could include marking their property to deter burglars, torming neigh
borhood watch groups and resident patrols, “*hardening”™ local businesses against
shoplifting and robbery, cleaning up crime-prone spaces open to the public, and
challenging the loitering and public drinking that bred simple assaults and petty
crimes. Neighborhood groups could battde physical dilapidation by conducting
clean-up and fix-up campaigns and by pressuring city bureaucracies for better
service. They could involve youths in supervised recreation programs. When
playing these roles in securing community safety, residents brought to the table
resources and expertise not available to the police (Skogan, 1988).
Community-based anticrime programs were extremely popular during the
1970s. In a national survey conducted in 1981, 12 percent of the adult popu-
lation claimed membership in a neighborhood group that was involved in
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crime prevention (cf. Skogan, 1988). When cities began to run out of money
in the 1980s, residents” voluntary contributions to neighborhood safety were
appreciated. Community crime prevention projects were also the first precur-
sor of community policing to be systematically evaluated, using modern
rescarch methods. A large collection of evaluations (e.g., Roosenbaum, 1986)
demonstrates that communities can have useful and legitimate roles to play in
crime prevention, roles that go well beyond being the “eyes and cars of the
police” The community anticrime movement also played an mportant role
establishing prevention as an important, and measurable, goal. In a period in
which police were still mostly reactive, coming to the scene only after some-
thing bad had happened, communities were instinctively proactve. They did
not want bad things to happen in the first place. Community-based prevention
remains an active enterprise to this day. Now it is more commonly called “sit-
uational” prevention, and it encompasses both resident and police strategies,
along with an emphasis on building design. neighborhood layout, and “design-
ing out” crime in the manufacture of products such as automobiles.

Problem-Oriented Policing

In a seminal article, Herman Goldstem (1979) proposes an alternative to the
“one crime at a tume”approach that characterized protessional policing. Gold-
stein raises the point that clusters of calls - —often from the same address- might
have a common cause. He reasoned that it police came 1o understand crime
clusters—he dubbed them “problems™—they could reduce the volume of
future calls by resolving their common cause. Inthis model. pohemg would
become problenm oriented rather than response oriented. Subsequent rescarch
on 911 calls indicates that they were indeed heavily clustered. For example. a
study in Minmcapolis found that more than 30 percent of calls came trom just
3.3 percent of the city’s addresses (Sherman, 1989). Goldstein also calls for
police to “think outside the box™ when 1t came to solving problems. First, he
wants them to analyze problems: to learn more about victims as well as offend-
ers and to consider carefully why they came together where they did. Then he
wants them to craft responses that went beyond the traditional solution of
arresting someonc in the hope that somewhere further down the criminal jus-
tice pipeline they would see the crror in their ways. Solutions to problems
might, for example, require enlisting the help of odier city service agencies, or
using the civil courts or the health department, or turning to residents to help
them “take back the night” Today, well-organized departments identify and
promote “best practices” that draw on what their officers have done. Finally
(and this was also a new idea), Goldstein wants police to assess how well they
did. Did it work? What worked, exactly? Did the project fail because we had
the wrong idea, or did we have a good idea but fail to implement it?
Problem-oriented policing and community policing are overlapping con-
cepts, but each has a distinctive thrust. Problem-solving projects can be organized
without many of the features that accompany community policing. In Chapter 8
of this book, John Eck points out that community policing is differentiated from
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problem solving by its emphasis on broad roles for the public in identifying, pri-
oritizing, and solving problems. As Eck points out, involving the community is a
tactic to be adopted if it is appropriate for the problem at hand, not an end in
itself. Problem colving can be conducted without community input, but then it
is likely to remain focused on conventionally defined crime that is identified by
intensive analysis of police data. Community policing programs can address a
wider scope of problems, they have wider problem-solving goals (including
“involve the community™), and they use a broader range of tools to address them.
They are likely to address teen truancy and problem buildings as well as burglary
and theft from autos; officers may use housing or health codes in addition to the
criminal code; neighborhood residents and city agencies may focus on cleaning
up grathiti, and call that “community policing” too. Beyond that, secking and using
residents” input in identifying problems and setting priorities increase the likeli-
hood that policing projects will address problems of concern to the community
and that police tactics will be respecttul of neighborhood residents. Somewhere
down this path. problem-oriented policing becomes community policing,

