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Foreword

The role of the police vis-a-vis the community is a central issue in modern
policing. Increasingly, both the police and the community recognize how much
each needs the other. As this valuable report points out, when police and
citizens begin to see themselves as “co-producers” of public safety, substan-
tial benefits accrue. For the public, it can mean more effective crime preven-
tion and less fear, as well as greater accountability on the part of the police.
For police, the increased support and respect from the community heightens
morale and intensifies motivation.

Forward-looking police executives in the world’s industrial democracies
are making community police initiatives the centerpiece of innovative polic-
ing. This report focuses on the many common aspects of community polic-
ing at home and abroad. It offers a theoretically coherent discussion of the
concept of community policing as it reviews international experience with the
approach in Australia, Canada, Great Britain, Denmark, Norway, Sweden,
Finland, Sinapore and Japan.

As the report notes, contemporary ideas about community policing grew
out of reconsideration of police strategies and practices in the 1960’s and
1970’. There is a realization that some of the well-intentioned efforts to
enhance professionalism may instead have created a guif between police and
the public they are sworn to protect.

Community policing is viewed as a strategy for bridging that gap while
strengthening police effectiveness in preventing and controlling crime. But
what constitutes “community policing?” This report translates the rhetoric
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into realistic program elements that seem central to the concept around the
world. Emphasizing that community policing requires a change not only in
practice but in philosophy, the authors discuss likely obstacles police executives
face in introducing community policing to their departments.

Equally important, they candidly explore possible shortcomings of com-
munity policing. Can it reduce crime? Can the peril of police corruption be
avoided?

Law enforcement officials and community leaders who must weigh these
issues will find this report a valuable guide. The National Institute of Justice
is pleased to present this international perspective on a subject that is among
the most important in contemporary policing. We hope it will stimulate con-
tinued discussion of the future course of American policing.

James K. Stewart

Director
National Institute of Justice
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Preface

This monograph is based partly on research materials that we collected
in connection with our previously published book The New Blue Line: Police
Innovation in Six American Cities. In addition, following the publication
of that book, we studied police departments in England, Norway, Sweden,
Denmark, Australia, Singapore, and Japan. We spent ai least a week and
in some places — in Australia, England, Singapore, and Japan — a month
or more. (Bayley has published a book on the Japanese police, Forces of
Order, University of California Press, 1976.)

More important, however, than the amount of time we spent in each
research location, was the way we employed our time. These were, for us,
intensive field observation experiences. We generally started at the top,
interviewing heads of justice ministries and chiefs of police and their staffs
about the shape and direction of departmental thinking and policy. Then
we would typically ride with and interview working cops, usually patrol
officers and sergeants, partly to assess the reality of departmental policy and
rhetoric; partly to gain a feeling for how the local crime scene impacts upon
the police; and partly to comprehend the nuances of local police culture, in
particular police feelings about the community being policed.

Finally, we would routinely interview heads of police unions, local
criminologists, and other functionaries in the criminal justice system, who
often provided useful supplementary and sometimes, to be sure, conflicting
interpretations of the role and policies of the department under study.

We conducted hundreds of interviews and observations of varying
length. A typical interview with an official would last an hour or two.
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Sometimes we would reinterview. We would typically ride in patrol cars for
& shift or a substantial part of a shift. Some of those whom we interviewed
proved to be enormously insightful and informative. Others were less so0.
On the whole, however, as we have learned over the many years we have
been conducting this sort of research, police tend to be articulate and voluble
interviewees. Even in the rare instances when they are not, an observer learns
a4 whole lot about a city and its crime problems from the vantage of a
patrol car.

We are obliged to more people than we could possibly thank in this
preface. All of those who gave of their time and wisdom are, in a sense, co-
authors of this report.

Two colleagues were especially helpful and deserve mention and
gratitude. Professor Hans Klette orgarized the Scandinavian research
itinerary, and interpreted with keen insight the Nordic countries police
experience to an outsider. Professor Robert Reiner was exceptionally
knowledgeable and astute in interpreting developments in the British police,
and in facilitating relevant contacts in the police, political, and academic
worlds.

Jerome H. Skolnick
David H. Bayley
October, 1987
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Chapter One

Elements of Community Policing

The closer a police officer’s relationship is with people on his beat,
the more people he knows and the more those people trust him,
the greater his chances of reducing crime.

Charles Silberman
Criminal Violence, Criminal
Justice, 1978.

Among the world’s industrial democracies, community-oriented policing
represents what is progressive and forward-looking in policing. In Western
Europe, WNorth America, Australia-New Zecaland, and the Far East,
community policing is being talked about as the solution to the problems
of policing. Papers exploring it have become a cottage industry. The
governments of Australia and Canada have commissioned reports about
community policing.! National conferences have explored it.2 And the
U. S. Department of Justice featured community policing in its third annual
“Policing State of the Art” conference in June, 1987.

