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FOREWORD

As Max Weber (1947) argued long ago, the master trend of modernity is
specialization in the division of labor and across society more generally.
One area of professional work that is growing into an increasingly specialized
subfield across sociology, criminology, political science, economics, history,
and psychology is policing.  The study of policing has grown not only
because of increasing interest among university-trained scholars from a
variety of fields, but also because of the push toward higher education and
the attainment of advanced degrees among law enforcement practitioners
themselves. At the beginning of the twentieth century August Vollmer
believed that policing represented a set of specialized skills that could be
taught and which required the recruitment of educated persons of good
character who collectively would constitute this newly forming profession
(Chriss 2013a).  Later police sociologist Egon Bittner (1970) declared that
the early vision of Vollmer was slowly being realized, and even went on to
predict that policing would someday become a specialized social science of
and for itself.  That specialized subfield is being formed right now, and it is
called Police Studies.

Even though police scholars—coming from the ranks of both academia
and the professional world of policing itself—are settling on a handful of
first principles representing the best knowledge and practices of modern
policing, it must be noted that the vast majority of such principles have
been generated within the context of western—that is, American and
European—society.  This reflects the complexity of the social world and of
the initial and scope conditions underlying all our work.  The attempt to
derive a set of universal principles about how some area of the social world
works may have to contend with the fact that the scientific observations
and inferences giving rise to these principles were never tested—or tested
inadequately—in relation to global or multicultural settings.  Think about



all the complexity that is introduced when one tackles policing as a topic
and the various analytical levels (micro, meso, or macro) which are possible
within that study.  Not only are there conceptual nestings, such as
understanding policing as merely one subsystem of a broader criminal justice
system, there are also empirical and historical realities which must be taken
into account in the matter of place, location, characteristics and culture of
the population being served, and so on.  Sociologists have long been aware
of taking into account the great diversity of antecedent factors giving rise to
any phenomena deemed worthy of study by them.

The authors of the book for which I am privileged to write this forward,
Satyajit Mohanty and Rabrinda K. Mohanty, are exemplars of the
sociological movement in general and of methodological triangulation in
particular. Together they combine practical understandings of the workings
of policing with a theoretical acumen dedicated to explaining key aspects
of police practice and organization.  In my book on social control I was
covering the history of professional policing, explaining how Robert Peel
was the central figure in formulating the Metropolitan Police Act and getting
it passed into law in London in 1829 (Chriss 2013b, pp. 117-118).  I also
briefly covered a backstory to the establishment of the “new police” which
involved Peel’s activities beginning more than a decade prior.  Acting as
Chief Secretary of Ireland in 1812, Peel established the Peace Preservation
Force to combat agrarian violence arising from inadequate rural law
enforcement in Ireland (which was magistrate-based).  Peel gave his
enforcement officers wide discretion to dispense harsh physical coercion
wherever opposition was met.

For purposes of my social control book, this is where the backstory
ended.  Yet these events are connected to a larger story about the beginnings
of state policing in India of which, at the time, I was unaware.  Das and
Verma (2003, pp. 128-133) argue that Peel’s earlier excursion into policing
in the guise of the Irish Peace Preservation Force was actually a product of
British colonialism, first arising in Ireland as the Royal Irish Constabulary
(RIC).  As opposed to the more “civil” form of professional policing that
emerged in London in 1829—for example, officers were not issued service
revolvers and were also sent to patrol areas where they were already well-
known by the residents to calm fears of an emerging, faceless police state—
the Royal Irish Constabulary is described as a “garrisoned body of military
police” which initially emerged during a time when Ireland was “in a state
of strife and disorder, bordering on a state of war.”  Writing more than a
hundred years after its establishment, Sullivan (1914, p. 876) goes on to
describe the RIC as a “soreness” whose “unnecessary oppression and cruelty
still lingers in the memories of the people.”
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Das and Verma (2003) explain that this early development of harsh
policing in Ireland was basically the same form of policing established in
India by British colonial authorities somewhat later.  Colonial-based policing
is more concerned with the maintenance of order during periods of perceived
or real unrest, while the later “professional” model of policing is primarily
geared toward the prevention and detection of crime.  As Michael Banton
(1964) observed, police organized under the colonial model may be described
as “order police,” whereas traditional policing is best described as “law
police.”