Fear Reduction

The final picce of the pre=community policing puzzle is the fear-reduction
projects ot the 19705 and carly 19805, Reducing communities” fear of crime
emerged during the 1980s as a policing problem in its own right. for several
reasons. First, observers recognized fear of retaliation as one of several barriers
to citizen participation in community crime prevention and problem-solving
acuvities (Grine, 1994). Second. the finding that tear of crime was not com-
pletely determined by the level of victimization (Skogan, 1988) implied that
reducing tear would require something different from programs that focused
narrowly on crime.

Third, police practitioners and researchers identitied ewo promising strate-
gies for reducing fear: visible police foot patrols and policing disorder. An early
spark for fear-reduction initiatives came from successtul experiments with foot
patrols in Flint, Michigan, and Newark, New Jersey. Although the toot patrols
did not reduce property or violent crime, they did reduce cidzens’ fears; the
Flint experiment was so popular that voters passed a tax to continue the pro-
gram, and calls for service declined (Pate, 1980; Trojanowicz, 1992). Later, fed-
erally sponsored experiments in Newark and Houston, Texas, demonstrated
that police could reduce fear using tactics such as opening neighborhood sub-
stations, going door to door to learn about ncighborhood problems, and
encouraging citizens to form new neighborhood organizations (Skogan, 1990;
Pate et al., 1986).

The second fear-reduction strategy, policing disorder, is an implication of
what 1s sometimes known as the broken windows theory, after the title of a
1982 Atlantic Monthly article by James Q. Wilson and George Kelling. They
argue that, left uncorrected, signs of physical decay (the metaphorical broken
window) and social disorder (e.g., public drinking, groups of loiterers) com-
municate the message that “anything goes” in the neighborhood. In turn,
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frightened law-abiding people avoid the area, leaving it to the disorderly and
the criminal. Families move out, and no one particularly wants to move in, so
property values fall. Buildings deteriorate and begin to fall vacant. Squatters
move in, and crack houses open for business.

In some cities the broken windows metaphor has become the rationale for
joint police-community efforts to repair signs of physical decay. In Chicago, tor
example, community policing includes neighborhood clean-ups and grathiti
paint-overs by residents, focused trash removal and street repairs by city agen-
cies, and a new police focus on health and building code enforcement. Resi-
dents also get mvolved in controlling social disorder by challenging prostitutes
and public drinkers, taking measures to close bad businesses. challenging the
liquor licenses of establishments that foster trouble making, and retaking con-
trol of parks atter dark (Skogan and Hartnett, 1997).

Other cities turned more exclusively to the police to solve their disorder
problems by arresting people. Kelling and Coles (1990) describe two examples
from New York City, both involving proactive policing. One target was “tare-
beaters”™ who avoided paying to ride the subway by jumping turnstiles instead
of inserting tokens. The other was “squeegee men™ who, unasked, “washed™ the
windows of cars stuck i waftic and then mtimidated drivers into giving them
money. Arresting them became known as “quality-of-lite policing.” Plummct-
g crime and fear m New York City seemed to vahdate this strategy and
plaved an important role i the cheer that arose at the end of the 19905 that
“New York Is Back” But much to Kelling’s (1999) regret, many observers now
Jdeseribe the New York Police Department’s proactive order maintenance strat-
cay as Cturning police Toose™ i ways that led to well-known abuses ot their
authority. Kelling himself remarks that some New York Police Department
adherents to “tough™ policing have misconstrued successtul assertive policing
as license for combative or military policing. New Yorks model also - did not
feature any community input into identifving problems or setting police pri-
orities. ignoring the concept of partnership that figures so prominently i the
community policing paradign.

