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The Kansas City Gun Experiment
Gun crime has been increasing rapidly throughout the 
Nation, especially in inner-city areas. To learn whether 
vigorous enforcement of existing gun laws could reduce 
gun crime, the National Institute of Justice (NIJ) spon­
sored an evaluation of the Kansas City, Missouri, Police 
Department’s “Weed and Seed” program. The evaluation 
found that the program’s success in getting more guns off 
the street in one violent Kansas City neighborhood 
reduced gun crimes there by almost 50 percent during a 
6-month period. The data indicate that more than two gun 
crimes were prevented for every gun seized.

Study design
For 29 weeks, from July 7, 1992, to January 27, 1993, 
police patrols were increased in gun crime “hot spots” in 
a target area. The researchers identified the hot spot 
locations by computer analysis of all gun crimes in the 
target area, patrol beat 144 in the Central Patrol District. 
An 80-block neighborhood normally covered by one 
patrol car, the target area had a homicide rate 20 times 
higher than the national average. The population was 
almost entirely nonwhite, with more than two-thirds of all 
residences being owner-occupied, single-family, de­
tached homeg.

In the target area, assigned officers focused exclusively 
on gun detection through proactive, directed patrol and 
were not required to answer calls for service. The extra 
patrol was handled by four officers who worked 6 hours of 
overtime each night (from 7 p.m. to 1 a.m.) for 176 nights, 
with only two officers working an additional 24 nights, for 
a total of 4,512 officer-hours and 2,256 patrol car-hours.

Guns were found by officers on the directed patrols during 
frisks and searches and following arrests on other 
charges. To ensure the protection of civil liberties, every 
search had to conform to legal guidelines for adequate 
articulable suspicion and every arrest for carrying con­
cealed weapons had to be approved by a supervisory 
detective.

To gather information, an onsite University of Maryland 
evaluator accompanied the officers on 300 hours of 
directed patrol in the target area. Property room data on 
guns seized, as well as computerized crime reports, calls 
for service data, and arrest records, were analyzed over 
two time periods: the 29 weeks before the program 
began in 1992 and the 29 weeks while the program was 
active.

Data for the same time period were also collected for a 
comparison area (patrol beat 242 in the Metro Patrol 
District), which had about the same volume of violent 
crime and drive-by shootings as the target area. In the 
comparison area no changes were made in the number 
or duties of patrol officers.

Increased enforcement
During the program period, officers working overtime on 
the directed patrols reported spending 3.27 car-hours of 
the 12 car-hours per night (or 27 percent of their time) 
actually patrolling the target area, for a total of 1,218 
officer-hours of potential gun detection. The officers thus 
spent about 70 percent of their time processing arrests 
and performing other patrol-related duties.

Despite the limited amount of time the officers actually 
spent on patrol in the target area, the volume of activity 
was significant. The officers on directed patrol issued 
1,090 traffic citations and made 948 car checks, 532 
pedestrian checks, 170 State or Federal arrests, and 446 
city arrests, tor an average of one intervention every 40 
minutes per patrol car.

Guns seized
In the target area, 65 percent more guns were seized in 
the second half of 1992 than in the first half; gun seizures 
increased from 46 in the first 6 months of 1992 to 76 in 
the last 6 months. In the comparison area, however, gun 
seizures decreased slightly in the second half of 1992.



Related findings include:

■ Traffic stops were the most productive means of find­
ing illegal guns, yielding an average of one gun discov­
ered for every 28 stops.

■ The ratio of guns seized to actual time spent on patrol 
in the target area was one gun seized per 84 officer- 
hours.

■ Two-thirds of the persons arrested for gun carrying in 
the target area were not residents of the target area.

Impact on gun crimes
Data from the first and second halves of 1992 show that
gun crimes declined significantly in the target area—83
fewer gun crimes were committed, a 49 percent decline—
while they increased slightly in the comparison area.
Related findings include:

■ Drive-by shootings dropped from 7 to 1 in the target 
area, while doubling from 6 to 12 in the comparison 
area.

■ Only gun crimes were affected by the directed patrols. 
No changes were observed (in either the target or the 
comparison areas) in the number of calls for service or 
in the total number of other violent and nonviolent 
crimes reported.

■ After the directed patrols stopped, crimes involving 
guns gradually increased for the first 5 months of 
1993. When the patrols resumed in June 1993, gun 
crimes decreased again, although not as consistently 
as in the second half of 1992.

■ The decline in gun crimes in the target area did not 
appear to cause a displacement of crime to adjoining 
neighborhoods. Gun crimes did not increase signifi­
cantly in any of the surrounding seven patrol beats.

Conclusion
This study shows that a police department can success­
fully implement a program to increase seizures of illegally 
carried guns in high gun-crime areas. Police officers can 
be very productive when given the opportunity to focus 
on gun detection in identified crime hot spots without 
being obligated to answer calls for service. In addition, 
gun seizures do not appear to require large tactical 
operations: in the Kansas City high-crime target area, the 
officers worked in two-officer patrol units and no gun 
attacks on officers were reported during the directed 
patrols. Directed patrols were also shown to be, on 
average, about three times more cost-effective in getting 
guns off the street than routine police activity.

The researchers note that much remains to be learned 
about gun detection and seizure by police through 
evaluations of similar programs. But before such studies 
are completed, many cities will have to make decisions 
about how to respond to rising gun crime. A citywide 
version of this program was implemented (without over­
time) in Indianapolis, Indiana in October 1994. Whether a 
citywide program can replicate the results that the 
Kansas City experiment achieved in a small area is the 
next important question to be answered.
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Neighborhood Cops
Making Community Policing Work

George I.,. Kelling

Community policing is 

a popular and promising 

reform. But it is unlikely 

to succeed unless 

accompanied by a new 

way of organizing police 

departments—one that 
moves away from the 

centralized, bureaucratic 

structure of past decades.

Lii'iny the hue 1970s, ni\' wife and I \isircd New York C'itv’s 
Washington Square Pai k. Despite the piesence of seweral police officers, 
w e w eie solicited thiee times by drug dealers before we were more titan 
litf\- feet into the park, d he ottieers paid no attention. PerplcNed, we 
mo\ed to a position to obsene both dealers and police, d'he dealers 
weie openh' selling drugs and the olfieeis were doing nothing about it.

Was this a ease of police eorruptionr VeiT likeh' itot. In tact, the 
phenomenon mv w ile and I obseiwed was almost eertainh’ the result of 
police praetiees dec eloped since the tui it of the eentun- for the \ en pur­
pose, among otheis, of prcvcutiuj) corruption. Undeistanding and 
reconsidering these praetiees is viiallv important to New York and other 
cities that are moving toward eommunirv policing.

Community [lolieing entails both a shift in the function of police, 
li'om a narrow focus on law enforcement to the provision of a broad range 
of seiA-iees, and in tactics, from primarily reactive activities (responding 
after a eiime has oeeuried) to pieventive activities (maintaining order and 
solving problems beliire thev escalate into violence). Hut changing the 
functions and taeiies of an organization also requires fundamental 
changes in the wav it is struetuied and managed. Community policing will 
tail if police departments remain the highiv centralized bureaueratie orga­
nizations thev hav e been since the early decades of the tw entieth eentiirv'.

Police often describe their organizations as rubber bands: thev' can be 
stretched and twisted, but once the presstire is relaxed, thev snap back to 
their original shape. Some of us remember the attempts at team policing 
in New York City and elsewhere during the 1960s and 1970s. 'I'eam polic­
ing had m.inv of the same approaches as eommunity policing: community 
involvement, permanent a.ssignment of officers to neighborhoods, deter­
mination of police priorities on the basis ot citizen input, and a focus on 
neighborhood problems, learn policing vanished, despite its sueeesses, 
because issues of organization and management were ignored. Unless such 
issues are addressed, eommunirv policing is likelv to suffer the same fate.

fodav, most departments are organized funetionallv. 1 hat is, each 
major function—patrol, detectives, and various special units—is orga­
nized into a separate bureau run bv an upper-level administrator 
(depending on the department, an assistant or deputy chief, inspector, 
ma|or, or similar rank). Hach of these bureaus runs independently, has
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The crucial principle of community policing is that the local precinct should provide total police services. 
Shown (top to bottom) ore the Bronx's 52nd and Manhattan's 10th and Central Park precincts.
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NEIGHBORHOOD COPS CIIO URN

ar\\\idc juiisdiction, .iiui is mcrsccn b\' the depart- 
nicni's diict olOperations.

In most cities, a captain or commander, 
accountable to the head ot patrol, iims a precinct or 
district. Assisted by patrol ot't'icers, sergeants, and 
lieutenants, he prot ides the basic patrol serc'ices with 
which mt)st citizens are familiar. A precinct com­
mander may also ha\’e a fe\\ detectives, community 
relations ollicers, and speeial unit personnel under 
his command. But criminal in\estiri,ation (detectives) 
and special units to deal with special problems 
(drugs, intelligence, aiul \ice, for e.xample) are for 
the most pai t the province of separate centralized 
commands. Police leaders have considered this orga­
nizational structure so basic to p(jlicing that, until 
veiT recently, the L.aw Hnforcement Accreditation 
Commission would not certifv a police department 
unless it was organized by function.

Phis structure grew out of police reform efforts 
earlv m the centun-. Reformers' primarv’ goal was to 
control officers and departments so as to achieve 
independence from political meddling and reduce 
police corruptitrn and abuse. In catheter days—the 
19,s0s thi'ough the 19.S()s—this strategy may have 
been adec]uate to deal with urban problems as well; 
it has, however, proven inadecjuate since then. 
Today, a new generation of reformers is recognizing 
the need for a new oiganizational approach, one in 
which the basic function of all other personnel aiul 
units is to suppoi t patrol, rather than the reverse.

Reform, Then and Now

F.arly police departments, subject to local political con­
trol, provided something akin to community policing. 
Thev were structured not bv function but geographi­
cally, with police precincts or districts overlaying polit­
ical wards. Ward leaders appointal precinct comman­
ders and held them accountable. Because precinct 
commanders had to please local leaders, who had a 
vested interest in pleasing their constituents, it was 
deal'that .solving local (n-oblems was police busine.ss.

The strong links between local politicians and 
police, however, also bred coniiption. Sociologist

Kgon Bittner drollv describes the police of that era; 
“Of all the institutions of city government in late- 
nineteenth-centtin America, none was as unani­
mously denounced as the urban police. According to 
eveiy available account, thev were, in even aspect of 
their existence, an unmixed, unmitigated, and unpar­
donable scandal.” Reformers identified three forms 
of corruption which thev linked to political meddling 
in policing: financial (pavoffs for underenforcement 
of laws), pc.ilitical (“getting out the vote” for local 
politicians), and inequitable (f(.)r e.xample, keeping 
“undesirables” out of neighborhoods).

Initial calls for reform originated outside polic­
ing during the l(S90s—m New York City most 
notablv from the Reverend Charles Parkhurst. Bv the 
1910s, police officials began to join the movement 
for reform. 'Phe formula reformers devised to end 
political and financial corruption included several 
important elements:

• Creation of civ il service procedures to ensure 
that officers would be hired on merit rather than 
through patronage;

• Provision of tenure to police chiefs to ensure 
their autonomy;

• Measurement of police success by “scientific” 
standards such as crime rates and arrests;

• Creation of police vlisrricts and beats on the 
basis of crime rates (and later the number of calls fiir 
sei-v ice); and,

• N'arrovvang the police function to the enforce­
ment of laws, especiallv laws against serious crime.

Centralization of police authorin' was the main- 
stav of all reform efforts. It took nvo forms: consoli­
dation t)f city police into higher political units (met­
ropolitan areas and states) and centralization of police 
management authority in the office of the chief.

■phe push for stare or regional control largelv 
failed. But the effort to centralize authorin' in the 
office of the chief (sometimes called the commission­
er or superintendent) was a re.sounding success. Police 
executives, supported bv Progressives and other advo­
cates of urban reform, gained more and more inde­
pendence from eity hall, w ard bosses, and other polit 
ical figures. In Los Angeles, for example, chiefs in pro
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tected civil .senice positions had virtual autononiv in 
runninu, their department. Boston created a stionu, 
commissioner ntodel in which appoinintents were not 
coterntiitous with mayoral teritts. (In practice, howev' 
cr, mavors have been able to pressure contntissioners 
into resigning.) A similar foritt of administration 
developed in Nexv York Citv, although, as Thontas 
Reppetto of the C'.iti/.ens Crinte Commission has 
pointed out, the tradition ol'each ittavor appointing 
his own commissioner limits the power ot the ollice.

In all these cases, reform efforts substantiallv 
reduced the influence of political leaders on police 
departments. So successful were reformers in gaming 
independence that the Unnersitv of Wisconsin’s 
Herman Goldstein has described contemporarv 
police as the most autonomous and least accountable 
agency in government. ( 1 his autonomv created 
problems in its own right, exemplified bv the post' 
Rodnev King developments in I.os Angeles.)