Considering the amount of talk about community policing in
professional circles worldwide, one would expect that it has become well
established in police operations and that examples of it abound. The reality
is, however, that while everyone talks about it, there is still little agreement
on its meaning. As a result, practical innovation under the rubric of
comununity policing is very uneven. In some places, genuine changes in police
practices have occurred. In others, community policing is used to dress up
traditional programs, a classic case of putting old wine in new bottles.
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The variety of programs that are described as “community policing”
is truly bewildering. It has been attached to Neighborhood Watch, mini- and
shopfront-police stations, liaison with gay communities, specialized attention
to the problems of women and children, unsolicited visits by patrol officers
to homes, media campaigns to improve the image of the police, foot patrols,
village constables, designation of “safety houses” for school children,
strategies for reducing the public’s fear of crime, directed patrol, police-
sponsored discos and athletic leagues, horse patrols, and the creation of citizen
auxiliary police. One police chief created “community policing” by fiat,
declaring that every police officer was to be known as a “community police
officer.” At a recent conference in the United States on community policing,
scholars, consultants, and police managers attached the phrase to ten
distinctively different programs without ever clarifying its meaning. Surveying
United States police departments in 1984, Robert C. Trojanowicz and Hazel
A, Harden found that 143 had community policing. Although this would seem
to be cause for congratulation, the programs qualifying as “community
policing” were so extensive that almost any force would have one of them
— foot patrol, park and walk, motorcycle-scooter-walk, team policing, special
purpose vehicle, horse patrol, auxiliary, reserve, and volunteer citizens, and
neighborhood response units.?

Many readers of this report will think they already know what
community policing is. They will have an implicit idea of the programs that
they think will be discussed here. But they are bound to be disappointed,
because community policing is not yet an accepted program or even a core
of programs.

British police officers love to tell a story about the meaning of
community policing. A community knows it has community policing, they
say, when patrol officers are put on bicycles — and when they encounter
people out for a walk, immediately leap off their bikes, throw the people
on the ground, and tell them what time it is.

If one goes to police departments and says, “Show me community
policing,” one will be shown different activities in different places. This lack
of programmatic clarity with respect to community policing is cause for
corzrn. Because “community policing” is so popular but so vague in modern
policing, many will conclude that it is a rhetorical movement only — another
clever phrase coined to make policing more palatable. The inevitable result
of this overselling will be disillusionment and deepening cynicism about the
prospects of meaningful police reform. Our opinion is that there is more to
community volicing than words, as we shall show, but we think that more
care must be taken in the use of the phrase “community policing.” This is
an essential first step in encouraging meaningful innovation.
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Not only has there been a failure to identify what is distinctive
programmatically, discussions about community policing frequently confuse
operational practices with intentions, philosophy, motivation, management
style, administrative requirements, and organizational structure. For example,
participants in an executive seminar in the Houston Police Department
recently identified thirty defining elements in “neighborhood-oriented
policing.” These included a sense of trust between police and citizens, altering
the role of the police, defining and communicating responsibilities to officers,
encouraging the acceptance of responsibility, developing appropriate
intentions, coordinating the delivery of police services, and recognizing fiscal
limitations. In order to achieve community- or neighborhood-oriented
policing, all of these elements may be involved, but they aren’t in themselves
community policing. Good intentions may not lead to new programs; police
departments may be reorganized without recasting basic strategies; and
management styles may change but organizational goals remains the same,

Policing becomes meaningful to society in actions taken in relation to
the world around it. What policing is internally in terms of philosophy,
management style, and organization are a means to that end. If progress is
to be made toward community policing, or any other form of policing, it
must be given programmatic content. It must reflect philosophy at the level
of operating strategies and tactics. If we fail to insist on this, community
policing will be closet drama, interesting to police themselves, perhaps, but
of little importance to the communities they purport to serve.

Accordingly, our presentation of community policing in this report
begins with a description of its operational features and then moves to a
consideration of the requirements for its successful implementation. In this
way discussion of the meaning of “community policing” as a set of activities
is senarated from analysis of what is needed in order to make it succeed.

The central premise of community policing is that the public should
play a more active and coordinated part in enhancing safety. The police
cannot bear the responsibility alone, nor can the criminal justice system. In
an apt phrase, the public should be seen as “coproducers” with the police
of safety and order.5 Community policing thus imposes a new responsibility
on the police, namely, to devise appropriate ways of associating the public
with law enforcement and the maintenance of order.

