


Zero tolerance policing is one method the police uses when enforcing the law and deterring crime. The definition of zero tolerance policing which was stated by Wakefield and Fleming (2009) “A new style of policing, aimed at substantial crime reduction based on rigorous enforcement of the law” This is more focused on street crime for patrol officers. This allows front line officers to have more power when dealing with potential offenders. Zero tolerance first become popular within the US in 1990s where William Bratton proposed a zero-tolerance strategy which made New York the first city to implement a Zero tolerance strategy in order to reduce crime within the city. Mayor Rudy Giuliani praises these reforms for having a dramatic effect on crime within the city. However, these reforms have been met with a number of complaints made from the public to the complaint board. 
Even within the UK where there have been talks of a zero-tolerance policing policy being implemented in 2005, people were asked if a zero-tolerance policing policy is in fact possible within the UK due to rises in crime. Also, David Cameron called for zero tolerance strategy due to the riots which had taking place within that year. These riots had led to 2000 people being arrested around the country, this led to David Cameron seeking advice from New York officer Bill Bratton who offered a more “US-styled zero tolerance policy” This would mean that the police would be able to prosecute individuals who have committed low level crimes like small scale theft or not having insurance when driving a vehicle. However, looking deeper into zero tolerance policing along with comparing it to other methods or policing will help to see if zero tolerance policing truly is effective at deterring crime. Other modules include problem-orientate policing, community policing, intelligence led policing and evidence-based policing. 
Zero-tolerance policing has been debated within the UK on whenever the UK police force should adopt a more aggressive approve when it comes to arresting criminals. David Cameroon even called for and was interested in a more “US styled zero-tolerance policy” from the successes of a zero-tolerance policy in New York. This may have been from the effectiveness of the policy which at the time when Bratton resigned felonies were down by 40%. Many of these felonies were low level crime like graffiti or getting on a train without a ticket. However, these arrests manged to get “quick results” stated by Thompson (2015) as one in twenty felons had a weapon or a gun on them which led to these felons receiving a larger sentence. Although this has proven successful for the police, it has caused distress amongst the civilian population as people could be arrested with even the most harmless of crimes, such as walking in the street instead of the sidewalk. This would prove to be ineffective for the policy turns most civilians into enemies due to being criminalised for something that most wouldn’t think twice about. 




The zero-tolerance policy was founded upon the ideas of the broken glass theory. This theory was initially meant to be a community-based theory for community policing.  This theory stemmed from broke glass or cracked glass which you would see in uncommonly areas. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]The theory comes from these areas attracting criminals who are already to commit more serious crimes, as they would believe they would be able to get away with their actions. This is where the idea of preventing minor crimes comes into effect as Thompson (2015) stated “Thus, stopping serious crime starts with prevention of minor offences that produce the appearance of disorder” This would be effective for the policy as criminals would precise areas with low crime rates would have a high police presence and may avoid these areas due to the fear of getting arrested. Although this theory may work in practice, it could also have the opposite effect. While this may deter criminals, this may also prevent officers from focusing on more serious crimes. Another way this has affected zero-tolerance policing is by putting a divide between the police and the public. The police would have to use tactics which are non-prejudice in order to make good calls when making arrests. This was put into question to Mayor Dinkins who has addressed the issue. 
Although Officers following the zero-tolerance policy may be getting results, this may cause an issue among many young urban men within the city of New York. As officers within New York would approach young men on the streets to “frisk or detain them” Amanda (2014) reviewed 1261 local urban males who have had encounters with the police. The results of the random stops caused the young mean anxiety and only played on their mental health. This would make zero-tolerances policing more ineffective due to causing more harm than good on the local population. This may also cause greater distrust amongst the public due to the randomness of the stops which many may take offence to. It has been reported that zero-tolerances policing has caused more harm to public relations with the police, especially within the more ethnic minority areas. Tucker (2016) stated that “Zero-tolerances policing for a legacy of discriminatory law enforcement in which black residents are disproportionally stopped and searched without cause” This would paint a picture for the police that they are targeting specific members of the public, which may further claim that American police are discriminative. 
This may be argued that this is one of the reasons why UK law enforcement are profoundly against any instalment of zero-tolerance policing. O’Neil (2010) stated “The UK experienced widespread disorder in the 1980s which was sparked by intense policing” This disorder was sparked by intense policing within an ethnically black community which officers used similar tactics to the US like stop and search. The result was an even greater divide between UK officers and the black community within the UK. This also maybe why the police prefer using community policing and intelligence led policing since they have the community as a partner as well as an informant.    


Although zero-tolerance policing may seem negative, it could be a very attractive method for police chiefs/inspectors or managers within a police station to meet specific targets set by the government. As O’Neil stated “It is highly motivating for police managers as there is constant pressure on the police” It can also be seen from the progress the US has made within New York with violent crime declining by 52%, homicide rate 72%, motor vehicle theft by 70% burglary by 61% and 61% robbery. This was widely unexpected due to the criminal increase in 1989.  
This would explain why the UK has attempted to implement some kind of zero-tolerance policy. They attempted twice within small areas like kings cross in London in 1996. O’Neil stated “the police took a harsh approach to both minor and major infractions for six weeks” This idea was to “clean up” the area to an increase of crime. Another attempt was in Hartlepool as the detective wanted to “protect the good citizens” since then there has been zero attempts to implement zero-tolerance policing. 
However, it has been argued that these places are inherently different as New York has a higher criminalised population as well as a higher armed population, which gives the US more of a chance to catch onto a major crime. Also, it is argued that the zero-tolerances policy wasn’t the main cause of the decline in crime within New York as Bowling (1999) states the decline of crack epidemic may also have played a part in reducing crime at the time. Also, Anthony (2015) stated “crime rate within the city was already declining” before the proposal of police reforms. As well as other surrounding cities which did not implement any foam of aggressive policing was also experiencing a crime reduction. This would show zero-tolerance policing being ineffective as it is evident it is not the only factor responsible for the incline of crime within the US.  
Zero-tolerance policing may also be viewed as a crackdown by the media as they would see the sudden rise in police and method change of the police as a way to reduce crime which has been increasing. Scott (2004) stated that “by aggressive it is meant that the police take extra effort to take official action” This in turn would be viewed by the media in negative way as they can see the police are being aggressive in their actions. This would be ineffective for the module as the public would view the police as being typical which means they are exercising their powers in abusive manor. 
However, this may be views in positive light as many could feel safer due to the police stepping up their methods and begging to crackdown on criminal activity. Scott “2004” states “These operations are normally well planned” in which he means that the police are not looking to terrorise the public in any means and could just mean that they are either partaking in or finishing an operation. 