Reformers turned to the latest in organizaiioii' 
al thinking of the time—the work of brederick 

to restructure both their organizations and 
the work of police officers. Tavlor inxented the tac- 
toiy model of organizaiion we no\v know : central' 
i/ed bureaucraev, extensive rules and regulations, 
lines of authoritv, lavers ol'command with expertise 
lodged in middle management, span of control, 
unitv of command, and the rouiimzation and spe­

cialization ot line functions.
'I'he priman' business ol police was to be law 

enforcement—“crime fighting.” As law enforcers, 
police would need the endorsement of neither politi' 
dans nor neighborhoods. .So as not to be too inttusixe, 
thev would concentrate on bro.ullv condemned com 
mon law crimes—murder, rape, assault, burglaiw, mb' 

withdraw frotti order maitnetiatice actixities 
that xx'ere inherentlv ambiguous. Police effectixeness 
xx-ould be measured bv nexxix dexcloped and “scientil 
ic” Uniform Crime Reports and arrest rates. Police 
would pass social, medical, family, and other problems 
to churches and other communitx' institutions.

■Pactics xx-ould be primarilv reactive. Police
xx-ould patrol in automobiles, interxene in law -break 
mg that came under their view-, and respond to calls

P
Early reformers envisioned police as remote and profes- 
sional crime-fighters.

for serxice. Rules and regulations forbade “idle coii' 
versation" with citizens; police were to be remote 
and professional crime fighters w ho sought “gist the 
facts, ma’am.” Detectives would inxestigate crimes
once thev had occurred.

Consistent xxith lax lot’s ideas, police xxoik 
would be simple, routine, and specialized. Patrol 
officers would operate with Itttle discretioti—if 
.someone broke the law , officers would mtenene; if 
citizens were law abiding, thev had nothing to fear 
from the police. 1 he organization xx-ould be struC' 
aired bv function. .Special units would deal w ith spe­
cial problems-iuvemles, vice, drugs, organized 

t-hev dexeloped, and patrol officers xx-ould 
stav out of these matters. This explains the experi­
ence mv w ife and 1 had m Washington Square Park.

■fhe most important organizational and manage­

rial goal was to break the grip that precinct comman- 
ders had oxer their areas. All xxould come under central 
control; their links to local politicians and neighbor­

hoods xx-ould be sexered. fo ensure that precinct com­
manders could not “build kingdoms,” reformers rotat­
ed commanders from assignment to assignment—a 
model developed bx ). Kdgar Hoover when he took 
over the corrupt P.iireau of Inxestigation during the
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NEIGHBORHOOD COPS

1920s. l-Aicnsivc lulcs .iiul rcy,iil,uions would ^o\xtii 
■til .ispcas of poliuL- patornKiiKf .iiid oii;.tiii/;uion;tl

ducomm. Ccnii'.tlK Ixiscsl middle m;iiuiu,cis—cupt.iins 
.\nd liculaiaius—would design the work, supeiAisors 
woulrl rliieei It, aiul patrol olheers would eaiiA' it out.

1 .me olheers woukl rlo, not think.
In man\ respeets, the reliirm stratei^' was remark- 

ahl\' sueee.sst'ul. I’oliee rlepartments bceame relari\ely 
well-rnn orttam/ations. (iorrtiption atid abu.se lessened 
throughout the twentieth eenttin . Poliee embraeed the 
ideolotp.' ol'"erime lie,htin|^”—it eommtinieateti aetion, 
power, and an unambietuous purpose.

I'he trouble is that althoiiuh poliee e,eneratei.l 
enormous numbers of arrests, the ineirienee ol'seri­

ous erime eontmned to rise aiirl street eoiuiitions to 
deteriorate. B\- the 1960s, the “erime problem” u,ot 
so barl that it beeame a ma)or politieal issue. Yet 
todax', most of us would happiK return to that era— 
at least as tar as predatorx' erime and disorder are 
eoneernerl. Moreoxer, the emphasis on “eritne liyht- 
met” brerl a xxarrior mentalitx'm poliee: hti^e areas ot 
eities beeame battle /ones and larue tuimbers ot peo­
ple beeatne enemies—all a far erx' tiom the atlmoni- 
tion of Sir Robert Reel, the lather ot Atii;lo-Sa\on 
polieme,, to “keep peaee bx peaeelul means.” 
Ironieallx', then, the “erime tiethtiny” strategx' tailed 
on Its oxx n terms—rediieine, or prex entin^ erime.

I'he eentrali/.ed stnieture ot poliee departments 
matte it ilitHenlt to introduee innoxarions similar to 
eomimmitx polieme,, whieh mietht haxe elleetixelx 
aiktressed these problems. I'his is best ilkistrated by 
xxliat happenetl to team polieinu in (aneinnati during 
the 1970s—the tnost eloselx sttidietl team polieitii; 
experiment. Alter team polieine, was trietl tiir txxo years 
in areas ol (iineinnati, almost exerxone iiixolxetl—eiti- 
/.etis, poliee, and exaluators—atyreetl that it xxas a stte- 
eess. The tiepartmetit planned to take ream polieinu, 
eirxxx'Kte. Hitt it xxas uiitlerstootl onlx' as a utotul taetie; 
little thouu,ht was e,ixen to the department's ort>ani/,a- 
tional stnieture, xx hieh remained tx pieallx' bureaueratie.

Oxer time mKt-manae,ers moxetl to reestalxlish 
their aiithoritx' In the name ot enstirins; good per­

sonnel management, thex' reelaimetl the right to allo- 
eare personnel to reams. In the name ot' unitiirm

ilress eodes (rules and regulations), thex’ xxirhdrexx 
team learlers’ anthoritx’ to assign ottieers to dress in 
plain elothes tor stirxeillanee or inxestigation. Other 
subtle means ol'eontrol were exerted. Btit the killer 
was something ealled management by objeetixes 
(iVlBO), xx'hieh the ileparrment arlopted in the mid­

dle ot the experiment.
l op management installed MBO to ensure that 

otlieers xxere eondtiering measurable aetixities (arrests 
and the like) department-xxide. Teams submitted 
MBO plans that xxere based on neighborhood priori 
ties. Management rejeeted them as nor in accord xxith 
oxerall de[iartmental objeetixes. When neighborhood 
priorities xxere resubmitterl, management again mi ned 
them doxxn. Team members tinallx' got the message 
that (aneinnati xvas returning to business as usual. The 
rubber band snapped back: poliee xxork xxas riding in 
ears, responding to calls tor seixiee, and getting the 
“stats.” The (aneinnati Poliee Department tailed to 
recognize that team policing, like community polic­
ing, was not merely a tactic; it xx as a strategic shirt in 
the rtmetion and tactics oT policing that could not be 
maintained xxithin the organizational structure 
imposed by ttirn-oT-the-centurx' police retbrmers.

Reform failed in another respect as well. Tnrn- 
ot-the-centniT police innoxations had their ttrigins in 
a desire to control police organizations and line per 
sonnel. Reformers xxere serious about erime conmtl, 
but it push came to shoxe, their concern xxith cor­
ruption led them to make control of the poliee the 
top prioritx': don’t let line olrtcers combat local drug 
dealing; create special units to deal xxith x'iee; limit 
the discretion of precinct commanders. I'his focus on 
control gixes rise to txxo central ironies. First, line 
oftieers actuallx' perform complex tasks xxith little 
ilirection or superx ision—despite the ferx encx' of the 
desire to control them, the general x'iexx that officers 
are under close control, and the existence of xoliimi- 
noiis rules and regulations and an elaborate com- 
mand-an(.l-control superstructure. Second, the orga 
nizational measures dex'cloped to eliminate the 
autonomy of the precinct commanriers haxe artirt- 
ciallx' fragmented police xxork, alienated citizens from 
police, and ilifrtised accountabilitx'.
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No Control of Patrol

Community policing depends on a recognition of the 
subtlety and eotnplexitv of polieitig. But the reality ol 
police work—w hat oBieers actually do—stands in stark 
contrast with the oBieial represetitation of policing.

In the oBieial view, an e.xtensive administratiie 
structure oversees all aspects of an oBicer’s work, w ith 
great concern gi\ en to issues such as span of control 
(how many oBicers a sergeant can oversee) and unity of 
command (each oBicer takes orders from only one per- 
,son). Orders Bow downward from commanders to 
oBicers. Infiarmation Bows upward for use by planners. 
I'acties, developed by middle and upper management, 
specily when, where, and how oBicers are to patrol. 
b.\tensi\e rules and regulations pre.scribe organization­
al manners and mores in e.xrensive detail, dow'ii to 
minutiae about clothing and other Birms of decorum.

Hlaboraie 911, computer, and radio systems keep otfi- 
cers in constant contact with, and under sui-veillance 
ot, centralized command and control. Formal norms 
and informal comentions guide how' long an officer 
should spend dealing with each tv'pe of call for .seii ice. 
Organizational pre.ssure keeps oBicers “in seiwiee”— 
riding in ears wafting for the next call—rather than 
“out of seiwice” and dealing directly with citizens. 
Reports keep detailed records of officers' law enforee- 
ment aetix ities: arrests, summonses, and tickets.

fhis top-down perspectixe gixes a coherent 
viexv of the officer in the police organization; under 
tight administratix'c control, making decisions under 
the superx'ision ofa sergeant or mid-manager, “fight­
ing crime” bv enforcing laxxs, going from call to call 
with little free time, guided by extensixe rules and 
regulations, and operating with little discretion. But 
the viexv from the bottom is cjuite different.
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Most police officers conduct the bulk of their work alone or with a partner. No one can look over their shoulders to deter­
mine whether they are doing their work properly.
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NEIGHBORHOOD COPS

First, poliL'c work is macdibh’ complex. 
Reform ,idministrators were wrons; to beliexe rh.it 
police work consists prim.iriK' of eiiforcint; common 
crimin.il kiws in w.iys th.it could be cirried out by 
people with wh.it Htton Bittner called ‘hii.inly 
N'irriies”—men who are hie;, heroic, honest, and 
smart enoiitth to write out simple reports. In fact, 
most police wtirk consists of managing community 
and neighborhood conflicts aiul problems that take 
an infinite vanetA' of forms. Less than 20 percent of 
police work, regardless of city or neighborhood, 
deals with common crimes. And dealing with crimes 
is itself often coiii[ilex: there is nothing so simple 
about domestic assault, for example, that suggests 
that “iii.iiiK' \irrues”—as opposed to intelligence and 
skill—are what is needed to deal with it.

Second, police work is inherently ambiguous. 
When an officer arrives on the scene of an incident, 
it ustiallv not clear w'ht) is doing w hat to whom, w'lio 
IS right and who is wrong—indeed, even what has 
happened and what is happening. Nattiral distortions 
of niemoiy, prevarication, checiieading and bull- 
baiting b\' onlookers, the emotions of victim and 
perpetrator, and a host of other factors mean that 
police are often asked to make sense out of confus­

ing and ambiguous circumstances.
Third, despite the total number of calls that 

come to police departments, olficers have consider­

able free time. Htiw much \aries bv shift, time, and 
area, but eweii during relativeK' bust' shifts, most offi­

cers have time that could be useil to do things other 
than ride around in cars. The primarx’ problem police- 
have in scheduling work is its unpredictability rather 
than its e]uantity. 'I'he result, howexer, is that officers 
control their discretionai-x' time.

Fourth, rules and regulations haxe xeiy little to 
do xvith the routine xx'ork of police offieers. 
Regulations specifx' proper procetiures for arrests 
(xx'hich constitute a relatix ely small portion of actual 
police work), tell officers what they cannot do, and 
manage the relationships between ranks. But they 
haxe little to sav about most of the conflicts and 
problems xvirh which officers deal. Most such xvork, 
in fact, goes unrecorded. Suppose an officer secs a

dispute between neighbors. If the officer interxenes 
before bloxvs are struck, and all is settled, then offi­

cially nothing has happened and, except perhaps for 
the officer’s personal log, the department has no 
record of the activity. If, on the other hand, the offi­

cer delays, lets a fight start, and then makes an arrest, 
an official record is kept.

Finally, police are subject to little direct 
SLiperx’ision. Most officers conduct the bulk of'their 
critical work, inckiding using force, alone or xx ith a 
partner. Fhey are not “oxerseen” in the sense of 
Favlor’s factory model: no one can look oxer their 
shouklers to determine whether they are doing 
their work properly. Generally, the quality of police 
work can only be determined after the fact, by 
reconstrticting an incitient on the basis of records 
and personal accounts of the officers, participants, 
and other obsen’crs. In the final analysis, then, 
police officers’ performance is determined largeix' 
by their own x alues, knowledge, and skills—be they 
appropriate or not.

Fhe reform strategy put control of officers at 
its x ery core; created an elaborate ctjntrol infrastruc­
ture of rtiles and regulations, layers of command, 
and monitoring technology; and ostensibly nar- 
roxxed, simplified, and routinized police work. Yet 
this strategy not only failed in terms of crime fight­
ing, but in terms of control as well. At its best, this 
strategy, xvith its functional strticture and Tavlorian 
managerial processes, ean keep officers out of trou­

ble by isolating them and preventing them from 
doing much of anything. It cannot produce quality 
policing becati.se it does not address the essential 
work' t)f police officers.

Powerless Precincts

Community policing is also hampered bv the cen­
tralized structure’s tendenev to reduce the power 
and prestige of precinct or district commanders, 
xvhich makes police departments less responsixe to 
local concerns.

