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The Impact of Community Policing on
Neighborhood Residents

A Cross-Site Analysis

WESLEY G. SKOGAN

THIS CHAPTER EXAMINES one |mponanl aspect of community policing, its impact
on neighborhood resid C y policing is not a clear-cut concept, for it
involves reforming decisi i S lnd ing new cultures within
police departments, rather than bemg a specnﬁc tactical plan. It is an organizational
strategy that redefines the goals of policing (Goldstein, 1990; Moore, 1992). In
general, community policing relies upon organizational decentralization and a
reorientation of patrol in order to facilitate two-way communication between police
and the public. It assumes a commitment to broadly focused, problem-oriented
policing and requires that police are responsive to citizen demands whea they decide
what local problems are and set their priorities. It also implies a commitment to
helplng nclghborhoods solve crime problems on their own, through community
org ions and crime prevention prograins.

These principles underlie a variety of policing programs. Under the rubric of
comimunity policing, American departments are opening small nuighborhoud
substations, conducung surveys to |dcm|fy local pmblcms organizing meetings
-and crime pre: ing form Neighbor-
hood Watch groups, est.abhshmg advisory panels to inform pohce commanders,
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168 IMPACT ON NEIGHBORHOODS

organi:zing youth activities, ducting drug ed proj and media
campaigns, patrolling on horses and bicycles, and working with municipal
agencies to enforce health and safety regulations.

Cu_n l‘hese programs live up to the expectations of their supporters? The answer
10 this is not clear, for there have been relatively few systematic evaluations of
community policing programs. There is more hyperbote than solid evidence
about the wisdom of community policing, and a great deal of “hype” behind
many claims about new policing styles. Many researchers are prafessionally
skeptical of claims about ity policing, despite their general inclinati
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one year indicated that about 15% of the residents of cach asca recalled sceing
an officer walking on foot within the past week; the comparable figure among
residents of a control area was only 2%.

In two other areas, ombudsman police officers were assigned to work with
neighborhood residents to solve local problems. They walked foot patrol, at-
tended community meetings, and spent a great deal of time talking 10 merchants
and residents about local probl They developed a questionnaire that meas-
ured what residents thought were the most serious problems in the area, what

sed them, and what could be done to solve them. Officers were to record how

toward it. A volume on policing edited by Jack Greene and Stephen Mastrofski
(1988) included several chapters lamenting the dearth of good evidence on the
cffects of palicing generally and community policing in particular. ‘The contri-
bution by Greene and Taylor (1988) criticized the implicit theorics of commu-
nity that lie behind the assumption that police can intervene in defense of
qelghborhuods by such tactics as foot patrol; David Bayley's (1988) contribu-
tion took a critical stance vis-a-vis the resurrection of traditional police order
maintenance activity that it recommends.

This chapter describes several evaluations of community policing and sum-
marizes some of their results. Most of the evaluations contrasted the impact of
community policing programs with the effects of intensive enforcement pro-
grams, as well as against what happened in control areas representing “normal”
styles _of policing. Since the mid-1980s, these enforcement programs have had
a sApeclal focus on drugs. The ity policing evaluations examined here
point to some significant successes, but illustrate that evidence that community
policing can significantly reduce the crime rate remains elusive. They also point
out many difficulties in Ily impl ting ity policing.

Community Policing Experiments in Six Cities

Baltimore, Maryland

‘ Two versions of community policing were tested in Baltimore. Each was
implemented in two areas of the city, in white and African American ncighbor-
huqu of comparable income level and housing quality. Foot patrols were
assigned 1o walk through the arcas approximaicly 25 hours each week. They
choose their own routes, concentrating on busy conumercial arcas and recognized
trouble spots. They talked frequently with resid business owners, and
people on the street. In onc area the officers put more stress on law enforcement
and order maintenance; they speat much of their time dispersing groups of
yofnhs‘ on street corners and looking for drug transactions and other legal
|.nlrucuons. The officer who conducted most of the foot patrols in the other area
focused more on talking with residents and merchants. Surveys conducted after