This is not a new formulation of the responsibilities of the police, and
it does not narrow the concept of community policing very much. Hard-bitten
older officers recognize full well that their job is made easier if the public
“cooperates” and “supports” the police. They have spent their professional
lives asking for assistance from the public. What’s new, they growl, about
that? It follows, therefore. that if “community policing” is to mean something
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distinctive, it must refer to programs that change the customary interaction
between police and public. New phrases are misleading if they do not describe
a new reality.

‘We propose, therefore, that “community policing” should be said to
exist only when new programs are undertaken that raise the level of public
participation in the maintenance of public order. Past practices should not
be referred to as “community policing” simply because their intent was to
lead to greater public involvement. In short, “community policing” deserves
to be celebrated only if it is attached to depariures from past operating
practices, only if it reflects a new strategic and tactical reality.

Community policing in this substantial sense is very much alive around
the world and appears to be growing rapidly. Examining expzrience on four
continents, we have found four areas of programmatic change in policing
that have occurred consistently under the banner of community policing. In
other words, when police departments act rather than just talk about
commutiity policing, they tend to do four things: (1) organize community-
based crime prevention; (2) reorient patrol activities to emphasize
nonemergency servicing; (3) increase accountability to local comrunities;
and (4) decentralize command.

We will now describe these four programmatic elements, providing
examples of each from countries around the world.

Community-Based Crime Prevention

Community-based crime prevention is the ultimate goal and centerpiece
of community-oriented policing. Since communities are made up of
neighborhoods, Neighborhood Watch has become the centerpiece of
community-based crime prevention.

Although Neighborhood Watch is an American invention of the early
1970%, it varies considerably throughout the world and sometimes even within
the same country.® The London Metropolitan Police defines Neighborhood
Watch as involving three elements:

1. Public Surveillance. People residing in a defined area are
encouraged to get together and act as the eyes and ears of the
police. This requires a certain amount of vigilance by residents
looking out for suspicious characters and vehicles, and then
informing the police.

2. Property Marking. The police loan cut property-marking kits
so that residents can mark their property with the post code, house
or flat number, and their initials. This is intended as a deterrent
to burglars, and in addition as a method of providing swift
identification and return of stolen property.
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3. Home Security. When a Neighborhood Watch scheme is set
up, the police are supposed to offer to visit any household, free
of charge, in that area and make recommendations for improving
security.

Above all, Neighborhood Watch tries to inculcate a feeling of
neighborhood identity and therefore of community. This means that an
individual who resides in the neighborhood should bear and share some
collective responsibility for the safety of other persons and the security of
their property, as well as for their own safety and security.

Neighborhood Watch programs vary in whether the initiative comes
from the police or the public; the size of areas organized; the manner in which
leaders are selected; whether costs are borne by participants, government,
or charitable organizations; the amount of effort devoted to maintaining high
levels of activity and involvement; provision for organizing neighborhood
units into larger associations; and the level of ongoing support provided by
the police.

The most ambitious and extensive neighborhood crime prevention
program is the Japanese, though it is not called Neighborhood Watch and
does not owe its inspiration to the United States.” From time immemorial
Japanese neighborhoods have had the rudiments of informal government,
the creation of custom rather than statute. Membership has been automatic
and participation compelled by social pressure. Its leaders mediated disputes,
lobbied for municipal services, organized neighborhood improvement
campaigns, communicated information about local concerns, and sponsored
festivals. As an outgrowth of this tradition, most Japanese neighborhoods
now have crime-prevention associations that distribute information, sell
security hardware, publish newsletters, maintain close liaison with local police,
and occasionally patrol the streets. All neighborhood organizations belong
to provincial and national crime prevention associations.

Although closely watched by the police and often discouraged, civilian
street patrols are also found in other countries. In the United States, “CB”
(citizen-band radio) patrols are common. Designed to increase the surveillance
capacity of the police, CB personnel are strictly cautioned against taking
any action except notifying the police about emergencies or suspicious
circumstances.8

In Great Britain the Neighborhood Watch program has been advanced
by the police and by government politicians as its most important crime
prevention strategy. Neighborhood Watch has mushroomed throughout
Britain in the 1980’s. Figures given by the Minister for State of the Home
Office indicate that as of 1986 some 8,000 schemes were in operation.® They
are established either through a police initiative or as a result of local interest
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expressed to the police. For example, after identifying a target area the police
will normally contact people who might be active members of a residents’
or tenants’ association. These people often form the core of the scheme, and
the police will informally identify the area coordinator from among these
residents.