The emergence of community policing is merely one example within a
long line of thinking, perhaps starting with Kant and his notion of perpetual
peace, that over time, through the course of the development of the human
race, humanity would slowly move toward enlightenment with the
ascendancy of the higher powers of human reasoning, and away from the
raw and savage fight for survival which marked our ancient beginnings.
Much of the history of the development of policing as a social institution
across Western society seems to have moved in the same direction.  In the
earliest political spoils era (1830s to 1920s), policing was seen as a blue-
collar craft where all that was needed to become a police officer was the
right political connections and the ability to use force if needed to subdue
the undesirables among the teeming masses of the newly burgeoning urban
metropolis.  By the second era of reform and early professionalization (1920s
to 1960s) with groundwork being laid by the likes of Theodore Roosevelt
and August Vollmer, police attempted to professionalize their ranks through
specialization. The third era of policing, running from 1970s to the present,
is known as community-oriented or problem-oriented policing that emerged
out of the social transitions of the 1960s. Police organizations attempted to
reach out to the citizenry, to invite them into a collaborative effort to fight
not only crime—indeed, during this era the image of police as crime fighters
would be underplayed—but even more importantly the many social problems
creating the conditions which were making citizens’ lives increasingly
difficult.

Mastrofski (1998, pp. 162-166) argues that community policing can be
distilled down to four fundamental themes; debureaucratization,
professionalization, democratization, and service integration. Early in its
history municipal policing adopted a quasi-military, bureaucratic model of
organisation which emphasized political control (especially in the first,
political-spoils era), rules, strict adherence to proper communication and a
chain of command, centralization (such as command-control imperatives
emanating from police headquarters) and specialization (especially
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beginning in the second era of policing). By the 1970s and the emergence
of the community policing era, there was  a feeling that the legal and technical
requirements of the old bureaucratic model of policing should give way to
a more humanistic and debureaucratized organisational model. Rather than
being distant from the citizens and coldly efficient ‘snappy bureaucrats’
(Klockars, 1980) specializing in crime control, police are now expected to
work side by side with citizens and other stakeholders to solve community
problems collectively. Professionalization came by way of increasing the
educational requirements of police recruits, and training of officers in newest
technologies as well as in vagaries of human behaviour. Community policing
could be described as a sort of democratic policing to the extent that there is
an explicit attempt to get citizens more involved in the day-to-day operations
of the police department. A fourth theme of community policing is service
integration. More than ever, police have developed organizational linkages
not only with the other city safety forces, but also with schools, social service
agencies, housing services, business and colleges and universities in the
local area (Chriss 2013a: 38-39).

With its emphasis on human relations and a more sophisticated approach
to problem-solving, including more cross-fertilization between policing and
the social sciences (e.g., the SARA method and Compstat), community
policing has been positioned for a while now to make good its goal of creating
meaningful collaborations between police and the citizens they serve.
Studies of the effectiveness of community policing have been growing in
both number and sophistication, and policy initiatives are emerging regarding
best practices.  The present study by Mohanty and Mohanty is an example
of this trend toward policy-based analyses of community policing, here, of
course, within the context of Indian society.  More recent amendments to
the Indian Police Act as embodied in the Report of the National Police
Commission (1977-1981) appear promising as a way of overcoming the
difficult conditions of the Colonial underpinnings of Indian policing toward
a more humane and perhaps even emancipatory system of policing.

Like others who have studied the implementation of community policing,
Mohanty and Mohanty find uneven application of community policing in
India due to such things as lack of institutional support, ambiguities
concerning applicability of current legal frameworks, and the massive
diversity of ways community policing is understood by planners and
implementers in local settings.  Most of the previous studies of community
policing implementation have been more descriptive than grounded in solid
research concerning how and what practitioners are doing on the ground.
The qualitative methods employed by the authors, including focus group
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discussions with key stakeholders across communities and within the various
police agencies, help our understanding of how police personnel make policy
decisions or deal with obstacles standing in the way of implementation.