they had reacted to each problem, and their handling of them was reviewed by
their supervisors. The officer serving one area was aggressive in his approach
to possible drug dealers, broke up groups loitering on the street, and gave many
waffic tickets. He spent most of his time in busy commercial areas of the
neighborhood. The officer in the other target arca spent more time ineeting with
area residents, working to solve juvenile problems, conducting a ncighborhood
clean-up campaign, and organizing a block watch program. He also involved
other municipal agencies in these efforts. He arranged for abandoned cars to be
towed away, trees to be trimmed, and empty buildings to be scaled. He also
worked closely with the department’s traffic, vice, and narcatics units when out
of public view. Surveys at the end of the evaluation period found that 64% of
the residents of one area, and 75% in the other, recalled officers coming to their
home; the officer who emphasized local service had been seen by 33% within
the past week (see Pate & Annan, 1989).

Oakland, California

Two policing programs were evaluated in Oakland, both aimed ai reducing
fevels of drug trafficking and related crime and fear. Bach program was imple-
mented in it own target area, and both were implemented together in a third
area. A special drug enforcement unit conducted traditional police operations in
its target neighborhoods. They went undercover to make buy-bust arrests, and
they used informants to buy drugs and identify distributors. They also mounted
an aggressive, high-visibility program of stopping and hing motor vehicl
and conducting field interrog of groups of men whenever they gathered in
public places. The team was extremely uctive, made & large number of arrests,
and apprehended a number of major drug traffickers in the target area.

This traditional policing program was contrasted to u program of home visits.
Officers in the experimental community policing area and ia the combined target
areas went door 10 door, introducing themselves to residents. Their job was to
inform people in the target neighborhoods of the department’s new emphasis on
drug enforcement, to give them pamphlets on crime and drug programs, and
conduct brief interviews asking aboul neighborhood problems. Their goal was
to make contacts that might lead to useful information, alert the community to
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the drug problem, and perhaps deter potential offenders duc to their presence
and visibility in the community. These door-step interviews were conducted in
about 60% of the houscholds in the target areas, a high percentage. About 50%
" of those interviewed indicated that drugs were a major problem in their commu-
nity. (In many places ﬂIIS kind of activity is known now as “directed patrol,”
b officers | g this form of foot patrof have specific tasks to carry
oul as they walk through an arel.) Ualike the enforcement program, however, it
proved difficult to sustain the interest of Oakland officers in these home visits.
It had little support from the district commander, who did not believe it could
work. An cnergetic officer saw to it that many interviews were conducted, but
there was no follow-up problem solving. None of the intended problem-solving
licing was ever plished, and nothing was done with the information
g.uhcred in the door-step i mlemews (see Uchnda Forst, & Annan, 1990, 1992),

Birmingham, Alabama

Three prog were evaluated in Birmingham. As in Oakland, a special drug
enforcement unit was formed to crack down on open drug dealing in dilaudid
and cocaine. The team ated on ver operations. They made a

series of videotaped purchases from street dealers and then returned to the target
area to make warrant arrests. Officers also posed as dealers and made videotaped
drug sales to outsiders who were driving into the target area to make drug
purchases. Th they paid ful to the legality of their activi-
ties to ensure that their cases could be successfully prosecuted. Ten officers were
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was opened, staffed 24 hours per day by e.gm police officers. They greatly
increased the visibility of police in the y. The substation unit assisted
in a cleanup of the public housing project that dominated the area. In follow-up
interviews, 72% of resid thought the sub was effective in reducing
drug-related crime (see Uchida et nI 1990, 1992).