.Speci.tlized units, as xx e have seen, were created 
as part of' a strategy to achiexe centralized control
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o\er the police in an entire citw Sticli niiits limited 
the control of precinct commanders atid extetidetl 
centralized control o\er riay-to-da\' policing iti wards 
and neighborhoods. Specialized, centrally controlled 
tttiits, moreoier, extended the reach of the police 
chiet into precinct personnel, shaping how patrol 
officers \iew themselves and their jobs. Special units, 
akin to detectiies, became jirestige units in police 
departments. Working in a special unit often means 
s|iecial liotirs, increased pav and recognition, exciting 
work, plain clothes, and access to 
other good jobs in the liittire.
Bv offering stich benelits, 
police exectitties are able 
to “cream” the most talent­
ed officers from precincts.

The restilt is that 
precinct commamfers get 
what’s left o\er—lefto\er 
problems and lefto\er per­
sonnel. Precinct personnel 
do the residtial work of 
responding to calls for ser­
vice, patrolling in cars, and 
cond tiering preliminaix' 
inxestigations, which, regard­
less of qnalitw are often replicat­
ed bv detectives.

I'his is troublesome in many ways. Two 
are partictilarh important to the prospects for com­
munity policing, l-'irsr, precinct commanders cannot 
be held responsihle for their areas. Stripped of 
lesonrces at e\ery “emergency,” their precincts 
policed bv an\ ntimber of special units over which 
they ha^e no control, their priorities derei'mined b\' 
centralized planning units, and their officers tinder 
control ot a centralizetl 911 sssiem, [irecinct com­
manders lack aiithont\' and resources and are left 
w ith little to do other than follow the dictates of the 
chief. ,Yt the precinct level, initiative and leadership 
are lost, and comm.mders are tillable to respoiiil to 
local problems Precinct commanders might have a 
lew comnumitv aiul special officers to trv to reach 
(Hit to neighborhootls, but “real” police work is con-

trolled and carried out elsewhere. The central 
btireancracy commaiuieers personnel and other 
resoitrces, establishes priorities, and, throttgh 911 
and its requirement that police stav “in service,” 
sequesters the lion’s share of officers’ time.

Second, the restilts are equally devastating to 
patrol officers’ initiative. Special units and detectives 
come into officers’ bears with imptmity. Specialized 
personnel share information with beat officers oti the 
basis of their “need to know”—which iti practice 

means patrol officers are getierally 
left in the dark abottt important 

information regarditig their 
beats. 1 his is partictilarlv 

problematic in departments 
that formallv or informallv 
reward arrests (with assignment 
to special units, promotions, 
court overtime, and the like). 
Special unit personnel tend to 
share useless information 
with patrol officers but to 
hoard information that mav 
result in arrests. Moreover, it 

is not uiuistial for beat officers 
to know nothing in advance 

about planned special operations in 
their areas. Depending on the depart­

ment, patrol officers feel demeaned, frustrated, and 
bitter. The idea of being “chiefs of their beats” is a 
joke to most of them. In the worst case, oificers are 
dispatched to a “gang war” call that is really a 
shootout between special unit officers and drug deal­
ers—a situation that jeopardizes both patrol officers 
anvl special unit personnel.

How to Decentralize

Decentralization—that is, devolution of authoritv to 
lower levels ol police organizations—is essential in 
large cities because problems are local. No city has n 
virug problem; no citv has n violence problem; no 
city has n disoivler problem, fhe substance, shape, 
aiul importance of problems varv bv neighborhood.

li' IN11 fl 13 S1 65



NEIGHBORHOOD COPS

'I'lic drug proLrlcm in one ncighborlioud is g;mgs 
sliooting at cadi otjicr. In another, it is a tratiic 
problem: ears lined up blocking streets. In anotbei', 
the drug problem is panhandlers blocking store 
entrances. In \et another, it is I'otiths parrxing in 
parks. And so on. Neighborhood police officers need 
the time and resources to discoter, understand, anti 
deal with local problems, 'fhev also need the authoi - 
itv to w'ork with citizens in negotiating prioiities anti 
devising solutions.

This is not to sav that there are no citywide 
problems. But the vast majority of urban police busi­

ness is neighborhood-based. Moieovei', policing is, 
bv its ver\' nature, geographical. Since their incep­
tion, police departments ha\e alw ays distributed offi­

cers throughout cities rather than clusteretl them in 
centralized offices wheie thev would be amenable to 
direct stipeivision.

I he crucial principle ol communitv policing is 
that the local precinct should proode total police 
services—including criminal in\estigation, ditig 
enforcement, and other seiwices that are now the 
province ot centralized units. A \ariery ol means 
eotild be employed towaril this end—organizing 
geographically, llattening police organizations 
(reducing the number of ranks), “de-sejuading” 
departments (reducing the number and size ol'spe­
cial units), rethinking how demand comes into 
police departments (recognizing that 911 calls are 
onlv one source of demand), and others. All are 
rec]uired to some extent. New York City, I'or exam­
ple, could give “stiperchiefs” jurisdiction over a bor­

ough rather than a tuncrion, reduce ranks substan- 
tiallv, anil cut back on special units while making 
them responsive to patrol oftlcers.

Strong leadership would be essential in a 
decentralized department. The chief (or commis­

sioner) would strive to infuse the department with a 
vision of policing congruent with democratic go\ er 
nance and constitutional values. The chief w'ould also 
be in charge of such department-w'ide matters as 
recruitment and training, allocation of personnel and 
resources among precincts, and coordination of 
actix ities both among precincts and with other go\ 
ernmental agencies.

Precinct commanders (or captains) would be­
held accountable for the t]tialir\' of policing in their 
neighborhoods, based on both departmental \alues 
and local needs. 'Phere would ine\ itably be some ten­
sion between the departmental mission and the per 
ceixed needs of neighborhooil residents; not all 
neighborhood demands, after all, are legitimate. 
Precinct performance wotild be judged on such fac­

tors as responsixeness to neighborhood concerns, 
officer integrirx' and jtidiciotisness, integration of 
police actix'ities xx ith those of other problem solx ing 
agencies (prix-ate as xxell as goxernmental), coopera 
tion with other police precincts, and efficient use of 
resources. Commanders xvould structure beats con 
gruent with neighborhoods, assign officers to beats 
and shilts, and xx'ork xvith those in the communitv to 
identify local problems and solutions.

What must be put aside in this mandate for 
change is the reflexive move to centralize police 
authority whenexer some crisis, especially a corrup­

tion crisis, dexelops. During the mid-1980s, for 
example, a relatix ely small number of poliee oflieers 
m a New York City precinct xvere suspected offman- 
cial corruption. An order xvent out of the eommis- 
sioner’s office: every patrol oi'ficer in the department 
xvould be rotated from beat to beat even- six 
months. 1 he asstimptions behind this order were 
that familiarity breeds corruption and that police 
xvork is so standardized and routinized that officers 
ean be moxed fiom beat to beat with fexv conse- 
x)uences. The first assumption is argtiablv trtie m
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some cases, although 1 will return to this point. I he 
second assumption, as research and experience have 
shown, is clearly false. Police work is complex, sub­
tle, and dependent on information. Moreover, citi­
zens df) not want strangers policing their neighbor­
hoods. Police must earn the respect and trust of cit­
izens, and that takes rime—at six months most offi­
cers have just achieved it.

The crucial point is that it is one thing to 
attempt to organize police departments to prevent 
corruption; it is something else entirely to organize 
a department to ensure ejuality policing. I'o orga­
nize based 011 the misguided assumption that all 
officers will cynically exploit opportunities for cor­
ruption guarantees ineffective policing. Perhaps 
many of the draconian anricorrtiption measures 
implemented in the New York Police Department 
after the Knapp Commission report of the early 
1970s were necessan' because of the systemic 
nattire of corruption then. Btit these measures— 
referred to by at least one of their adx'ocatcs as 
"management by terror”—have also created an 
ethos throLighout the department of “staying out of 
trouble.” The surest wav to stay otit of trouble, of 
course, is to do nothing.

Controlling corruption will ahxays be diflicult. 
But this problem is not unique to policing. In any 
organization—a unixersity, a pharmaceutical company, 
a widget maker, or a police department—.some corrup­
tion will inevitably exist. Acknow'ledging this does not

impK' that corruption is acceptable. Both corruption 
and abuse still occur far too often in American police 
tlepartments. But citizens must understand that con 
temporan- corruption and abuse do not begin to 
approach the “bad old da\ s” of \x ard bos.ses or the sys­
tematic police abuse of African-Americans during the 
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries.

In no way should this be read as a justifica­
tion of corruption and abuse. Par from it. It means 
taking them seriously, but doing the hard work— 
the I’crv hard work—of both maintaining integritv 
and providing qualiiv police serxiccs to communi­
ties. Settling for the appearance of control at the 
expense of good policing is the ultimate form of 
corruption. I'he business of the organization 
becomes looking gooxl rather than regaining con­
trol over streets, neighborhoods, and public- 
spaces. Community policing can be made to xxork 
onh' b\- dex'elopmg police leadership that inspires 
a democratic xision of' policing—police as an 
extension of the citiz.enrx' rather than as warriors— 
and by establishing a congruence bctxxecn the 
realities of police xxork and the organization and 
management of departments. Policing ultimatclx' 
is neighborhood-basexl aiul decentralized—that is 
its xery nature. If police departments’ organiza­
tional siructure and management processes 
reflectexl this realitx', ofticers like those in 
Washington Square Park would be far better able 
to do xxhat citizens cxpeci ot them. ■
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Federal^Officers to Join in Guns Crackdown in Capital

WASHINGTON (AP) Federal officers are teaming with local police 
in a crackdown on illegal guns in the nation's capital.

The plan, dubbed ''Operation Cease-Fire,'' calls for special 
anti-weapons teams to be dispatched to six of the city's seven 
police districts, U.S. Attorney Eric Holder said Thursday.

Each team will have at least one agent from the Bureau of 
Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms assigned to trace confiscated 
weapons. Some teams will include U.S. marshals to allow them to 
cross from the district into suburban Maryland and Virginia to 
pursue suspects.

''We have stressed the need to address this problem in a 
regional way, and I think this represents an unprecedented amount 
of law-enforcement talent,'' Holder said after a closed meeting of 
more than 70 federal, local and state law-enforcement officials.

Last year the Metropolitan Police Department and other agencies 
confiscated more than 4,200 illegal guns in the District of 
Columbia, which has one of the nation's highest murder rates.

Illegal guns are assumed to far outnumber legally registered 
weapons in Washington. In practice, no gun licenses are issued in 
the district except for law-enforcement officers, said Kevin Olson, 
a spokesman for the U.S. attorney's office.

''Operation Cease-Fire'' include traffic stops and what Holder 
calls ''special enforcement operations'' to get illegal guns.
Holder pledged the seizures would be ''proper and constitutional,'' 
but did not elaborate.

The plan includes a proposal for upgrading possession of an 
Illegal firearm from a misdemeanor to a felony. The proposal is now 
before the city council, where its fate is uncertain.

Holder pledged to appoint a firearms prosecutor to handle cases 
developed during the operation.

He also has endorsed a citywide curfew for teens under 16, an 
idea that has been revived in the city council after being rejected 
last year.
APNP-03-10-95 1459EST
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The Kansas City Gun Experiment
Gun crime has been increasing rapidly throughout the 
Nation, especially in inner-city areas. To learn whether 
vigorous enforcement of existing gun laws could reduce 
gun crime, the National Institute of Justice (NIJ) spon­
sored an evaluation of the Kansas City, Missouri, Police 
Department’s “Weed and Seed" program. The evaluation 
found that the program’s success in getting more guns off 
the street in one violent Kansas City neighborhood 
reduced gun crimes there by almost 50 percent during a 
6-month period. The data indicate that more than two gun 
crimes were prevented for every gun seized.

Study design
For 29 weeks, from July 7,1992, to January 27,1993, 
police patrols were increased in gun crime “hot spots* in 
a target area. The researchers identified the hot spot 
locations by computer analysis of all gun crimes in the 
target area, patrol beat 144 in the Central Patrol District. 
An 80-block neighborhood normally covered by one 
patrol car, the target area had a homicide rate 20 times 
higher than the national average. The population was 
almost entirely nonwhite, with more than two-thirds of all 
residences being owner-occupied, single-family, de­
tached homes.

In the target area, assigned officers focused exclusively 
on gun detection through proactive, directed patrol and 
were not required to answer calls for service. The extra 
patrol was handled by four officers who worked 6 hours of 
overtime each night (from 7 p.m. to 1 a.m.) for 176 nights, 
with only two officers working an additional 24 nights, for 
a total of 4,512 officer-hours and 2,256 patrol car-hours.

Guns were found by officers on the directed patrols during 
frisks and searches and following arrests on other 
charges. To ensure the protection of civil liberties, every 
search had to conform to legal guidelines for adequate 
articulable suspicion and every arrest for carrying con­
cealed weapons had to be approved by a supervisory 
detective.

To gather information, an onsite University of Maryland 
evaluator accompanied the officers on 300 hours of 
directed patrol in the target area. Property room data on 
guns seized, as well as computerized crime reports, calls 
for service data, and arrest records, were analyzed over 
two time periods: the 29 weeks before the program 
began in 1992 and the 29 weeks while the program was 
active.