COMMUNITY POLICING
IN THE 1990S AND BEYOND

This brings us to the 19905, the era of community policing. Community polic-
ing advocates picked up the lessons of the past that we have documented and
blended them together while adding a few new ingredients. What does the
resulting dish look like? What police departments actually do when they do
community policing turns out to be highly varied. Two ot our authors, John
Eck and Dennis Rosenbaum (1994) describe community as a “plastic™ concept
because the range and complexity of programs associated with it are large and
continually evolving. When asked if they practice community policing, agen-
cies point to a long list of activities as evidence that they are doing so. These
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range from bike and toot patrols to storefront offices and citizen advisory com-
mittees. At root, however, community policing is not defined by a list of par-
ticular activities but rather by strategic organizational adaptation to a changing
environment. Police departiments practicing community policing adopt some
mix of three new, interrelated organizational stances.

One feature of many community policing programs is decentralization.
Community policing often leads departments to assign ofticers to fixed geo-
graphical arcas and to keep them there during their day. Usually they attempt
to push authority and responsibility further down their agency’s organizational
hierarchy to encourage decision making that responds rapidly and eftectively
to local conditions. Decentralization is supposed to facilitate the development
of localized solutions to neighborhood problems. It is intended to encourage
communication between othceers and neighborhood residents and to promote
community-oricnted projects. Otten there are moves to flatten the structure of
departments by compressing the rank structure to shed lavers of bureaucracy
and to speed communication and decision making within the organization.

I'he second common teature ot departments adopting this new model ot
policing s commmmity engagenient. Community policing encourages agencics to
develop partmerships with community groups to tacilitate “listening”™ to the
community and constructive intormation sharing. To this end. departments hold
community meetings and form advisory committees, survey the public,and cre-
ate mtormative Web sites. Weslev Skogan's Chapter 3 in this book describes how
these work m Chicago. In some places police share mtormation with residents
through educational programs or by enrolling them i citizen police academies
that give them m-depth knowledge ot law entorcement. Engagement usually
extends to mvolving the public i sonie wav in efforts o enhance conmuanin
safery. Reesdents are asked to assice the police by reporting crimes promptly
when they occur and by cooperating as witnesses. Community policing often
promises to strengthen the capacity of communities to fight and prevent crime
on ther own. Residents sometimes get mvolved 1 the coordmated or collabo-
rative projects when they participate in crime prevention projects or walk in
officially sanctioned neighborhood patrol groups. Fven where these are old
ideas, moving them to center stage as part of a larger strategic plan showcases
the commitment of police departments to resident involvement. Other part-
nerships mvolve other government organizations that have some direct respon-
sibility for neighborhood quality of life. These agencies can include those
responsible for health, housing, and even street lighting.

Third, community policing usually involves problem solving. As we note ear-
lier, problem solving is an analytic method for developing crime prevention
strategies. As a police strategy, problem solving represents a departure from the
traditional approach to policing, which too often was reduced to driving fast
to crime scenes to fill out reports of what happened. Community policing
problem solving stresses involving the public in identifying and prioritizing a
broad range of neighborhood problems. One of the consequences of opening
themselves up to the public is that police inevitably get involved in more prob-
lems and i less traditional problems than they did in the past. At community



meetings residents complain about bad buildings, noise, rats in the alley, and
people fixing their cars at the curb, not just about burglary. If police reply
“that’s not our responsibility” and try to move on, no one will come to the
next meeting. Of course, the police are not very good at solving all of the
problems of stressed neighborhoods, so they need to form partnerships with
other agencies of government and see to it that they get the work done. Finally,
in many circumstances community policing can involve the public in solving
problems as well, Neighborhood rosidents can paint over graffiti, walk their
dogs in areas frequented by prostitutes, hold prayer vigils in the midst of street
drug markets, and join court watch groups that bring pressure on judges and
PYO‘\'L‘('U“)T\.