Madison, Wisconsin

Madison attempted to develop a “customer oricniation” in providing police
services by radically restructuring the police department and the way in which
it was managed. It began as a traditional, hierarchically organized department.
To reform the organization, an innovative management structure was put in
place that emphasized teamwork and employee participation in decision making,
as well as peer supervision. Police were to work as teams to identify and solve
problems, with their gers working for them to secure the outside assistance
and resources that they required to carry out their plans. A decentralized police
substation was opened to experiment with these ideas in a district that covered
one sixth of the city. The team worked flexible hours and took responsibility for
managing their own activity. They developed a plan for “value added policing”
that called for spending more time on calls for service and follow-up contacts
with victims, They responded to most of the calls for service that originated from
the area and attempted to analyze them to identify community problems.

The surveys that were conducted after the program had been in operation for
2 years found almost 70% of the residents of the target arca knew about the police

involved in this program for a 6-moath period, but although they made a b
of arrests, it was unlikely that their efforts would be very visible in the commu-
nity surveys.

In another area, officers were to make home visits in order to pass out crime
nnd drug prevcnuon pamphlets and conduct interviews with area residents. They
de ire that asked residents about neighborhood crime prob-
lems nnd the whereabouls of drug trafficking. They eventually completed inter-
views at 60% of the occupied housing units in their target arca. Although they

leted a large ber of interviews, no effort was made to follow up on the
“information that was gathered. It was envisioned that they would do team-ori-
ented problem solving with the information thal they gathered, but events
conspired to undermine the program. A rise in calls for service in their area of
the city came at the same time that the Chrislmas holiday season left the district
‘und ffed. Under p to respond to the sesuiting deterioration in police
fesponse o 911 ulls. officers who were to conduct the community policing
program were reassigned to traditional patrol.

The third Birmingham program was insti din the ion’s control arca
after 11 people were shot there in a short peuod just after the beginning of the
h project. In resp to y ations, a police sub

bstation. Compared to the rest of the city, the surveys indicated a modest
improvement in perceptions of the police among residents of the target area. The
perceived quality of police-initinted encounters improved in the special district
and especially the perception that officers were helpful. There was also a mild
increase in police visibility that could be linked to the program, and more
residents of the experimental area reported they thought police were focusing
their attention on preventing crime and on important community problems.
Residents of the target arca reported a decrease in neighborhood problems, while
those elscwhere thought they got worse.

Most of the cffects of the program seemed to be interaal to the department.
Interviews with all of the city’s police officers were conducted at three points
in time over the 2-year reorganization experiment. They revealed, compared to
those assigned clsewhere, that officers in the experimental district saw them-

..Selves working as a team, that their efforts were being supported by their
- supervisors and the department, and that the department was really reforming
“itself. They were more satisfied with their job and more strongly committed to

the organization. They were more customer oriented, belicved more firmly in
the principles of problem solving and community policing, and felt that they had
a better relationship with the ity. In addition, department records indicated
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that disciplinacy acti N . " .
iscip ¢ and days off sick went d

more in lF\e experimental area (see Wycoff & Skogan, 1993). Thcseezha::c:
2;:_:;2: wuh. Wy::oﬁ‘s (1988) summary of the results of interview studies of

S lo H 'HH (\ 1
signed | v Y P g p to others, they have bee

?u\nd to think their work is more important, interesting, and rcwurd)i'ng and IesI;
.rusm:nng‘ They feel they have more independence and control over their jobs,
important deter of job satisfaction. Finally, th :
benign and trusting view of the public. Y. they tend (o take 8 more

