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This assignment shall be focusing primarily on zero tolerance policing in order to determine how effective it can be if implemented in the United Kingdom (UK). Zero tolerance policing involves “relentless order maintenance and aggressive law enforcement, against even minor crimes and incivilities” according to Justice inspectorates (2011)  but according to Kocak, D (2018) it is more than this, saying that zero tolerance policing “aims not only to reduce the diffuse feeling of insecurity on behalf of the residence, but also to reduce criminality in the long run”. This long-term aspect is a significant aspect when it comes to this ideal because it means that crime will be down in the future. This could in the future be useful for many different reasons, such as lowering crime and meaning that they will be able to provide a better police service for less money. This means that police must follow every aspect of the law no matter what the situation. This assignment shall talk about whether the benefits outweigh the negatives and shall try to determine what effect zero tolerance policing has on the society.
To start it is worth understanding where this model of policing comes from. Zero tolerance policing is often associated with the broken windows theory. The broken windows theory was created by Wilson and Kelling in 1982 and according to O’Neill, M (2010) the broken windows theory “stipulates that small acts of disorder, such as a broken window, can invite further acts of disorder if they remain uncorrected”. In other words, one broken window will lead to other windows being broken unless it is dealt with quickly. Basically, this idea assumes that smaller acts will eventually lead to larger acts, therefore it is associated with the zero-tolerance policing model. 
This idea is predicated on the assumption that people that commit smaller crimes will move on to larger crimes and that people who commit larger crimes are more likely to act in neighbourhoods with these minor crimes. The zero-tolerance policing works to reduce crimes such as vandalism or graffiti by stamping these crimes out in an area. This all means that if zero tolerance policing works then it will stop the people that commit these crimes from moving on to other crimes such as drug dealing or car theft. As well as stopping those individuals it will mean that, these areas are less likely to be attractive for criminals. 
This theory has many critics, there are a few problems with this theory. Childress, S (2016) argues that this is because of its idea about disorders, they say that disorders do not look the same to everyone, this can be because everyone has different religious, political or racial ideals and norms. As well as this putting it into practice has proved rather difficult. This is for many different reasons:
“Kelling contends that it has often been misapplied. The implementation soon escalated to “zero tolerance” policing policies, especially in minority communities. It also led to controversial practices such as “stop and frisk” and an increase in police misconduct complaints”. (psychology today, 2020)
It is clear why this is a serious issue. While this assignment is based about zero tolerance policing and what effect it has had. The stop and frisk program that was used in New York was known for being used to target minorities by the police.
Because the ideas that inspired zero tolerance policing are not fully supported it is important to understand why it has support. And to do that we must look at what the benefits of using a system such as this are.
This model of policing comes from the United States of America where it has been used more to clamp down on lesser crimes such as littering or graffiti. The idea is partly that this will in turn lead to fewer minor offences being committed and so police will have more time to focus on other concerns. As well as the local councils not having to deal with clean-up of littering or graffiti which can be expensive, according to kingdom (2018) it costs around £1 billion to keeps England’s streets clean. Since the police can put more time into more serious crimes these crime rates should also drop. 
Even if the zero-tolerance policing model did not work as intended, then there would still be positives to reducing minor crimes. While minor crimes such as graffiti and vandalism are often described as victimless crimes, they can have an impact on the area. Morgan, A and Louis, E (2009) claims that “Graffiti is an issue that generates widespread community concern” as well as explaining that it can have an impact on “public perceptions of safety and public amenity”. This can be a serious problem, and it can have other impacts. For example, if a property gets graphited then the owner may have to pay to have it removed which can be costly otherwise it could lower what the property is worth. And as well as this, the result of these crimes can often be seen and will be there for many years. Graffiti is considered unattractive by many and having it about may mean that an area attracts less visitors which could reduce business and because it is often associated in people’s minds with larger or more dangerous crimes, people in that area may not feel as safe. It may be worth cracking down on minor crimes because it will help to relive fear of crime.
There are other ideas about policing that could be argued to be good or bad. An example of this could be down to reasons for wanting zero tolerance policing. There is reason for decision makers and politicians to want this idea of zero-tolerance, this could be because they do not have the same aims or objectives as the police. UKPOL (2015) admits that “Politicians of all parties have not always taken the right decisions about the police”. The police are an organisation that work to reduce crime but more importantly, they want to make people feel safe and solve crimes. Crime statistics for an area are all recorded crimes that happened in that area, this will include all crimes no matter how serious the crimes are. If a city had 1/3 of its crimes as being smaller or less serious, things such as vandalism or graffiti, then zero tolerance policing that might remove these would seem to have a large impact on crime in that area. This would mean that the police, politicians or the decision makers can say that crime is down by 1/3 and because people usually think of crime as a serious thing this seems like a larger achievement. It is always worth keeping in mind that “Statistics are not absolute truth” according to SalRite (2018) they can be manipulated in order to give a certain perception.
Having looked at some of the more popular reasons that people may support the idea of zero tolerance policing it is important to look at the other side of this.
There are many reasons that the public may not like the police. According to Jackson, B (2015) “many communities enjoy a strong and productive relationship between police and the community, in others profound fractures exist”. It is easy to imagine that a zero-tolerance approach to policing may not help with this. It would mean that the public would never be able to get away with committing crimes that they might normally get away with. The police always giving the worst punishments that they can, would be routine under zero tolerance policing. Many of these things the public may not realise are a crime or may not think of as a crime. For example, it is illegal to litter in the UK, but according to Kingdom (2018) 68% of people drop litter. Punishing these crimes regardless of this might have an adverse effect on public police relations because they may disagree with this. If this were the case, then it would be a serious issue because it means that it could damage public relations and the police must rely on the public trusting them enough to report crimes.
