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Current thinking on community policing suffersfrom not specifying a plausi-
ble connection between policing structures and priorities and sustained
neighborhood improvement. Presently, we have no way of knowing whether
community policing helps or harms neighborhood civic efficacy, neighbor-
hood participation, and other related processes that sustain neighborhoods.
This article identifies seven dimensions that are commonly identified with
strong neighborhoodsin the urban political sociology, community organiza-
tion, and neighborhood social movement literatures. It examines the rele-
vance of community policing to those neighbor hood strengthening processes
and exploresthe difficulties in devel oping appropriate indicators of policing
influence on neighborhood devel opment.

The big question for community policing is whether changes in the level
and natureof social control provided by thepolicewill havenegativeor pos-
itiveeffectson other formsof social control. In hisrecent view of policepol-
icy options, Bayley (1994, p. 145) posesthisquestioninthefollowing form:
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“The challenge is to find ways of using the police for crime prevention
without . . . discouraging the strengthening of other social processesthat are
critical tothe enterprise. . . . 7 After arguing that the police cannot alter the
structural conditions that cause poverty and crime, Kelling and Coles
(1996) are optimistic that the police can have a positive short-term impact
on neighborhood crime rates. However, they add,

The key question for those who espouse this.. . . view iswhether and how police can
help to create conditionsin neighborhoods and communities that will allow other
institutions—the family, neighborhood, church, community and government and
commerce—to deal with these basic problems of society. (p. 155)

Proponents of community policing, such as Bayley and Kelling and
Coles, focus on rethinking policing strategies, but they agree that enduring
improvement in neighborhood quality of lifeisdependent on changesinthe
more subtle and complex social controls provided by neighborhood and
state institutions in the course of changing economic, social, and political
structures (see al'so Skogan, 1990).

Bayley agreeswith Kelling and Coles on the significance of such linkage
for long-term neighborhood improvement; however, he is less sanguine
than they about the consequences of an increased police role in neighbor-
hood order for the invigoration of other social institutions. Heis aware that
increased reliance on state control as a path toward neighborhood order is
tampering with the limitations on police typically imposed by the libera,
democratic state. He assesses its invocation as a last, desperate gamble.
Boththetheory and practice of democratic urban order haverarely giventhe
police a central position, and they should be so elevated, in his view, only
with extreme caution (Bayley, 1994, pp. 127-128).

Wewould agree with Bayley that an optimistic response to the big ques-
tion in community policing may be premature. To begin with, current pro-
posalsfor making police more proactivein penetrating neighborhood order
appear oblivious to the rich sociological tradition that observes conflict
rather than congruence among types of socia control (Comer, 1985; Hunter,
1985). Black’ s (1976) theory of law, for example, positsanegative correla
tion betweenformal social control, such aspolicing, and other formsof con-
trol. Black appearsto interpret this relationship as one of succession rather
than displacement: As the complexity and formality of modern society
breaks down older forms of value maintenance, the law fills the breach.
However, observing the same negative correlations between public socia
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control and neighborhood institutions in Chicago, Spergel proposes that
formal social control drives out commitments to other control structures
(1976, pp. 90-91). In thisview, community policing, like any other form of
policing, may harm rather than hel p neighborhoods, either directly by creat-
ing a police state or indirectly by contributing to further deterioration in
other social institutions.

The goals of thisarticle are (a) to better conceptualize the possible con-
nections between the police and other forms of social order at the neighbor-
hood level and (b) to make the case for measuring those connections. It is
our view that community policing must be guided by atheory of how police
actions may contribute to increasesin neighborhood civic efficacy, partici-
pation, and related processes. Drawing from three streams of community
theory, namely urban political sociology, community organization, and neigh-
borhood social movements, this article identifies seven neighborhood
processes that figure prominently in building and sustaining strong neigh-
borhoods. It then utilizes previous evauations of community policing imple-
mentations to examine the rel evance of community policing to these neigh-
borhood-strengthening processes and to develop and refine indicators for
these processes. How these indicators might be applied is explored using
Madison, Wisconsinand Flint, Michigan asexamples. Thesetheoretically
important variables are often absent from community policing implemen-
tation narratives and are apparently not approached in any systematic way
by the police. We arguethat what isneeded isasystematic process eval ua-
tion guided by community theory that tellsusthe extent to which the police
contribute to neighborhood-building processes that lead to improving
neighborhoods.

CURRENT THINKING IN COMMUNITY POLICING

Inour view, the problem with current thinking and practicein community
policing is that, although cognizant of the requirement of institutional
changes beyond police interventions, community policing strategies do not
specify plausi ble connections between policing structuresand action priori-
ties and sustained neighborhood improvement. Current rationales for com-
munity policing tend to be driven by two related trends: (&) both police and
citizen dissatisfaction with the professional/bureaucratic police paradigm
and (b) some growing but still modest research findings that connect
increasesin disorder to increasesin crime and urban decline (e.g., Skogan,
1990). Enthusiasm for these research findings are bol stered by some recent
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evidence (mostly from New York City, e.g., Bratton, 1995) suggesting that
aggressivepolicecontrol of disorder may al so reducelevel sof seriouscrime.

Theproposition that short-term reductionsin disorder and crime provide
the stage on which socia ingtitutions flower is, at this point, merely an
assumption guided by no theory and contrary to much empirical research
about the prerequisites for strong social institutions (Bursik & Grasmick,
1993; Hope, 1995). To the extent that thisrelationshipisarticulated at all in
the community policing literature, the idea seems to be that if police
increase order, then enhanced opportunitieswill emergefor citizen partici-
pationincommunity life, neighbors’ senseof efficacy will emerge, or both.

Although we would agree that citizen participation and increased sense
of neighborhood efficacy are important variables, we would disagree that
police effects on disorder and crime are sufficient to increase either. On the
contrary, Hope (1995) pointsto low levelsof civic participation in safe and
orderly suburban enclaves as adirect contradiction of the presumed effects
of increased civic participation in urban settings. Moreover, amultitude of
studies suggests that perceived efficaciousness withers quickly without
direct participation in collective actions that have observed positive conse-
quences (Bursik & Grasmick, 1993; Castells, 1983; Cortes, 1993; Delgado,
1986; O'Brien, 1975).

Weproposethat revisionsin police strategy must be guided by atheory of
how police actions may contribute, directly or indirectly, to increases in
neighborhood civic efficacy, participation, and related processes. Without a
theory of police effects on these variables, there is no guide for the police
about whether or how much they should involve neighborhoodsin policing
and no means to test whether long-term trends in neighborhood conditions
can be linked to police actions.