Data for the same time period were also collected for a 
comparison area (patrol beat 242 in the Metro Patrol 
District), which had about the same volume of violent 
crime and drive-by shootings as the target area. In the 
comparison area no changes were made in the number 
or duties of patrol officers.

Increased enforcement
During the program period, officers working overtime on 
the directed patrols reported spending 3.27 car-hours of 
the 12 car-hours per night (or 27 percent of their time) 
actually patrolling the target area, for a total of 1,218 
officer-hours of potential gun detection. The officers thus 
spent about 70 percent of their time processing arrests 
and performing other patrol-related duties.

Despite the limited amount of time the officers actually 
spent on patrol in the target area, the volume of activity 
was significant. The officers on directed patrol issued 
1,090 traffic citations and made 948 car checks, 532 
pedestrian checks, 170 State or Federal arrests, and 446 
city arrests, for an average of one intervention every 40 
minutes per patrol car.

Guns seized
In the target area, 65 percent more guns were seized in 
the second half of 1992 than in the first half; gun seizures 
increased from 46 in the first 6 months of 1992 to 76 in 
the last 6 months. In the comparison area, however, gun 
seizures decreased slightly in the second half of 1992.



Related findings include;

■ Traffic stops were the most productive means of find­
ing illegal guns, yielding an average of one gun discov­
ered for every 28 stops.

■ The ratio of guns seized to actual time spent on patrol 
in the target area was one gun seized per 84 officer- 
hours.

■ Two-thirds of the persons arrested for gun carrying in 
the target area were not residents of the target area.

Impact on gun crimes
Data from the first and second halves of 1992 show that
gun crimes declined significantly in the target area—83
fewer gun crimes were committed, a 49 percent decline—
while they increased slightly in the comparison area.
Related findings include:

■ Drive-by shootings dropped from 7 to 1 in the target 
area, while doubling from 6 to 12 in the comparison 
area.

■ Only gun crimes were affected by the directed patrols. 
No changes were observed (in either the target or the 
comparison areas) in the number of calls for service or 
in the total number of other violent and nonviolent 
crimes reported.

■ After the directed patrols stopped, crimes involving 
guns gradually increased for the first 5 months of 
1993. When the patrols resumed in June 1993, gun 
crimes decreased again, although not as consistently 
as in the second half of 1992.

■ The decline in gun crimes in the target area did not 
appear to cause a displacement of crime to adjoining 
neighborhoods. Gun crimes did not increase signifi­
cantly in any of the surrounding seven patrol beats.

Conclusion
This study shows that a police department can success­
fully implement a program to increase seizures of illegally 
carried guns in high gun-crime areas. Police officers can 
be very productive when given the opportunity to focus 
on gun detection in identified crime hot spots without 
being obligated to answer calls for service. In addition, 
gun seizures do not appear to require large tactical 
operations; in the Kansas City high-crime target area, the 
officers worked in two-officer patrol units and no gun 
attacks on officers were reported during the directed 
patrols. Directed patrols were also shown to be, on 
average, about three times more cost-effective in getting 
guns off the street than routine police activity.

The researchers note that much remains to be learned 
about gun detection and seizure by police through 
evaluations of similar programs. But before such studies 
are completed, many cities will have to make decisions 
about how to respond to rising gun crime. A citywide 
version of this program was implemented (without over­
time) in Indianapolis, Indiana in October 1994. Whether a 
citywide program can replicate the results that the 
Kansas City experiment achieved in a small area is the 
next important question to be answered.
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POLICE PATROLS TARGETED TO ILLEGAL GUN DETECTION HAVE^
SIGNIFICANT IMPACT ON GUN-RELATED CRIME

WASHINGTON, D.C.-- Increased seizures of illegally carried

guns lead to a decrease in gun crime, according to study results

announced today by the Department of Justice. Police in Kansas

City, Missouri reduced gun crimes in one neighborhood by almost

50 percent in six months by deploying extra police patrol teams

focused exclusively on gun detection. This decline did not

appear to displace crime to adjoining neighborhoods.

These findings come from an evaluation of the Kansas City

"gun experiment" in which supplemental police patrols focused on

gun detection in one high-crime neighborhood for six months.

During this time, police seized 65 percent more guns, and gun

crime declined 49 percent. Researchers estimate that more than

two gun crimes were prevented for every gun seized.

"This study shows the impact of focused enforcement targeted

at reducing gun crime in high crime neigborhoods," said National

Institute of Justice Director Jeremy Travis-. "It is our hope

that other communities can use these findings to adopt similar

gun programs to reduce gun crime."

(MORE)



The evaluation examined an 80-block neighborhood that had a 

homicide rate 20 times higher than the national average. Four 

officers patrolled gun crime "hot spots" between 7 p.m. and 1 

a.m. They focused exclusively on gun detection and did not 

respond to calls for service.

Another neighborhood that had a similar crime problem but 

did not have the enhanced patrol focusing on gun detection served 

as a control on the study. There was neither an increase in gun 

seizures nor a decrease in gun crimes in this community during 

the study period. Drive-by shootings declined from 7 to 1 in the 

target area, but doubled from 6 to 12 in the control neighborhood 

several miles away. Gun crimes showed no increase in the 7 beats 

adjoining the target area.

This study is part of an evaluation of the Kansas City 

Police Department's "Weed and Seed" program, a comprehensive 

effort to revitalize high-crime neighborhoods. The National 

Institute of Justice (NIJ), the principal research arm of the 

Justice Department, sponsored the study, which was conducted by a 

team of researchers led by University of Maryland Professor 

Lawrence Sherman.

Evaluators accompanied the patrol team and also analyzed 

property room data on guns seized, computerized crime reports, 

calls for service, and arrest records. They compared the 

preceding six months with the study period, which was July 7,

1992 to January 27, 1993.

(MORE)



The researchers are now implementing a citywide version of

this program for Indianapolis, Indiana to determine whether the

results can be replicated in a larger area.

Results of the evaluation can be found in the NIJ Update,

"The Kansas City Gun Experiment," which can be obtained from the

National Criminal Justice Reference Service, Box 6000, Rockville,

Maryland 20850, 1-800-851-3420 or in the Washington, D.C.

metropolitan area, 301-251-5500.

# # #

95-8
After hours contact: Chris Rizzuto 703-525-1792
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Implementing Community Policing:
The Administrative Problem

By George L. Kelling and William J. Bratton

The current generation of police leadership, tuned to changes in 
American society, technology, and economics, is revising the 
strategy of municipal policing. Whether identified as commu­
nity or problem-oriented policing, the current changes represent 
nothing less than a strategic shift in the basic “business” of 
policing. As dedicated as they are, as supported by research, as 
responsive to neighborhood demands for change, this genera­
tion of reformers finds regeneration and strategic repositioning 
as difficult as has any other. Why is it that innovators of every 
generation have so much difficulty shifting the strategies of 
their organizations and professions?

For police executives, three sources of resistance seem to be 
foremost in their minds and conversations: unions, detec­
tives, and mid-management. This paper will deal with mid­
management. We have repeatedly heard top police executives 
say with frustration, “If only it wasn’t for mid-management,” or 
“If only I could wipe out lieutenants, I could really change this 
department.” The experience with team policing during the 
1970’s seemed to confirm this impression empirically. Sherman 
et al. conclude in their case studies of team policing: “Mid­
management of the departments [studied], seeing team policing 
as a threat to their power, subverted and, in some cases, actively 
sabotaged the plans.”'

Yet, there are problems with this formulation. Review of the 
literature on mid-management presents a more complicated 
picture. On the one hand, many articles, especially those in 
journals of a semipopular nature, portray mid-managers as a 
dying breed in organizations, especially in those organizations 
that are being downsized or in which their services or products 
are information-based. Certainly, many organizations are por­
trayed as top-heavy, especially at mid-managerial levels. This is 
not just a “pop” view; Peter Drucker states it strongly.

Community policing represents a new future for American law 
enforcement, changing the way our Nation’s police respond to 
the communities they serve. This report, one in a series entitled 
Perspectives on Policing, is based on discussions held in the 
Executive Session on Policing sponsored by NIJ at the John F. 
Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University.

The Executive Session on Policing has been developed as part 
of the Kennedy School’s Program in Criminal Justice Policy and 
Management and is funded by the National Institute of Justice 
and private sources that include the Charles Stewart Mott and 
Guggenheim Foundations. The success of the police mission 
now and in the years ahead is the common goal of those who 
have participated in the Executive Session. Helping to achieve 
that goal is the purpose of these reports.
The Executive Session on Policing has brought together police 
chiefs, mayors, scholars, and many others in periodic meetings 
to focus on modem strategies that produce better results. The 
rapid growth of these strategies shows the willingness of Ameri­
can police executives to test new approaches to crime, disorder, 
drugs, and fear in their communities.

Michael J. Russell
Acting Director 
National Institute of Justice 
U.S. Departement of Justice

Mark H. Moore
Program in Criminal Justice Policy and Management 
John F. Kennedy School of Government 
Harvard University

[M]iddle managements today tend to be overstaffed to the 
point of obesity.... This slows the decision process to a 
crawl and makes the organization increasingly incapable
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Police and Communities:
the Quiet Revolution

By George L. Kelling

Introduction
A quiet revolution is reshaping American policing.

Police in dozens of communities are returning to foot 
patrol. In many communities, police are surveying citi­
zens to learn what they believe to be their most serious 
neighborhood problems. Many police departments are 
finding alternatives to rapidly responding to the majority 
of calls for service. Many departments are targeting re­
sources on citizen fear of crime by concentrating on dis­
order. Organizing citizens’ groups has become a priority 
in many departments. Increasingly, police departments 
are looking for means to evaluate themselves on their 
contribution to the quality of neighborhood life, not just 
crime statistics. Are such activities the business of polic­
ing? In a crescendo, police are answering yes.

True, such activities contrast with popular images of 
police: the “thin blue line” separating p undering villains 
from peaceful residents and storekeepers, and racing 
through city streets in high-powered cars with sirens wail­
ing and lights flashing. Yet, in city after city, a new 
vision of policing is taking hold of the imagination of 
progressive police and gratified citizens. Note the 1987 
report of the Philadelphia Task Force. Dismissing the 
notion of police as Philadelphia’s professional defense 
against crime, and its residents as passive recipients of 
police ministrations, the report affirms new police values:

Because the current strategy for policing Philadelphia 
emphasizes crime control and neglects the Depart­
ment’s need to be accountable to the public and for a 
partnership with it, the task force recommends: The 
police commissioner should formulate an explicit mis­
sion statement for the Department that will guide plan­
ning and operations toward a strategy of “community”

This is one in a series of reports originally developed with 
some of the leading figures in American policing during 
their periodic meetings at Harvard University’s John F. 
Kennedy School of Government. The reports are published 
so that Americans interested in the improvement and the 
future of policing can share in the information and perspec­
tives that were part of extensive debates at the School’s 
Executive Session on Policing.

The police chiefs, mayors, scholars, and others invited to 
the meetings have focused on the use and promise of such 
strategies as community-based and problem-oriented polic­
ing. The testing and adoption of these strategies by some 
police agencies signal important changes in the way Amer­
ican policing now does business. What these changes mean 
for the welfare of citizens and the fulfillment of the police 
mission in the next decades has been at the heart of the 
Kennedy School meetings and this series of papers.

We hope that through these publications police officials 
and other policymakers who affect the course of policing 
will debate and challenge their beliefs just as those of us 
in the Executive Session have done.

The Executive Session on Policing has been developed 
and administered by the Kennedy School’s Program in 
Criminal Justice Policy and Management and funded by 
the National Institute of Justice and private sources that in­
clude the Charles Stewart Mott and Guggenheim Foundations.

James K. Stewart 
Director
National Institute of Justice 
U.S. Department of Justice
Mark H. Moore 
Faculty Chairman
Program in Criminal Justice Policy and Management 
John F. Kennedy School of Government 
Harvard University
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Crime and Policing
By Mark H. Moore, Robert C. Trojanowlcz, and George L. Kelling

The core mission of the police is to control crime. No one 
disputes this. Indeed, professional crime fighting enjoys wide 
public support as the basic strategy of policing precisely be­
cause it embodies a deep commitment to this objective. In 
contrast, other proposed strategies such as problem-solving 
or community policing appear on the surface to blur this 
focus.' If these strategies were to leave the community more 
vulnerable to criminal victimization, they would be undesir­
able alternatives. In judging the value of alternative police 
strategies in controlling crime, however, one should not be 
misled by rhetoric or mere expressed commitment to the 
goal; one must keep one’s eye on demonstrated effectiveness 
in achieving the goal.

Professional crime-fighting now relies predominantly on 
three tactics: (1) motorized patrol; (2) rapid response to calls 
for service; and (3) retrospective investigation of crimes.^ 
Over the past few decades, police responsiveness has been 
enhanced by connecting police to citizens by telephones, 
radios, and cars, and by matching police officer schedules 
and locations to anticipated calls for service.^ The police 
focus on serious crime has also been sharpened by screening 
calls for service, targeting patrol, and developing forensic 
technology (e.g., automated fingerprint systems, computer­
ized criminal record files, etc.)."'

