Section III: The Consequences of Police Practice


As discussed in our first meeting, this section would examine how activities of the police impact upon aspects of crime, community and related social problems and institutions.  We suggest that we take a broad based approach, taking into account not only innovations over the last decade but research on more conventional police outcomes over the last several decades.  

In this context we began by developing a preliminary organizing framework.  Such a framework should be consistent across all three areas, so we expect that this framework will be revised in the context of future discussions.   

The framework has two parts.  The first organizes police practices.  The second lists the outcomes of these practices.  In principle, any practice could have any of the outcomes listed.  In reality, some of the outcomes will be less relevant for some practices than others and we will have varying levels of scientific evidence linking practices to outcomes.

PRACTICES


We examine practices using two dimensions.  The tactical dimension describes whether the practice is used against a wide variety of problems without fundamental differences.  If it is, then we call it a “generic” practice.  Random preventive patrol is a good example of a generic practice.  If the practice is applied to a narrow range of problems, or a single problem, then we call it a “specific” practice.  Gun hot spot patrols are an example of a specific tactic.  A bit of thought will show that these categories are fairly broad with some overlap.  Nevertheless, the provide a rough and ready first cut.


The organizational dimension describes where in the police agency the tactic is put to use.  Again we apply a rough and ready distinction between two broad categories that may overlap a bit.  “Department wide” practices are put into practice by uniform patrol or by uniform patrol acting with other operational sections of the agency.  Clearly, in any large police agency nothing is truly department wide.  But to the extent that the patrol force is the largest part and least specialized of part of any police agency a practice that is applied throughout patrol can be considered department wide.  Alternatively, a practice might be lodged in a special unit or section.  For obvious reasons, these are “special unit tactics.”

Combining these two dimensions gives us a four-cell table as shown below.  Using this half of the framework, we have listed the police practices we believe have been empirically studied over the last 30 years.  With each practice we have attempted to provide at least one study that addresses the practice.  Please examine this list carefully 1) to see if the practices are placed in the correct cells; 2) to add practices we have failed to include; and 3) to add citations to empirical research that sheds light (even dim light) on the effectiveness of the practices.

	Table 1:  PRACTICES

	
	ORGANIZATIONAL

	
	Department Wide
	Specific Unit

	TACTICAL
	Generic
	A1
	A2

	
	Specific
	B1
	B2


A. generic

1.  Department wide


a.  Preventive patrol (e.g. Kelling et al 1974)


b.  Rapid response (e.g. Spelman and Brown 1983)


c.  General investigations (e.g. Block and Bell, 1977 Rochester NY)


d.  Community Policing (e.g. Wycoff et al )


e.  Problem-oriented policing (e.g. Eck and Spelman 1987)


f.   Hot spot patrol (e.g. Sherman and Weisburd 1995 Minneapolis)

g.  Improved management/accountability [for purposes of impacting police outcomes] (e.g. COMPSTAT, resource allocation like Hypercube or P-CAM)

2.  Unit specific


a.  Community policing (e.g. Weisburd and McElroy 1989 72nd Precinct CPOP)

b.  Problem oriented policing (e.g. Cordner 1986 Baltimore County COPE)


c.  Specialized investigations (e.g. Rand 1975; Eck 1983 Solving Crimes)


d.  Hot spot patrols (???)


e.  Repeat offender (Martin and Sherman DC ROPE)


f.   Neighborhood watch (Rosenbaum et al ??? )


g.  Rat out programs

B. Specific 

1.  Department wide


a.  Crime specific hot spot patrols 

b.  Hot spot gun patrols (e.g. Sherman and Rogan 1995; Sherman Prince Georges County)

c.  Domestic violence mandatory arrest policies (e.g. Sherman & Berk and SARP studies)

2.  Unit specific


a.  Investigations 



i.  reactive (e.g. Eck 1983)



ii.  proactive (e.g. Langworthy Stings)

b.  Problem-oriented policing (Braga, et al 2000 Jersey City; Kennedy and Braga Boston Homicides)


c.  Civil enforcement (Mazerolle, 1995; Eck 1996 San Diego Nuisance Abatement) 


d.  Hot spots (e.g. Weisburd and Green 1995 Jersey City D-Map)

OUTCOMES

We think that the next step is to develop a typology of potential consequences of these practices.  These consequences include both intended and unintended outcomes.  Intended consequences would include reduction of crime and disorder, improve public perceptions of the police (or legitimacy, if you like that term), strengthen democracy, and serve other purposes.  Unintended consequences can be good or bad.  Diffusion of benefits is an unintended positive consequence, for example.  In fact, it might be useful to apply the same outcomes for both intended and positive unintended consequences.  Negative consequences include displacement and escalation effects, for example, but it is important to look at unintended social consequences from perceived unequal treatment by police or unnecessarily harsh treatment.  Further, we should also explore the possibility that police practices, regardless of their intended consequences, might erode community institutions.

	Table 2:  OUTCOMES

	Changes in 
	Intended
	Positive Unintended
	Negative Unintended

	Crime
	down
	down
	up

	Disorder
	down
	down
	up

	Fear
	down
	down
	up

	Community Functioning etc.
	up
	up
	down

	Legitimacy
	up
	up
	down

	Equity
	up
	up
	down

	Justice
	up
	up
	down

	etc.
	
	
	


IDENTIFYING KNOWLEDGE GAPS


Hypothetically, we should apply Table 2 to every practice listed above.  If we have studies covering all the listed practices and measuring all the listed outcomes, we would have a monumental writing task.  The task mushrooms as you add more practices and outcomes.  But before discarding this approach for pragmatic reasons, consider the following.  There will be many areas with no empirical research and even where we do have research, much of it is likely to be weak or unreplicated.  An important function of our work is to identify knowledge gaps.  These gaps are more easily revealed by examining the consequences of police practices in some detail, rather than painting with broad strokes.  So whether we use a framework similar to this or use something completely different, we suggest that the framework divide police practices and outcomes into many rather than few categories.