If policing does not positively influence the variablesthat sustain neigh-
borhoods, then at | east two other interpretations of community policing gain
credence. A cynical interpretation of community policing would hold that
city politics-as- usud is co-opting neighborhoodsinto paying for the costs
of urban growth by convincing residentsthat the sources of crime and disor-
der are connected only to forcesin neighborhoods, rather than to larger eco-
nomic and policy changes. Therefore, neighborhood residents themselves
are responsible for neighborhood decline, and neighbors, assisted by the
police, can arrest that trend without alterations in the political economy of
cities (Rabrenovic, 1996. p. 136). This interpretation would present com-
munity policing as a marketing effort by city elitesto have neighborhoods
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substitute police services for political and economic actions that sustain
neighborhood institutions (Manning, 1988).

A less cynical and equally plausible interpretation would hold that the
police do not know how they influence neighborhoods, either positively or
negatively. Their affect on neighborhood variables may simply beunknown
to them because of the gap in our knowledge about police influencein this
area. Policing’s negative affect on these variables may therefore be incon-
gruent with itsintent.

Certainly the police and therest of city government may take community
seriously and work with neighborhoodsto reverse 70 years of growth poli-
tics. But if thisisto happen, police strategies must include processes that
strengthen social ingtitutions. Wehavedevel oped thesetheoretical alterna-
tivesfor community policing elsewhere (Duffee, 1997; Duffee, Fludlen, &
Roscoe, 1996; Renauer, Duffee, & Fluellen, 1997). This article is a more
methodological contribution to that larger project of examining policeeffects
on neighborhood ingtitutions. Our present task isto identify those variables
that are commonly identified with strong neighborhood institutions, develop
indicatorsfor those variables, and determine how community policing pro-
jects may influence them. The rationale of this approach follows.

THE POLICE FIT IN MULTIPLE SOCIAL ORDERS

The ultimate concern of community policing is not police structure or
behavior but rather quality of life in neighborhoods. Like Skogan (1990),
Spergel (1976), and Wilson (1987), webelievethat economic, political, and
demographic forces have far greater effects on neighborhood life than do
neighborhood institutions or the police. However, neighborhood institu-
tions mediate between broad societal forces and neighborhood residents
and may be critically involved in modifying local effects of national forces
(Sampson, Raudenbush, & Earls, 1997; Warren, 1978). Moreover, these
institutions may be particularly important to ameliorating localized nega-
tive effects of economic didocation and inequality in political power
(Cortes, 1993; Spergel, 1976).

Although these mediating institutions, not the police, areresponsiblefor
what Hunter (1985) calls* parochial” or neighborhood order, therearecriti-
cal linkages between private, parochial, and public orders and the institu-
tions that sustain them (Comer, 1985; Hunter, 1985). The police, as an
institutional component of the public order, interface with both institutions
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of the private order (family and friendship networks) and institutions of
parochia order (informal cooperation among neighbors).

Community policing is a reorganization of police resources and priori-
ties to increase the intersection of the police with the parochial order
(Bayley, 1994; Kelling & Coles, 1996). It isbased on arecognition that the
dominant police paradigm of the reform era—professional crime fighting—
bypassed parochial order tointersect with individuals (Bursik & Grasmick,
1993; Kelling & Coles, 1996). If community policing isto seek citizens as
coproducers of order, it must be involved in processes by which neighbor-
hood institutions are built and sustained. Hence, it isimportant to ask about
general processes of neighborhood building, rather than about police
approaches to neighborhoods.

We have turned to three streams of community theory for identification
of critical neighborhood institutional processes: (@) urban politics and soci-
ology, (b) community organizations, and (c) neighborhood social move-
ments. Although these literatures overlap and complement each other, they
focus on different aspects of the neighborhood institution problem. It is
important to integrate these literatures to obtain awell-rounded list of vari-
ables that figure prominently in neighborhood sustainability.

Table 1 presents a preliminary list of such variables gleaned from these
literatures. These variables are assessed on their importance in sustaining
neighborhood constituency behavior. Asused here, neighborhood constitu-
ency behavior represents action by neighborhood residents who develop
and deploy social capital at the neighborhood level. The discussion that fol-
lows indicates in broad strokes the position of these variables in the three
separate community research traditions.

THE EFFECTS OF THE MACROSY STEM:
URBAN POLITICS AND SOCIOLOGY

Urban politics and sociology examine variation in neighborhood condi-
tions as influenced by race, class, and power. For example, this literature
depicts economic dislocations as a by-product of the shift from amanufac-
turing to aservice economy and the differential effects of that shift on com-
position of neighborhood populations and neighborhood resources (e.g.,
Logan & Molotch, 1987; Wilson, 1987). As capital has become more
mobile and lessgeographically committed, and asthe distribution of wealth
has become increasingly unequal, certain neighborhoods have been
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TABLE 1. VariablesImportant in Sustaining Neighborhood Constituency Behavior

Variable

Definition

Internal coordination
External linkages

Concerns for
exchange value/
improved collective
consumption

Quality of process
concerns

The extent to which groups and organizations with separate functions but
common location act in consort for neighborhood goals

Extent to which a neighborhood has ties to nonlocal centers of resources
and expertise

Extent to which use of space in a neighborhood istested against a criterion
of improving collective consumption rather than profit maximization or
exchange value

Extent to which neighborhood collective action is attentive to its processes
aswell asits outcomes; organization is self-evaluative and concerned with
renewal

Autonomy Extent to which a neighborhood has influence on decisions about actions
taken about it; the neighborhood retainsitsidentity while participating in
nonlocal networks

Shared culture Extent to which a neighborhood is conscious of cultural uniqueness and
shares symbols of common place

Dialogue Extent to which information about the neighborhood is shared and accurate;

conflicts are addressed when all participants are recognized as having
legitimacy to speak

virtually isolated from participation in broader social and economic net-
works (Byrum, 1992; Comer, 1985; Wilson, 1987).

The political study of those same processes has examined the political
and economic policies that have subsidized downtown economic growth
and suburbani za- tion at the expense of neighborhood quality of life. These
policies have government or citizens pay for the negative externalities of
growth, such as pollution and reduced housing valuesin older urban neigh-
borhoods, whereas the positive externalities, such asincreasing land value,
have accrued to an economic elite (Byrum, 1992; Swanstrom, 1985).

Thisliterature generally doesnot indicate how to reverse such trends, but
it identifies certain neighborhood characteristics as important in avoiding
the worst effects of macro-level change. This literature highlights four of
thevariablesin Table 1. It consistently identifies external linkages between
neighborhoodsand centersof power, controlson exchangevalueinland use
decisions, and neighborhood autonomy (or ability of a neighborhood to
influence local application of external decisions) as signs of neighborhood
strength. It also identifies internal coordination within a neighborhood as
critical to maintenance of autonomy and seesboth of these variablesasneg-
aively affected by concentration of poverty, which reduces the social
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capital in an area by reducing the discretionary resources neighbors can
devote to collective action at the neighborhood level.

