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The police service has multiple different styles and approaches to how they provide the service of enforcing the law as well as protecting the public. This can range from intelligence led policing to evidence-based policing, however one of the most controversial approaches is zero tolerance policing. Zero tolerance is an aggressive way of enforcing the law and it looks at tackling the smaller crimes and people that commit them, and this in theory should prevent the bigger crimes from happening, so by apprehending someone for selling drugs or possessing drugs they might prevent a more serious crime from happening (Grabosky, 1999).

[bookmark: _GoBack]Zero tolerance policing comes from a theory called broken windows which was theorised by George Kelling and James Wilson 1982 when they published an article in the magazine called The Atlantic.  They presented the theory in which they pictured a run-down council estate where there was graffiti on the walls of buildings, music blasting down the street, where bins are never collected or taken out, the children have no respect for anyone let alone the police and the windows on buildings are broken does this breed more serious crime.  So, if the so-called broken windows were fixed and the graffiti was washed off would this as a result stop children and adults from committing more serious crime, as crime is often escalated from anti-social behaviour to more serious crimes (Newburn, 2017). 

The first enforcement of zero tolerance policing was seen in the New York Police Department more commonly known as the NYPD, in the 1990’s a new Mayor was elected Rudolph Giuliani who was popular for his zero tolerance campaign slogan and making a point of reducing the crime that was happening on the streets of New York.  In order to put zero tolerance into place a new Commissioner was appointed in 1994 by the name of William Bratton. This way of policing was driven by a statistical approach that is known as CompStat which was able to measure the amount of crime that the NYPD was stopping and to look at the drop in crime that the NYPD wanted to see and this showed as in the year 2000 there was a dramatic drop of 57% in seven major crimes and they also found a 67% drop in murder. This was all achieved by the police as they took care of the minor disorder so that the larger forms of disorder were then able to take care of themselves (Edwards, 2011).  However the success of zero tolerance policing by the NYPD comes with some criticisms and the most common one is that yes they have reduced crime but the reduction in crime can also be seen in some states of America when they have adopted different styles of policing that are less aggressive. The other criticism of the NYPD in regards to zero tolerance is that they were over-policing and over-criminalising the smaller crime and this could play into the public having less trust and openness to come forward and trust them, but they are also neglecting the root underlying causes for the reason that the person has committed that crime such as they are homeless or they might live in poverty (Wakefield and Fleming, 2009).

In the UK Tony Blair who became the Prime Minister of the UK in 1994 used many campaign slogans that were to do with being tough on crime and the causes of crime within his campaign to be Prime Minister in 1993. He was able to see what was going on in the United States with the NYPD and was able to see a market for zero tolerance policing in the UK, this is because the police were facing pressure from the Conservative party to reduce crime and Tony Blair was the leader of the Labour party so he thought that zero tolerance policing would help the UK police to reduce crime as well as increase the chances of him becoming Prime Minister as reducing crime was a big issue within the UK at the time. Within the UK the introduction of zero tolerance policing was met with mixed opinions, and this is because years prior the Brixton riots had happened in 1981. The Brixton riots happened in Brixton which is a district in the South of London and at that time it was known as being a very diverse area but also had a reputation for violent street crime. As a result of the high amount of street crime being carried out in this area the Metropolitan police introduced operation Swamp 81, this was where the Met police swamped the area with police resources and applied stop and search tactics to the streets of Brixton. The riots broke out as a result of the people living in the community feeling that the police were just stopping and searching black youths and no one else that might have caused the crime. This was why the British public were sceptical of zero tolerance as it had just escalated the situation when it was used in Brixton (Punch, 2007).

The UK had a pioneer for zero tolerance policing in the 1990s and this was Detective Superintendent Ray Mallon when he introduced zero tolerance to Cleveland where he claimed to return order to the streets by controlling the smaller crimes and taking a zero tolerance approach to all crimes however big or small. However, Ray Mallon’s approach to zero tolerance policing was a high point of controversy within the wider police forces, this eventually led to the suspension and later retirement of Ray Mallon and this tarnished the thought of zero tolerance policing for many. Zero tolerance policing since then has changed shape and is still used, this can be seen in cases like after the 2011 London riots where riots were seen across London, after the riots were over the police enforced zero tolerance to stop them from happening again, and zero tolerance is often used at football matches so that larger scale violence is prevented as a result (Bryant and Bryant, 2018). 

Zero tolerance policing was used as a marketing tool by politicians in the UK this was because they noticed the so-called New York miracle and thought that they could apply it to the way the Police in the UK do their job.  Zero tolerance can be a positive way to crack down on crime  when its used in the correct way as it  enables the police to intervene and solve crime that is occurring on the streets it does also allow them to gain back parts of the city that are an issue with gang violence and drugs. However when politicians are using words such as yobs and hoodlums the people on the street selling the drugs and committing the crimes could be victims themselves and crime such a county lines is able to travel and move in order to continue and have new victims, so in theory zero tolerance is not solving the bigger issues that are often at play in the world (Newburn and Jones, 2007).       