In London, Neighborhood Watch is part of a larger concept of multi-
agency policing. This concept is based on the belief that since all Londoners
and the police have a common interest in stopping crime, public goodwill
should be harnessed whenever possible to achieve this end. Multi-agency
policing thus involves not only Neighborhood Watch and citizen participation,
but also the coordination by the police of various government departments,
such as local education, social services, and housing agencies. Thus, in
London, Neighborhood Watch is only part of a broader and more expansive
vision of the role of police in society: officers should be seen to be front
runners in social change, whether it is urging architectural change to help
in the “designing out” of crime, advocating alternative housing policies, or
actively persuading commercial enterprises to build greater safety or crime
prevention factors into house or vehicle design.10

A number of criticisms have been leveled in Britain at both
Neighborhood Watch and the more expansive vision. First, there is some
question as to whether Neighborhood Watch actually works to prevent crime
or to make citizens less fearful of crime. A careful, but admittedly tentative,
evaluation of two Neighborhood Watch areas conducted by the Institute of
Criminology at the University of Cambridge suggests that there is not much
reason to believe that Neighborhood Watch is very effective.!? There are aiso
criticisms that while Neighborhood Watch may be helpful to middle-class
families that own homes, the type of advice the police are prepared to offer
is of little practical value to iudividuals whose income and standard of living
are too low for them to be able to afford improvements. Finally, multi-agency
policing has been criticized as an overreaching by police into aspects of
citizens’ lives in which the police have no business. We return to these points
in Section VI.

In Australia, too, Neighborhood Watch is relatively new, beginning
in Victoria State in the early 1980’s. Although police officials studied the
American experience systematically before formulating their own program,
the “Victoria Model” made some important modifications.1? For example,
the basic unit is not a block but an area containing approximately 400 to
600 residences, or about two thousand people. As in Britain, the police work
closely with residents to identify people who would make responsible leaders
and then sound them out for election. In order to remain a certified
Neighborhood Watch group, meetings must be held at least once a month.
Newsletters containing crime information and crime-prevention tips are

6 COMMUNITY POLICING AROUND THE WORLD



standard. Neighborhood Watch is not free in Australia. Although the police
help with publicity and local governments sometimes furnish Neighborhood
Watch signs, members are expected to make a small yearly contribution for
ongoing expenses such as the purchase of engraving tools and decals and
the publication of newsletters. Australian Neighborhood Watch groups are
not left on their own, but belong to larger associations which support and
coordinate their work. There are successively zonal, city, and state
Neighborhood Watch organizations, containing representatives from the
levels below,

The Singapore police estimate that between 1980 and 1987 approximately
half the population has been covered by Neighborhood Watch Groups
(NW@Gs). 13 The basic unit is very small, on average four households, either
detached houses or apartments. Confronted with doubts both inside and
outside the police about the effectiveness of the NWGs, the Crime Prevention
Department of tiie police force undertook a carefully evaluated
“intensification” program in 1986. This involved stepped-up formation of new
groups, visits by local police officers to the homes of existing NW members,
and general encouraging of self-defense activity. Because the evaluation
involves before-and-after as well as side-by-side comparisons, Singapore by
late 1987 may have some of the best data in the world for evaluating the
practice and impact of Neighborhood Watch.

Police around the world have also developed extensive education
programs designed to help targeted groups protect themselves more
successfully. Police departments now produce a vast literature in many
languages with crime prevention advice to the elderly, school children,
working women, secretaries, vending machine operators, taxicab drivers, and
vacationers. In addition to writing and publishing brochures and leaflets,
specialists in police agencies, usually based in headquarters’ crime prevention
units, give lectures, organize meetings, conduct classes, and coordinate media
campaigns. There are now national and even international networks of crime
prevention personnel, trading material, exchanging experts, and generally
encouraging one another to bear up against the scepticism of their colleagues
in the police.

Reorientation of Patrol Activities

In the past fifteen years serious questions have been raised about
whether traditional police strategies provide effective protection. These
strategies have been based on the assumption that criminal, as well as
disorderly, activity would be deterred if police were a visible presence on the
streets and promptly arrested people who broke the law. Accordingly,
approximately 60 per cent of personnel in police forces have been assigned
to patrolling and the bulk of the remainder to criminal investigation.14 Over
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the course of several decades, patrol work has been handled increasingly from
motor vehicles and prompted by telephone solicitati-n and radio dispatch.

Although often described misleadingly as the “crime fighting” model
of policing, the purpose of this system in fact was crime prevention. It is
a source of confusion and ill-feeling that proponents of community policing
sometimes speak as if they had a monopoly on concern with prevention. What
community policing questions is not the goal of policing, but the means.