Although these tactics have scored their successes, they have 
been criticized within and outside policing for being reactive 
rather than proactive. Tliey have also been criticized for 
failing to prevent crime.^

Reactive tactics have some virtues, of course. The police go 
where crimes have occurred and when citizens have sum­
moned them; otherwise, they do not intrude. The police keep 
their distance from the community, and thereby retain their 
impartiality. They do not develop the sorts of relationships 
with citizens that could bias their responses to crime inci­
dents. These are virtues insofar as they protect citizens from 
an overly intrusive, too familiar police.

This is one in a series of reports originally developed with some 
of the leading figures in Arnerican piolicing during their 
periodic meetings at Harvard University's John F. Kennedy 
School of Government. The reports are published so that 
Americans interested in the improvement and the future of 
policing can share in the information and perspectives that were 
part of extensive debates at the School's Executive Session on 
Policing.

The police chiefs, mayors, scholars, and others invited to the 
meetings have focused on the use and promise of such 
strategies as community-based and problem-oriented policing. 
The testing and adoption of these strategies by some police 
agencies signal important changes in the way American 
policing now does business. What these changes mean for the 
welfare of citizens and the fulfillment of the police mission in 
the next decades has been at the heart of the Kennedy School 
meetings and this series of papers.

We hope that through these publications police officials and 
other policymakers who affect the course of policing will 
debate and challenge their beliefs just as those of us in the 
Executive Session have done.

The Executive Session on Policing has been developed and 
administered by the Kennedy School's Program in Criminal 
Justice Policy and Management and funded by the National 
Instimte of Justice and private sources that include the Charles 
Stewart Mott and Guggenheim Foundations.

James K. Stewart 
Director
National Institute of Justice 
U.S. Department of Justice

Mark H. Moore 
Faculty Chairman
Program in Criminal Justice Policy and Management 
John F. Kennedy School of Government 
Harvard University
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Crime and Policing
By Mark H. Moore, Robert C. Trojanowlcz, and George L. Kelling

The core mission of the police is to control crime. No one 
disputes this. Indeed, professional crime fighting enjoys wide 
public support as the basic strategy of policing precisely be­
cause it embodies a deep commitment to this objective. In 
contrast, other proposed strategies such as problem-solving 
or community policing appear on the surface to blur this 
focus.* If these strategies were to leave the community more 
vulnerable to criminal victimization, they would be undesir­
able alternatives. In judging the value of alternative police 
strategies in controlling crime, however, one should not be 
misled by rhetoric or mere expressed commitment to the 
goal; one must keep one’s eye on demonstrated effectiveness 
in achieving the goal.

Professional crime-fighting now relies predominantly on 
threie tactics: (1) motorized patrol; (2) rapid response to calls 
for service; and (3) retrospective investigation of crimes.^ 
Over the past few decades, police responsiveness has been 
enhanced by connecting police to citizens by telephones, 
radios, and cars, and by matching police officer schedules 
and locations to anticipated calls for service.^ The police 
focus on serious crime has also been sharpened by screening 
calls for service, targeting patrol, and developing forensic 
technology (e.g., automated fingerprint systems, computer­
ized crimineil record files, etc.).^

Although these tactics have scored their successes, they have 
been criticized within and outside policing for being reactive 
rather than proactive. They have also been criticized for 
failing to prevent crime.^

Reactive tactics have some virtues, of course. The police go 
where crimes have occurred and when citizens have sum­
moned them; otherwise, they do not intrude. The police keep 
their distance from the community, and thereby retain their 
impartiality. They do not develop the sorts of relationships 
with citizens that could bias their responses to crime inci­
dents. These are virtues insofar as they protect citizens from 
an overly intrusive, too familiar police.

This is one in a series of reports originally develop>ed with some 
of the leading figures in American policing during their 
periodic meetings at Harvard University's John F. Kennedy 
School of Government. The reports are published so that 
Americans interested in the improvement and the future of 
policing can share in the information and perspectives that were 
part of extensive debates at the School's Executive Session on 
Policing.

The police chiefs, mayors, scholars, and others invited to the 
meetings have focused on the use and promise of such 
strategies as community-based and problem-oriented policing. 
The testing and adoption of these strategies by some police 
agencies signal important changes in the way American 
policing now does business. What these changes mean for the 
welfare of citizens and the fulfillment of the police mission in 
the next decades has been at the heart of the Kennedy School 
meetings and this series of papers.

We hope that through these publications police officials and 
other policymakers who affect the course of policing will 
debate and challenge their beliefs just as those of us in the 
Executive Session have done.

The Executive Session on Policing has been developed and 
administered by the Keimedy School's Program in Criminal 
Justice Policy and Management and funded by the National 
Institute of Justice and private sources that include the Charles 
Stewart Mott and Guggenheim Foundations.

James K. Stewart 
Director
National Institute of Justice 
U.S. Department of Justice

Mark H. Moore 
Faculty Chairman
Program in Criminal Justice Policy and Management 
John F. Kennedy School of Government 
Harvard University
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Policing and the Fear of Crime
By Mark H. Moore and Robert C. Trojanowicz

When crimes occur—when a ghetto teenager is shot to death 
in a gang war, when an elderly woman is mugged for her 
social security check, when a nurse is raped in a hospital 
parking lot, when one driver is punched by another in a 
dispute over a parking place, when a black family’s new 
home is vandalized— society’s attention is naturally focused 
on the victims and their material losses. Their wounds, 
bruises, lost property, and inconvenience can be seen, 
touched, and counted. These are the concrete signs of 
criminal victimization.

Behind the immediate, concrete losses of crime victims, 
however, is a different, more abstract crime problem—that of 
fear. For victims, fear is often the largest and most enduring 
legacy of their victimization. The raped nurse will feel 
vulnerable long after her cuts and bruises heal. The harassed 
black family suffers far more from the fear of neighborhood 
hostility th^ the inconvenience of repairing their property.

For the rest of us—the not-recently, or not-yet victimized-
fear becomes a contagious agent spreading the injuriousness 
of criminal victimization. The gang member’s death makes 
parents despair of their children’s future. The mugging of the 
elderly woman teaches elderly residents to fear the streets 
and the teenagers who roam them. The fight over the parking 
place confirms the general fear of strangers. The harassment 
of the black family makes other minorities reluctant to claim 
their rights. In these ways, fear extends the damage of 
criminal victimization.

Of course, fear is not totally unproductive. It prompts caution 
among citizens and thereby reduces criminal opportunities. 
Too, it motivates citizens to shoulder some of the burdens of 
crime control by buying locks and dogs, thereby adding to 
general deterrence. And fear kindles enthusiasm for publicly 
supported crime control measures. Thus, reasonable fears, 
channeled in constructive directions, prepare society to deal 
with crime. It is only when fear is unreasonable, or generates

This is one in a series of reports originally developed with some 
of the leading figures in American policing during their 
periodic meetings at Harvard University's John F. Kennedy 
School of Government. The repwrts are published so that 
Americans interested in the imfyovement and the future of 
policing can share in the information and perspectives that were 
part of extensive debates at the School's Executive Session on 
Policing.

The police chiefs, mayors, scholars, and others invited to the 
meetings have focused on the use and promise of such 
strategies as community-based and problem-oriented policing. 
The testing and adoption of these strategies by some police 
agencies signal important changes in the way American 
policing now does business. What these changes mean for the 
welfare of citizens and the fulfillment of the police mission in 
the next decades has been at the heart of the Kennedy School 
meetings and this series of papiers.

We hope that through these publications police officials and 
other policymakers who affect the course of policing will 
debate and challenge their beliefs just as those of us in the 
Executive Session have done.

The Executive Session on Policing has been developed and 
administered by the Kennedy School's Program in Criminal 
Justice Policy and Management and funded by the National 
Institute of Justice and private sources that include the Charles 
Stewart Mott and Guggenheim Foundations.

James K. Stewart 
Director
National Institute of Justice 
U.S. Department of Justice

Mark H. Moore 
Faculty Chairman
Program in Criminal Justice Policy and Management 
John F. Kennedy School of Government 
Harvard University
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Police Accountability and
Community Policing

By George L. Kelling, Robert Wasserman, and Hubert Williams

The accountability of individual police officers is a 
fundamental issue for police executives. This is fitting: 
police officers are the public officials society has authorized, 
even obliged, to use force. Ensuring that police officers 
use that warrant equitably, legally, and economically on 
behalf of citizens is at the core of police administration.
The enduring concern of police executives to ensure 
accountability in American policing is a reflection of their 
professional commitment.

Not only is it fitting that a police executive give high priority 
to ensuring the accountability of police officers, it is essential 
to surviving as the leader of a police department. Police 
chiefs continually worry about abuse of authority: brutality; 
misuse of force, especially deadly force; over-enforcement 
of the law; bribery; manufacture of evidence in the name of 
efficiency or success; failure to apply the law because of 
personal interests; and discrimination against particular 
individuals or groups. These issues are grist for the mill of 
persistent and influential watchdog groups concerned about 
impartial enforcement under the law—the media, civil rights 
groups, and lawyers. Rising crime or fear of crime may be 
problematic for police administrators, but rarely does either 
threaten their survival. Scandals associated with abuse of 
authority, however, do jeopardize organizational stability 
and continuity of leadership.

As a consequence, it is not surprising that police leaders have 
developed organizational mechanisms of control that seek to 
ensure police accountability to both the law and the policies 
and procedures of police departments. This paper reviews the 
ways police administrators try to control the accountability 
of individual police officers and examines the relationship 
between accountability procedures and community policing.

This is one in a series of reports originally developed with 
some of the leading figures in American policing during their 
periodic meetings at Harvard University’s John F. Kennedy 
School of Government. The reports are published so that 
Americans interested in the improvement and the future of 
policing can share in the information and perspectives that 
were part of extensive debates at the School’s Executive 
Session on Policing.

The police chiefs, mayors, scholars, and others invited to the 
meetings have focused on the use and promise of such 
strategies as community-based and problem-oriented policing. 
The testing and adoption of these strategies by some police 
agencies signal important changes in the way American 
policing now does business. What these changes mean for the 
welfare of citizens and the fulfillment of the police mission in 
the next decades has been at the heart of the Kennedy School 
meetings and this series of papers.

We hope that through these publications police officials and 
other policymakers who affect the course of policing will 
debate and challenge their beliefs just as those of us in the 
Executive Session have done.

The Executive Session on Policing has been developed and 
administered by the Kennedy School’s Program in Criminal 
Justice Policy and Management and funded by the National 
Institute of Justice and private sources that include the Charles 
Stewart Mott and Guggenheim Foundations.

James K. Stewart 
Director
National Institute of Justice 
U.S. Department of Justice

Mark H. Moore 
Faculty Chairman
Program in Criminal Justice Policy and Management 
John F. Kennedy School of Government 
Harvard University
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Neighborhoods and Police:
The Maintenance of Civil Authority

By George L. Kelling and James K. Stewart

A cardinal tenet of community policing is that a new 
relationship between police and neighborhoods is required if 
the quality of residential and commercial life is to be 
protected or improved in cities. This assertion raises several 
questions. What are neighborhoods? Do they exist, or are 
they largely a concoction of nostalgic policymakers, police 
reformers, and revisionists who perpetuate ideals that may or 
may not have existed in the past, but certainly are outside of 
current urban experience? Assuming that neighborhoods 
exist, what should their relationship be with police? What 
opportunities are offered both to neighborhoods and to police 
by restructuring their relationship? How should police 
resolve the potential conflict between the rule of law and 
neighborhood standards of conduct which they might be 
asked to uphold?

This paper addresses these questions by focusing upon three 
aspects of neighborhoods: (1) the neighborhood as polity; (2) 
the ability of a neighborhood to defend itself against crime 
and disorder without eliminating civility and justice from 
social relations there; and (3) alternate visions of the role of 
municipal police in neighborhoods.

Neighborhood as polity

At a minimum, neighborhoods are places in which people 
live or work near each other, recognize their recurring 
proximity, and signal this recognition to each other.' As 
Suttles^ notes, residents of cities construct “cognitive maps” 
in which they allocate distinctive places as “theirs”—their 
neighborhood. Moreover, neighbors are not just the residents 
of a special geographical area but also include shopkeepers 
and their employees, other workers who frequent areas 
regularly (postal workers, for example), and even the 
homeless.^

This is one in a series of reports originally developed with 
some of the leading figures in American policing during their 
periodic meetings at Harvard University’s John F. Kennedy 
School of Government. The reports are published so that 
Americans interested in the improvement and the future of 
policing can share in the information and perspectives that 
were part of extensive debates at the School’s Executive 
Session on Policing.

The police chiefs, mayors, scholars, and others invited to the 
meetings have focused on the use and promise of such 
strategies as community-based and problem-oriented policing. 
The testing and adoption of these strategies by some police 
agencies signal important changes in the way American 
policing now does business. What these changes mean for the 
welfare of citizens and the fulfillment of the police mission in 
the next decades has been at the heart of the Kennedy School 
meetings and this series of papers.

We hope that through these publications police officials and 
other policymakers who affect the course of policing will 
debate and challenge their beliefs just as those of us in the 
Executive Session have done.