Houston, Texas

Three programs were evaluated in Houston. The first was a neighbo i
:ubslulmll: The program team located space in a small commerfinl h:::m:?n‘:;
good pi}tklng. The office provided a place for people to meet with police. Officers
took crime reports and gave and received information from the public, and some
community meclings were held there. Officess assigned to the station ,wcre freed
from routine patrol for much of their daily shift. The office was their base of
operations for gcuing acquainted with neighborhood residents and business people,
|.den.ufymg and helping solve local problems, secking ways of delivering beue;
service to the area, and developing programs to draw the police and communit
t.:loscr .(ogellu?r. The staff quickly developed programs that extended into thz
immediate neighborhood, including a series of large community meetings in a
nearby church. Station officers organized special patrols in area trouble s (t;ts d
they lpcl'regulmly with local school adnini rs. Area churches and ci'\;ic c'I:III)
were mvued'lo select member§ to ride with officers patrolling in the neighborhoods
Fmally'. on five during the eval period the station staff dislributcni
uppr.oxlmalely 550 newsletters throughout the neighborhood. The newsletters ad
vertised ~|he station’s prog and other ity events, and printed anicle;
about crime pr_cycnlion. The station provided a direct test of several aspects of
community policing. It provided the officers who ran it a great deal of mnnap:me t
autonomy as well as flexibility in allocating their own time and effoﬂk Th:
reﬁpondcd by 'dcvel_opil\g community-oriented programs that were virtually u'nhearzy]
of in Houslo‘n. s police department, and they invented a variety of new ways in which
police and citizens could meet and exchange information and di thcir imil'c
Sul:veys conducted at the conclusion of the evaluation found that 659‘: of alrccs .
rest\dcnls knew about the substation (sce Skogan, 1990; Wycoft & Skogan l')87)=l

The (?onmmni:y Organizing Response Team (CORT) attempted 10 c“rcnlc a
locul'cn.ule prgvcnlion organization in a neighborhood where none existed. The
team’s lmm_edmte goal was to identify a group of residents who would .work
regularly with them to define and help solve neighborhood problems. Its tong-
term goal was 1o create a permanent organization in the communily. one lhﬁl
would remain active after CORT left the area. To test the CORT co;nce t, the
task force first tried to become familiar with the area's problems. To do lhi'; 'lhcy
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conducted their own door-to-door survey of the ighborhood. CORT b
questioned approximately 300 residents about problems that they felt merited
police attention, and whether they might be willing to host meetings in their
homes. The survey told them a great deal about the nature of area problems and
resulied in invitations to hold such meetings. They thea organized small meet-
ings to introduce th {ves to area ts. Thirt ighborhood meeting
were held, each led by 20-60 people. At these gs CORT b
identified a group of lcaders who met regularly with their commander to discuss
community problems and devise solutions involving both the police and resi-
dents. The group cventually held elections and formed committees, and by the
end of the cvaluation period it had 60 official members. During the evaluation
period special newsletters were mailed cach month to all residents who had been
contacted in the survey or who had participated in an activity. The CORT
program tested the abitity of police departments to assist in the development of
community self-help organizations.
Houston's Home Visit program was to help patro} officers to become more
famitiar with the residents of their areas and to learn about neighborhood
problems. Officers in one target area were freed from routine patrol assignments
for part of euch daily shift. During this time they visited houscholds in the arca.
Typically, officers in the program would visit an apartment building or a group
of homes, introduce th lves 1o ver answered, explain the purpose of
the visit, and inquire about neighborhood problems. They recorded these on
small “citizen contact card,” along with the name and address of the person they
interviewed. The officers left personal business cards, indicating that if there
were further problems they should be contacted directly. A record of these visits
was kept at the district police station to guide further contacts. It also served as
a mailing list for a newsletter tailored for the area, which was distributed each
month to those who had been contacted. During the 10 months of the program,
team officers talked to approximately 14% of the aduit residents of the area.
Visits also were made to ial blishments in the area, and after 10
months about 45% of the merchants had been contacted. About 60% of the
people who were interviewed had something to complain about. Conventional
crimes were most frequently mentioned, but about one quarter of the residents
mentioned a problem that might fall into the disorder category, including
disputes among neighbors, environmental problems, abandoned cars, and van-
dalism. The officers took numerous actions in response 1o problems they iden-
tified during these visits (see Skogan, 1990).