The authors developed a context-process-outcome matrix for
understanding how and under what conditions community policing is being
implemented in India.  Out of this conceptual triangulation, the authors
have developed a number of recommendations for facilitating community
police implementation, including greater political support; building trust
between police agencies and community stakeholders; the development of
guidelines for recruitment and training of community police officers;
formulation of standard operating procedures for best practices with regard
to community policing; the importance of internal marketing; and strategic
planning.  Finally, Mohanty and Mohanty emphasize the importance of
understanding the role of police in modern democracies, to the extent that
police cannot impose order on the community unilaterally, but must strive
to gain legitimacy from the members of the community they serve.  With
this firmly in mind, Mohanty and Mohanty add to our understanding of
how diverse cultural contexts and national identities and histories—including
those forged within a colonial past—either facilitate or hinder the type of
collaborative work that has been at the heart of community policing from
the beginning.
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INTRODUCTION

Community policing, as an alternative policing strategy, revolves around
the principle of pro-active policing, through people-friendly policing
practices, community participation and problem solving, leading to crime
prevention, maintenance of order and improvement in the overall quality of
life in their neighbourhood. Community policing allows the law enforcement
agency to get back to the principles upon which it was founded and to
integrate itself into the fabric of the community so that the people and the
police collaborate even before a serious problem arises. To state it succinctly,
community policing is a useful, holistic and proactive concept and a tool to
transform the police’s image, strengthen the police force and create attitudinal
changes both within the force and amongst the public. In its strategic
dimension, it contributes to the individual, the state and national health and
as such reduces social pathology.

Community policing provides decentralised, personalised policing
services to the community. It recognises that the police cannot impose order
on the community from the outside, but that people must be encouraged to
think of the police as a resource that they can use in helping to solve
contemporary community concerns (Trjanowicz Bucqueroux, 1990). It is
not a tactic to be applied and then abandoned, but a new philosophy and
organisational strategy that provides the flexibility to meet local needs and
priorities as they change over time. To implement true community policing,
the police department creates and develops a new breed of line officer who
acts as a direct link between the police and the people in the community.
The community policing officer’s broad role demands continuous, sustained
contact with the law-abiding people in the community, so that together they
can explore creative new solutions to local concerns, with private citizens
serving as supporters and volunteers. As the community’s ombudsman, the
community policing officer also acts as a link to other public and private
agencies that can help in a given situation (Bucqueroux, Trjanowicz 1998)

Community policing is the need of the day and police forces in
democracies around the world are realising its utility and implementing
community policing initiatives in varied forms. As an innovation in the
police organisation and philosophy, community policing has assumed centre
stage (Choudhary, 2009). From the United Kingdom to the United States of
America, Brazil to Bangladesh, Singapore to South Africa and Japan to
Jamaica, countries adopt various forms of community policing with the



core philosophy remaining universal. The benefits of community policing
are broken down into three areas for the sake of brevity such as Community-
specific benefits, Police-specific benefits and Shared benefits. To be more
specific, Community-specific benefits include identification and resolution
of community concerns, ownership of local problems, improved local
physical and social environment and reduced fear of crime. Police-specific
benefits include an improved police-community relationship, positive
attitudes towards the police, a community perception of police “legitimacy”
and most importantly, an increase in the job satisfaction of police offers.
The international and national best practices exhibit certain shared benefits
such as a decreased potential for police-citizen conflict, a reduction in crime
rates and a better flow of information between the police and community
(Segrave and Ratcliffe 2004).

India inherited a colonial police force at the time of independence, whose
mission and vision statements were drafted by the colonial rulers in the
nineteenth century. The provisions of the old Police Act of 1861 are rendered
redundant and archaic in a constitutional democracy where the authority of
the people is supreme. However, despite the absence of any provision in the
Act, the State and in many instances, the police leadership have embarked
upon pro-active community-oriented policing initiatives making the police
sensitive to the needs of the community. In the absence of an institutional
and legal framework, many brilliant initiatives failed to stand the test of
time. The community policing initiatives by most of the State and Union
Territory governments were “informal policy processes” that should have
been backed by “due process” policy. By “due process”, what is meant is
that community policing practices should have been part of the police mission
statement duly recognised in the Act and laws governing the police
department. Of late, states like Kerala, Tamil Nadu and Rajasthan have
encoded the vision of community oriented policing in their newly legislated
state Police Acts. Kerala is one state that has launched its community policing
scheme, “Janamaithri Suraksha Project” (JSP), with the requisite legal and
institutional framework for the initiatives to survive the incumbent executive
and political leadership as a public policy.

The “Janamaithri Suraksha Project”, the flagship community policing
scheme of Kerala Police, was conceptualised in the year 2005, when the
United Development Front (UDF) government was in power, launched in
the year 2008 by the rival Left Development Front government and now
consolidated under the patronage of the UDF government again. It has
weathered various “political streams”, survived the “successor-predecessor
syndrome” and gained public acceptance. This study examines the benefits
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accrued to the police organisation, to the community and the shared benefits
after studying the JSP, the overarching community policing programme of
the Kerala Police and the policy processes it encountered during the pre-
implementation, implementation and consolidation phases.