What does all this mean in actual practice? As we note at the outset, police
departments everywhere claim that they are doing community policing
because it is so popular with the public that no city wants to seem to be out
of step with the times. They all have that list of activities to point to when they
are asked it they practice community policing. Although this new interest by
the public in law entorcement policy is certainly a good thing, the apparent
popularity of community policing is also a reason tor caution. Translating the
fundamental principles of community policing into actual practice 1s ditticult.
Abstract concepts need to be turned into lists o practical, day-to-day actvities
and then enshrined i entorceable orders tor officers i the field. The troops
out there have to actually go along with those orders, and the emphuasis should
Awavs be on the “para™ i these Spara-military T organizations. Te can also be
surprisingly ditficult to get the community involved i community policing
and—more predictably—to get other ary burcaucracies to take ownership of
problems raised i police-community meetings.

Fven when all the intended parties seem to be “getting on board.” legiti-
mate questions renain. When diseretion becomes decentralized to oftheers on
the beat. which uses of discretion get rewarded and which get ignored or
penalized? When communities become engaged. are residents mostly hstening,
talking. ¢xchanging information, coordinating activities, or implementing a
shared agenda when they meet with police? When a problem gets solved, who
nominated the problem. who participated in planning and executing the
response, who assessed the effectiveness ot the response, and who checked to
make sure the problem stayed solved?

There is evidence that police departments around the country have actu-
ally changed how they arc organized. A study by the federal government
(Hickman and Reeves, 2001) reports that elements of community policing are
common, especially among those serving communities of more than 50,000
people. By 1999, almost two-thirds of local police departments reported they
had officers serving in full-time community policing roles. Departments
employing about 80 percent of the nation’s police officers had adopted some
form of geographical responsibility for patrol officers, and about half of all offi-
cers worked for agencies attempting to do problem solving in a systematic way.
Most Americans lived in places where police had formalized problem-solving
partnerships with other agencies and groups. Virtually everyone (96 percent)
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lived in places where police reported meeting regularly with neighborhood
residents. More evidence about the spread of community policing is reported
mn Chapter 1 of this book.

Some of this expansion in community-oriented policing has been financed
by the tederal government. In 1994, Congress approved the Violent Crime
Control and Law Enforcement Act, which included an allotment of $9 billion
to hire as many as 100,000 new police otticers. The Act specitied that one of
the roles of these new ofticers should be “to foster problem solving and inter-
action with communities by police officers” Title T created a national Office
of Community Oriented Policing Services in the Justice Department to coor-
dinate spending these tunds. The office also provided training in community
policing, paid for new computers and other technological assistance for depart-
ments, and assisted them in setting up community policing programs. How-
ever. federal support for community policing certainly will be on the wane.
The 1994 Act had at Teast one of its intended effects: major police groups
endorsed the presidential candidate who sponsored ic. Now crime is down, a
new team s in the White House, and tederal Targess toward local law entoree
ment is bemng redirected to post=September 11 concerns. An nmportant test ot
the staving power of commumty policing will come when cities have to pay

Al of its costs.,

THIS BOOK

Ty book reports on new studies of community policing and its close ally,

problen-oriented policing. The chapters were completed atter the authors met
to thrash out their ideas, vet they are still not in total agreement about che sta-
tus of community policing. This was probably mevitable. The questions the
group had to address were hard ones. and there were usually limited data with
which to answer them. Some ot the chapters in this book are national in scope.
whereas others draw on studies of mdividual cities because they are the best
evidence available. The book is organized around those four ftundamental ques-
tions: Are police changing? Will the public get involved? Will police officers
buy mn? Can it work?

Are Police Changing?

This 15 an unportant question because changing police departments s very
hard. Dorothy Guyot (1991) describes the task of changing police as akin to
“bending granite.” Although there is a lot of talk about innovation in policing,
the field is littered with the casualties of failed efforts to make change.