Newark, New Jersey

Two programs were evaluated in Newark. In one arca police auempled to
suppress crime and street disorder using traditiona) intensive enforcemeni tac-
tics. They conducted extensive “sireet sweeps” to seduce loitering and public
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drinking, drug sales, purse snatching, and street harassment by groups of men
who routinely gathered along | streets in resid | areas of the city.
Congregating groups were broken up by police warnings and large-scale arrests.
Foot patrol officers walked the areas in the evening; they were to become
familiar with local problems, establish relationships with local merchants, dis-
perse unruly groups, and ticket illegally parked cars. Special efforts were made
to enforce traffic regulations in the area using radar units and by making frequent
traffic stops to check for alcohol | dblocks were set up to check

use. R r
drivers® credentials, check for drunken driving, recover stolen vehicles, and
arrest drivers with outstanding tickets and arrest warrants. There was also an
attempt to clean up area parks and vacant lots and to deliver better city services.
This program tested the ability of the palice to reassert their faltering authority,
demonstrate that they controlled the streets of Newark, and crack down on forms
of disorder thought 1o lead to serious crime.

In another arca of Newark the police implemented a variety of community
policing projects at the same time. The test area for the community policing
project was in the most densely populated and crime-ridden part of Newark. The
evaluation tested the ability of an ambitious multi-intervention program to affect
crime and fear of crime in an extremely difficult area. Police opened a substation
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Surveys of area residents were conducted in the target and control areas before
the programs began, and again after they had been in operation for 10 months.
Between 80 and 330 people were reinterviewed in each area. A variety of other
kinds of data were collected as well, and the actual implementation of the
program was monitored in all the citics. In Birmingham, this research design
broke dowa; the control area was the subject of a wave of random violence and

shootings shortly after the e began and y pressure forced the
opening of a police substation in the area to serve as (he opcrnlmns center for a
new police team. In some other cities the evaluati di that y
policing programs werc only partly implemented, reducing our expectations
regarding their impact.

Table 9.1 presents a summary of some of the findings of the evaluations. Each
project had a number of goals, but this analysis focuses only on the results of the
surveys, and not on aspects of the prog that were evaluated using other proced
Table 9.1 also confines its attention to prog| that were ¢ ACTOSS
the cnus, to facilitate this cross-site nnnlysns The evaluations all shared common

of four . Fear of crime was measured by questions
aboul worry and about p | and property crime in the neighborhood. The
impact of the prog! on disorder was d hy questions concerning loitering,

that took crime reports, distributed crime prevention information, gathered public drinking, begging, street harassment, truancy, and gang activity. These disor-
complaints about city services for referral to other municipal agencies, and ders did not all involve illegal activity, but they are closely linked to fear of crime und
answered questi Local groups held ings in the station during the neighborhood decline. Between them, the fear and disord d the
evening, and about 300 people used the substation each month. At the end of the extent to which residents felt they lived in a secure envnronmenl The prevalence of
evaluation period, 90% of the residents of the area knew about the sub ization was d by q s about respondents’ expericaces with bur-

As in Houston, police also conducted home visits in the area. Officers visited
homes and filled out bricf questionnaires concerning neighborhood problems,
The teams also distributed crime prevention information, told residents about
block watch programs, and advertised the substation. During the course of the
cvaluation they q d residents of 50% of the homes in the area, and in the
evaluation surveys 40% of arca residents recalled being interviewed. The ser-
geant supervising the tcam reviewed the questionnaires, and cither his team dealt
with the problems that residents identified or he passed them on to the special
enforcement squad for their attention. The team also organized a neighborhood
clean-up program and distributed a police newsletter; 43% of area residents
-recalled receiving one when they were later surveyed. As in the enfor

glary, robbery, and assault, These survey measures provide a better estimate of the
extent of crime than official statistics, especially when police programs are being
evaluated. Police performance was measured by questions about how good a job police
did at a variety of tasks (preventing crime, helping victims, and keeping order), and
how fair, helpful, and polite they were. The availability of drugs was measured by
questions about the extent of drug trafficking in their neighborhood (questions about
drug availability were not included in the Houston and Newark evaluations). In every
case, responses to these questions were combined to form multiple-item scales for
statistical analysis.