The study was constructed around the need to go into the complex
dynamics of community policing in India and to work out an integrated
approach to contextualise theories and praxis using qualitative research
techniques so as to come out with a context-process-outcome framework
for the guidance of the policy makers and implementers. Accordingly, the
book consists of six chapters.

The first chapter presents a general outline of the concept, characteristics
and constraints of community policing. Research on community policing
has been the subject matter of considerable interest amongst criminologists,
sociologists, police executives, legal experts and sponsoring agencies in
the recent past, with a number of them having come out with a remarkable
range of research work. The chapter also looks at the findings of those
studies along their theoretical, methodological and substantive aspects.

The second chapter deals with the different aspects of public policy. In
general parlance, public policy is understood as a system of lawful principles,
regulatory measures, priority courses of action, and funding options relating
to a given issue of mass concern promulgated by a governmental entity or
its implementing agency. Public policy is an initiative by a government to
address a public issue by instituting laws, regulations, decisions, and actions
pertinent to the problem at hand. The chapter aims to justify why community
policing should be introduced as a public policy instead of being left to the
whims and fancies of the incumbent officer.

Community policing is arguably the single most extended paradigm in
policing that can be found in one form or another in the official discourse of
a majority of policing agencies in the world today. Its use as the description
of either current operations or the goal of reforms is almost universal.
Representatives from countries as diverse as Australia, Belgium, China,
Russia, India, Ukraine and Zimbabwe all indicated that community policing
was central to their future operating philosophy at the 2007 International
Police Executives Symposium in Dubai. The aspirations of achieving some
form of community policing are common to a wide range of countries and
despite the acknowledged limitations, it continues to be a moral touchstone
that will continue to determine the future of policing. The third chapter
examines how the community policing paradigm is implemented in a few
select countries and policing cultures, and analyses the similarities and
differences in their applications and the process of institutionalisation of
the philosophy.
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The fourth chapter sets forth the objectives of the field study and
methodologies of a community policing initiative, “Janamaithri Suraksha
Project” (JSP) of an Indian state, Kerala. The objectives of JSP are prevention
of crime, furthering co-operation between the police and the community
and security-related mutual co-operation among citizenry. The JSP is a three-
tier structure with the Beat/Community Police Officer at the bottom, the
Janamaithri Suraksha Samithi (JSS), the council of local representatives, in
the middle and the District Advisory Committee at the top.

This study represents an exploratory-cum-descriptive research design
using qualitative methodology. The population of this study includes all the
stakeholders of JSP in the state of Kerala. The stakeholders include senior
police officers, uniformed community police officers, and members of the
JSS, Vanitha Jagaran Samithi, a self-help group consisting of women,
established with the sponsorship of the local police.

We have employed multi-stage purposive sampling for the study. The
qualitative techniques for the purpose of collection of primary data included
field ethnography, in-depth interviews, focus group discussions, observation
and case studies. The secondary data included available books, papers and
reviews published in scholarly journals, documents, reports, publications
of various organisations and paper clippings collected from various libraries
in the country and the library of the Maxwell School of Public Policy in the
United States. Search engines and blogs have also been of profound help.

The journey of Janamaithri as a policy process has been divided into
three stages and accordingly the categories or the parameters were
consolidated under three major heads: pre-implementation dynamics,
implementation phase and the impact phase. The policy parameters or
categories under different phases of this community policing intervention
have been conceptualised after the deductive and inductive elements of
analysis. The Pre-implementation Phase and Implementation Phase have
seven parameters each and the Impact Phase comprises six parameters.

In the fifth chapter, we have shown how far the codes developed from
the qualitative textual data conform to categories under three different
phases, i.e., Pre-implementation, Implementation and Impact phases. The
analysis aims at developing a theory by undertaking the core analytical
tasks of description, comparison, categorization and conceptualization, as
the critical outcome of the research. The verbatim transcript and translation
of the interviews and focus group discussions form the basis of textual data
in this study, from which codes were developed. Codes are essentially topics
discussed by participants and identified through reading data. On the basis
of the codes from the textual data, comparison, categorisation and
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conceptualisation (linking categories) of the data have been undertaken,
moving the analysis to a higher level of abstraction and providing the
building blocks for theory development. A matrix of theories and policy
praxis has been attempted under each phase, which has paved the way for
developing a Context-Process-Outcome Model as an outcome of this study.
It is, however, worth tracing the long preparatory journey of the JSP before
it gained approval as a major public policy. Besides, in this chapter, we
have traced out the journey of JSP as a policy process in order to link the
theories with praxis that have been validated during field study.