Police strategy and community policing research is understandably but
disturbingly distant from the urban political sociology literature. Possibly
theinattentiontothisliteratureisrelated to police desires of being nonpolit-
ical. The police research generally seems to accept the police account of
being removed from palitics by the professional model introduced in the
progressive era of political reform. But this police account does not jibe
with the analysis of the progressive reform in the urban political literature.
For example, Swanstrom (1985) explains those progressive reforms, such
asbureaucratization and civil service, asthe successful moves by economic
ditesto reducethe power of ethnic, working class neighborhoodsto control
city services. In this view, the progressive reforms in policing did not
remove the police from politics, but switched their alegiance in the urban
political struggle. If community policing then promoted police
reattachment to neighborhoods, it could also pit the police against powerful
economic forces who are concerned about the cost of city services.

The police and their researchers, correctly enough, do not seethe police
inthe business of structural change; but, as aresult, they tend to ignore the
exogenous effects of political and economic change on the social control
functions policedo perform. Neither the police nor police researchers often
ask if police effortsto strengthen neighborhoodsis hegated by countervail-
ing policies concerning housing, transportation, and urban devel opment.

THE NATURE OF COMMUNITY ORGANIZATIONS

A related literature examines the nature of community service and deci-
sion organizations, theinteractions among these, and the level of participa-
tionthey provide for neighborhood residents. Thisliterature hasitsrootsin
documents produced by and about settlement houses (M eacham, 1987) and
inthework of rural sociology and agricultural extension (e.g., Sower, Hol-
land, Tiedke, & Freeman, 1957). More recently, the war on poverty ignited
an explosion of research on policy implementation (Pressman &
Wildavsky, 1973) and in service coordination and client empowerment
(Warren, Rose, & Bergunder, 1974, on the Model Cities program; Rose,
1972 onthe Community Action program; McLaughlin, 1976 on compensa
tory education; Marris & Rein, 1982 on the Ford Gray Areas).

This body of research stresses the complexity of federalism as the con-
text for program planning and implementation. It focuses on the nature of
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interorganizational networksthat providetheformal structurefor neighbor-
hoods and thewaysin which those networks achieve domain consensusand
preserve their institutionalized approaches to social problems. These net-
works normally function to dampen down innovation or rechannel propos-
a sfor changeinto routinesestablished by and controlled by the network. In
general, the network structure operates to protect organizational routines
and professional prerogatives and to block neighborhood participation in
determination of services(Warren, Rose, & Bergunder, 1974, pp. 81-103).

This literature identifies several of the same key neighborhood
sustainability variables as does urban politics and sociology, although for
dlightly different reasons. The community organization research focusesits
attention on the nature of the public and nonprofit organizations that often
perform the mediating function— connecting macrosystem forcesto local
residents and coordinating services. It also distinguishes conflict both
between the interests of a spatially based collectivity and the interests of
organizational surviva (Warren, 1978, p. 249) and between espoused orga-
nizational goals and the interests of workers (Lipsky, 1980).

This research recognizes the growing importance of external linkages,
through bureaucratic and funding authority, of local service units and cen-
tral offices, and the negativeimpact of those commitmentsoninternal coor-
dination of agencieswithin aneighborhood. It stressesthe threats to neigh-
borhood autonomy stemming both from vertically organized service chains
and from network behavior that protects professional control of organiza-
tional policy over demands from service recipients (Lipsky, 1980; Warren,
Rose, & Bergunder, 1974). It alsoindicatesthat dial ogue between residents
and agenciesis often limited by organizational control of channels of com-
muni cation, agency, and worker antipathy to collective actionsby residents,
and bureaucratic commitments to orderly and peaceful communication in
fora that interpret expressions of conflicting opinions as absence of
community.

The police literature is more closely aigned with this body of research
than the macro-system literature. For example, Lipsky (1980) treatsthe police
as one form of street level bureaucracy, and community network studies
have included police agenciesin their examination of network structures
(Hall, Clark, Giordano, Johnson, & van Roekel, 1977; Spergel, 1976).
Police culture research examines the isolation of officers from the popula-
tions they serve and the control of discretion research examines police
antipathy for organized community review of police practices (Bayley,
1994). There is no reason to assume these normal patterns will not also
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affect community policing. That is, the police may restructure internally
and reprioritize objectives, but they arelesslikely to include neighborhood
organizations or residents as decision makers.

NEIGHBORHOODS AND SOCIAL MOVEMENTS

Since the 1970s, the social movement literature has been concerned
with neighborhood improvements as social movements (Boyte, 1980;
Castells, 1983; Rabrenovic, 1996; Stoecker, 1994). Thisresearch examines
the nature of neighborhood grievances, mobilization strategies, the manner
inwhich residents organize, the problem-solving tactics they use, and move-
ment characteristics that are associated with enduring grassrootsinfluence
or co-optation by political and economic elites.

This literature stresses neighborhood grievances arising from three
sources: collective consumption needs (or controlson exchangevaueinthe
use of urban space), neighborhood autonomy, and attemptsto preserve col-
lective identity or shared culture (Castells, 1983). The examination of
movement organization highlights the balance between external linkages
and internal coordination within aneighborhood movement. It also under-
scorestheimportanceof quality of processconcernsin guiding amovement
and maintaining membership (Delgado, 1986; Reitzes & Reitzes, 1982;
Warren, 1978). The study of movement tactics highlightsthe quality of dia-
logue, both in terms of which parties are provided opportunities to voice
preferencesand the structuresfor resolving conflicts both within the collec-
tive effort and between the collectivity and external groups (Stoecker,
1994). Castells (1983) identifies the emergence of shared culture, the
maintenance of autonomy, and links to external alies as critical compo-
nents of successful movements.

Thepoliceliterature rarely tapsinto social movement research, partially
because social movements often avoid crimeasamobilizing issue (Skogan,
1988), and partially because the police, as part of the state, generally inter-
face with neighborhoods through their own centrally planned initiatives
rather than in response to grassroots demands. Within social movement lit-
erature, the police are usually of secondary concern, and when they are
approached it is often as a target of protest rather than as an external aly
(Duffee, 1997). But thislack of articul ation between policing and neighbor-
hood movement literature has the consequence that police strategists and
researchers rarely take advantage of movement research that could have a
bearing on crime prevention. AsaNew Y ork organizer put it to one of the
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TABLE 2. Sources of Concepts

Theoretical Tradition Example Dimensions I dentified

Urban political sociology: Byrum (1992); Logan and External linkages; exchange value
macro-system effects on Molotch (1987); Swanstrom  controls; autonomy/influence;
localities (1985); Wilson (1987) internal coordination

Community organization: Jones (1997); Lipsky (1980); External linkages; internal
interorganizational field, McLaughlin, Irby, and coordination; autonomy;
program implementation, and Langman (1994); Spergel dialogue
resident inclusion (1976); Warren, Rose, and

Bergunder (1974)

Neighborhood social Boyte (1980); Castells Controls on exchange value;
movements: the nature of (1983); Delgado (1986); identity/shared culture; external
grassroots organization Rabrenovic (1996); Stoecker linkages; internal coordination;

(1994) quality of process; autonomy

authors, “ The police do not know how to organize neighborhoods’ (seealso
Skogan, 1990). Weingart, Hartmann, and Osborne’s (1994) collection of
nei ghborhood mobilizations against drugs provides numerous examples of
police ineptness in interfering with neighborhood movements.