Buttressed by research that has shown that random motorized patrolling
and rapid response may not effectively deter crime or lead to the more certain
apprehension of criminals, 1% community-police reformers contend that patrol
operations should encourage a deeper involvement with the community, an
involvement not instigated predominantly by emergency calls for service.
Rather than being deployed as an ambulance service, patrol officers should
“get to know the community,” talk to people in all walks of life, encourage
requests for non-emergency services, and become a visible but unremarkable
part of the community scene. By so doing, patrol officers will be able to assist
individual as well as collective self-protection, to intervene at earlier stages
to prevent problems from arising, develop a heightened appreciation of
community concerns, explain police services more accurately, and solicit
information that leads to arrests and prosecution. Police would still handle
genuine emergencies, but with a much reduced force. The point, in effect,
is to unhook a large portion of patrol personnel from the emergency response
system, so they can engage in proactive crime prevention.

This kind of reorientation of patrol, practiced in the name of
community policing, is being accomplished in a variety of ways. The most
dramatic change is the redeployment of patrol officers from motor vehicles
into small, decentralized police posts. They are called mini-stations in Detroit,
shopfronts in Australia, Neighborhood Police Posts in Singapore, and koban
in Japan. The Japanese, Norwegian, and Singaporean posts are minjiature
police stations, responsible for all aspects of policing except criminal
investigation — receiving complaints, responding to calls for service,
providing information and advice, patrolling on foot or bicycle, organizing
community crime prevention, and developing personal contacts. Detroit’s
mini-stations, however, like Stockholm’s and Melbourne, Australia’s
Broadmeadows shopfront, do not do general police work, but are responsible
solely for community crime prevention. Their personne! organize
Neighborhood Watch, give lectures on self-protection, and serve as liaison
between the police force and institutions with special security needs. In
Copenhagen, they teach schoolchildren the rudiments of public safety. Like
“community policing” itself, fixed posts are not cut to a single pattern; there
are operational differences in purpose and performance.

8§ COMMUNITY POLICING ARGUND THE WORLD



Physically, the multi-functional Japan keban and Singaporean
Neighborhood Police Posts (NPPs) consist of a reception room with a low
counter or desk, telephone, radio, and wall maps; a resting room for
personnel, often with a television set; a small kitchen or at least a hot plate
and refrigerator; an interview room; a storeroom; and a toilet. Singapore
NPPs also have a fairly large “multi-purpose” room with folding chairs and
a desk that doubles as meeting room and office for the officer-in-charge.
To discourage the public from using the koban as public lavatories, the toilets
are often marked “out of order.” In Singapore this is less of a problem because
the NPPs are located primarily in residential housing estates which have their
own facilities. Japanese koban have been built wherever space was available
— in bus and railway stations, among rows of shops, at intersections of busy
roads, on residential lots, and even on the grounds of temples. Because land
prices have skyrocketed in Tokyo recently, the cost of building new koban
has becnme a significant drain on police resources. Some land owners,
moreover, would like the koban to move so that they can resell the land.
Singapore’s NPPs, by contrast, are much newer and well-equipped, having
been built to order since 1983. Most are located on the ground floor of the
large multi-storied public-housing estates where approximately 84 per cent
of the population now lives.

Koban and NPPs have been inventive in finding ways te be useful to
their community, in addition to patrolling, making security surveys, and
promoting crime prevention. In both countries they serve as the “lost and
found.” Officers listen to endless complaints about municipal services,
disputes with neighbors, and legal entanglements. One Japanese koban is
a general delivery office for letters addressed to transients working in the
area; another rings a chime early in the morning to announce the time; and
a third broadcasts information of local interest over a loudspeaker, including
advice to children that they should think of going home from the nearby
park when the sun goes down. Singapore’s NPPs invite neighborhood
organizations to meet in their multi-purpose room; some lend beard games,
like Chinese chess, for children to use; and all of them register changes of
address as well as births and deaths.

An intensive form of community involvement is “house visits,” where
officers go door-to-door asking about security problems, offering services,
soliciting suggestions about police activity, and sometimes collecting
information about residents. Koban officers in Japan and NPP officers in
Singapore are expected to call at every residence and business in their beats
at least once a year. House visits are also made by Community Service Officers
in Santa Ana and Oslo, although not as routinely as in Japan and Singapore.
Detroit and Houston police have made house visits too and, contrary to some
expectations, were welcomed with enthusiasm rather than being told to get
lost.18
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House visits in Singapore demand daunting linguistic skill. Singapore
has four official langnages — English, Mandarin, Malay, and Tamil.
Although everyone is required to learn English, older Singaporeans may not
be fluent in it. So NPP officers, working their way along the corridors on
the outside of the high-rise housing blocks, may be confronted successively
with Indian, Malay, and Chinese families, all preferring to speak their mother
tongues. Among the Chinese this involves using dialects like Cantonese,
Hakka, and Hokkien. NPP officers knock at the barred gates of apartments
that provide security while letting in fresh air in the tropical climate.
Conversations are almost always conducted through the bars, allowing the
officers an intimate view of living arrangements. Officers invariably mention
if the gates are unlocked, especially if children answer, pointing out that this
provides access to burglars and other unwanted persons. Sometimes residents
wave the officer away, preferring not to be disturbed as they eat or watch
TV. On one occasion four middle-aged Chinese ladies smilingly refused to
interrupt their afternoon Mah Jong game. Just as often, officers will be
invited in for a cold drink or cup of tea. They usually refuse, pleading the
pressure of work,

