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What once started as an idea by William Bratton in the late 20th century, became a policing model that is used worldwide today. In this assignment I will be defining what is zero-tolerance policing, discussing the findings and examples, the history of zero-tolerance policing and concluding on the use of zero-tolerance policing in the United Kingdom.

Braga, Welsh, and Schnell (2015) describes that zero-tolerance policing, also known as ‘aggressive policing’, is often found to be misunderstood for ‘broken window policing’.  Braga, Welsh and Schnell (2015) continues that for instance, the zero-tolerance strategy consists of stopping, questioning, and searching civilians or members of the public that can be considered to be acting in a suspicious manner and then arresting them for offenses when possible, this typically would result in arresting the public for low-level offenses as the possession of cannabis. 

What might make zero-tolerance policing different? Braga, Welsh and Schnell (2015) believes that, a defining difference between zero-tolerance policing  and other strategies  such as Problem Orientated Policing is that zero-tolerance is not discerning; the focus is on stopping the public frequently and searching them to make arrests that will result in the reduction of disorder, is generically defined. 
It is believed that if a community is considered to be  an area that is not well controlled or correctly policed with a present to low level crime or disturbances, it will  result in common motivation and in turn will lead to people committing more-serious crimes there. 

Braga, Welsh and Schnell (2015) reviewed the ten zero-tolerance interventions and deduced that the strategy, on average did not generate significant crime reductions by looking at statistics. Skogan and Frydl (2004) found that this is also true, and that zero-tolerance policing runs the risk that it could damage police-community relations, not just at a local level, but also at the national level.

Braga, Welsh and Schnell (2015) makes a comparison between the implantation of disorder policing and zero-tolerance policing. In the results of the strategy and meta-analysis. It can be suggested that disorder policing generates a respectable consistent gain in crime control. Braga, Welsh and Schnell (2015) continues, that it is important to note that these strategies continuously had consistent crime reduction effects across a variety of violent, property, drug, and disorder outcome measures. These findings provide support for police paying attention to social and physical disorder when seeking to reduce more serious crimes in neighbourhoods.

However, as Taylor (2001) argues that zero-tolerance policing strategies that targets an individual’s disorderly or criminal behaviour does not always generate a significant reduction in crime.  Taylor (2001) considers both arguments and believes that these findings suggest, that when considering a policing disorder approach the police should adopt a ‘community coproduction model’ rather than running the risk of drifting towards an aggressive style, or a zero-tolerance policing model. These models, which primarily focus on a subset of social incivilities, such as those under the influence of narcotics and alcohol,  anti-social behaviour from youths  and those who loiter seeks to remove them from the streets, by finding a reason to arrest, whether it be of a petty crime. 

Furthermore, Taylor (2001) suggests that to appropriately deal with incivilities or disorders, the police must rely on the community inhabitants, local authorities and others in different ways. As Taylor (2001) suggests, incivility reduction is arguably, the biggest motivation to achieve a stable relationship with the community and how effectively the police respond to local concerns. 
Skogan and Frydl (2004) believes that if the police dedicate their time to a commitment of  increasing misdemeanour arrests, there stands a high risk that the relations in certain areas, with low income, communities of certain religion or race of distrust between the police and the public, especially where coproduction is most needed. , 
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Now looking at the approach and its effects in New York, Punch (2007) introduces the zero- tolerance policing by discussing the introduction of the approach.  Punch (2007) begins with how crucial the election of Mayor Giuliani would greatly change New York. A city, that at the time was overrun by crime and disorder, which not only demoralised the public and the city’s inhabitants but were also seriously affecting economic life and the reputation of the city. The centre of global capitalism was a violent place with streets full of disorder. Punch (2007) describes Guillain’s ambitious political figure, which with his determination would leave his mark on the city.   Punch (2007) continues that Rudolph Guillain’s campaign message was ‘it is disorder that is driving the city down’.  Thus, began the relationship, that unfortunately would come to bitter ends between Giuliani and William Bratton a police chief who had a reputation for reducing crime and disorder on the subway.
Punch (2007) concludes on the relationship between Giuliani and Bratton, as they were both filled with motivation, aspiration and determination to tackle New York’s crime and disorder problem.  By the means of the media and politicians, this attracted and labelled their approach as ‘zero-tolerance policing’. However, In the 1980s, the term was met with parlance as a term for resolution as certain groups within the city campaigned and demanded that certain offences to be met with the zero-tolerance approach amid allegations of improper police enforcement.  

Bratton and Knobler (1998) begins with that zero-tolerance is a strategy used famously in New York which involves hard order maintenance and aggressive upholding of the law against even the most minor of crimes and incivilities.

 Bratton and Knobler (1998) argue that even though it was the term that the New York Police Department (NYPD) adopted in during the 1990s, they argue that the term does not accurately describe the approach that was adopted.

Bratton and knobler (1998) argues that during Bratton’s term in the NYPD as chief during the 1990s, he describes that the term can be intractable, as it does not clearly describe what happened within New York City. Bratton and knobler (1998) continued that the language of zero-tolerance is one which diminishes the complexity of policing and suggests an out of sorts approach.

Bratton and Knobler (1998) described the overall increase to the number of resources to which officers could receive, evidence on police numbers suggests that the targeting of resources is one of the most crucial roles. 
This finding is reflected in the elements of NYPD reform highlighted by Bratton and Knobler (1998). They argue that the elements of reform, are factors which played a crucial role in reducing the crime rate in New York. 
Setting straight goals within the organisation to reduce crime, fear and disorder.  Bratton and Knobler (1998) continues that the second most crucial factor is that there are solid plans and contingencies for crime reduction. Thirdly, there must be a balance of focus between the social standard of life issues and also organised and serious crime.
The targeting of crime hot spots and the use of problem-solving (see Targeted approaches to crime and disorder reduction).  Weisburd ,Telep and Baraga (2010) also summaries these as important factors to the crime reduction in 1990s.