Except in Birmingham, the effects of each program were assessed by comparing

area, a special squad targeted street disorder in the area (see Skogan, 1990;
Skolnick & Bayley, 1986).

Evaluation Findings

Each of the programs described here was evaluated using a sy ic |
design. The programs were conducted in test areas, while another matched area was
designated as a control area where no new policing programs were begun.

hanges in these es in the target areas to ble shifts in | arcas,
using multivariate statistical analyses that took into accoumt many other factors.
Because the survey respondents were interviewed twice, one important control
factor was what they saw or felt before the p began. Judg about
Birmingham are based on before-after changes in what becane the three program
arcas, after the emergency implementation of a program in the intended control area.
InTable 9.1, an “up™ entry indicates a statistically significant increase in an outcome
that probably was due to the program, and a “down” entry indicates a statistically
significant d inan that probably was due to the program. An “OK"
entry for assessments of policing indi that the measures were not
affected by enforcement programs that could have actually heightened tensions
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TABLE 9.1 S y of Ci ity Policing Evaluation Finding;
Fear of Victim- Police Drug
Crime Disorder  ization Service  Availability

Ookland

enforcement down - - OK down

home visits down — down up down

enforcement and home visits down - — oK down
Birmingham

eaforcement - — - OK -

home visits - - down up —

substation down —_ - up —_
Baltimore

{oot patrol - — — - -

ombudsman down down — up —
Madison

substation — -— - up —
Houstoa

home visits —_ down down up a/a

substation down down - up n/a

organizing — down — up wa
Newark

enforcement - down - 0K na

multiple community policing down down - up wa
NOTE: "up™ and “dowa" indicae xi 2 “OK" indicaes dha Acgative program effects were

avoided. “a/a” indicuies thore was 80 ovicome measice foc thal evaluwion, indicatc: ifics
il eval No enisy indicates there was 80 sigaificant

between the police and the community; in this case, the absence of a negative
shift in opinion was also a positive outcome.

The overall picture presented by Table 9.1 is mixed. Discouating the five areas
for which there were no data on drug availability, Table 9.1 reports the results of
65 before-after changes that could have been affected by community policing or
intensive enforcement programs. There were significant positive changes that
probably were the effects of the programs in 28 of 65 comparisons, and 4 other
i s in which p ially negative effects were avoided. It is upparent that these
programs had the most consistent effect on attitudes toward the quality of police
service. In the 14 project arcas, significant positive changes in views of the police
were fed in9i , and in an additional 4 enf areas (one mixed
with home visits) there were no negative shifts in opinion; this is a respectable 93%
success rate. Fear of crime was down in 7 of 14 areas (50%), and perceptions that
neighborhoods were disorderly were down in only 6 of 14 (43%). Drug availability
went down only in Qukland (3 of 9 cases), and victimization was down only in 3 of
14 instances (interestingly, these were all home visit programs).

Table 9.1 indicates that enforcement programs did not do quite as well as

ity policing at ing their goals; they were successful in only 6 of 14
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opportunities (43%), whereas the policing programs in
27 of 51 opportunities (53%). Relative to how many of them there were, the
combination of home visits and community organizing (which must have looked
like very similar programs to most neighborhood residents) was the most
successful. This was followed closely by interventi bining intensive

fi and ity policing tactics. Next came neighborhood stations,
foll I by the combi of foot patrols and ombudsmen ofticers.