In the sixth chapter, we have attempted to summarise the discussions
and to put forth the findings and recommendations. After having articulated
the key findings in the preceding chapter, a Model has been conceptualised
by triangulating the theories and praxis and organising them in a Context-
Process-Outcome framework in respect of pre-implementation,
implementation and impact phases to serve as guidelines for both the policy
makers and implementers in their efforts to introduce community policing
as a public policy. While articulating the challenges, we have categorised
them under two major heads: internal (from within the organisation) and
external challenges (from outside the organisation). Resistance to change,
introduction of change management, predecessor-successor syndrome,
agency problems are some of the internal challenges faced by the police
organisation while introducing community policing. Under the head of
external challenges, we have highlighted the lack of political will and
acceptance of community policing as a public policy, trust deficit and
resource scarcity of the police organisation as some of the major challenges.

The analysis of the context-process-outcome matrix and the challenges
to community policing scheme in Kerala have been filtered out in the form
of a set of recommendations that may serve as guiding principles to policy
makers and policy implementers in introducing community policing schemes
as a public policy. The knowledge on policy processes, the policy
environment and the dynamics of policy making and policy evolution during
implementation, we hope, will enable the policy makers and implementers
to better appreciate the nuances of public policy.

***

5COMMUNITY POLICING AS A PUBLIC POLICY
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CHAPTER ONE

EXPLAINING COMMUNITY POLICING

Community policing, as adopted worldwide now, has been described as
a concept, an organizational structure, a strategy, a programme or tactic, a
set of values and a philosophy. It has a long past but a short history.
Community policing is considered a popular contemporary policing
approach in response to the decline in public confidence in the police and
growing evidence that police forces cannot fight crime by themselves.
Community policing incorporates a philosophy that determines the manner
in which police agencies engage the public and that broadens the police
mission from a narrow focus on crime and law enforcement to a mandate
encouraging the exploration of creative solutions for a host of community
concerns including crime, fear of crime, perceptions of disorder, quality of
life and neighbourhood conditions.

It is a philosophy based on the premise that police officers and private
citizens work together in a creative way to solve contemporary community
problems related to crime, fear of crime, disorder and neighbourhood decay.
It seeks to develop a new relationship with the law abiding people of the
community, thereby allowing them a greater say in setting local policing
priorities and involving them in efforts to improve the overall quality of
life in their neighbourhood. The beat police officer is in touch with the
people of the beat area on a daily basis and develops a personal rapport
with these people and earns their trust. Here, the police serves as a catalyst
and the people accept their share of responsibility for solving local problems
related to crime, disorder and security (Punnoose 2008).

Community Policing : Definitions and Features

Community policing has come to mean different things to different
people. For reformers, community policing is a movement. For police
entrepreneurs, it is a new paradigm of policing, a guiding philosophy, albeit
one that is hard to precisely define and measure. Some agencies think of it
as a set of community-oriented programmes and practices, crime-prevention
units, and police patrols. Agencies, practitioners, and researchers tend to
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define it differently, although most definitions contain similar principles,
including problem solving, community involvement and organizational
decentralization (Skogan 2004). The community policing movement has
wrestled with the tension between philosophical ambiguity and
programmatic specific strategy for quite some time. So what is community
policing?  What does it mean when a police agency claims to practice
community policing? This section explores these questions.

The Sage Dictionary of Criminology defines community policing as:

“A philosophy of policing that promotes community-based problem solving
strategies to address the underlying causes of crime and disorder and fear of
crime and provides reassurance.  It is a process by which crime control is
shared, or co-produced with the public, and a means of developing
communication with the public thus enhancing the quality of life of local
communities and building police legitimacy.” (Virta 2006, 52)