The Executive Session on Policing has been developed and 
administered by the Kennedy School’s Program in Criminal 
Justice Policy and Management and funded by the National 
Institute of Justice and private sources that include the Charles 
Stewart Mott and Guggenheim Foundations.

James K. Stewart 
Director
National Institute of Justice 
U.S. Department of Justice

Mark H. Moore 
Faculty Chairman
Program in Criminal Justice Policy and Management 
John F. Kennedy School of Government 
Harvard University
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The Police and Drugs
By Mark H. Moore and Mark A.R. Kleiman

Many urban communities are now besieged by illegal drugs. 
Fears of gang violence and muggings keep frightened 
residents at home. Even at home, citizens feel insecure, for 
drug-related break-ins and burglaries threaten. Open dealing 
on the street stirs the community’s fears for its children.

The police sometimes seem overwhelmed. Occasionally they 
are outgunned. More often, they are simply overmatched by 
the resilience of the drug commerce. Furthermore, their 
potential impact is neutralized by the incapacity of the courts 
and penal system to mete out deserved punishments.

Urgent problems and limited resources demand managerial 
thought for their resolution. Thus, police executives facing 
the drug problem might usefully consider four strategic 
questions:

• What goals might reasonably be set for drug
enforcement?

• What parts of the police department engage the drug
problem and to what effect?

• What role can citizens and community groups
usefully (and properly) play in coping with the
problem?

• What basic strategies might the police department
consider as alternative attacks on the problem?

The goals of drug enforcement
From a police chief’s perspective, the drug problem presents 
distinguishable threats to community security. Most pressing 
is the violence associated with street-level drug dealing—

This is one in a series of reports originally developed with 
some of the leading figures in American policing during their 
periodic meetings at Harvard University’s John F. Kennedy 
School of Government. The reports are published so that 
Americans interested in the improvement and the future of 
policing can share in the information and perspectives that 
were part of extensive debates at the School’s Executive 
Session on Policing.

The police chiefs, mayors, scholars, and others invited to the 
meetings have focused on the use and promise of such 
strategies as community-based and problem-oriented policing. 
The testing and adoption of these strategies by some police 
agencies signal important changes in the way American 
policing now does business. What these changes mean for the 
welfare of citizens and the fulfillment of the police mission in 
the next decades has been at the heart of the Kennedy School 
meetings and this series of papers.

We hope that through these publications police officials and 
other policymakers who affect the course of policing will 
debate and challenge their beliefs just as those of us in the 
Executive Session have done.

The Executive Session on Policing has been developed and 
administered by the Kennedy School’s Program in Criminal 
Justice Policy and Management and funded by the National 
Institute of Justice and private sources that include the Charles 
Stewart Mott and Guggenheim Foundations.

James K. Stewart 
Director
National Institute of Justice 
U.S. Department of Justice

Mark H. Moore 
Faculty Chairman
Program in Criminal Justice Policy and Management 
John F. Kennedy School of Government 
Harvard University
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Community Policing:
A Practical Guide for Police Officials

By Lee P. Brown

Like many other social institutions, American police depart­
ments are responding to rapid social change and emerging 
problems by rethinking their basic strategies. In response to 
problems such as crime, drugs, fear, and urban decay, the 
police have begun experimenting with new approaches to 
their tasks.

Among the most prominent new approaches is the concept of 
community policing. Viewed from one perspective, it is not a 
new concept; the principles can be traced back to some of 
policing's oldest traditions. More recently, some of the impor­
tant principles of community policing have been reflected in 
particular programs initiated in a variety of places within 
police departments.

What is new is the idea that community policing is not a 
particular program within a department, but instead should 
become the dominant philosophy throughout the department. 
Exactly what it means for community policing to become a 
department-wide philosophy and how a police executive can 
shift an organization from a more traditional philosophy to a 
community-policing philosophy has been unclear.

Our experience in Houston is beginning to clarify these 
issues! We are developing a clear, concrete picture of what it 
means to operate a police department committed to a philoso­
phy of community policing. We have also learned how to 
manage the process of evolution towards a philosophy of 
community policing. And we are learning how the basic 
administrative and managerial systems of the department

Author’s Note: Special thanks are expressed to Lt. Timothy N. 
Oettiheierfor his initial research, upon which this essay 
is based.

This is one in a series of reports originally developed with 
.some of the leading figures in American policing during their 
periodic meetings at Harvard University’s John F. Kennedy 
School of Government. The reports are published so that 
Americans interested in the improvement and the future of 
policing can share in the information and perspectives that 
were part of extensive debates at the School’s Executive 
Session on Policing.

The police chiefs, mayors, scholars, and others invited to the 
meetings have focu.sed on the use and promise of such 
strategies as community-based and problem-oriented policing. 
The testing and adoption of these strategies by some police 
agencies signal important changes in the way American 
policing now does business. What these changes mean for the 
welfare of citizens and the fulfillment of the police mission in 
the next decades has been at the heart of the Kennedy School 
meetings and this series of papers.

We hope that through the.se publications police officials and 
other policymakers who affect the course of policing will 
debate and challenge their beliefs just as those of us in the 
Executive Session have done.

The Executive Session on Policing has been developed and 
administered by the Kennedy School’s Program in Criminal 
Justice Policy and Management and funded by the National 
Institute of Ju.stice and private sources that include the Charles 
Stewart Mott and Guggenheim Foundations.

James K. Stewart 
Director
National Institute of Justice 
U.S. Department of Ju.stice

Mark H. Moore 
Faculty Chairman
Program in Criminal Justice Policy and Management 
John F. Kennedy School of Government 
Harvard University
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Research in Brief
Charles B. DeWitt, Director October 1992

State and Local Money Laundering
Control Strategies

by ClifTord Karchmer and Douglas Ruch

Money generated by narcotics trafficking 
and other profit-motivated crime in the 
United States is estimated at $300 billion 
annually. Although analysts have difficulty 
accurately counting well-hidden crime 
proceeds, the amounts are staggering. 
Moreover, the effects of “dirty money” on 
legitimate commerce are grave.

Convenience, relative anonymity, and 
universal acceptability make hard cash the 
preferred medium of exchange in illegal

transactions. Drug traffickers and other 
racketeers who accumulate large cash 
inventories face serious risks of confisca­
tion and punishment if considerable, unex­
plained cash hoards are discovered. For 
these criminals to fully benefit from their 
illicit activities, they must first convert 
those cash proceeds to an alternative me­
dium-—one that is both easier than cash to 
use in everyday commerce and that avoids 
pointing, even indirectly, to the illegal 
activity that generated it.

“Money laundering” is a term that de­
scribes the process of converting illegally 
earned assets, originating as cash, to one or 
more alternative forms to conceal such 
incriminating factors as illegal origin and 
true ownership. Recently, through heavy 
colloquial use, the term’s meaning has 
broadened to refer not only to individual 
acts of laundering, but also to many com­
plex steps of illegal asset conversion, be­
yond the basic exchange of cash, for less 
conspicuous and more socially acceptable 
methods of payment.

From the Director

In the past decade, drug trafficking and 
money laundering operations have become 
more profitable, more pervasive, and more 
sophisticated. Colombian drug cartels and 
other criminal organizations operate easily 
across international borders, forming joint 
ventures and limited partnerships among 
themselves and with other groups. They 
also have access to top legal and financial 
advisors.

In the United States, billions of dollars are 
“laundered” annually through complex illegal 
asset conversions. The presence of these 
sophisticated criminal activities has posed 
special problems for regulatory and criminal 
Justice agencies, especially State and local 
agencies, due to their limited resources, 
constraints of State law, and the cross- 
jurisdictional nature of these activities. To 
effectively meet the challenge of this power­
fully corrupt influence, it has become evident 
that all criminal justice agencies will need to 
increase their efforts to combat illegal finan­
cial activities.

A National Institute of Justice (NIJ) study 
revealed that most State and local law en­
forcement agencies already have sufficient 
legal jurisdiction to support a successful

money laundering enforcement program. The 
study concluded that identifying and cre­
atively using existing laws were more impor­
tant than creating an “omnibus” money 
laundering statute. However, agencies need 
to leam how to develop enforcement strate­
gies and detection techniques that creatively 
use existing laws. NIJ has begun a national 
assessment of money laundering patterns and 
strategies of regulation and control that will 
identify effective techniques for prevention, 
detection, investigation, and prosecution of 
these offenses.

This Research in Brief is intended to assist 
managers of State and local law enforcement 
agencies in developing an appropriate en­
forcement role. It includes an overview of the 
money laundering process, steps involved in 
laundering schemes, and issues to consider in 
developing investigative strategies. It dis­
cusses the role of white-collar professionals 
who engage in fraud through their manipula­
tion of financial, commercial, and legal 
procedures to conceal the origin or true 
ownership of the assets under their control. 
Strategies are outlined for developing money 
laundering intelligence programs and investi­
gative techniques.

The Federal Government has traditionally 
taken the lead in building financially oriented 
cases against laundering operations. How­
ever, given changes in State laws and State 
and local crime-fighting priorities, the time is 
ripe to expand the roles of State and local 
agencies in addressing money laundering. 
Because of the growth of money laundering 
activities. State and local agencies need to 
join the front-line forces to combat this na­
tionwide problem. In addition to arming 
themselves with aggressive enforcement 
programs and money laundering statutes, 
agencies can enhance their programs by 
continuing to work cooperatively with Fed­
eral agencies.

The National Institute of Justice is dedicated 
to supporting law enforcement investigations 
that have proven to be especially productive 
in identifying and incapacitating high-level 
operatives in money laundering and other 
financial crimes. It is essential that we main­
tain the integrity of our Nation’s commercial 
life.

Charles B. DeWitt 
Director
National Institute of Justice
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Promise Of Improved PubUc Safety
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^ lie time is ripe for change within
• policing, within government,

within our communities. Violent
crime rates are soaring. Inner
cities continue to deteriorate.

Suburbs, once havens from the harsh realities
of urban decay, can no longer claim that privi­
lege. And citizens in many areas of the country
are increasingly frustrated and in many cases
alienated from the poiice.

in the search for solutions, the concept of
community policing surfaces with ever more
regularity. There have been escalating demands
for change throughout the criminal justice sys­
tem. Nowhere within that system has the need
for a new approach been more apparent than
in iaw enforcement. In addition to calls for bet­
ter laws and tougher enforcement, have been
those for a different style of policing, one
focused on prevention as well as on apprehen­
sion. The clear winner thus far has been com­
munity poUcing.

But for all the recent attention given to the
concept—by academics, the media, politicians,
civic leaders—community policing is not a
proven panacea. Indeed, pobce experts say
that many questions remain not only about
how the community poUcing strategy will be
implemented on a grand scale, but also about
the expected results of such a program. This is
largely why the Bureau of Justice Assistance
(BJA) established the Community Policing
Consortium. Led in conjunction with BJA by
four national pobce organizations—the
International Association of Chiefs of Pobce,
the National Sheriffs’ Association, the Pobce
Executive Research Forum, and the Pobce
Foundation—the Consortium was estabbshed
to help the nation's pobce plan and unplement
community pobcing strategies in tlieir commu­
nities. Tlie passage of the 199‘i crime bib rein­
forces the federal government's commitment
to that change.

But it is the pobce who wUl be at the cut­
ting edge. They, in essence, are being cabed
upon to provide leadership m die quest to safe­
guard and revitabze our commurbties. So they

The community policing concept promotes increased citizen-officer contact. New strategies con­
tribute to public safety.

must ask the question, “What is commuruty
pobcing and what wib it do for my depanment
and the community it serves?”

Community pobcing is an evolutionary,
raUier than a revolutionary idea. Since the late
1970s, it has cropped up as a pobce strategy in
various ways, bi various places, under various
names, mcluding team pobcbig, prohlem-orient- 
ed pobcing, and community-oriented pobcing.
Wlibe programs, in most instances, could hardly
be cabed identical, they ab had one common ele­
ment. The pobce were supposed to get out of
then- patrol cars and bito their neighborhoods.
For decades prior, conventional wisdom had
held that omnipresent motor patrol would deter
crime. Research m the early 1970s proved that
assumption to be false.

It also showed empbicaby that there were
benefits to tumbig to a style of pobcbig rembbs- 
cent of that described by T.A. Critchley writbig

about the estabbshment of the London
Metropobtan Pobce in 1829. In A History of
Police in England and Wales, Critchley writes
that “From the start, the pobce was to be a homo­
geneous and democratic body, bi tune with the
people, belongbig to the people, and drawbig its
strength from the people.” England's Home
Secretary Robert Peel made certabi that the fol­
lowing would be included bi bistructions to the
new force: “It should be understood at the outset,
that the object to be attained is the prevention of
Clime. To this great end every effort of the jiolice
is to be duected. The security of person and
property and the preservation of a pobce estab- 
bsliment wUI thus be better effected than by tlie
detection and punishment of the offender after
he has succeeded in committing crime... ”

Research done on early community pobcbig
strategies clearly shows tliat they made residents

(Continued on page 2)
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Rural Crime and Rural Policing
by Ralph A. Weisheit, Ph.D., David N. Falcone, Ph.D., 

and L. Edward Wells, Ph.D

Police practices vary from one area to 
another, and studying the varieties of 
police behavior can yield important 
insights into the role of law enforcement 
officers in a community. Most studies of 
variations in police behavior have been 
conducted in urban settings. Neglecting 
rural policing and rural crime might be 
justifiable if there is nothing about polic­
ing, crime, or the community in rural 
environments that precludes directly 
applying knowledge from urban areas. It 
is evident, however, that rural environ­
ments are distinct from urban environ­
ments in ways that affect policing, crime, 
and public policy.