How do we know if police are changing? One way is to conduct on-site
analyses of community policing programs, and another is to send question-
naires to large numbers of departments asking what they are doing. The
authors ot the first chapter in this section (“Trends in the Adoption of Com-
munity Policing”) do both. Jettrey Roth, Jan Roehl, and Calvin Johnson look
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at four key issues: the formation of police-community partnerships, the adop-
tion of a problem-solving orientation toward police work, police roles in crime
prevention, and the extent of organizational change to support those three
objectives. Each subsection of this chapter combines the findings ot agency
survey data with “reports from the field” that are based on dozens of site vis-
its. Their survey-based data suggest that in the wake of the 1994 Act, large
agencies jumped into wholesale adoption of a whole battery of signature com-
munity policing practices, but later took a more cautious and selective
approach. Perhaps because traditional policing 1s inherently community polic-
ing in stnaller towns, small agencies reported adopting community policing
practices more cautiously and still have not adopted themas widely as the large
agencies. They may not be able to support specialist community officers when
they have a total of only tive. The authors” on-site assessments reveal that
reported adoption of a community policing practice could have several mean-
ings: that the chief had merely incorporated the practice into the departmen-
tal vision, or pinned the practice label on some idiosyneratic local tactic, or had
indeed incorporated the practice into agency routines.

The second chapter, Jack Greene'’s “Community Policing and Organization
Change” discusses the obstacles to mmplementing a serious community policmy
program. These require wholesale changes m - the ways agencies are organzed
and services are delivered. He argues that polineal and instcaconal reahities
work against any substantial shitt away from a “erime tighung” stanee by police
departments. Proponents of community policmg call tor changes m how
departments are organized, formal ways to torm deeper Tinks between police
and the community, and changes in-the “core technology™ of policing how
services are actually delivered. He does not see much evidence that police agen-
cies have reorganized themselves root and branch to accommodate any of these
demands, and he draws on organizational theory to explam why: He concludes
that many departments have adopted the rhetoric of commumty policing, but
mostly they are still organized to do traditional “professional ™ policing. There 15
some evidence that police organizations have become more open to mput from
their environment (the public, interest groups, other government agencies),
which is a key aspect of community policing. A crucial test of communiry polic-
ing will be whether this input actually changes how they prioritize problems
and craft their operational strategies, an issue revisited in the next chapter.

Will the Public Get Involved?

The claim that community residents should be deeply involved in efforts to
secure community satety is a key rhetorical point in any discussion of commu-
nity policing. However, it can also be surprisingly dithicult to get community
residents interested in cooperating with police, especially in poor and disen-
franchised neighborhoods. They may not have a history of getting along, and
police may be perceived as arrogant and brutal rather than as potential partners.
Residents can rightly be skeptical of claims about community policing, and that
it will be different this time. They may also have difficulty getting organized by
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themselves. Civic participation is difficult to sustain in high-crime areas, where
tear stifles community life. Residents easily view each other with suspicion
rather than with neighborliness, and this undermines their capacity to forge
collective responses to local problems. Becanse they fear retaliation by drug
dealers and neighborhood toughs, programs requiring public meetings or
organized cooperation may be less successful. As a result, high-crime areas often
lack the organizational infrastructure needed to get things done.

Chapter 3, Representing the Community in Community Policing™ by Wes-
ley Skogan, examines whether expectations about community involvement are
realistic. Can and will residents step forward and get involved, especially in fear-
ridden, high-crime neighborhoods? Will those who do represent the views
of the entire community, or only their parochial concerns? Certainly, triends of
the police may get involved, but how about those who are critical of their
actions? The chapter also directly addresses the challenge posed by Greene in the
previous section when it examines the mmpact of resident involvement on the
operation of a community policing program in Chicago. T'here, the vehicle tor
grassroots consultation and collaboration between police and residents is neigh-
borhood meetings that are held monthly in all parts of the city. About 6,000 res-
idents and 1,800 othicers attend cach month. These meetings are mtended to be
torums for exchanging information and tor identifving, prioritizing, and analyz-
ing local problems. They also provide occasions for police and residents to get
acquaimted. and a vehicle for residents to organize their own problem—olving
cttorts. The study finds that, in Chicago, beat meetings did a good job of trans-
lating residents” priorities into action. There was a strong relationship between
residents” priorities and the delivery of city services. However, there was a strong
middle-class bus i parncaipation, and the meetings did a better job at represent-
ing previously established stakeholders in the community than at integrating
marginalized groups with tewer mechanisms for voicing their concerns.

Will Police Officers Buy In?