According to Bayley, community policing is a strategy for encouraging
the public to become partners with the police in controlling and preventing
crime. It does so by demonstrating to the public that police is prepared to
respond to their security concerns, values their advice, and will act in a fair,
honest, and impartial manner. In exchange, the police asks the public for
assistance by providing information about crime, criminals, and
circumstances that create crime, and by contributing their time, resources,
and moral support for crime prevention programmes. In short, community
policing views public cooperation as essential to successful crime control
and develops programmes to obtain willing public assistance (Bayley 2005).
Trojanowicz and Bucqueroux define community policing as a new
philosophy of policing based on the premise that police officers and private
citizens working together in creative ways can solve contemporary
community problems related to crime, fear of crime, social and physical
disorder, and neighbourhood decay (Trojanowicz and Bucqueroux 1994).
Cordner argues that community policing is often misunderstood as a concept
and recognises that community policing is not the answer to all the problems
which plague modern policing (Cordner 2007b, 1). It should not be
misconstrued in an anti-law enforcement or anti-crime fighting manner. It
does not seek to obliterate the divide between police work and social work.
There is neither an iron-clad, precise definition of community policing nor
a specific set of activities that must always be included. A set of universally-
applicable principles and elements can be identified, but exactly how they
are implemented should and must vary from place to place, because
jurisdictions and police agencies have differing needs and circumstances.
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The Community Oriented Policing Service (COPS) of the Department of
Justice of the United States of America defines community policing as

“a philosophy that promotes organizational strategies, which support the
systematic use of partnerships and problem-solving techniques, to
proactively address the immediate conditions that give rise to public safety
issues such as crime, social disorder, and fear of crime.”

In the opinion of many American scholars and practitioners, community
policing is based on the joint efforts of citizens and police officers towards
the resolution of neighbourhood problems which, in turn, satisfies the
expressed needs of citizens and enhances the residents’ quality of life. “There
is also a continental concept (policing in proximity), in which community
policing is a tactical strategy to increase the visibility of the police officers
in specific areas to prevent crime and disorder,’’ argues Choudhury
(Choudhury 2009, 35). Choudhury also finds that

“to Spellman and Eck (1989), it is a strategy which combines citizen
interaction with imaginative problem-solving techniques which reduces the
incidence of crime. To Herman Goldstein (1990), it is primarily defined in
terms of the ability of the police to identify, analyse and resolve crime-
related problems specific to a given community. To Alpert and Dunham
(1988), it is the means of improving the efficiency and effectiveness of the
police by adjusting police styles to conform to specific community needs.”

Therefore, it is not surprising that community policing holds different
meanings for different authors.In general, it is agreed that community
policing involves problem-solving and community engagement with an
emphasis on police-community partnerships to solve the underlying
problems of crime, the fear of crime, physical and social disorder, and
neighbourhood decay (Trojanowicz  and  Bucqueroux  1990;  Palmiotto
2000). Existing literature generally describes the primary objective of
community policing as positive police-community relationships, which are
achieved through community engagement through the emphasis of
collaboration and prevention (Cordner and Perkins 2005). Bucqueroux uses
a medical analogy to describe community policing. To Bucqueroux, patrol
officers are “society’s emergency room physicians” responding rapidly to
an occurrence, whereas, the community police is the “family physician who
has the time and opportunity to not only treat an illness but to prevent disease
and promote good health” (Bucqueroux 2007). Fielding suggests that
community policing is not a single concept but could mean:
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“a contrast to rapid response and enforcement-oriented policing, so
constables are closer to the community: a process by which crime control is
shared with the public or a means of developing communication with the
public and interest groups.” (Fielding 1995, 25)

Internationally, it is agreed that community policing needs to be a long
term strategy with long term outcomes to allow for the development of
decision making processes and a police culture that fosters the concept.
Community policing can be defined as a justice delivery mechanism and
strategy that decentralizes policing services to smaller areas, provides stable
beat assignments to increase coordination and cooperation between the police
and the community, assists in assessing problems and strengthening
community defences against criminal penetration and utilizes the resources
of other agencies and programmes in both the public and the private sector
to reduce and prevent crime.

Key Features of Community Policing

The essence of community policing is to minimise the gap between
policemen and citizens to such an extent that the police becomes an integrated
part of the community it serves. If this is to be achieved, the individual
policeman should know each member of the community and he should, in
turn, be known by them. An atmosphere of harmony and trust, devoid of
both anonymity and animosity, is necessary. Trojanowicz and Bucqueroux
argued

“Community policing, as a model is very complex because it entails
implementation throughout a police department, not just selected units of
officers. It is complex because it requires that the police department, and a
number of levels, be in synchronization with the community it serves.
Finally, it is complex because it requires not only that police agencies do
different things such as meet with the community, allow the communities to
decide police operations, or emphasize order maintenance over law
enforcement, but it also means that police departments perform many of
their old tasks differently.” (Trojanowicz and Bucqueroux 1990, 7)

