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Abstract

Objectives Systematically review and synthesize the existing research on community-
oriented policing to identify its effects on crime, disorder, fear, citizen satisfaction, and
police legitimacy.

Methods We searched a broad range of databases, websites, and journals to identify
cligible studies that measured pre-post changes in outcomes in treatment and compar-
ison arcas following the implementation of policing strategics that involved community
collaboration or consultation. We identified 25 reports containing 65 independent tests
of community-oriented policing, most of which were conducted in neighborhoods in
the United States. Thirty-seven of these comparisons were included in a meta-analysis.
Results Our findings suggest that community-oriented policing strategies have positive
effects on citizen satisfaction, perceptions of disorder, and police legitimacy, but limited
effects on crime and fear of crime.

Conclusions Our review provides important evidence for the benefits of community
policing for improving perceptions of the police, although our findings overall are
ambiguous. The challenges we faced in conducting this review highlight a need for
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further research and theory development around community policing. In particular,
there is a need to explicate and test a logic model that explains how short-term benefits
of community policing, like improved citizen satisfaction, relate to longer-term crime
prevention effects, and to identify the policing strategies that benefit most from
community participation.

Keywords Community policing - Crime prevention - Evaluation rescarch -
Legitimacy - Meta-analysis - Problem solving - Systematic review

Introduction

Community-oriented policing (COP) is a philosophy of policing that emphasizes
community involvement in crime prevention cfforts, in contrast to the focus of tradi-
tional policing on law enforcement and order maintenance. Previous narrative revicws
have found limited effects of COP on reducing crime, but suggest that it may have
benefits for other outcomes, including citizen satisfaction and trust in the police
(Sherman and Eck 2002; Skogan and Frydl 2004; Weisburd and Eck 2004). There
are a number of challenges in assessing the effectiveness of COP, including a broad
interpretation of its scope and, subsequently, substantial heterogeneity in the types of
strategies that are classified as COP, and the lack of a clear logic model or accepted
structure for implementation. We therefore conducted a systematic review to attempt to
identify and synthesize the various approaches that have been classified as COP.

This study sought to investigate the extent to which community-oriented policing
impacts crime, disorder, fear of crime, citizen satisfaction with police, and police
legitimacy, as well as identify the most effective strategies police can use in collabo-
ration with the community to prevent crime. Our results reinforee earlier recognition of
the benefits of community policing for increasing citizen satisfaction and trust in the
police. Community policing strategies arc also associated with a significant reduction in
citizens’ perceptions of disorder. In line with other reviews, we do not find an overall
significant cffect on crime, and COP does not appear to reduce fear of crime.
Identifying the specific components that are implemented in collaboration with the
community, such as problem solving, may be key to refining COP as an intervention
and assessing its cffectiveness. We begin with a review of the prior literature on
community-oricnted policing and some of the challenges of conceptualizing and
measuring COP interventions, before discussing the systematic review and meta-
analysis methodology and results. We conclude with a discussion of the implications
of our findings for future rescarch and the refinement of the community-oriented
policing model.

Background
Community-oriented policing (COP) is a law enforcement philosophy comprising three
key components: community partnerships, organizational transformation, and problem

solving (Office of Community Oriented Policing Services 2012; Skogan 2006a). COP
is based on the premise that the police are not limited to traditional law enforcement
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powers in carrying out their work, and should draw on community involvement and
input to define, prioritize, and address crime problems (Weisburd and McElroy 1988).
This approach requires the traditional hierarchy of the police department to be *flat-
tened’ in order to delegate decision making to the frontline officers who directly engage
the community (Cordner 1999; Office of Community Oriented Policing Services 2012;
Trojanowicz et al. 1998; Weisburd et al. 2003a). Thus, COP is not simply about
improving relationships between police and citizens. It is also a problem-solving
process that draws upon citizens™ expertise in identifying and understanding the social
issues that create crime, disorder, and fear (Trojanowicz et al. 1998). Community
members and the police officers who serve them, as well as the police organization
more broadly, are therefore the *co-producers’ of public safety. In this way, COP is
distinct from problem-oriented policing (POP; see Clarke 2002; Goldstein 1990; Scott
2000; Weisburd et al. 2010). The primary focus of POP is to find cffective solutions to
problems, which may or may not involve the community, while problem solving within
the COP tramework emphasizes community outreach and engagement and does not
necessarily rely on thorough problem analysis approaches such as the SARA model.

COP is one of several policing innovations that became widely adopted in the 1990s
after several decades of dissatisfaction with ‘standard™ police practices. Traditional
policing approaches in the United States, also described as the *professional model of
policing,” have consisted of generic, reactive strategies to prevent or respond to crime
(e.g., Weisburd and Eck 2004). These strategies largely emphasize inputs and outputs
(for example, resource management and meeting targets) rather than longer-term
outcomes like effectiveness, legitimacy of the police, and citizen satisfaction.
Standard policing can also be insular, relying heavily on traditional law enforcement
powers with very little input from or collaboration with non-police institutions and the
community.