The BBC (1998) hits with criticisms of zero-tolerance approach. An argument against is that there is a risk of those to make accusations of being mishandled or brutality from the police if they are met with aggressive policing. The second argument that the BBC (1998) makes is that it would be Naïve to believe that zero-tolerance policing is the sole reason that crime fell, it is as if it was not taken into account that prolific offenders and those responsible for the crime and disorder in the 1980s were  most likely in prison.  Lastly, the BBC (1998) argues that the lasting effects of zero-tolerance policing are unknown and that it unlikely that the approach will work in dispersed rural areas where crime rates are low. It also runs the risk that in areas where there are ethnic minorities or areas high racial tension, the approach may leave those of said minorities or communities feeling victimised. 
An argument against zero-tolerance by Dixon and Coffin (1999) is that the term itself is deceptive, as the phrase suggests that 'zero' is an achievable goal and professes to eliminate police discretion regarding who and what offences will be met with this zero-tolerance action.

A study conducted by Zimring (2011) found that the crime and disorder rate has been declining since 1990. To compare with the next nine largest US cities, New York had exceeded the drop. As an example of this, Zimring (2011) found that between the years of 1990 and 2009 the rate for murder had declined by 82% and by 56% across the other nine cities. Raising the argument to include the wide range of factors, that had previously been suggested as possible explanations for the New York crime drop, these including population changes, a stabilisation of drug markets, and increased rates of imprisonment. Zimring (2011) rather  describes that it was due to changes in increased surveillance and supervision, such as the urine testing of offenders on release, it can be argued that this would make it harder for those to break the law, leading to a substantial impact on crime.

Bowling (1999) believes that even zero-tolerance policing contributed to the downfall of murders in New York, it is only one of the many factors. 
Other factors which are not in the control of the police or the government. Whereas, Bowling (1999) believes that such factors may include changes in drug-use and supply, others are other local authorities, including community-crime prevention.
Kelling and Sousa (2001) concludes with, that critics of the NYPD concede that the zero tolerance policy has successfully reduced the crime, but at a major cost, the reductions has come with accusations of civil rights being violated, especially those of ethnic minorities or those who are finically challenged backgrounds. 


Mazerolle, Soole and Rombouts (2007) In this respect agreed with Zimring and have suggested that one of the main factors could be linked to police involvement, as given the evidence from other authorities, in relation to purposely searching high crime areas. and tackling drug markets. 

Sousa and Kelling (2006) argued for the zero-tolerance policy,  that those who uphold the order maintenance policing approach have also observed that the officers in the NYPD had begun to switch their attention to crime and offences that had been ignored in the past and from time to time, decided to take formal action. Weisburd, Telep and Braga (2010) were in agreement with Sousa and Kelling (2006) and argued that there is a risk that authorities, without targeting, suspicious activity or certain hotspots will result in counter-productivity in the longer term, this is if it is to be recognised as unfair, unlawful and therefore would result in lack of trust in the police. 


The British Broadcasting Cooperation (BBC) (1998) Introduces the zero-tolerance as ‘pioneering’ when being introduced in the UK. It came after when Detective Superintendent Ray Mallon made a vow to resign from his role if he failed to reduce crime in his patch by 20% in a year and a half, it was also how the UK Government hoped to fulfil its promise to be robust on crime and criminals.  His speech gained him the nickname 'Robocop'.


Hughes (1998) states that we first saw the zero-tolerance approach by the then Home Secretary Jack Straw. Jack Straw adopted the zero-tolerance approach in relation to crime and anti-social behaviour within the community.
Palmer (1997) notes that zero-tolerance is a mutation of the ‘Broken Window’ thesis which was developed by Wilson and Kelling (1982).  Zero-tolerance in brief, is the controlling of minor disorder and incivilities Hughes (1998). Furedi (1997) argues that adopting a zero-tolerance style will resulting in reclaiming communities, for the respectable and law-abiding citizen, which will conquer the ‘culture of fear’ syndrome.
 
In Hughes (1998) it is argued  that the latter thesis contends, that if there are a multitude of crimes of the petty nature, incivilities and disputes which are allowed to go without resolution or punishment, it will eventually result in the said community becoming fragmented and demoralised. 
Palmer (1997) believes that if there is a continuous undermining of the community, it will lead to further disorder and increased criminality, it will result in a downwards spiral which will inevitability land in a dismay of anarchy and become criminal no-go zones.  Dennis and Mallon (1997) would argue that the term ‘confident policing’ is more beneficial to the public and to the police, rather than using terms such as  ‘incivilities’ and the term ‘no go zones’ as this could run the risk of  resulting  in further dismay and an increase of disorders. 
Palmer (1997) continues, that a zero-tolerance policy would be most effective in areas where there are noisy and troublesome neighbours on typically, council estates. Palmer (1997) concludes that this would be in conjunction with the proposed used of ‘Community Safety Orders’, which enables senior officers and local authorities to obtain injunctions restraining people involved in chronic anti-social behaviour. 
 Furthermore, Hughes (1996) takes an aggressive approach to zero-tolerance and recommends that action to be taken against graffiti vandals, aggressive beggars and ‘squeegee merchants’, off the streets together with proposals for curfews on young people.
Carter (2011) writes of the examples where zero-tolerance has been witnessed within the UK. For example, when the Brixton riots broke out in the summer of 2011, with scenes of violence and criminality at every corner, the police acted (in most arguments irrational) in a zero-tolerance matter. 
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