Community policing truly is a paradigm shift. While community policing
employs a number of strategies and tactics, the true essence of community
policing is akin to the glue that holds these strategies and tactics together.
The basic unit of community policing should be geographically, and
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demographically, compact enough to enable a foot-patrolman to know
everyone within a reasonable span of time and in turn be recognised by
every member of the community. The policing and security needs of a
compact geographical area can be easily identified and attended to by
employing local resources. Such knowledge will also limit the incidence of
local anti-social behaviour, apart from keeping outsiders at bay. Proactive
action is the other key characteristic of community policing. Proactive steps
will lead to the growth of co-operation and partnership in crime prevention
and security in the local area, and shall earn the community police officer
the acceptance and trust of the community. Eventually, his very presence in
the area will deter crime and disorderly behaviour. Once this is achieved,
the community will also be willing to accept the police officer’s authority.
When such a bond takes root, it shall also bring the community together (a
factor conspicuous by its absence from today’s urban settlements) and
enhance the citizens’ ability to resolve their conflicts without the involvement
of the police. In fact, such a coming together will reduce conflicts to a great
extent (Punnoose 2008). Reiss identified two trajectories of contemporary
police reform that have been defined as community policing. The first,
generally referred to as community or neighbourhood-oriented policing
assumes that closer police-community relationships are desirable and are
instrumental in providing a safer, more viable environment. This has
translated into various forms of decentralized services, such as storefront
operations and permanent beat assignments, police tactics, such as foot
patrols and new structures including crime watch and prevention
programmes that require the cooperation of the community.

The other trajectory is referred to as problem-oriented policing. This
approach concentrates on identifying, analyzing and responding to
community problems in a systematic and substantive way. These two
approaches differ in their goals, but they are not mutually irreconcilable
and may be used in combination by some departments. While community-
oriented policing aims at increasing community involvement and satisfaction
with police services, problem-oriented policing seeks to reduce targeted
problems in the neighbourhood. Both of these approaches are in sharp
contrast to traditional policing.

Differences between Traditional Policing and Community Policing

A distinction between community policing and traditional policing is
attempted in Table 1.1.
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Table 1.1 : Traditional Policing and Community Policing

According to Skogan (1995), community policing is based on the
following general principles:

Basis Traditional 
Policing 

Community Policing 

Police A government 
agency responsible 

for law 
enforcement 

The police are the public 
and the public are the 

police 

Work Orientation Unlawful incidents Citizen's problems and 
concerns 

Response & Role Relative to incidents Proactive in solving 
community-related 
problems; discuss 

possible solutions with 
the community 

Resource Use Forum on internal 
resources 

Leverage on community 
resources 

Supervision Style Supervision is 
control-oriented and 

authoritative 

Supervision is problem-
oriented and democratic 

Information Source Limited information 
from the community 

Information from the 
community comes from 

many sources 
Efficiency 

measurement 
By detection and 

arrest rate; Response 
time 

By the absence of crime 
and disorder; Public 

cooperation 
Priorities Crimes that are 

heinous and violent 
The problems that disturb 

the community most 
Professionalism Swift and effective 

response to serious 
crime 

Keeping close ties with 
the community 

Accountability Highly centralized; 
governed by rules, 

regulations and 
policy directives; 
accountable to the 

law 

Emphasis on local 
accountability to 
community needs 

Prosecution An important goal One tool among many 
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i. Community policing relies upon organizational decentralization
and reorientation of patrols in order to facilitate two-way
communication between the police and the public.

ii. Community policing assumes a commitment to broadly focused,
problem-oriented policing.

iii. It requires that the police are responsive to citizens’ demands when
they decide what local problems are and set their priorities
accordingly.

iv. It implies a commitment to helping neighbourhoods solve criminal
problems on their own, through community organizations and crime
prevention programmes.

Trojanowicz and Bucqueroux identified four major facets of community
policing (Trojanowicz and Bucquerouz 1990, 3-7). These consist of a
philosophical facet, an organisational and personal facet, a strategic facet
and a programmatic facet, with each facet consisting of sub-facets.
Philosophically speaking, community policing consists of a number of
community based elements that differentiate it from the traditional
professional model. Some of the core community policing ideas include a
broad police function amidst a community focus, community input, concern
for the people, developing trust, sharing power, encouraging creativity, and
accounting for variations from one neighbourhood to another. With regard
to the organizational and personal facet, community policing is more than
merely involving people in crime control; it is an active attempt at enhancing
the involvement of the community. The police must change its organisational
structure, modify its personal orientation and adjust its value systems to
allow for community policing. Strategies provide guidelines for the
development of specific programmes. Community policing has at least three
strategic facets. These facets include geographic focus and ownership, direct,
daily, face-to-face contact, and prevention focus. These three parameters
should guide operational planning when implementing community policing.
The above philosophy and strategies must be operationalized into specific
tactics or programmes which should include reoriented police operations,
problem solving and situational crime prevention, and community
engagement.