While zero-tolerance policing is the idea that criminals could be prevented from causing serious crime by cracking down on not so serious crime, community policing is the idea that crime could be prevent within the community though cooperation and reassurance that the police are prioritising that specific areas crime. There are many advantages to working with community policing rather than zero-tolerance policing, as for example the public are more likely to trust officers if they see they are cooperating with them. Within the UK police work with local community members in order to establish themselves a neighbourhood watch, this assists the police by giving them information and use of CCTV cameras in order to obtain evidence or to learn the whereabouts of a potential criminal. Also, community policing has been particularly effective within the UK due to the presence of community support officers which has helped ease the minds of the public due to there being more officers on the streets to deter crime. This would be more effective then zero-tolerance policing as more community support officers would show more of a police presence while also helping and adding the community in any way they can. This was proven as McKenna (2018) stated “when a drug dealer comes to scout an area, if there is notable police presence they will think twice” 
However, this could be similar to zero-tolerance policing as both methods deter crime with a police presence as well as ensuring a safer community.  
Although, some would argue that this is a slower method compared to the zero tolerance as police could be giving the power to arrest anyone on the spot for committing any crime. However, it does ensure the public support of the police and could arguable be better at solving serious crime. 
Intelligence led policing is also very different compared to zero tolerance policing. It is an idea that the police would use information to plan ways to combat crime as well as use intelligence-based strategy in order to prevent crime before it has a chance to be committed. Also, they work on three different levels which helps to space out the different levels of crime. Which are categorised as local level, reginal level and national level. Comparing this style of policing with zero-tolerance policing, it is show to be very different as zero-tolerance policing works at a local level and ensues the police focuses on dealing with all levels of crime equally in order to prevent the area from becoming overwhelmed with crime. This would allow officers to handle to handle crime more effectively on their area as they are following a clear strategy instead of following a grander strategy which could confuse officers and keep them in areas which they are more familiar with. 
Evidence based policing is particular different from zero-tolerance policing as it uses abundance of research in order to collect all possible evidence against an individual. This is effective when dealing with more serious crime as it would provide a stronger case. The modular also deals with making plans in order for police officers to push towards gaining enough evidence on an individual. However Telep (2018) would say that some argue that “the evidence based movement has overemphasis rigours methodologies at the expense of the officers experience and expertise” This means that that this could be a disadvantage to the  police as it could leave officers with a more complex way of looking at a case which would hinder them from making an arrest due to a lack of evidence or extending the case by intense planning or being unable to agree on the right path to take the case. 
This would be different to zero tolerance policing due to officers having a more straight forward approach. Zero tolerance policing would have officers have a goal to arrest anyone even for the smallest office. This wouldn’t be too complicated as they would have a number of officers ready to arrest anyone breaking the law. Which is effective due to the combined efforts of the officers which wouldn’t be divide on methods of arrest or be held back by evidence to arrest an individual for breaking the law as they would have been caught within the act. 
In conclusion, zero-tolerance policing compared to the other methods of policing does not seem very effective at all. In terms of public relations and keeping the general public safe it does not seem to be very effective as officers are allowed to exercise their powers of arrest for the smallest crimes. It could also be argued that this allows the public to foam a negative opinion on the police. Some members of the public also may feel targeted due to police aggressiveness during arrests, a prime example within America had the ethnic population feel as if they were being targeted by police officer, the editor board (2017) would state “these hardships have affected minorities the hardest” with the city of New York paying up to 75 million on unjust arrests. 
This further shows the ineffectiveness of zero tolerance policing as the more people the police arrest the more court summons had to be giving out. Within the New York 520.000 people were summoned to court during 2009 which would tie up the criminal justice system with the sheer number of people who were awaiting judgment for committing a minor infraction. It was found that only 1 in 5 were ever found guilty of the crimes they commit. This is evident that this being a straight forward method of arresting those who commit a crime it does show the rashness of the officers for just jumping to arrest rather than investigating. This in turn would cause more individuals to complain about the use of force and the way the police handled these arrests. 
However, you could argue that these methods were effective as within the city of New York’s crime dropping significantly from the sudden rise in 1989. This could be due to the efforts of the officers to arrest individuals who have committed small crimes to deter criminals from targeting a specific area of the city set up their operations. As this was evident of working from an ex-gang members perspective as McKenna (2018) stated “when a drug dealer comes to scout an area, if there is notable police presence they will think twice” This is effective as it would deter major crime from a specific area which will make the public within that area feel safer. 



Overall the argument of whenever or not zero tolerance policing is effective is waging heavily in favour of it being ineffective. It is evident by the way New York has had to reimburse the members of the public from “unjust arrests” as well as there being little evidence to support that zero-tolerance policing was the effective method which detreated crime within New York during the 90s. 
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