Foot patrols as well as horse patrols, traditional strategies of policing,
are coming back everywhere. In Singapore and Japan, foot patrols are the
mainstay of deployment in every neighborhood. Singapore stresses “vertical
patrols,” where officers walk through the open-air corridors of high-rise
housing blocks, beginning at the top floor and working their way down.
Singapore patrol officers are still a visible presence, therefore, from building
to building as well as within them. They can also see out over the surrounding
area. Singapore’s foot patrolling, which seems so intensive, is a practical
adaptation to the need to make the police accessible in three dimensions rather
than in two.

Foot patrol officers in Stockholm, Copenhagen, and Santa Ana work
in conjunction with neighborhood mini-stations. Scandinavian mini-stations
are especially attractive, warmly furnished, inviting places, where
neighborhood residents talk to police about a variety of “problems” — a
husband’s excessive drinking, a child’s failure to meet school obligations —
that may not bear directly on crime.

In most countries, however, foot patrols are used selectively, mostly
in areas of high pedestrian traffic, like malls, shopping centers, entertainment
“strips,” and public transportation facilities. Some police forces have ordered
mobile personnel to park their vehicles regularly and walk targeted foot beats.
Others have put foot patrol officers in cars with instructions to cover several
dispersed areas during a single tour of duty.
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Foot beats are another device for unhooking police from the emergency
system, allowing them to mingle with the public outside a context of demands.
Foot beats may not, of course, lessen the volume of requests for service,
but they extend, deepen, and personalize interaction.

A particular kind of reoriented patrolling is frequently identified with
community policing, namely, “order maintenance.” Although “order
maintenance” sometimes refers to the coutrol of unruly or riotous crowds,
here it refers to the suppression of disorderly or uncivil behavior by individuals
in public places. Giving priority to order maintenance has been urged by
James Q. Wilson and George L. Kelling in a well-known article entitled
“Broken Windows: The Police and Neighborhood Safety,” published in
1982.17 They argued that patrol had an important contribution to make to
community safety even though, as research had shown, neither random
mobile patrols nor foot patrols prevented crime. What a foot patrol could
do, however, was reduce the fear of crime, especially the free-floating fear
generated by environments that seemed to be normless and out of control.
Foot patrols, they maintained, should reduce the “signs of crime” and
disorder, such as vandalism, graffiti, rude and boisterous behavior,
panhandling street people, dangerously operated bicycles or skateboards on .
pedestrian walk ways, public drunkenness, loud music, and sleeping vagrants.
Not only would this reduce anxiety, thereby encouraging people to use public
places more freely, but it might prevent the decay of urban neighborhoods.
Wilson and Kelling suggested that police give special order-maintenance
attention to neighborhoods that were tipping in the direction of anomic social
disorganization, trying to redress the balance before the “respectable” people
gave up and moved away. Order maintenance, then, was seen as a tactic in
neighborhood stabilization through reinforcing the public-behavior code of
people who had a stake in the community. The trick of order maintenance,
from the police point of view, was to read correctly the behavior code
considered appropriate for each area by its respectable inhabitants. If police
could do this, order maintenance would demonstrate that morality still
mattered, that criminal elements were not in charge, and that a community
existed that cared what happened within it.

Whether order maintenance in the Wilson-Kelling sense fits within the
philosophy and practice of community policing depends entirely on how it
is done. If it is carried out highhandedly and without accountability to the
local community, it may be just another recycling of “ass kicking” policing.
On the other hand, if it is a knowledgeable response to disorder problems
that trouble a neighborhood, reflecting the wishes of the majority, then order
maintenance can be viewed as providing a relevant service by the police, albeit
a service conducted under the explicit threat of law. It also represents a
broadening of the purpose of policing from the narrow suppression of

Elements of Community Policing " 11



criminal offenses to the development of liveable communities. In short,
Wilson and Kelling’s order maintenanice represents one program in the
reorientation of patrol that may occur under the banner of community
policing.

increased Police Accountability

Community policing in practice involves not only listening
sympathetically but creating new opportunities to do so. This is a big step
for most police forces, who are afraid to open the floodgates to unfair
criticism. It also clashes with their cherished belief that they are professionals
who know better than anyone else what must be done in order to protect
the community and enforce the law. Yet police have discovered that if they
want to enlist public support and cooperation, they must be prepared to listen
to what the populace has to say, even if it may be unpleasant. Neighborhood
Watch and “getting to know people” will not work if police insist on one-
way communication. Unless police are willing, at the very least, to tolerate
public feedback about operations, community policing will be perceived as
“public relations,” and the chasm between police and public will grow wider
once again.