Nine P’s of Community Policing

Trojanowicz and Bucqueroux in their book “Community Policing: How to
Get Started” list out nine P’s of community policing (1983-4) and state
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“Community policing is a philosophy of  full service personalized policing,
where the same officer patrols and works  in the same area on a permanent
basis from a decentralized place, working  in a proactive partnership  with
citizens to identify  and solve problems”.

First, Community policing is a philosophy. The  community policing
philosophy rests on the belief that contemporary  challenge require  the
police  to  provide  full service   policing,   proactive and reactive, by
involving  the community  directly as partners  in the process of identifying,
prioritizing and solving’, problems including crime, fear of crime, illicit
drugs, social and physical disorder  and neighborhood decay.  A department-
wide commitment implies changes in policies and procedures.

Secondly, it involves personalized service. By providing the community
its own  community policing officer, community policing breaks down
anonymity on both sides-community policing officers and community
residents know each other  on first name basis.

The third acronym “p” stands for Policing. Community policing
maintains a strong law enforcement focus; community policing officers
answer calls and make   arrests like any ‘other officer, but they also focus
on proactive problem solving.

Fourthly, community   policing officers patrol their communities, but
the goal is to free them from  the isolation  of the patrol car, often by having
them walk the beat or rely on  other modes of transport such as bicycles,
scooters or horses.

The fifth acronym “p” for permanence means that community policing
officers should not be rotated in and out of their beats and they should not
be used as ‘’fill-ins’’ for absences and vacations of other personnel.
Community policing requires assigning community policing officers
permanently to defined beats; so-that they have the time, opportunity and
continuity to develop the new partnership.

The sixth acronym “p” stands for place. All jurisdictions, no matter how
large, ultimately break down into smaller neatly distinct neighborhoods.
Community policing officers can benefit from “owning” their  neighborhood
beats in which  they can act as a “mini-chief,” tailoring the response to the
needs and resources of the beat area. Moreover community policing
decentralizes decision making not only by allowing community policing
officers the autonomy and freedom to act but also by empowering all officers
to participate in community based problem solving.

The seventh acronym “p” stands for proactive nature of community
policing initiatives.  As part of providing full service policing, community
policing balances reactive responses to crime incidences and emergencies
with a proactive focus on preventing problems before they occur or escalate.
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The eighth acronym “p” stands for partnership dimension of community
policing initiatives. Community policing encourages a new partnership
between people and their police, which rests on mutual respect, civility and
support.

The last but not the least is problem solving.  Community policing
redefines the mission of the police to focus on solving problems so that
success or failure depends on qualitative outcome (problem solved) rather
than just on quantitative results (arrests made, citations issued- so called
‘number policing’). Both qualitative and quantitative measures are necessary.

What is not Community Policing?

It is important for police practitioners and policy makers to understand
what practices do not constitute community policing. While attempting to
understand the features of community policing, it is important to know what
does not constitute community policing. Trojanowicz and Bucqueroux have
listed them as the following (Trojanowicz and Bucqueroux 1990):

i. Community policing is not a technique, but an entirely new way of
thinking about the role of the police in the community.

ii. Community policing is not public relations. Police-community
relations are currently by and large for the sake of appearance,
while community policing is substantive.

iii. Community policing is not soft on crime. An important ingredient
of community policing is to focus on these hot spots.

iv. Community policing is not flamboyant. Community policing
recognizes that the job gets done through steady, hard work, not
warrior images and tactical exercises.

v. Community policing is not paternalistic. The traditional,
paternalistic attitude suggests that crime is so complex and difficult
that it must be left in the hands of skilled professionals specifically
trained for the job.

vi. Community policing is not an independent entity within the
department. Ultimately, the community policing philosophy must
encompass the entire department.

vii. Community policing is not cosmetic. Unlike crime prevention and
police community relations programmes, community policing goes
beyond providing information and expressing goodwill.
Community policing requires that the police department make
substantive changes to how it interacts with the public.