In sum, community theory is replete with examples of neighborhood-
level processesthat help to sustain neighborhoods. Table 2 summarizesthe
discussion of this complex literature as the source for our neighborhood
dimensions. Policing strategy and community policing research have gen-
erally overlooked thethreetheoretical traditionsthat recognize these neigh-
borhood-level processes.

APPLICATION TO COMMUNITY POLICING

These three conceptually distinct but overlapping literatures all suggest
both (a) variablesimportant in avoiding or ameliorating economic disloca
tion and political inequality and (b) variablesthat increase service provider
responsiveness to citizens and communities. If these literatures are valid
and for the big proposition in community policing to betrue, wewould have
to find indications that community policing affects these neighborhood
variablesin particular ways.

Although thecommunity policing literaturewasnot designed to examine
such effects, even acursory review of community policing accounts would
suggest that such influences are easily visible, as depicted in Table 3. Col-
umn 2 of Table 3 providesspecific examplesof policeactionsthat have been
reported as affecting particular neighborhood variables. We have been able
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TABLE 3. Examples of Police Effect on Neighborhood Constituency Variables

Community Policing

Variable Example of Palice Influences Program Component
Internal Increased planning and coordination among  Resident organization
coordination police and social servicesin Fairfax collaboration, empowering

(Baranyk, 1994), Austin (Barton, 1993), frontline officers to problem
Spokane (Thurman, Giacomazzi, & Bogen, solve, crime prevention activities
1993); among police and city agenciesin

Brooklyn (Pate & Shtull, 1993), and

Baltimore (National Institute of Justice,

1992); among resident groups and business

in Seattle (Fleissner et al., 1991); but

increased resident conflict in Houston

(Wycoff & Skogan, 1985)

External linkages Full range of citizen involvement in Seattle  Coordination with government

(Fleissner et al., 1991) but only after initial  agenciesin problem solving
police resistance; limited and negative

effectsin Lawrence, MA (Bazemore & Cole,

1994); limited change in Richmond (Worden,

Mastrofski, & Snipes, 1995), and Madison

(Wycoff & Skogan, 1993)

Controlson Pressure on renters and on drug dealersin ~ Order maintenance, geomapping,
exchangevalue/  Seattle (Fleissner et al., 1991) and other city agency coordination, crime
improved places; police planning and business prevention activity, problem
collective planning merge in Portland (Bureau of solving
consumption Justice Assistance, 1995)

Quality of process Seattle SSCPC (Fleissner et al., 1991) Resident surveys and meetings,
concerns displays concern for inclusion, other mobilization efforts, feedback

process effects; Fairfax (Baranyk, 1994) from problem solving
and Forth Worth show concerns for group

process; numerous cases indicate lack of

concern (Grinc, 1994; Buerger, 1994)

Autonomy Seattle (Fleissner et a., 1991) legitimizes Decentralized command, resident
and funds neighborhood planning decisions on issues and tactics,
councils but in numerous cases police place-specific data analysis
resist citizen efforts, ask neighbors to be
“eyesand ears’

Shared culture shared concern for environment and Block parties, ceremonies
physical beauty in Austin (Barton, 1993); recognizing collective action
lack of concern for place reduces control
effortsin Philadelphia (Philadel phia
Police Study Task Force, 1987)

Dialogue Considerable two-way planning in Flint Resident partnership, foot and bike

(Trojanowicz, 1986), Seattle (Fleissner patrols, decentralized command,
et a., 1991); limited dialoguein empowering front-line officers,
Brooklyn (Pate & Shtull, 1993), Austin problem solving, crime

(Barton, 1993), and Lawrence, MA prevention

(Bazemore & Cole, 1994)

Note: SSCPC = South Seattle Community Planning Council.
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to locate examples of both increases and decreases in these neighborhood
characteristics that could be attributed to community policing actions.

The positive effects of community policing oninternal coordination can
be seen in Fairfax, VA. There, community policing officers (CPO) teamed
up with social service providers serving the Stonegate Housing Projects.
Thisinternal coordination led to referrals by CPOsto local counseling ser-
vices, such as family counseling, drug and alcohol abuse counseling, and
parental counseling. In many instances, these referrals provided CPOswith
an aternative to the arrest/no arrest option (Baranyk, 1994).

Similarly, community policing effortsin Seattle, WA, placed controlson
exchange value in the south side of Seattle. Through a civil abatement
arrangement that involved the police and neighborhood residents, pressure
was put on landlords who were careless in tenant selection or obliviousto
drug dealingsfromtheir properties. Onthe other hand, attemptsby the Seat-
tle police department to establish external linkages between the South Seat-
tle Community Planning Council (SSCPC) and external resources and
expertise prompted protest by other neighborhoods. This action on the part
of the Seattle police was seen as favoring SSCPC over other Sesttle neigh-
borhoods. (This dispute was later resolved. See Fleissner, Fedan, & Stotland,
1991.)

As these examples and others in Table 3 show, police interaction with
nei ghborhoods doesinfluencethese neighborhood variablesboth positively
and negatively. Arguably, some sort of impact on neighborhood activitiesis
inevitable because of the nature of police-neighborhood interaction that is
at the coreof community policinginitiatives(Bayley, 1994). Thelikely con-
nection among some of the more commonly employed aspects of commu-
nity policing and these neighborhood variablesis suggested in thethird col -
umn of Table 3. There are no studies, to our knowledge, that investigate
theselinkages. Whether the police are aware of their impact on these neigh-
borhood processes often cannot be gleaned from community policing liter-
ature. What is apparent, however, isthe absence of any systematic attention
totheeffectsonthesevariablesby thepolice, or by evaluatorsof community
policing efforts. Indeed, what isclearly lacking isastep-by-step assessment
of police-neighborhood interaction that helpsto explain the effect of com-
munity policing on neighborhood constituency variables. What is needed,
inour view, isaprocess eval uation that tell sus about the extent to which the
police contribute to neighborhood constituency-building processes. We
have therefore decided to refine and devel op measures for these seven vari-
ables so that they could be used to assess the relationship of police-
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neighborhood interaction and neighborhood viability. We expect that these
new measures will further our understanding of how community policing
impacts on neighborhood renewal. What followsis adescription of our
initial attempts to refine and measure the original seven neighborhood
variables.