In England, the Scarman report, an inquiry into police-minority conflict
in Brixton in 1981, has been notably influential in developing the idea of
liaison.'® Scarman’s report concluded that the riots represented an “outburst
of anger and resentment by young black people against the police.!® The
report attributed the riots, at least in part, to the failure of police to maintain
formal liaison with the black community of this inner London borough,
concluding that “a police force which does not consult locally will fail to
be efficient.”20

Police forces are establishing an array of liaison officers and councils
with groups whose relations with the police have been troubled, such as blacks
in the U. S., Aborigines in Australia, Koreans in Japan, Indians and Afro-
Caribbeans in Britain, and gays in many places. Melbourne, Australia, even
has a liaison committee with lawyers. Naturally enough, liaison officers spend
much of their time fending off potential crises — the uprush of anger,
confusion, and violence sometimes generated by police encounters with these
groups. They also try to cultivate contacts in those communities and develop
programs to meet special needs. And they are frequently asked to create
educational programs that will increase the knowledge and sensitivity of their
colleagues in dealing with non-mainstream groups.

Police are also trying to cooperate more closely with established groups
and institutions that have a working interest in crime and order. It is common,
for example, for commanders of all ranks in Britain, Sweden, Japan, and
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Singapore to meet with crime-prevention organizations. So, too, do the police
in Houston, Santa Ana, and Detroit. In London, some heads of local police
stations are more receptive than others to meeting with local groups. Those
in charge of stations in areas where riots have occurred are particularly
sensitive to this need. Mini-station and shopfront police station officers in
the U. S. and Australia act as informal security advisors to halfway houses
for the mentally disturbed, homes for battered women, schools, and hospitals.
Neighborhood Police Posts in Singapore are enmeshed in a consultative
infrastructure that dates back to independence in 1965. The boundaries of
NPPs are coincidental with parliamentary constituencies, although one or
two larger constituencies have two NPPs. The Inspector in charge of an NPP
meets regularly with the Constituency Consultative Committee, which is a
grassroots political group advisory to the constituency’s Member of
Parliament. All public housing estates have Residents’ Committees formed
of representatives from separate housing blocks. Liaison with each is the
responsibility of designated sergeants at each NPP. And there is regular
contact with other organizations as needed, such as Community Centre
Management Committees, Senior Citizens’ Recreation Centre Commiittees,
and Sports Clubs.

Even more far-reaching, police are creating new formal committees and
councils to advise them about security needs and operations. Such consultative
committees exist throughout Great Britain and Scandinavia. They take a
variety of forms, but generally are a mix of elected officials and community
representatives. In Britain, for example, despite the fact that each police force
is responsible to a Police Authority, whose membership is one-third judicial
magistrates and two-thirds elected local council politicians, the police in
various cities have recently set up special Consuliative Committees at police-
station level. Their purpose is to mobilize public participation, assess
consumer cpinion about police services, and communicate information that
will help the police carry out their duties more effectively. Detroit created
similar groups in its precincts. Australia has no tradition of local control
over police and its police, apart from the federal force, are responsible to
the seven state governments. As a result, the Commissioner of Police of New
South Wales, John Avery, and the Victoria Police Commission have strongly
advocated the creation of consultative committees for every police station.

More problematic is the role consultative committees are actually to
play. Morgan, in his study of police community consultation arrangements
in England and Wales, distinguishes three models (not mutually exclusive)
that consultative groups can follow.2! One is the steward or auditing model,
requiring the Chief Constable to publish an annual report — rather like a
publicly traded corporation’s — that gives an account of policing in his area
for his police authority. But in this model, policy and practice are the sole
responsibility of the police.
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The partner model is much akin to what we are defining as community
policing. It stresses the importance of police being in touch with citizen views
and emphasizes “the desirability of the police jointly engaging with citizens
and other agencies in crime prevention and detection initiatives.”22 In sum,
policing is supposed to be congruent with community priorities and inviting
of public cooperation “to know about and solve most crime.”23

Finally, the directive model puts police policy in control of
democratically elected authorities, either Parliament or elected local
committees, Morgan lists as “core problems of this approach” that local
political groups may disagree with the law, ignore minority interests or rights,
and be susceptible to corruption.?4