As much as the politicians liked the idea of Zero tolerance policing within the policing world it was not well received and is still not very popular within the wider ranks, this is due to the fact that with zero tolerance policing often comes a form of data known as CompStat and this is used to analyse the new crime data and then help send the police to where the crime has been committed as fast as possible.  This means that some parts of zero tolerance are based upon statistics, this for the police means that they become focused on the targets that were set for them, this proves problematic for many as if targets are set for specific crimes like domestic violence or car theft the police do not know what crimes are going to spike and where this makes CompStat an issue especially when there might not be enough police to respond to the incident as quickly as they should (Case et al., 2017).

When looking at if Zero tolerance policing has worked, the NYPD needs to be looked at as this was one of the largest scale Zero tolerance operations that has been seen, it was so large in fact that they had to employ another 6,000 police officers to work on the streets of New York this is seen as a good thing as they created more jobs for the city. The statistics do show that as a result of Zero tolerance policing there was a 60.2% drop in murders and homicides as a result of negligence, there was also a 48.4% drop in robbery and a 45.7% drop in burglary so in this case Zero tolerance policing did work in New York. However due to the fact that the police could stop and search anyone on the streets for minor crimes such as drinking in a park, this lead to problems for the police as Joel Berger who was a Civil Right Attorney who mostly represents alleged victims of police misconduct, and he found that there had been a 75% increase in reports for police misconduct at this time.  Amnesty International which is a group that campaigns for human rights reported that there was essentially a pandemic for brutality and unjustifiable use of force by the NYPD, the number of police complaints to the Civilian Complaints Review Board between 1992 and 1996 had increased more than 60% (Greene, 1999).        

London was a target for zero tolerance policing when Boris Johnson who is now Prime Minister was elected the Mayor of London in 2008, and he announced that there would be a zero-tolerance policy on drinking alcohol on all public transport across London.  As the Mayor of London Johnson thought that it was of the up most importance to get rid of the minor crimes as a way of driving out the more serious crime. However, John Graham who was a part of the Police Federation has a big problem with zero tolerance policing and that is because of the use of statistics in zero tolerance policing ,it will almost handicap the police in a way as instead of trying to rise the professional standards of the police. Instead of this the police will be more focused on the measurements of crime in their area and potentially the short cuts in reducing this (Inwood, 2008).

In the UK across England and Wales each year there is a massive push in zero tolerance policing towards driving under the influence of drugs and alcohol around Christmas. This is mostly due to the fact that around the Christmas period these offences often increase, The National Police Chiefs Council have introduced roadside checks for drink and drugs as during the Christmas period people go to parties and take part in these festivities. In December of 2018 there were more than 3,000 people stopped in order to be tested for drug driving at the roadside by the police and out of these 1,871 people were found to be under the influence. In December of 2018 there were a total of 4,656 arrests for people that were driving either under the influence of drugs or alcohol (BBC News, 2019). This may seem like a small number of people across the UK that have been caught, however this is still people off the road that could have caused more damage to themselves or could have killed someone else, the police are hoping that people will realise as a result of zero tolerance the more embarrassing  results of driving whilst under the influence such as losing their jobs  and helpfully it will make people think twice before they get in the car and drive. This is why anyone that gets stopped by the police for anything to do with driving their car will have to carry out a breathalyser as the police are taking a zero-tolerance stance to this not just within the Christmas period but all year round (Moynagh, 2019).        

Human rights and the Human Rights Act 1998 come up constantly when zero tolerance policing is brought in even as an idea, and this is because police are often scared to use it due to the ethical implications it brings as more often than not it does cross the lines of being unethical. Zero tolerance policing is often put forward by the advocates for zero tolerance policing as they feel it is able to give the police and aim and a purpose, however it ignores the basic reasons for the anti-social crimes being committed such as the inequality of minorities and the poverty that many people now live in. There is the issue that this is not just a single agency issue in order for zero tolerance policing to be as effective as it could be it needs multiple agencies to work together as one to reduce overall crime (Neyroud and Beckley, 2001).

Many people always look to the NYPD and the zero tolerance approach that they took, it can be said that it did reduce crime as a result, however in the NYPD zero tolerance was used for a short period of time and directly targeted people that they knew were committing the crimes. This begs the question on if zero tolerance would work over a long period of time over a whole city like London, zero tolerance policing is feared to be almost unsustainable over a long period of time as it could also lead to larger problems for the police in the UK like we have seen before in the Brixton riots. The success in the NYPD is often attributed to zero tolerance and just that as a result of this tactic as mentioned before they had to employ 6,000 new police officers and many criminologists argue the point that the increase in just the police numbers could be the result for the decrease in crime and that alone might have caused an overall decrease in crime (Joyce, 2010).        

The world of 2020 is a very different place than the 1990’s and the way in which crime is committed is very different as with social media and the internet drugs and anti-social crimes can take many more forms compared to the old school days in New York. However looking at zero tolerance policing from a statistical point of view did crime decrease as a result yes it did, it also reduced the amount of harm caused as the number of killings that were committed as a result of drugs dropped by more than 90% from 1990’s till 2005. This shows that even though zero tolerance policing might be controversial it is able to reduce the figures of smaller crimes and then prevent the larger ones like murder when in relation to drug offences (Zimring, 2011).    
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