The following discussion examines what 
is known about rural crime, rural polic­
ing, and how they are shaped by the rural 
environment. It is obvious that rural 
policing is shaped by the nature of rural 
crime and the features that distinguish 
rural culture and rural life. Consequently, 
the discussion begins with a description 
of what is known about rural crime.

Rural crime
This section first examines rural versus 
urban crime patterns and then shifts to a 
description of patterns of rural crime.

Changes in rural crime are also consid­
ered, and they are followed by a discus­
sion of special issues and emerging 
problems.

Rural crime versus urban crime

Most research concludes that crime is 
less frequent in rural areas, and it is often 
speculated that greater informal controls 
in rural areas protect against high crime 
rates.' The belief that crime is less fre­
quent in rural areas is supported by re­
cent Uniform Crime Reports (UCR) data 
that present crime by type and popula­
tion group. Of particular interest is a
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The Police and Drugs
By Mark H. Moore and Mark A.R. Kleiman

Many urban communities are now besieged by illegal drugs. 
Fears of gang violence and muggings keep frightened 
residents at home. Even at home, citizens feel insecure, for 
drug-related break-ins and burglaries threaten. Open dealing 
on the street stirs the community’s fears for its children.

The police sometimes seem overwhelmed. Occasionally they 
are outgunned. More often, they are simply overmatched by 
the resilience of the drug commerce. Furthermore, their 
potential impact is neutralized by the incapacity of the courts 
and penal system to mete out deserved punishments.

Urgent problems and limited resources demand managerial 
thought for their resolution. Thus, police executives facing 
the drug problem might usefully consider four strategic 
questions:

• What goals might reasonably be set for drug 
enforcement?

• What parts of the police department engage the drug 
problem and to what effect?

• What role can citizens and community groups 
usefully (and properly) play in coping with the 
problem?

• What basic strategies might the police department 
consider as alternative attacks on the problem?

The goals of drug enforcement
From a police chief’s perspective, the drug problem presents 
distinguishable threats to community security. Most pressing 
is the violence associated with street-level drug dealing—

This is one in a series of reports originally developed with 
some of the leading figures in American policing during their 
periodic meetings at Harvard University’s John F. Kennedy 
School of Government. The reports are published so that 
Americans interested in the improvement and the future of 
policing can share in the information and perspectives that 
were part of extensive debates at the School’s Executive 
Session on Policing.

The police chiefs, mayors, scholars, and others invited to the 
meetings have focused on the use and promise of such 
strategies as community-based and problem-oriented policing. 
The testing and adoption of these strategies by some police 
agencies signal important changes in the way American 
policing now does business. What these changes mean for the 
welfare of citizens and the fulfillment of the police mission in 
the next decades has been at the heart of the Kennedy School 
meetings and this series of papers.

We hope that through these publications police officials and 
other policymakers who affect the course of policing will 
debate and challenge their beliefs just as those of us in the 
Executive Session have done.

The Executive Session on Policing has been developed and 
administered by the Kennedy School’s Program in Criminal 
Justice Policy and Management and funded by the National 
Institute of Justice and private sources that include the Charles 
Stewart Mott and Guggenheim Foundations.

James K. Stewart 
Director
National Institute of Justice 
U.S. Department of Justice

Mark H. Moore 
Faculty Chairman
Program in Criminal Justice Policy and Management 
John F. Kennedy School of Government 
Harvard University
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A LEMAS Report

Dn^ Enforcement by Police 

and Sheriffs' Departments, 1990
By Brian A. Reaves, Ph.D.

BJS Statistician

In 1990, about 9,300 local police depart­
ments and 2,500 sheriffs’ departments had 
primary responsibility for the enforcement of 
drug laws. Collectively, these agencies em­
ployed 466,000 full-time officers, 92% of all 
local police and sheriffs’ officers nationwide. 
In addition, 34 State police departments, 
employing 43,000 officers, had primary drug 
enforcement responsibilities.

This report presents information collected 
from State and local law enforcement 
agencies with primary drug enforcement 
responsibilities. It includes information on 
types of illegal drugs seized, operation of 
special drug units, multiagency task force 
participation, and receipts from drug asset 
forfeiture programs.

For all agencies the report also summarizes 
how drug testing policies apply to arrestees, 
applicants for sworn positions, and 
employees.

Major findings include the following;

• Among agencies with primary drug
enforcement responsibilities that served 
50,000 or more residents, over 90%
of the police departments and over 80% 
of the sheriffs’ departments operated 
special drug enforcement units.

• Nationwide, more than 16,000 local police
and sheriffs’ officers and over 2,000 State 
police officers were assigned full time to 
special drug units.

May 1992

Few issues are as important in law 
enforcement today as how governments 
at all levels respond to the challenge to 
rid our society of illicit drugs. This report 
is drawn from the second triennial sur­
vey conducted by the Law Enforcement 
Management and Administrative Statis­
tics program. The survey included new 
questions about drugs seized, drug 
enforcement techniques, and testing of 
arrestees and employees. State and 
local law enforcement agencies have 
provided a national understanding of the 
innovations in the fight against drugs — 
special drug enforcement units, 
interagency task forces, and drug asset 
forfeiture programs. We salute the 
departments in their cooperation with 
LEMAS and trust that this profile will 
prove valuable in their assessments 
and planning.

Steven D. Dillingham, Ph.D.
Director

• Half of local police and sheriffs’ depart­
ments with primary drug enforcement 
responsibilities were participating in a 
multiagency drug enforcement task force. 
These 6,500 agencies had assigned nearly 
10,000 officers full time to such task forces.

• Among departments with primary drug
enforcement responsibilities, over 90% of 
the police departments serving a population 
of 50,000 or more, and over 90% of the 
sheriffs’ departments senring 250,000 or 
more residents, received money or goods 
from a drug asset forfeiture program.

• Among the State police departments with
primary drug enforcement responsibilities, 
85% operated a special drug unit, 91% 
participated in a multiagency drug enforce­
ment task force, and 94% received money 
or goods from drug asset forfeitures.

• About 2 in 3 State police departments
and 2 in 5 local police and sheriffs’ depart­
ments reported that at least some of the 
persons they arrested were required to take 
a test for illegal drugs.

• A majority of State police departments
and local police departments senring a 
population of 25,000 or more required that 
all applicants for sworn positions take a test 
for illegal drugs.

• About 3% of local law enforcement
officers worked for agencies that had a 
mandatory drug testing program for regular 
field officers; 17% were employed by 
agencies that had a random selection 
testing program for officers.

• Nonprobationary officers could be
dismissed after one positive test in about 
two-thirds of locai police and sheriffs’ 
departments and in about three-fourths 
of State police departments. Nearly all 
departments had a policy specifying 
dismissal for two positive drug tests.

• Treatment alternatives were a part of the
drug testing policy for employees in about 
half of State and local police departments 
and two-fifths of sheriffs’ departments.
Such alternatives were generally limited to 
the first positive test results only.
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Local-level drug enforcement:
New strategies
by David W. Hayeslip, Jr.

Faced with growing drug-related 

violence, crime, and mounting public 
concern, police departments across the 
country are devising new approaches 
for combating drug dealing. The 
strategies include enlisting the support 
of community groups, seizing assets 
of both sellers and users, and cracking 
down on street sales.

The National Institute of Justice has 
begun to take a look at some of these 
new strategies. This article shares some 
preliminary information gathered in 
discussions with metropolitan police 
departments, and it concludes with 
questions that need to be answered 
concerning the impact of these 
approaches.

Public concern mounts
The magnitude of drug dealing activity 
has increased public pressure for police 
to take stronger action. A May 1988 
New York Times-CBS News Survey 
found that 16 percent of respondents 
considered drugs to be the Nation’s 
number one problem.' That is in sharp

David W. Hayeslip, Jr., Ph.D., is a visiting 
senior research associate with NIJ’s Office 
of Crime Prevention and Criminal Justice 
Research. He is on leave from the Univer­
sity of Baltimore where he is an assistant 
professor in the Department of Criminal 
Justice.

contrast to a 1985 Gallup Poll in which 
only 2 percent said drug abuse was 
number one.^

Police share the public’s concern. They 
are especially worried about the rise 
in cocaine use, particularly in its most 
potent form known as “crack” or 
“rock.” In many jurisdictions police 
report that crack has become the street 
drug of choice.

iiSS; '

Crack’s popularity is relatively new 
but has been building for several years. 
NIJ Drug Use Forecasting (DUF) tests 
have shown significant increases in 
cocaine use among arrestees in a 
number of major cities over a 3-year 
period.’ In Washington, D.C., cocaine 
use more than tripled.''

Crack is considered highly addictive.
It is also readily available, trafficked in 
the open, of high quality (not, signifi-
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Street enforcement strategies target locations where drug sales are likely to occur.
Such locations are frequently public places where the presence of bystanders lends cover 
to dealers’ operations.
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A LEMAS Report

State and Local Police
Departments, 1990

By Brian A. Reaves, Ph.D.
BJS Statistician

During 1990 nearly 17,000 publicly funded 
State and local law enforcement agencies 
were operating in the United States. This 
total included 49 general purpose State po­
lice departments and an estimated 12,288 
general purpose local police departments. 
The remainder were sheriffs' departments 
and special police departments.

In July 1990 the Law Enforcement Manage­
ment and Administrative Statistics (LEMAS) 
program of the Bureau of Justice Statistics 
(BJS) surveyed a nationally representative 
sample of law enforcement agencies. This 
report presents data from State and local 
police departments on expenditures, func­
tions, personnel, salaries, training and 
educational requirements, equipment, 
computerization, programs, and policies.

Major findings Include the following:

• During fiscal year 1990, local police
departments had operating expenditures 
of $20.6 billion and employed 460,000 
persons on a full-time basis. About 79% 
of these employees were sworn officers.

• The 49 primary State police departments
had operating expenditures of $3.7 billion 
and employed 77,000 persons full time,
68% of them sworn officers.

• Most tocal police departments were small,
with about half employing fewer than 10 
sworn officers. About 91% of local police 
departments employed fewer than 50 
officers, and 90% served a population
of less than 25,000.

February 1992

The Law Enforcement Management and 
Administrative Statistics (LEMAS) pro­
gram, begun In 1987, provides a detailed 
portrait of the Nation's law enforcement 
agencies — their sworn and civilian per- 
sonnei, hiring requirements, training, 
functions, expenditures, and equipment 
such as sidearms, body armor, and 
computers.

The findings of this Bulletin are based 
upon reports from State and local police 
departments that comprise over 60% of 
the agencies participating in LEMAS. A 
companion Bulletin on sheriffs' depart­
ments covers the same issues. We are 
confident that this information, which is 
collected only through exemplary cooper­
ation by law enforcement agencies.
Is of great value to policymakers and 
criminal justice officials.

Steven D. Dillingham, Ph.D.
Director

• Local police departments serving a popu­
lation of 1 million or more employed a fifth 
of all local police officers, and departments 
serving 100,000 or more residents 
employed half of all officers.

• Among sworn personnel in local police
departments 83.0% were white (non- 
Hispanic), 10.5% black (non-Hispanic), 
5.2% Hispanic, and 1.3% were members 
of other minority groups. About 8.1% 
were women.

• In State police departments, 87.1%
of the sworn employees were white (non- 
Hispanic), 7.5% black (non-Hispanic),
4.4% Hispanic, and 1 % were other 
minorities. About 4.6% were women.

• About 6% of local police departments
required new officer recruits to have at 
least some college education, including 
about 20% of departments serving a 
popuiation of 250,000 or more. About 18% 
of State poiice departments had such a 
requirement.

• Local police departments serving under
2,500 residents required an average of 
around 400 hours of training for new offi­
cers. Local police departments serving a 
popuiation of 100,000 or more and State 
poiice departments required an average 
of over 1,000 hours of training.

• Local police departments paid officers
an average starting salary of about 
$19,000, ranging from an average of 
$15,900 in the smallest jurisdictions to 
$26,600 in the largest, in State police 
departments, the average starting salary 
for new officer recruits was about $22,800.

• About 73% of local police departments,
employing 91% of all local police officers, 
authorized the use of one or more types 
of semiautomatic sidearms by their offi­
cers. About 80% of State police depart­
ments authorized such weapons.

• Approximately 24% of local police depart­
ments required all regular field and patrol 
officers to wear protective body armor while 
on duty. About 12% of State police depart­
ments had such a requirement.



Clinton Presidential Records 

Digital Records Marker

This is not a presidential record. This is used as an administrative 

marker by the William J. Clinton Presidential Library Staff.

This marker identifies the place of a publication.

Publications have not been scanned in their entirety for the purpose 

of digitization. To see the full publication please search online or 

visit the Clinton Presidential Library's Research Room.



