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Models of Policing
The aim of this paper is to review and discuss the effectiveness of the zero-tolerance policing by firstly studying its definition, theories associated with the zero-tolerance policing model - such as the broken window theory – and essential examples of its implementation - such as its application in New York City. In order to thoroughly examine whether the policing model has been effective, it is of paramount importance to not only consider opinions of its advocates but also the findings of various critics.

In order to successfully review the effectiveness of the zero-tolerance policing model, it is firstly crucial to discuss its definition and associated theories. The zero-tolerance policing model is best known for imposing a pre-determined punishment for each and every violation of the law. A new model of policing, the zero-tolerance policy came about early in the 1990s with the aim of significantly reducing crime. The policy is founded on scrupulous enforcement of the law, especially in dealing with street crimes and quality-of-life offences, such as loitering, vagrancy and disorderly conduct. Under this model, police officers permitted low discretion in their enforcement and supposedly no leniency for offenders (Wakefield, A. and Fleming, F. (2009). Although this policy has had more recent attention in the UK, it has its roots in the US. The notion of zero-tolerance model arguably derives from the Safe and Clean Neighbourhoods Program used in the state of Jersey in the mid-1970s (Tonello, 2007) brought into effect to bring down crime rates. These ideas were then developed further into what was called the broken windows theory of crime described in the article written in 1982 by James Wilson and George Kelling (Wilson and Kelling, 1982). The theory is based on a tendency of degradation, when for example windows are left unrepaired more will be undoubtedly broken. The implication is then that low-level disorder ought to be stamped out swiftly in order to prevent the escalation of further problems in the community (Bottoms, 2012). That is to say that criminals who commit more serious offences will be drawn to the area if they sense there is an opportunity. Though evidence suggests that low-level disorder may indeed bring about further disorders and crimes, there is yet any convincing research proving the long-term sequence of events initially proposed in the broken windows theory. There are two potential explanations for this. Firstly, it has been suggested that serious criminals, when choosing an area from which to operate, take into consideration other factors which take priority. Secondly, it did not take into consideration the prospective of a local response to low-level disorder as, in many cases, the inhabitants take it upon themselves to request on larger police presence when they become concerned about their community.

So as to assess the effectiveness of the zero-tolerance policing model, it is also important to discuss essential examples of its implementation. Most likely the best known case of the implementation of the zero-tolerance model is in New York, which accomplished a considerable decrease in its crime rate thanks to the establishment of the zero-tolerance policing model under the direction of William Bratton (1998). Studies have indicated that not only did New York City crime rates drop since the implementation of the zero-tolerance model in the early 1990s, but also that this decline surpassed the crime reduction figures of the following nine biggest cities in the US (Zimring, 2011). For instance, over the period 1990 - 2009, there was a sharp decline of 82 per cent in New York homicide rates whereas the other cities only 56 per cent was achieved. Nonetheless, some scholars have pointed out that there are other factors that can explain this gap in crime statistics between the cities such as a change in population, the stabilisation of drug markets, and an increase in the rates of incarceration (Bowling, 1999; Kelling and Sousa, 2001)

According to Zimring (2011), however, it is difficult to determine the actual reasons for which crime rates declined over this period. His research indicated that significant structural or social changes implemented during this period, or fluctuations in the rate of incarceration do not sufficiently explain the continual decline of crime rates in New York. In attempting to offer an explanation, Zimring hypothesized that what was likely to reduce crime rates were minor situational changes, such as the introduction of further supervision and urinalysis of offenders on parole, thereby increasing the difficulty to reoffend. Moreover, the suggestion was also made that another significant factor contributing to the fall in crime may have been police activity considering the evidence on addressing drug markets (Mazerolle et al., 2007) and targeted approaches to crime hotspots (Braga et al. 2012). In fact, targeting has been said to be essential to law enforcement as without it, law enforcement would likely become counter-productive in the longer term leading to a perception of discrimination and public distrust of the police (Weisburd, Telep and Braga 2010).
William Bratton, who was assigned the role of Police Commissioner of the City of New York by Mayor Rudolph Giuliani in 1994 and responsible for the major reformation of the New York Police Department, declared that he finds the inference of the term ‘zero-tolerance’ to be unrepresentative of the model employed in New York (Bratton, 1998). Although Bratton acknowledged that the term diffuses a strong rhetorical message, he stated it diminishes the complexity behind the policing model and infers an over-zealous method. Norman Dennis (1998) agrees with Bratton in that the zero-tolerance policing model is “badly-named”. He adds that what lies at the core of this crime strategy is not intolerance but instead confidence. This confidence is firstly exemplified by the police officer who deals with situations that fall into his lawful purview, from the smallest sub-criminal quality-of-life offences. Dennis continues that this model also instils the public with confidence that the police, acting decently and within the law, are effectively defending them and their civil liberties from interference, not solely from criminals but from thugs. According to Dennis, zero-tolerance policing is built upon three notions. The first is the principle of crime prevention at an early stage such as the eradication of anti-social elements taking root which can develop a sense of being in control and the prevention of the brake-down of the environment into one of  neglect which has the tendency to become a breeding ground for crime and disorder. The subsequent idea is that, as opposed to serious offences, the police officer has the discretion to employ tolerant control in dealing with these smaller challenges to the cooperation of decent social interaction. The third, following on from the first two, expresses the idea that zero-tolerance policing can have an unmistakable effect as by lowering petty crime, vandalism, graffiti and low-level disorder, an environment less appealing to more serious criminals can be established (ibid). In fact, it has been observed by advocates of order maintenance policing that it was simply a matter of addressing and taking formal action against offences which had mostly been disregarded formerly by NYPD officers (Sousa and Kelling, 2006). The approach adopted by the NYPD during the 1990s was defined by Bratton as “better, smarter, and more assertive policing in partnership with the criminal justice system and the community we serve – community policing” (1998, p. 40). As supported by the research carried out on police numbers inferring that most important is targeting of resources (Machin and Marie, 2011), Bratton (1998) stated that a general increase in officer resources was used as a catalyst in the approach. This is consistent with the elements of NYPD reform underlined by Bratton, such as the reduction of crime, disorder and fear via the establishment of apparent organisational objectives and the development of concrete plans; the redistribution of responsibility and accountability to a local level through organisational decentralisation; concentration on not only serious crime but quality of life issues as well; the implementation of problem-solving techniques and targeting of crime hot spots; and the introduction of frequent Compstat performance reviews. 