ELABORATION OF NEIGHBORHOOD
CONSTITUENCY VARIABLES

Asisindicated in Table 3, thereis variability in the neighborhood
constituency-building efforts engaged in by police departments. For all of
the seven variableslisted in Table 3, anecdotal evidence from the commu-
nity policing literature corroborated the notion that these variables can be
measured in degrees. Some community policing efforts explicitly target
neighborhood building. Other efforts appear to have little concern for such
processes. Indeed, some community policing efforts are less concerned
with neighborhood organization than with improvement in the satisfaction
of theindividual “customer” (Wycoff & Skogan, 1993).

Our examination of thecommunity policing literature suggeststo usthat
the original seven neighborhood constituency variables must befurther dif-
ferentiated to provide an accurate picture of police-neighborhood interac-
tion patterns. Thevariablesin Tables 1 through 3 aretoo broad in scope. This
is an inevitable outcome of using different theoretical traditions. Although
these seven variables appear acrossthese different theoretical streams, they
have different connotationsin these traditions. For example, in the commu-
nity organization literature, internal coordination relates to coordination
among local agencies, whereas in the social movement literature, internal
coordination relatesto establishing coordination among neighborhood resi-
dents. Increasesin agency coordination may actually decrease resident net-
working (Lipsky, 1980; Warren, Rose, & Bergunder, 1974). Therefore, itis
necessary to refine these broad concepts in ways that would better capture
the multidimensional interplay between police and neighborhoods. The
refined variables should still retain their original conceptual domain but
permit greater discrimination among closely related processes.

A review of community policing evauation reports, for example, sug-
geststhat the concept of dialogue can be further differentiated by subdivid-
ing it into three variables. First, the idea of dialogue appearsto include the
development of reciprocal communication and open information channels
between the police and a specific neighborhood. The new variable, group
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participation, indicates the organi zation of regular meetings between police
and neighborhood residents, so that both know in advance of atime and
place for communication and use this channel.

Second, the idea of dialogue recognizes that the participants within a
neighborhood often conflict but that participants can value conflicting view
points. Thenew variable, conflict resol ution, measurescommunity policing
initiatives' recognition of the potential conflicting interests between diverse
neighborhood groups and efforts at devel oping neighborhood-level mecha
nisms to resolve neighborhood disagreements.

Third, the concept of dialogue also seemsto contain attempts to recog-
nize, organize, and include diverse neighborhood groups. Thenew variable,
mobilization, capturescommunity policing effortsat hel ping neighborhood
residentsorganize or tofacilitatetheir recognition of existing neighborhood
organizations as a means of communicating.

Asthisexampl e suggests, we suspect that acareful review of community
policing implementation studies can aid in further refining these broad vari-
ablesin waysthat better capture the complexity of neighborhood-building
processes. Efforts are presently underway to collect anumber of published
and unpublished community policing evaluation reportsto use for this pur-
pose. We expect that the remaining six variables will likewise subdivide
along lines more descriptive of neighborhood-building activities taken by
police and neighborhoods.

In addition to the broad question of whether community policing is
salient to these community dimensions, we hope that the examination of
case studies might assist with solutionsto the following kinds of problems.
We expect that a careful look at community policing implementation stud-
iescan help uslearnwhether certain neighborhood-building activitiesoccur
in the absence of others, or whether some must be present for others to
occur. Itis, for example, reasonabl e to assumethat truly effective communi-
cation between police and neighborhood residents must be proceeded by
regular meetings, whereinformation isexchanged and strategi es discussed.
The absence of such meetingswould suggest that communication has been
reduced to residents serving as the “eyes and ears’ of the police, raising
questions about the quality of communication between the police and
neighborhood residents. Looking carefully at implementation reports can
aso aid in determining whether different neighborhood building activities
can be ordered or summed along each of the seven dimensions. Similarly,
we can expect that by examining neighborhood-building activity across
severa different community policing projects, wewill be ableto determine
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whether different activities seemto serve as equivalent indicators of aspe-
cific dimension across different sites. Finally, we expect that a close
review of several community policing evaluation reports will aid us in
determining whether neighborhood-building activities can be assessed only
on aneighborhood-by-neighborhood basis, or whether a city-wide assess-
ment of these activitiesispossible. Departmentsvary widely on the scope of
community policing implementation. |n some cases, thereisanarrow neigh-
borhood (or even housing project) focus. In other cases, implementationis
city-wide. But within city-wide programs, there are often (but not always)
distinct approachesto different neighborhoods. It isunclear whether we can
describe departmental influence on these variables, or whether, instead,
influence can be examined only on a neighborhood-specific basis.

USE OF THESE VARIABLESIN
COMMUNITY POLICING RESEARCH

Attentiontothesevariablesisnot completely absent from the community
policing literature. These variables have been noted in various ways by
policing scholars and have been used to assess the effectiveness of commu-
nity policing. In general, however, the treatment of these variables in the
extant community policing literature suffers from one or both of two defi-
ciencies: (a) A number of thevariablesare collapsed into abroader category
of community participation, submerging important distinctions and/or (b)
some of these variables are ignored, rendering less comprehensive exami-
nations of community-police interaction.

Bayley (1994), for example, defines community policing operationally,
as he states, “in terms of real activity” (p. 110). He proposes four compo-
nents of an operational definition of community policing—consultation,
adaptation, mobilization, and problem solving (CAMPS). Consultation
refersto creating amechanism for discussing strategies and priorities with
the community. It includes meeting regularly with existing groups and
neighborhood residents. Consultation provides a mechanism for informa
tion exchange, grievances, and feedback on agreed upon action.

Adaptation refersto decentralizing the police command, both geographi-
cally and directionally. It requires that police organizations shift responsi-
bility for devising programs and coverage to the lower rungs of the rank
hierarchy.
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Mobilization involves enlisting the active assistance of the public for
crime prevention. Thisincludes helping citizens organize crime prevention
programs, supporting existing programs, and encouraging victims and wit-
nesses to take an active role in criminal proceedings. Mobilization also
includes mohilizing government agenciesto respond to conditionsthat fos-
ter aclimate of incivility and crime.

Problem solving calls for the police to study the conditions that lead to
crime and incivility and to come up with innovative solutions to remedy
those conditions. Problem solving isnot meant to be social restructuring. Its
aimisto encouragethe policeto devel op the capacity to diagnosethe causes
of recurring callsfor police service, explore practical remedies, collect and
focus resources, participate in cooperative solutions, and evaluate results
(Bayley, 1994, p. 114).