Police have a remarkable ability to wait out efforts to reform them. Important
aspects of police culture mitigate against change. Police resist the intrusion of

s

civilans (who “can’t really understand™) into their business. They fear that
community troublemakers will take over programs and that people will seck to
use police for their private purposes or for personal revenge. When police dis-
like changes proposed from within, they snort that the top brass are “out of
touch with the street”” They scoft at performing tasks that smack of “social
work™ or the “wave and smile” policing they associate with community rela-
tions programs. Things are not always better among their bosses. The sergeants
who immediately supervise them may have only a dim understanding of com-
munity policing, which they never practiced. The habits of the old hierarchi-
cal management structure are also hard to break. The lieutenants another layer
above often resist surrendering their authority to decentralized teams. The
labyrinthine reviews and rereviews of decisions provide lieutenants and cap-
tains with something to do, and many who have risen to the top under the old
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rules find the fluidity of tasks and relationships required by community polic-
ing evidence of its faddish character. Another significant issue is that larger
departments have a great deal of difficulty in determining whether community
policing is taking place. Police are good at tracking how many calls they answer
and whether they are making enough arrests and handing out enough tickets.
By and large, they have to trust the professionalism and commitment of their
officers when it comes to dealing with the law-abiding public.

The three chapters in this section of the book address these organizational
change issues. In Chapter 4, Dennis Rosenbaum and Deanna Wilkinson ask,
“Can Police Adapt?” They describe two midsized cities that attempted to adopt
serious community policing programs. The programs called for participatory
management, extensive training, area-based decentralization of police opera-
tions, and the creation of special community policing units. As part of their eval-
wation. the authors track the attitudes of the officers in these cities over a six-
year span. This gives them a unique opportunity to address questions about
organizational change. They find that the best strategy tor adopting community
policing may be the “special unit™ approach—vesting 1t in the hands of skilled
and largely volunteer officers—rather than pursuing wholesale, departmentwide
change. The work of most ofticers domg routie patrol did not change, as
Greene predicts in his chapter.and neither did their hearts and minds.

Chapter 3, Working the Street: Does Community Pohcing Matter?” by
William Ternill and Stephen Mastrofski, examines community policing in two
cities: St Petersburg, Florida, and Indianapohs, Indiana. As the Rodney King
episode of 1991 reminds us, everyone must be concerned about abuses of
police power. Although use of foree s inevitable, good policing is associated
with cconomy m the use ot physical and verbal coercion. Retormers hope that
community policing will contribute to less coercive policing. They argue that
community-oriented otticers will be Tess alienated from the cinzens they serve,
more committed to developing deep and positive relations with the public.and
more knowledgeable about the people with whom they interact. Others are
more skeptical, fearing that police use of force is too firmly rooted in situa-
tional and neighborhood factors to be much aftected by new philosophies of
policing. During their study, Terrill and Mastrofski abserve how police in the
field interacted with 3,500 suspects. They look at how police treatment of cit-
izens was affected by community policing factors, including department phi-
losophy, officer assignment, otficer tranmg, and attitudes about community
policing. They find sobering results. The departments diftered in the use of
force, but community policing assignments, training, and even attitudes were
not systematically related to the extent to which officers used coercion.

All of the authors in this section would agree that community policing
involves a war for the hearts and minds of police ofticers, who distrust
attempts to stuff “social work™ down their throats and are dubious about
untried social experiments. In Chapter 6, “Diving into Quicksand: Program
Implementation and Police Subcultures.” Richard Wood, Mariah Davis, and
Amelia Rouse examine opposition to community policing among influential
coalitions of officers, ranging from hard-headed “*paramilitary™ types to “get
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ahead” careerists, rule-bound bureaucrats, and expert craftsmen. Wood spent
four years tracking changes in the elements of police culture in a large
Southwestern city. The chapter traces the evolution of what was once a rel-
atively unified,“traditional” police culture, onc that was dominated by a code
of silence concerning officer misconduct and resistance to outsiders and
change. By the 19905 this department had—like police departments around
the country—fragmented into competing factions, reflecting changes in the
demography of the city and of police officers themselves. But cach of these
emergent subcultures had its own, often negative, reaction to community
policing, and they undermined the attempt of department and city leaders to
implement change. Wood notes that police administrators intent on innova-
tion need to find ways to harness the interests of the various subcultures in
their agency and make clever use of divisions among them.