Challenges to Community Policing

Implementation

The first challenge to ity policing is amply illustrated by the evalu-
ations described above. Implementation problems plagued even these closely
monitored projects. They were defeated by at least three challenges: Some were
disbanded in the face of a rise in 911 calls, in order to restore traditional service
levels; others were discredited by mid-level managers who reseated their loss
of authority to lower ranking personncel; and some failed to endure because they
did not succeed in changing the organizational culture of the department.

In particular, ful ity policing programs must not ignore the
“911 problem.” Since the volume of telephane calls to big-city departments
skyrocketed in the mid-1970s, police commitment to respond to these calls as
quickly as possible has absorbed the resources of many departments. In effect,
many departments are being managed by the thousands of citizens who call the
police, not by their commanders. In the home visit arca of Birmingham, pressure
to respond quickly to calls for service at a time when the police district was

understaffed led to the aband of the problem-solving aspects of the
program. The district commander responsible for devising the program was
punished with an undesirable assig for letting resp to calls for service
slacken b of his i to the ity policing experiment. Al

about the same time, H 's citywide ity policing effort was halted
following charges that police had allowed responses to calls for service to
deteriorate, because (it was charged) officers were being freed from this respon-
sibility in order to carry out the program. The program had powerful enemies
among lieutenants and other mid-level supervisors in the department; the Chiet
of Police was soon fired and little remains of her program.

In other cities, community policing has floundered in the face of the crime-
fighting culture of traditional departments. In Oakland there was little enthusi-
asm for community policing among officers assigned to the program. Although
a few hardworking officers carried out the most easily monitored tasks—making
home visits and conducting interviews—they did nothing to follow up on the
information that they gathered. Their i fiate supervisor di d the effort
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as “social Yvork" and did nothing to ensure that the y polici

dcvcjlop.ed |‘|: the C'hl.cf's office actually was implemented in the field. (;n: ol?ﬁcer
g home visits ily quit his job because he was so frustrated by the lack

of support for his cfforts. In Baltimore, officers pulled from routine ussig:menls to

replace the foot patrol officers while they were on vacation were husiasti

about the One of the ombud lice officers prett ivi
waffic tickets to interviewing citi and ‘:0 g erred giving o
Effectiveness

As the evaluations described above also indi prop of i lici
must p better 10 the question, “Does it work?* As already ;n-dicmed‘:

the evidgnce if, n}ix@. The most consistent finding of evaluations to date is that

nu a;, g improves popullxllr cssmen uipolicc performance. This is

y p p in the Afric ican 2 ispanic nei

borhoods in which many of these proj ‘ took p!aoca‘“}‘ mcncanild i“sdv“'“pan“? ntf:f:c
clwrge_lhal this is merely a triumph of public relations, for mn:ly'is there good evidence
that crime ha§ !men reduced. As depicted above, the ions indicate that assess-
ments of poh_cmg improved in 13 of 15 opportunities, but victimization was down
sngmﬁ({amly in only 3 of 15 cases. 1 do not know of an evaluation of foot patrol that
can point to reduced levels of con I crime. If more of the projects had
flemons‘(mled reductions in crime, critics could also have pointed to the possibility that
it was slmply.displaced to somewhere elsc rather than actually prevented, for none of
these eval i was designed to address that possibility.

_To be fair, victimization is also very difficult to measure accurately. The evalu-
ation surveys described here could not devote sufficient questionnaire space to
measure it properly. Surveys are known to undercount certain kinds of crime (such
as assn'ull and domestic violence), and are of limited utility for others (drug
trafficking, nonresidential vandalism). Neighborhood crime rates are quite sensitive
to the lﬁ:vclofrepcm liple victimizati hing that surveys are not good at
measuring undcr‘lhc best of circumstances. In this light, the fact that 6 of 11

y policing (or mixed) prog pointed 1o signifi feclines in meas-
ures of fcflr or worry about crime is hopeful evidence that these interveations are
having effects on crime as well. (But alternately, it may be that the programs reduced
fcnf by reassuring people, for in 5 of those 6 cases assessments of the quality of
police service improved significantly as well.)