Overall, these componentsoverlapwith several of our variables. Consul-
tation, for example, seems to include group participation, conflict resolu-
tion, and quality-of-process concerns. Group participation refers to the
development of two-way communication and open information channels
between the police and the neighborhood. Conflict resolution provides for
mechanisms to resolve disagreements. Quality of process concernswould
indi cate the extent to which police and neighborhood groupsinvest in main-
taining theinteraction processin addition to achieving specific objectives.

Bayley’sview of adaptation may imply our variable of autonomy or the
extent to which the police and neighborhood residents can tailor strategies
to a specific neighborhood rather than apply uniform strategies or accept
them at a uniform pace.

Bayley’s mobilization concept incorporates our variables of mobiliza-
tion, internal coordination, and externa linkages. M obilization, aswedefine
it, refers to police efforts to organize, assist, coordinate, and recognize
neighborhood groups. Internal coordination refersto policeeffortstointer-
act within the neighborhood with local service providersto coordinate and
improve service delivery to neighborhood residents. External linkages
refersto effortsto utilize policy makers and the central offices of external
agencies on behalf of the neighborhood.

Bayley’ sproblem solving seemsto include both autonomy and quality-
of-process concerns. Problem solving implies autonomy, if problems are
prioritized and solutions are selected locally. Our quality-of-process con-
cerns capture the evaluation and feedback activities in Bayley’'s view of
problem solving.
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Clearly, Bayley’ s operational components of community policing imply
some of these neighborhood variables. They are not asfinely grained asthe
interactions that we are seeking to identify. Other variablesin our list, such
as controls on exchange value, are not included. In short, Bayley’s opera-
tional components of community policing combine several variables that
might be better examined separately whileignoring other police-neighbor-
hood interactions that appear in the broader community literature and are
visible in numerous accounts of community policing.

The operational definitionsof community policing used by Skogan and
Hartnett (1997, pp. 6-9) to eval uate Chicago’ scommunity initiative—known
as CAPS (Chicago Alternative Policing Strategy)—are quite similar to
Bayley’s. Like Bayley, Skogan and Hartnett (1997) view community polic-
ingasaprocess. Itisnot, intheir view, atactical product to be adopted but an
organizational strategy that defines the goal of policing and guides its
implementation (p. 5). They identify four general principles of community
policing and apply them to an evaluation of Chicago’scommunity policing
initiative. They include the following: (a) organizational decentralization
and areorientation of patrol to facilitate communication between the police
and the public; (b) a commitment to broadly focused problem orientated
policing, which includes establishing linkagesto local agenciesto facilitate
problem solving; (€) aresponsivenessto citizen input concerning the needs
of thecommunity, whichincludesan eval uation of the police’ sability to sat-
isfy the needsexpressed by citizens; and(d) acommitment to hel p neighbor-
hoods solve problems on their own through mobilizing community organi-
zationsand crime prevention programs (Skogan & Hartnett, 1997, pp. 6-9).
While sharing with Bayley the conceptualization of community policing,
Skogan and Hartnett also developed some more specific measuresin their
evauation of implementation.

The CAPS program emphasizes shared leadership responsibilities
between police and community members in police-neighborhood interac-
tion (Skogan & Hartnett, 1997, p. 130). Skogan and Hartnett measured the
extent of shared |eadership responsibilities on the basis of whether the police
adopt a partnership stance with residents, whether the dial ogue between the
police and community residentsisevenly balanced, and whether acoopera-
tiveatmosphere prevailsamong police and residents (p. 137). Atlocal “beat
meetings,” observersrecorded how leadership emerges and how police and
citizens' roleswere defined. They recorded how officersand citizensworked
together and assessed the nature of the interaction between residents and
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beat officers compared with residents and other police officers (namely,
neighborhood-relations officers).

The CAPS program also emphasizesjoint problem solving between the
police and community residents. Skogan and Hartnett (1997) measured the
extent of joint problem solving on the basis of whether the police or resi-
dents identified problems, whether any solutions were proposed, whether
solutions were generated by the police or the neighborhood, and whether
the results of any problem-solving efforts were discussed (p. 137).
Observers noted whether the police and residents took joint action in solv-
ing problems and whether reportswere made on action subsequently taken.
They noted whether meetings encouraged or discouraged in-depth discus-
sionof particular problemsand whether sel ectionsof sol utionsdepended on
whether they were offered by the police or by residents. Observers aso
made note of whether beat officers maintained control over the handling of
problemswithin the police bureaucracy or whether the problemwashanded
over to detectives or another specialized unit for resolution. Thus, Skogan
and Hartnett’s evaluation of CAPS shows how a number of more specific
measures of police-neighborhood interactions may be developed withinthe
broader framework suggested by Bayley.

In this highly exacting account of CAPS, some other community vari-
ablesthat appear central theoretically do not receivesimilar attention. Skogan
and Hartnett’ s (1997) measures do not include controls on exchange value
in the use of space (although a number of the specific issues and problem
solutions depicted are clearly concerned with neighborhood space). Their
report also fails to identify the level of concern for preserving the cultural
uniqueness of the neighborhood. Finally, it isdifficult to identify neighbor-
hood linkages to external resources and expertise except in relation to the
police department itself. In summary, anumber but not all of the neighbor-
hood constituency variables are described in the CAPS evaluation, easily
the most exhaustive evaluation in print. However, those variables that are
described are not measured in standardized ways. Thereader isleft to assess
the levels of these variables from the qualitative accounts of neighborhood
interactions. It istherefore difficult to determine whether therewas more or
less interaction in a specific dimension in one neighborhood or another.
Consequently, it cannot bedetermined if variablesin theseinteraction pat-
ternsinfluencethe outcomesthat are reported. In sum, the dimensionswe
have identified may improve and standardize descriptions of community
policing processes if we can succeed in measuring them.
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A TRIAL APPLICATION

Asdescribed abovein the discussion of Table 3, areview of the commu-
nity policing literature suggests that there is considerable variability in the
extent and direction of impact on the neighborhood constituency-building
variablesduring community policing implementations. The mgjority of the
implementation reports that we have reviewed so far indicate that con-
scious concern for such neighborhood processes is nhot great among nei-
ther community-policing evauators nor the departmentsthey have studied.
(We will say more about the problem of sorting out evaluator and police
concerns below.) Nevertheless, as the specific actions reviewed in Table 3
would indicate, it would appear that community-policing implementation
reports depict some effects on the community interaction dimensions of
concern here. In someinstances, these effects seem to be positive, whereas
in other cases, they appear negative. In many other cases, thereisno direct
evidence in evaluation reports of impact in either direction.