An alternative argument proposes that not only is the terminology for the zero-tolerance policing model pejorative in nature and therefore unrepresentative of its true methodology, but it is in fact not the model of policing applied in New York.  Some prefer to differentiate the broken windows policing methods from those of zero-tolerance whereas others prefer to consider them to be one and the same. According to Kelling and Bratton (Bratton and Kelling, 2014), broken windows policing is defined as a profoundly discretionary police endeavour where the scrupulous training and supervision of officers, and establishment of guidelines are essential in addition to the continuous exchange of feedback with communities so as to confirm the model’s proper application. In comparison, Sheldon Wein indicated six attributes - full enforcement, lack of prosecutorial discretion, strict constructivist interpretation, strict liability, mandatory punishment, and harsh punishment - that he believed characterised the zero-tolerance policing model which do not align with the definition of the broken window policing model (Wein, 2014). Wein views these attributes as the main meaning behind the concept of the policing model and although he states that it would not be necessary to fulfil each one, if a policy evidently meets all six of these attributes it would most certainly be considered to be a case of a zero-tolerance.

Although many scholars advocate the zero-tolerance policing model it has also received abundant criticism. One of the main criticisms to this model is that it categorises social issues only in terms of security (Wacquant, 1999). What is more, it has criticised to have the tendency to view criminals as primarily the impoverished and to focus nearly exclusively on street crimes committed by the lower classes (Wacquant, 2002). In fact, out of the many research studies carried out on the application of the zero-tolerance policing model almost the entirety of them have come to the conclusion that, as opposed to the claims of many of its advocates, it did not account for the fall in crime rates. Indeed, it has been pointed out that crime rates in New York had already begun to decline much before 1993 when Rudolph Giuliani came to office (Fagan, Zimring and Kim, 1998). Not only did the decline of crime rates precede his office as mayor, but during his mayorship no variation was particularly evident comparatively. Furthermore, it has also been argued that over the years 1984-7, a zero-tolerance model similar to the one of Giuliani had already been in force in New York, yet this time the city experienced an increase in crime instead (Wacquant, 2002). Nevertheless, largely residents of communities in which the zero-tolerance model had been implemented believed that it was a crucial component to the reduction of their local crime rates. Interestingly, contrary to the evidence criticising the model, most New Yorkers led by their experience of zero-tolerance policing voted for a Republican to come to mayorship for the first time in decades, largely due to the prevalent public opinion that the policing model was fundamental to the enhancement of the City’s crime situation.

Another study that criticises the zero-tolerance model of policing was led by two American scholars, Edward Maguire and John Eck (Eck and Maguire, 2000). They meticulously assessed all the research intended to review the efficacy of the police in their methods of dealing with crime. In their study they reached the conclusion that neither the extent of police officers present on the streets nor the implementation of any structural changes to the ethos of law enforcement organisations have had any independent influence over the evolution of offenses. Instead, they put forward the argument that the decreases in crime experienced under such policies were not owing to the efforts of the police but rather to economic and demographic reasons. According Maguire and Eck, the key reasons behind such changes were the unparalleled economic growth offering employment to millions of the youth, and a decline in the use of crack in preference for other drugs (Bowling, 1999).

[bookmark: _GoBack]All in all, although both advocates and critics of the zero-tolerance policing model offer arguments that hold their merit, it is evident from research that the model has not proven to be successful in bringing down crime rates solely due to its own methods, but rather the economic and demographic circumstances of the time. That said, the policing model was at least successful in defusing community-based fears and in gaining public trust in the police.
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