Equitable Policing
C ity policing also th to b politicized. The evaluation of

y p in H seviewed above found that the way i i
g y in which
several of the programs were run favored the interests of racially dominant
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groups and established i ts in the ity. H 's ity station
relied on existing community organizations o attract people to the station’s
programs. The groups chose who would ride along with the police and who
would attend meetings with the local police district commander. The groups also
helped organize community meetings that brought major figures such as the
Chief of Police to speak to area residents. This approach worked well for
members of those groups, but less affluent area residents did not hear about the
programs and did not participate in them. The community organizing team held
a number of small meetings to identify area leaders and begin their organizing
cfforts; almost all of them were held in the parts of the target area dominated by
white residents owning single-family homes. The largely black residents of large
rental buildings in the area were quickly identified as the source of problems in
the community and became the targets of their activities. All of this was reflected
in the findings of the evaluation, for the positive effects of the programs in both
areas were confined to whites and home owners. The reasons for this were subtle,
but imporiant. Working on their own initiative, the officers in both areas focused
their efforts in arcas where they were well reccived. The community organizing
team could hold meetings only where they were welcome, and the team working
out of the neighborhood substation found that working through established
groups made their task of quickly mobilizing community support much easier.
The Houston experience illustrates that policing by consent can be difficult
in places where the community is fragmented by race, class, and lifestyle. If,
instead of trying to find common interests in this Jiversity, the police deal
mainly with elements of their own choosing, they will appear to be taking sides.
It is very easy for them to focus “community policing” on supporling those with
whom they get along best and share their outlook. As a result, the “local
priorities” that they represent will be those of some in the community, but not aff.
Critics of ity policing are ¢ § that it can extend the familiarity of
police and citizens past the point where their fi professionali and
commitment to the rule of law can control their behavior. To act fairly and
constitutionally and to protect minority rights, the police must sometimes act
contrary to the opinion of the majority. As Stephen Mastrofski points out (1988, p.
65). ity policing must develop a p by which officers can be given
sufficient autonomy to do good without increasing their likelihood of doing evil.

Conclusion

Critics of community policing have been guick to claim that in reality itis just
rhetoric. It is certainly true that it involves rhet ic, for ity policing is
an organizational strategy for redefining the goals of policing and providing a
new vision of where departments should be heading. This calls for rhetoric, one
of the tools of leadership. Community policing also calls for rhetoric because
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departments do not exist in a They are d jent on the ities that
they serve for financial support, so they must have public and polmcal support for
whatever disection they are going. Rhetoric about 2 infi the
cominunity about a set of goals that they are being asked to pdy for.

The question is, is it more than rhetoric? The evidence revn:wcd in this chapter
suggests that i licing is pr ling at a halting pace. There are
ample examples of falled cxpenmcnls and cmes where the conccpl has gone
awry. On the other hand, there is evidence in many cvaluations that a public
hungry for atteation have a great deal to tell police and are grateful for the
opportunity to do so. When they see more police walking on foot or working out
of a local substation they feel less fearful. Where officers have developed

d cooperation with y groups and fostered self-help, the public
has witnessed declining levels of social disorder and physical decay.

This chapter also has nu( exammc\l the full range of outcomes that might be
attributed to jing—for exampl hanges in officer
attitudes and changes m how wcllms are treated. Many of these programs
featured elements that could at best have had indirect and long-terin impacts of
community opinion {¢.g., supervision changes in Madison’s experimental police
station), however important they might have been within the departments. Other
intended outcomes (c.g., to alter depurlmenlal cul(ures) often prove difficult for

I to cap The ve bi and community
pollcmg experiment in Newark was conducted in one of the worst parts of the
city, and the follow-up evaluation was probably conducted too quickly (after
only 11 months) to let its full force be felt. Better evaluations and a more subtle
and extensive set of could reveal more about the intended
benefits of community policing.
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