Deliberate concern for these interaction dimensions and effects on them
are separate but related issues. One might suspect that the probability of
positive effects would be enhanced to the extent that targeting adimension
wasbuilt into theimplementation plan—on the part of the police, the neigh-
borhood, or both. If these dimensions are not explicit, intermediate imple-
mentation obj ectives, the consequencesfor them will be unintended at best.
Relegating community-building processes to an unplanned adjunct of the
implementation focus would reduce not only replicability, but also reduce
data relevant to negative and positive effects. Although it would not make
such processes less important to the quality of community produced, it
could imply that the effects on these dimensions of community policing
could be studied only prospectively, by including indicators of these vari-
ablesin future studies. In that case, alarge number of relatively rich imple-
mentation accounts would be lost to the study of police-neighborhood
interaction.

Asaninitial assessment of the fruitfulnessof using prior evaluationsasa
means of gathering knowledge about these dimensions, we decided on a
trial application of preliminary measures of these concepts to existing
implementation records (see appendix). To do so, we selected the Flint foot
patrol evaluation (Trojanowicz, 1986) and the M adi son experimental patrol
district (Wycoff & Skogan, 1993). This selection is not arbitrary, although
many other similar recordswould do aswell. Our goalsinthistrial arenotto
make statements about the adequacy of the police innovationsin Flint and
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TABLE 4. Coded Constituency Variables: Flint, Michigan and Madison, Wisconsin

Variable Flint Madison

Degree of shared culture (1-3)
Group participation

Degree of group participation (1-4)
Conflict resolution

Degree of conflict resolution (1-3)
Mobilization

Degree of mobilization (1-3)

Internal cordination 1 0
Degree of internal coordination (1-5) 3 —
Externa linkages 1 0
Degree of external linkages (1-4) 2 —
Control on exchange value 0 0
Degree of limits on exchange value (1-4) — —
Quality of process concern 0 0
Degree of quality of process concern (1-3) — —
Autonomy 1 1
Degree of autonomy (1-2) 1 2
Shared culture 0 0
1 1
3 1
1 0
2 —
1 0
1 J—

Madison, which are, of course, well-known for many other important con-
tributions. Wewanted two case studiesthat wererichin detail, easily acces-
sible, and not dependent on the merging of different implementation narra-
tives. The Trojanowicz and Wycoff and Skogan reports meet these criteria
well. Our objectiveswere (a) to assessthe attention given these variables by
community policing evaluators, (b) to assess the adequacy of our current
conceptualization, and (c) to explore the interrater reliability of two coders
who separately analyzed the Fint and Madison reports and coded each
variable.

CODING OF VARIABLES

To examinetheinteraction variablesin Flint and Madison, each variable
was coded in two ways. First, we coded simple presence or absence. Sec-
ond, each variablethat was present was al so assigned arange of valuesfrom
aminimum of oneand amaximum val ue between three and five (see appen-
dix). Onerepresentsthelowest possiblelevel of aninteraction, and the max-
imum value represents the highest possible level of the interaction that we
could find in the implementation literature. The results of thisanalysisare
presented in Table 4.
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As can be seen from Table 4, we were able to identify a number of these
interaction dimensionsin the two implementation narratives. In the case of
Madison, we were not able to score many of the dimensions. This may be
due to the focus of the evaluation as opposed to the limitations of the com-
munity policing effort. This point will be discussed below.

Interrater agreement between the two raterswasrelatively high for these
two studies. Out of the 18 variables, therewas agreement on 16. A morerig-
orous test of interrater reliability (Guttman, Spector, Sigal, Rakoff, &
Epstein, 1971; Tindey & Wiess, 1975) was not conducted because such a
test would require at least 20 studies to produce statistically acceptable
results. The nature of implementation reporting in this field often requires
usto pool together several studies of asingle community policing effort to
obtain the most complete rendering of theimplementation. For example, an
assessment of even these two policing effortswill require theintegration of
some additiona material (e.g., Couper & Lobitz, 1991; Trojanowicz, Gleason,
Pollard, & Sinclair, 1987). Wehavejust begun the process of compiling these
integrated case records. We plan to complete this process and report on
interrater reliability in a subsequent article. In this preliminary assessment
of the utility of these accounts, we did uncover several important issues.

Thisinitial attempt to utilize previousevaluations highlightsthe problem
of redeploying previously collected data for a new purpose. The Flint and
Madison evduations focused on issues of most concern to the police and
residents, not on the collection of data guided by community theory. Asa
result, finding evidence of the presence and degree of the neighborhood
constituency variablesisan arduous process. Thisdifficulty lendscredence
to our argument that these theoretically important variables are of ten absent
from community policing literature and not approached in any systematic
fashion.

A validity concern is also raised. A reassessment of these accounts to
identify these interactions in these implementations would be valid only if
we can distinguish policing inattention from evaluator inattention to these
variables. It may be that community policing efforts are more concerned
about neighborhood constituency building than the current research litera-
turereflects. Wewould hope to make this distinction by returning our con-
structed case summaries to the original evaluators for their assessment of
whether missing interaction dimensionswere present but unreported rather
than absent.*

The differences found in these reports are of course to be anticipated in
any secondary use of data collected for other purposes. Clearly, original



Duffeeet a./ VARIABLESIN COMMUNITY POLICING 27

data collection will be required to provide valid estimates of community
policing on neighborhood constituency building. Nevertheless, we plan on
the continued use of written reports as a preliminary step in the study of
police-neighborhood processes. In addition to providing an aid to refining
these broad variables (as previously mentioned), the use of such reportscan
enableusto achievethree additional objectives: () to formalizethe concep-
tual definition of constituency-building variables, (b) to identify among
hypothetically aternative indicators those that appear most frequently in
community policing implementations, and (c) to achieve acceptable
interrater reliability on specific measures of these variables. In addition, the
secondary analysis may provide at least a preliminary assessment of the
extent to which congtituency building at the parochial level of socia order—
aconcern of long standing in nonpolicing community research—has entered
the grammar of community policing.

CONCLUSION

Community policingistouted asareorganization of policeprioritiesand
resources to increase the intersection of the police with the neighborhood,
with the goal of improving the quality of neighborhood life. In thisarticle,
we take the view that if community policing isto succeed in enlisting citi-
zens as coproducers of order, then the police must be involved in the pro-
cesses by which neighborhoods build and sustain strong neighborhood
ingtitutions. If the ultimate goal of community policing is improving the
quality of lifein neighborhoods, then there must be a concern with the gen-
eral processes of neighborhood building rather than police approaches to
neighborhoods.