Can It Work?

Community policing and its precursors emerged because of dissatistaction
with important clements ot the protessional model of policing. Among the

sources of discontent was evidence that key elements ot the model—including
rapid response, the specialization of detective work, and the deterrent ettects of
both visible patrol and arresting people- were not having much ctfect on the
crime rate. The big-city riots of the 1960s and 19705 were also a reminder that
the professional model was not meeting the needs of signiticant parts ot the
population.who were increasingly disattected trom the erimmal justice syseem.
However, there s to date embarrassingly little evidence that the alternatives to
the professional model work much beter. Note that the absence of evidence
15 not evidence ot an absence of etfectiveness. Studies m scattered cities point
to successes on the community policing front, and case studies describing suc-
cesstul problem-solving projects abound. But other studies disagree about
]ﬁrn,’l«h‘r .']l“i maore L{l]l'l\ll\]l} L‘f‘{(‘ft\' ()f‘ aQ L'l\l]]l]]l”)ityf ;1nd }‘1‘(\["‘(‘11)7(\1"ik’ntk‘d.
policing, and the jury is still out about both of these movements.

Three chapters of this book address the “can it work?” question. In Chap-
ter 7, Nick Tilley examines the concepts of community and problem solving
policing. He argues that although we cannot do community policing without
adopting problem solving, problem solving can function as an autonomous
police function. The chapter challenges conventional notions by outlining how
the concept of community must expand to include nongeographical virtual
cotnunites as sites for problem solving. College students provide a good
example of a common-interest group that is scattered geographically and typ-
ically are not “of " the conmmunity where they live yet suffer common crime
problems. The chapter describes why the potential of community policing to
anticipate, identify, make sense of, and respond to problems has not been fully
realized. Using the ideas of effectiveness, efficiency, and equity advanced else-
where by two of our authors (John Eck and Dennis Rosenbaum), Tilley dis-
sects the limits of community policing and problem solving, using examples
from Great Britain and the United States. He argues that both models of polic-
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ing have fallen far short of their promise, and the rhetoric of their supporters.
Community policing has been slow to deliver measurable results, and problem
solving turns out to be a lot casier in theory than in practice. He proposes
decoupling the two and pushing harder on the police-centered problem-
solving side ot the equation.

Because he also thinks police are just mediocre at it, John Eck in Chapter 8,
“Why Don’t Problems Get Solved?” digs more deeply into the problems asso-
ciated with neighborhood problem solving. Many of the reasons are mnternal
to police agencies: they don’t know how to do it, how to manage it, or how
to encourage more of it. They don’t like change (a recurrmg, theme in this
book), and they think they are just too busy to try new things. More sophisti-
cated practitioners lament that “the technology™ is not there: that 1s, we don't
know what works in policing generally, and in problem solving in particular.
Calling for “the return of the problem solver.” Eck reccommends a rew regimen
for police. He argues that academics and rescarchers need to pay more atten-
tion to the nature of problems themselves. There needs to be more research on
problems ranging trom bored youths to bad Tiquor stores that vields insights
into their causes and tells us why they are concentrated in some places but not
others. 1 here needs to be more cretill evaluation of what works and what does
not in countering problems, and how pohce can figure out which are the most
ctfective strategies. Because problem solving 1s vital to any healthy community
policing progran, more ctfort needs to be focused on making 1t cttective.

Does community pohemg work, m the eyes of the public? Are neighbor-
hoods better off because of this new movement? This is a common and impor-
tant question. yet one tor which there have been few answers: Most sociolog-
ical research on crime and quality-of=hite problems has focused on their
association with race and class, not on what can be done about them The final
chapter, “Community Policing and the: Quahty of” Neighborhood Lite™ by
Michael Reisig and Roger Parks. traces the impact of community policing
in two large cities. It is based on surveys of police ofticers and neighborhood
residents, and official homicide numbers. It shows how community policing
activitics such as foot and bike patrol, greater police-citizen collaboration. and
more intensive motor patrol are associated with enhanced quality of life and
lower rates of crime.