As well as encountering issues due to the public not liking zero tolerance policing it is posable that there may be dislike from the police as well. According to Sousa, W (2009) “officers exercise little discretion when enforcing” zero tolerance policing. They would be used to having this discretion. This could lead to them simply not reporting that there has been a crime at all, this would be a serious issue as it would mean that there are false statistics regarding how well zero tolerance policing works or how many crimes there have been. This could be a serious issue because if the police are not following the rules as intended, this could cause inconsistency, undermining the whole rank structure. As well as this if police cannot be trusted to follow this rule, it might suggest to them that they can break others creating a culture of corruption.
Some people argue that zero tolerance policing may have a different effect. Its main accredited asset is that it reduces crimes such as, vandalism, graffiti, or prostitution. However, many people that are prostitutes work the streets because that is what they must do. Many of these people have little choice due to circumstances they cannot control including poverty or coercion. This means that if it were to become too hard to be a prostitute in a certain area, this would not necessarily stop them but rather move the problem into a different area. In reality if the end result is to help women off the streets and ensure they are not at risk thanks to prostitution entirely it would be better to work with charities such as beyond the streets Beyond the streets (2020) who “work with women facing exploitation on the streets and more broadly to end sexual exploitation”. This idea that problems such as this will have a simple solution is both inaccurate and potentially damaging.
Because this is a model for the police it still focuses on finding those responsible for crimes and punishing them. While many people in the public might support this idea at face value it has many repercussions that cannot be immediately seen. For example, if people are being served the maximum sentence possible and the law is always harsh with them then they are likely to end up in prison. There are many issues with this such as people in prison learning how to get away with crimes. According to Vedantam, S (2013) this is because of the people that you end up spending your time with and when you are released you are more likely to associate with those same sorts of people. They make clear that they are not “saying that all criminals come out of prison primed to become bigger criminals”.
In a prison there is also less room and according to institute for government (2019) “as of June 2019, the prison population in England and Wales was 82,710”. They go on the explain that while this is the lowest it has been in the last 10 years it is still high with budgets for prisons being 14% lower than they were in 2009. As well as this, many prisoners do not get enough help with rehabilitation. When somebody is done being punished for a crime, we want them to become functional members of society. Part of the point of zero tolerance policing is to turn around the lives of these law breakers early, while they are still committing small crimes. People will learn their lesson and stop but they are more likely to move on to bigger crimes and do them in different cities. Because of this it might get better results through other methods. Inclusion rather than punishment. 
There is debate as to whether zero tolerance policing works. But there is evidence to support it. According to What works (2011) “zero-tolerance is most commonly associated with New York Police Department (NYPD) during the 1990s” this is because this is when it was introduced, and in the time since the 1990s crime has dropped dramatically in their area. They have had an 80% drop in crime in New York according to Zimring (2011). He also claims that there has been a general crime rate that has dropped by around 40% across all of America. Despite not giving credit of this purely to the zero-tolerance policing he does say that the police have had a big impact on this.
There are other things that would suggest that zero tolerance policing does work, since it being introduced in New York it has spread and has been tested in several countries according to Weatheritt, M et al (1998).
However, while it does increase punishment most people are unlikely to know about this change. Most people do not understand the importance of police policy and most criminals do not know about or think about the possible punishments of their crimes, this has been measured and checked. Kelly, W (2018) confirms that “punishment doesn’t reduce crime” he goes on to explain that this is because criminals have “circumstances and experiences that typically differ in fundamental ways”. With this in mind it is clear that zero tolerance policing may not have quite the effect that people want it to have or at least not in the right way.
There can be very little knowledge about how effective this can be when used in the UK without it being implemented. It has been used by some police forces such as London and Liverpool but the point of a zero-tolerance policing attitude is for long term results. This would mean that any results that we can look at from the UK would be too early to interpret them properly. Because of this we are forced to look at American data and cautiously try it in the UK hoping that our societies are similar enough for it to transfer across. Kocak, D (2018) claims that it could lead to problems in the long term with police powers over the public being extended and abused.
This evidence does not mean what it might look like it would mean. It is too early to properly look at evidence from the UK and there is little evidence from abroad. Even the evidence taken from New York where it has been in place the longest may not be truly reliable as it could be accredited to other sources. During the time since its implication ways of finding and catching criminals would be evolving over this same time period. According to Wells, M (2017) some of the changes that have influenced crime since the 1990s is the implication and usage of CCTV and DNA technology. Although this technology has been being used since the 1980s it was being used more which would have allowed for criminals to be caught having committed less crimes
This assignment cannot conclude whether zero tolerance policing would always influence crime, this is because different areas full of different people would always respond differently. As well as this the evidence that does exist could be a result of other factors, there are always many different factors in play in society. However, if it were to work then it should lead to less crime being committed than before and therefor the streets where this is being used can feel safer and so be better areas to live in. However, it is not completely clear as to whether this is because of zero tolerance policing working as a deterrent. It could simply be a result of those criminals moving or committing crimes in different areas because it is easier to do or simply ending up locked up. If this is the case, then they are only moving the problem. The only clear thing to conclude about this is that more research needs to be done as to what zero tolerance policing does to communities before it is used across the UK.
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