Our goal in this article was to identify the variables that are commonly
identified with building strong neighborhood institutions, to develop initial
indicators for these variables, and to determine how community policing
projects may influence them. To do this, we drew from three streams of
community theory seven neighborhood processes that figure prominently
in building strong neighborhoods. Community policing, in our view, must
beguided by atheory of how these neighborhood processesaffect neighbor-
hoods to inform the police about how much to involve the neighborhood in
policingandtoaidthemin ng whether long-term trendsin neighbor-
hood conditions can be linked to increases in police-neighborhood
interaction.
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In our initial attempt to refine and build indictors for these seven vari-
ables so that they better reflect community policing activities that affect
neighborhood-building processes, we utilized previouseva uations of com-
munity policing implementations. In our review of implementation studies,
wediscovered that researchers have given someattention to these neighbor-
hood variables, but that their treatment has either been too broad in scope,
concealing important distinctions among these variables, or it has suffered
from ignoring important processes, making less comprehensive an exami-
nation of police-neighborhood interactions.

Perhaps moreimportant, our review of community policing implementa-
tion studieshighlightsthe problem of utilizing previously collected datafor
anew purpose. We discovered that prior evaluations primarily focused on
issues of the greatest concern to the police and neighborhood residents
rather than on issues guided by community theory. It may nevertheless be
truethat community policing ismore concerned about neighborhood build-
ing thanthese prior research literaturesreflect. Itsabsence may betheresult
of evaluator choice rather than alack of concern or neglect on the part of
community policing initiatives. These results support our view that what is
needed is a systematic process evaluation, guided by community theory,
that tells usthe extent to which the police contribute to neighborhood buil d-
ing processes that lead to improving the quality of neighborhood life.

APPENDIX

Internal Coordination (1C):

Absent: no outreach to other organizations located in the neighborhood
(service providers, churches, neighborhood organizations,
institutions, businesses) 0
Present:  outreach to other organizations located in the neighborhood
(service providers, churches, neighborhood organizations,
institutions, businesses) 1
(If present goto IC_D)

Degree of Internal Coordination (IC_D):

A

Making residents aware of other organizations
Making referrals to other organizations
Making referrals and doing follow up on contact 3

N
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Organizing meetings and conferences with other neighborhood organizations
Formulating policy with other neighborhood organizations for the delivery
of service

External Linkages (EL):

Absent: no efforts to connect neighborhood to nonlocal resources (outside
of neighborhood) (e.g., expertise, finances, political legitimacy,
Or person power)
Present: some efforts to connect neighborhood to nonlocal resources (outside
of neighborhood) (e.g., expertise, finances, political legitimacy,
Or person power)
(If present goto EL_D)

Degree of External Linkages (EL_D):

Attemptsto form ties with external resources and/or to help facilitate external
ties to neighborhood groups/organizations

Established ties to external resources and/or establishing tiesto external
resources for neighborhood groups/organizations

Obtaining external resources and/or community accessto police
commanders (sergeants, captains, chiefs), external resources, expertise,
and services

Policy formulated through the cooperative efforts of the police, CBOs,
and the external expertise/services

Control on Exchange Value (EV):

Absent:  no awareness of profit maximization in community
Present:  concern for profit maximization in community
(If present go to EV_D)

Degree of Control on Exchange Value (EV_D):

Knowledge of profit maximization leading to the deterioration of the
neighborhood; mission statements to improve the defensible spacein
the community

Warning landlords, businesses of the deteriorating effect of their profit
maximization on neighborhoods; police efforts to organize
community to improve parks, lighting, physical usability

Organizing responsible landlords and businessmen to put pressure on
their associates to limit profits that are at the expense of
neighborhoods; coordinated efforts in improving QOL issuesin
neighborhood

Taking legal action to obtain their cooperation

o
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Quality of Process Concerns (QP):

Absent:  noinclusion of citizens, community groups/institutions, political
leaders, or key influentials in an examination/discussion of the
ongoing process of constituency building in the community 0
Present:  inclusion of citizens, community group/institutions, political
leaders, or key influentials in an examination/discussion of the
ongoing process of constituency building in the community 1
(If present go to QP_D)

Degree of Quality of Process Concerns (QP_D):

Policeinitiated evaluation of the quality of the process (use of community
surveys), but concentration is primarily on the progress of the community
policing effort 1

A monitoring of the process of constituency building in the community,
fostered by the feedback of citizens, CBOs, palitical leaders, institutions,
businesses, and key influentials 2

Ongoing adjustments made in the constituency-building process, based on
the diverse feedback of citizens, CBOs, political leaders, institutions,

businesses, and key influentials 3
Shared Culture (SC):

Absent: no acknowledgment of cultural uniquenessin community 0

Present: acknowledgment of cultural uniquenessin community 1

(If present go to SC_D)

Degree of Shared Culture (SC_D):

Awareness of cultural unigueness in community but no action taken to

help preserveit 1
Recognition of cultural uniquenessin community and limited action
taken to preserve it 2
Extensive action taken to preserve cultural unigqueness in community
(i.e., diversity training, environmental sensitivity training, etc.) 3
Group Participation (GP):
Absent: merely asking residents about crime in the neighborhood 0
Present: two-way communication between police and residents 1

(If present go to GP_D)
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Degree of Group Participation (GP_D):

Conducting surveys on residents’ concerns about crime and asking residents
to report on crime in neighborhood (eyes and ears)

Meetings with community residents and key influentials to discuss community
concerns and potential responses

Setting up storefronts, developing forma committees that allow residents
to have an input in policy affecting their neighborhood

Establishment of adiverse, permanent, policy/advising board, with direct
connections to policy decisions

Conflict Resolution (CR):

Absent:  backing out or not approaching potential volatile or angry
interactions with diverse groups
Present:  exhibiting the ability to recognize and find ways to deal with
competing views among groups and citizens
(If present goto CR_D)

Degree of Conflict Resolution (CR_D):

Recognition of potential conflict and developing angles of approach

Engaging diverse groups in conflict resolution

The establishment of a group composed of diverse views in the community,
which is designed to resolve conflict

Mobilization (MB):

Absent: no effort to organize residents or CBOs to participate in developing
a safer neighborhood
Present: organizing residents and/or CBOs to participate in developing a safer
neighborhood
(If present goto MB_D)

Degree of Mabilization (MB_D):

Helping residents organi ze crime prevention groups (i.e., neighborhood
watch, court watch, graffiti cleanups, etc.)

Working with CBOs to develop crime prevention units within their
organizations

Working with both residents and CBOs to develop crime prevention strategies

AN

N
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NOTE

One of our anonymous reviewers suggested that we expand thetrial application to more
than two studies and employ ameta-analysis. Thisisindeed one of the activities planned for
our project. However, for thereasons discussed in thisarticle, the attempt tointegrate studies
for a meta-analysis of influences on community variables is quite premature. One of the
major difficulties that we confront isthat existing case studies of implementation are often
very vague about time and place. Currently, we are doubtful of the meaningfulness, for our
purposes, of identifying police effects on these variablesif the influenceis not occurring in
the same neighborhood.
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