OUR CONCLUSION

Well, can community policing work? Taken as a whole, the chapters of this book
raise the possibility that community policing can be adopted, that it may increase
the legitimacy of the police in the eyes of the public, and that it may help them
more effectively target problems that are of priority concern to the community.
The agency surveys that are described in Chapter 1 document that program-
matic elements of community policing—community partnerships, problem solv-
ing, prevention, and policing strategies planned in the neighborhoods—swept the
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country during the 1990s. The counterpoint, presented in the very next chapter,
is that this rhetoric seems not to have reshaped most agencies at their core. How-
ever, it 15 remains that the public expects the police to continue to provide the
professional service to which they have become accustomed. A significant frac-
tion of every police department will continue to be involved m responding to
the public’s calls, directing trafhic and arresting speeders, and providing support
during emergencies of all kinds. It is not clear that it is feasible to jettison the
organizational structure that enables that work to be done efficiently. Skogan
(Chapter 3) demonstrates that in at least one large multicultural city, the rheto-
ric ot community policing 1s backed by enough reality to encourage thousands
of residents to turn out every month, voting with their time and energy for the
success of the program in their neighborhoods. Reisig and Parks (Chapter 9) find
evidence that the adoption of community policing tactics reduced disorder and
homicide in two cities.

The dithiculty is that the rhetoric that surrounds community policing may
discourage some otheers from buving in to the concept. After all, it echoes
back to the days when communitv-oriented policing began and ended with an
occastonal visit trom the chiet to dehver aspeech at a community center. Today.,
commumty policig othicers can stll carn jeers trom their colleagues because
they are not domg “real police work™ and instead are “empty holster guys.”
However. the national evaluation ot the spread of community pohicing that s
deseribed in Chapter | cited the Las Vegas, Nevada, police department as an
example of how skilltul leadership of o problem-solving unic by a sergeant
Known as a“cop’s cop™ it a spark of problem-tocused, sometimes agaressive,
communty pohemg that is reshaping that department and the neighborhoods
it pohees Teasar feast plavsble that Terrill and Mastroskis concluston (Chap
ter 5) that the extent of community policing is unrelated to a departments use
of force reflects something other than a failure of community policing to
reduce use of torce: perhaps tacit (or, even better, explicit and structured) per-
mission to continue using appropriate levels of force helped immovadve polic-
ing in those two cities tlourish by making it more acceptable to respected vet-
erans who already command the respect of their fellow officers.

It vahd, this scenario would exemplify the “dever use ol divisions™
Wood. Davis,and Rouse (Chapter 6) believe is helpful in turning a deparement
toward community policing. In turn, a less adversarial reorientation of a
department may tree its community policing staff to teach, and its officers to
learn, the “better use™ of problem solving and other community policing tools
that Eck (Chapter 8) finds missing in the typical department. It may cven
encourage middle managers to follow Tilleys (Chapter 7) suggestion to become
more creative in defining communities, developing outreach strategies, and
developing responses to their problems.

More tundamental, if community policing is to succeed, we believe that it
has to be a city’s program and not just the police department’s program. Com-
munity policing is not cheap; it is labor extensive and thus expensive. When
money is tight and resources are hard to come by, it may be at risk. But if its
supporters can build broad public and political support for it, the budget for




community policing may survive. Political support, and deep support from the
community, can also help internally. It can be a tool for overcoming resistance
to community policing within a department, if necessary. Ifitis a good program
it will be good politics, and in the end public servants must do what their lead-
ers tell them. Building political capital with the community can pay dividends
when instances of brutality or corruption occur, because the promise that it will
not happen again will have some credibility. Finally, this will help police depart-
ments get other municipal agencies to work with them on problem-solving
projects. When those agencies think that community policing is the police
department’s program, they will not be very enthusiastic about bending their
priorities and spending their money on those projects. To work, community
policing has to be the city’s program.
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