Striking at a sometimes even more sensitive nerve, efforts are expanding
to allow civilians to observe police operations in order to ensure that they
are conducted fairly and legally. Britain, for example, now allows “lay
visitors” to inspect police stations, with particular attention to the holding
cells. So too does Sweden. Many American forces, despite a tradition of
reflexive hostility to civilian review, allow civilians to go on patrol, provided
a serious educational purpose is served. Police complaints tribunals have
recently been established in all Australian states, contrary to the most sanguine
predictions even eight years ago. Several American cities, like Miami, Detroit,
Los Angeles, and Washingtcon, D.C., have quietly created various models
of civilian oversight in the last decade.

In short, community policing embraces the expansion of civilian input
into policing. Reciprocity of communication is not only accepted but
encouraged. Under community policing, the public is allowed to speak and
to be informed about strategic priorities, tactical approaches, and even the
behavior of individual officers.

Decentralization of Command

Although police operations are often decentralized geographically to
some relatively small precinct or station-house jurisdiction, local commanders
have usually had limited ability to shape the character of police operations
They have followed force-wide blueprints drawn up by headquarters stafy
— administering them “by the numbers.” A key assumption of community
policing, however, is that communities have different policing priorities and
problems. Policing must be adaptable. To accomplish this, subordinate
commanders must be given freedom to act according to their own reading
of local conditions. Decentralization of command is necessary in order to
take advantage of the particular knowledge that can come through greater
police involvement in the community and feedback from it. It follows from
this that not all decentralization qualifies as a step in the direction of
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community policing. Sweden recently “decentralized” police command to its
117 subnational jurisdictions. But these are still large areas, in fact larger
than they were in 1965 when there were 558 forces.25 It remains to be seen
whether adaptation of policing to local conditions can and will be allowed
to occur in Sweden.

Community policing uses decentralization to gain operational flexibility
needed to shape police strategies to particular areas. Redrawing the
boundaries of command, which goes on constantly in world policing, may
or may not involve the devolution of authority upon local commanders. This
critical element depends on the scale of command as well as the commitment
of senior police managers.26 Command decentralization is more than a
mapmaking exercise,

On the whole, then, community policing implies that smaller and more
local is better. Some of the cities we studied in The New Blue Line had
disaggregated command. Santa Ana was divided into four areas, where entire
teams of police and associated community service officers would be assigned
for substantial time periods — usually two or more years. The first step in
community police reform in Adelaide, Australia, was a redrawing of
subdivisional boundaries to make them coincide with smaller, more organic
communities. Officers-in-charge were urged to develop their own plans for
area policing, changing them as circumstances warranted. In Denver,
Colorado, computer terminals were installed and data collators assigned to
assist district commanders in shaping patrol operations to counter emerging
crime patterns.

Lee P. Brown, Chief of Police in Houston, Texas, started a program
on a pilot basis in 1984 that he hoped would iransform patrol operations
and command responsibilities throughout the city. Patrol beats were reduced
in size and covered by teams of patrol officers and detectives. The
commanders of the Directed Area Response Teams, as they were called, were
given authority to determine how resources were to be used to meet area
problems. Operational planning was to be collective, using the insights,
knowledge, and suggestions of field personnel. Commanders could change
deployment, shuffle personnel between uniformed and undercover
assignments, and concentrate on emergent problems as needed. The D.A.R.T.
experience has been thoroughly reviewed since then. Its core concepts,
especially supervised adaptation to local needs, has become the model for
all field operations.2?

The enhancement of decision-making responsibility under community
policing extends beyond subordinate commanders. It involves the rank-and-
file as well. In addition to their traditional duties, community police constables
and patrol officers must be able to organize community groups, suggest
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solutions to neighborhood problems, listen unflappably to critical comment,
enlist the cooperation of people who are fearful and resentful, participate
intelligently in command conferences, and speak with poise before public
audiences. Such duties require new aptitudes. Officers must have the capacity
to think on their feet and be able to translate general mandates into
appropriate words and actions. A new breed of police officer is needed, as
well as a new command ethos. Community policing transforms the
responsibilities of all ranks — subordinate ranks to become more self-
directing; senior ranks to encourage disciplined initiative while developing
coherent plans responsive to local conditions.

Overview

Community crime-prevention, reorientation of patrol, increased
accountability, and command decentralization are, then, the four
programmatic components that recur again and again when more than lip
service is paid to the idea of community policing. Several other programs
may be involved depending on how they are done. Civilian employment in
policing, either voluntary or for pay, may be used to enhance these elements.
And order maintenance as presented by Wilson and Kelling may become a
community-responsive activity within a framework of reoriented pat