U.S. Department of Justice
Office of Justice Programs 
Bureau of Justice Statistics

Bureau of Justice Statistics
Bulletin

Census of State and Local Law
Enforcement Agencies, 1992

By Brian A. Reaves, Ph.D.
BJS Statistician

in 1992 State and local governments 
funded 17,358 police and sheriffs' depart­
ments, including 12,502 general purpose 
local police departments, 3,086 sheriffs' 
departments, 49 primary State police 
departments, and 1,721 special police 
agencies. These agencies employed 
approximately 604,000 full-time sworn 
officers with general arrest powers and 
237,000 nonsworn civilian personnel.

Excluding officers in special police 
agencies, like those for airports, parks, 
transit systems, and universities, there 
were 22 full-time police and sheriffs' 
officers per 10,000 U.S. residents, a 
7% increase from 1986.

These findings resulted from a census 
of the Nation's police and sheriffs' 
departments conducted for the Bureau 
of Justice Statistics (BJS) in July 1992. 
Other findings include the following:

• General purpose local police depart­
ments employed 476,261 persons on a 
full-time basis, including 373,061 full-time 
sworn officers, 61.8% of all police and 
sheriffs' officers nationwide.

• About 39% of employees working for
sheriffs' departments nationwide were 
nonsworn civilian personnel, as were 22% 
of employees working for general purpose 
local police departments.

• Civilian employment in general purpose
police and sheriffs' departments grew 
27.5% from 1986 to 1992, about twice as 
much as that of sworn officers (13.4%).

Every 3 years, through the Law Enforce­
ment Management and Administrative 
Statistics (LEMAS) program, the Bureau 
of Justice Statistics provides the Nation a 
profile of State and local law enforcement 
agencies. The LEMAS program collects 
detailed information about staffing, 
resources, duties, and policies to 
describe the more than 17,000 agencies.

Beginning this month, law enforcement 
agencies complete their LEMAS 
questionnaires, and in the latter part of 
1994, we will publish highlights of what 
they report. To have a complete listing 
of agencies for selecting the LEMAS 
sample, BJS also sponsors the census 
reported in this Bulletin.

July 1993
The increasing number of employees of 
police and sheriffs' departments enumer­
ated in the 1986 and 1992 censuses 
varied by type of employee and agency. 
The count of civilian employees grew 
about twice as fast as that of sworn 
officers with arrest powers. Sheriffs' 
departments, usually responsible for 
operating local jails, had 28% more full­
time officers and 48% more full-time 
civilian employees in 1992 than in 1986.

We thank the agencies that cooperated 
in reporting these data. A fuller descrip­
tion of the criminal justice community is 
made possible through their participation 
in BJS law enforcement statistical 
programs.

Lawrence A. Greenfeld
Acting Director

• The total number of general purpose
police and sheriffs' employees increased 
by 17% from 1986 to 1992, including a 35% 
increase among sheriffs' departments.

• From 1986 to 1992, the number of gener­
al purpose police and sheriffs' officers per 
10,000 U.S. residents increased by 7.2%, 
from 20.6 to 22.0. This included 3.5% 
more police officers and 21.2% more 
sheriffs' officers per 10,000 residents.

• Overall, there were 24 police and sheriffs'
officers per 10,000 U.S. residents in 1992. 
This total included 15 local police officers,
5 sheriffs' officers, 2 State police officers, 
and 2 special police officers.

. Pennsylvania had the highest number 
of general purpose local police depart­
ments (1,049), while Texas had the most 
sheriffs' departments (255).

• Police and sheriffs' departments in
California employed slightly over 100,000 
full-time personnel, more than any other 
State. The State of New York had the most 
full-time sworn officers, about 68,000.

• There were 38 full-time State and local
sworn officers for every 10,000 residents 
in the State of New York. This was more 
than any other State, excluding the District 
of Columbia. West Virginia had the lowest 
number of State and local officers per 
10,000 residents of any State (14).



CONTROLLING DRUG USE AND CRIME BY DRUG-INVOLVED OFFENDERS: 

DRUG TESTING AND TREATMENT IN THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM

Jenny W. Rudolph 
Research Assistant

and

Mark A.R. Kleiman 
Lecturer in Public Policy

Program in Criminal Justice Policy and Management 
John F. Kennedy School of Government 

Harvard University

April 21,1992
V)



WHY DRUG TESTING?

The United States has a national substance abuse problem, a national drug dealing

problem, and a national crime problem, all linked. Over the last several years successful

efforts have been implemented to reduce casual drug use. However, the damage done by

drug abuse, drug dealing, and associated crime has not fallen as quickly as the number of

casual users. A relatively small number of heavy drug users are responsible for most drug

use and most drug-related crime, and the number of heavy users has not been decreasing.

Heavy users are slow to respond to most current approaches to dealing with drug

abuse. These "hard-core" users are difficult targets for school, community, and mass media

demand-reduction programs due to their firmly held attitudes and opinions about drug use

and their skepticism about official messages. Their drug use is resistant to enforcement

efforts because their demand tends to be inelastic to price and because they are less likely

than casual users to be deterred by user-directed enforcement or to be cut off from drug

supplies by the shrinkage of street markets. Treatment works only for those who can be

persuaded or coerced into undergoing it. This leaves government agencies somewhat

baffled about how to reduce drug abuse by heavy users.

Many heavy drug users, especially users of cocaine, heroin, and amphetamines, are

also highly active criminals: muggers, burglars, and drug dealers. If they are convicted and

sentenced, they become subject to supervision under probation or parole. This gives the

criminal justice system potential for substantial leverage over offenders’ drug use. This

leverage can best be used by requiring those arrested for drug-related offenses to submit to

drug testing,^ go into -treatment, or both.

Under probation or parole the criminal justice system has a unique opportunity to

require changes in offenders’ drug-using behavior. Those on probation and parole may be

required to observe personal curfews, may be prohibited from appearing in certain

1



locations, and may be required to present themselves for random drug testing. A dirty test 

may be stipulated to be a violation of probation or parole conditions, giving supervisory 

officers significant powers to sanction those who do not abstain from drugs and to reward 

those who do. "The goal of such a program is to convince most offenders that continued 

drug use is simply more trouble than it is worth (Kleiman, 1992, p.l95).

Drug testing in the criminal justice system usually relies on the analysis of urine 

samples. The samples can be analyzed for a broad array of drugs. Drug testing equipment 

irigluding everything from chemical reagents to computers that analyze and print out test 

results now can be bought or leased for in-house use. Most suppliers of drug testing 

equipment also provide training to civilian staff to administer and analyze the tests.

Offender drug testing has the potential for far-reaching impart as a demand- 

reduction program, a supply-reduction program (because it removes some retail dealers), 

and a crime-control program. Drug testing can affect both property crime by users and 

violence associated with the drug markets (by shrinking volume). Its major disadvantages 

are the fiscal strains it may impose on state and local governments, its immediate drain on 

scarce confinement capacity, and its reliance on the administrative capacity of probation 

and parole systems.

CONSIDERATIONS IN DESIGNING AN OFFENDER DRUG TESTING AND 
TREATMENT PROGRAM

To ask whether offender drug testing (or any other program) is a useful type of 

program per se is unlikely to generate a useful answer. One has to look at a specific 

program in a specific setting to gauge its value. There-are several Important variables, 

likely to be different for every program and program setting, that must be explored. The 

program design of choice will not be the same for each locality.



To design a successful drug testing program for offenders, policymakers will want to

determine the level of inputs likely to maximize the program’s success and the factors likely

to constrain it. For example, testing must be backed up by sanctions, one of which is jail

time. The testing program can break down entirely if jail space is insufficient. Other

questions that should be explored are:

- Which offenders should be tested?
- How long should they be in the testing program?
- How frequently should they be tested?
- What sanctions should be used?
- Should treatment be offered? Should it be required?
- Which drugs should we test for?

Determining what resources and which offenders to put into a drug testing and/or

treatment program will depend a great deal on the program’s specific objectives. Whether

the program is meant to reduce street drug markets or meant to get drug-involved juveniles

"back on track" will determine which program elements make the most sense.

What Drugs Do We Test For?

If the objective of the drug testing program is to reduce street drug markets and the

crime and violence associated with them, one would want to know which drugs are most

closely associated with these activities. Cocaine, heroin, and amphetamines are good

candidates for drug testing in this case. It is not certain that meam^ngfiri gains wflTbe made

by cracking down or marijuana, percodan, or valium. If, on the other hand, the objective is

to help drug-involved juveniles to straighten out, marijuana (and alcohol, if possible) would

be useful to detect.

Focusing on specific drugs, rather than testing for many, makes sense when

confinement space^and funds for-testing expenses are limited.

Who Should Be Put in the Program?

If reducing the size of street drug markets and associated crime and violence is still

the program objective, we want violent drug users who are committing crimes to stop.



Again, cocaine, heroin, amphetamine, and barbiturate users are good candidates for the 

program.

How Many People Should Be Put in the Program?

No more than we can sanction effectively. Research and common sense agree that 

weak program sanctions lead to weak program outcomes. It may be best to start with a 

small number of offenders that the system can effectively sanction. The deterrent effect of 

the program and its reputation with participants rest entirely on sanctions’ being swift and 

certain.

What Should the Testing and Sanction Schedule Be?

The frequency of urine screening will depend to some degree on participants’ 

tendency to "test" the system. People should be screened frequently enough to force them 

to stay clean, but not so frequently that the system is overburdened.

It is clear that immediate, certain, and small sanctions (e.g., increased testing 

frequency, one-to-four-week jail terms) are much more effective than large, slow, and 

uncertain ones. A swift sanctioning process is best supported by a system of administrative 

hearings (with predetermined sanctions for each type of violation) rather than judicial 

hearings that can be slow and inconsistent.

Should Treatment Be Offered? Should It Be Required?

To determine the efficacy of treatment in an offender drug testing program, it is 

helpful to compare its costs (staff time, taking treatment slots away from others, problems 

for the treatment system of dealing with people who may be there involuntarily) with the 

benefits (reduced drug use, reduced number of dirty drug tests and other probation/parole 

violations, enhanced social functioning). Drug testing and drug treatment may be 

complementary programs that compete for the same resources. Whether it is more 

effective to use both together or testing alone can best be determined by experiment.



SAMPLE DRUG TESTING PROGRAM: STEPS, COSTS, AND BENEFITS

Steps and Costs

A post-conviction drug testing program would include the following elements:

1. Screening at arrest

Screen all (or some, depending on available resources) arrestees facing felony

charges of property crime, violent crime, or drug dealing for the presence of heroin,

cocaine, or amphetamines.

Unit cost: Approximately $15 per test.

2. Imposing abstinence and testing requirement

For those convicted, require drug abstinence verified by random testing for a certain

period of years (in addition to any period of confinement).

Cost: Additional probation or parole staff reflecting longer periods of supervision.

3. Randomizing testing schedules

Each offender calls a specified phone number each morning to see if he/she must

come in that day for a urine test. If the offender is scheduled for that day, he/she has two

hours to report in and give a specimen.

Cost: Automated or staffed telephone line.

4. Administering tests

Testing is performed on a while-you-wait basis. If the test is dirty the offender does

not go home.

Costs: Equipment
Staff
Chemical reagents
Sites

J. Sanctioning violations

An offender who misses a test or tests positive is subject to automatic, immediate,

and progressively tougher sanctions. For a first violation, offenders may be tested more



frequently. For a second, they go to jail for two days. A third offense incurs one week in 

jail. A fourth offense incurs two weeks in jail. A fifth offense incurs four weeks in jail, etc.

Costs: Confirmation testing, confinement costs.

6. Offering treatment
Formal drug treatment is not an essential component of the program; the threat of 

sanctions, even without therapy, reduces drug use by some offenders. But the offer of 

treatment in various forms will increase compliance and reduce sanctioning costs and the 

size of the confined population.

Cost: Varies with treatment modality.

Benefits

There is evidence that drug testing accompanied by a credible threat of more 

extreme sanctions has a significant deterrent effect on the drug use of criminally-involved 

drug users (Kleiman et al. 1990). The likely benefits of a successful drug testing program 

include reduced crime, crime victimization, fear, and neighborhood disorder. Drug use is 

likely to go down, leading to fewer drug markets, fewer kids pulled off legitimate job tracks, 

and better health, social, and job functioning of participants. As crime and neighborhood 

disorder decrease, economic activity is likely to increase.

Drug use, dealing, and drug-related crime translate into costs for local government 

in the form of social and emergency services and criminal justice activities. Some of the 

costs that are likely to decline with an effective drug testing program are: arrests, court 

time, prison and jail time, and health care utilization including Medicaid and unpaid care 

in public facilities, drug treatment, emergency calls for service. If the program reduces 

crime and increases legitimate economic activity, there will be additional benefits to local 

government in the form of tax revenues, decreased social service spending, etc.



CONCLUSION

Drug testing for drug-involved offenders is a useful way to address the important

problem of drug use and crime by hard-core drug users. It is a program whose costs are

small compared to its potential benefits. This program looks about as much like a "star"

program as one is likely to find.

However, like any drug control program, it must be designed specifically to fit the

imperatives of its context. It must be tested; but even if it proves useful, we still will know

only whether it worked in one specific area, with one specific administration and one

specific offender population.
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