During the 1970s, rising crime and challenges to the cffectiveness of a broad
range of criminal justice practices (e.g., Martinson 1974) led to criticisms of the
standard model of policing. The criminal justice system more generally had been
criticized as being out of touch with and unsupported by the communities it served
(sce, e.g.. the recommendations of the President’s Commission on Law Enforcement
and Criminal Justice 1967). Around the same time, scveral high-profile research
studies suggested that two key clements of the standard model of policing, preventive
patrol and rapid response, had little impact on crime rates (Kelling et al. 1974;
Spelman and Brown 1984; sec also Weisburd and Braga 2006). Much as Martinson’s
findings about the limitations of rescarch on rchabilitation led to “nothing works™
becoming the defining characteristic of the entire ficld, these studies raised questions
about the effectiveness of the police in general. By the 1990s, many scholars believed
that the police could do little to impact crime (c.g.. Bayley 1994; Goldstein 1990;
Gottfredson and Hirschi 1990).

This “crisis” in American policing arguably provided the foundation for the changes
and innovations that led to developments such as COP (Weisburd and Braga 2006).
Community-oriented policing recognized what scholars had begun to discover in
observational studies (e.g., Reiss 1971), that much of the police role did not involve
crime fighting. Rather, police work involved order maintenance, service provision,
reduction of fear, and conflict resolution (Kelling and Moore 1988: Skogan and Frydl
2004; Skogan and Hartnett 1997; Weisburd and Braga 2006). Community-oriented
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policing advocates brought to the fore aspects of policing that had been deemphasized
through the characterization of the police solely as crime fighters. They also responded
to the crisis in community support and legitimacy of policing at the time by placing the
community as central to the police task, recognizing the community in a broad sense as
the foundation of social institutions like the police and criminal justice system
(Sherman 1997a).

COP has become extremely popular, particularly in the United States but also in
other European countries (notably the United Kingdom) and Australia. In the U.S.,
Skogan and Frydl (2004: 232) report a major investment in COP by police agencies and
communities in the two decades prior to their review (see also Skogan 2006a; Weisburd
and Eck 2004). In a 1997 Police Foundation survey, all police departments in U.S.
municipalities with populations greater than 100,000 who responded reported that they
had adopted COP, with 85 % of the total sample claiming that they had adopted or
planned to adopt it (Skogan 2004). Similarly, in a later survey, over 90 % of police
departments in large urban arcas indicated that they employed fully trained community-
oriented policing officers (Hickman and Reaves 2001; sec also Mastrofski et al. 2007).
Much of this popularity in the United States was driven by the creation of the COPS
Office (the U.S. Department of Justice’s Office of Community Oriented Policing
Services) in 1994, The COPS Office has provided significant funding to encourage
agencies to implement COP. However, more recently, there has been an overall decline
in the percentage of departments using full-time community-oriented policing officers.
This drop-off has been most pronounced in smaller departments serving populations of
less than 50,000 (Reaves 2010). In the United States at least, the impact of the
economic downturn on the budgets of police departments and federal agencies may
be partly responsible for the lower levels of investment compared to a decade ago, but
some more fundamental challenges with the implementation of COP may also have
played a role.

Stone and Travis (2011) suggest that COP has lost some of its momentum because
some police departments felt unsure of what to ask of communities and felt the
“transformative” power of the program did not live up to expectations. Mastrofski
et al. (2007), in a national survey of U.S. police lcaders, found that over half of
respondents found obtaining sufficient resources to “do |[community-oricnted policing |
right” very or extremely challenging, and over 40 % found it difficult to obtain the
support of frontline officers for COP activitics (sce also Skogan and Hartnett 1997).
The challenge may lic in the fact that, unlike other police innovations like hot spots or
problem-oriented policing, COP is a philosophy or guiding framework for
implementing strategics, and not a stratcgy in itself. Trojanowicz et al. (1998), in a
revised edition of their seminal book on community-oriented policing, state that
“|lc]Jommunity policing is not just a tactic that can be applied to solve a particular
problem, one that can be abandoned once the goal is achieved.” Weisburd et al. (2003b)
also suggest that COP’s demand for decentralization presented a threat to the traditional
military model of policing, which may have led police to look to other innovations such
as Compstat.

Furthermore, there are no specific criteria for implementing COP because the
mission of each police department is assumed to be guided by the community it serves
(Morabito 2010). Thus, the organizational transformation element of COP is crucial.
Yet, it appears that few police departments that claim to be ‘doing COP’ have
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implemented all three key components (Morabito 2010; Trojanowicz et al. 1998). COP
is often introduced at the unit level, as a set of tactics employed by individual police
officers, in specific beat areas, or by specialized teams (e.g., Weisburd et al. 1988). A
diverse range of strategies have been employed under the auspices of COP over the past
few decades—and have fallen in and out of favor as community-oriented strategies
during that ime—including problem-oriented policing (which, as we note above, does
not necessarily require community collaboration), foot patrol, newsletters, door-to-door
surveys, education programs in schools, neighborhood watch, and multi-agency part-
nerships with municipal organizations and community members (Mastrofski et al.
1995; Skogan 2006b; Weisburd and Eck 2004).

Mastrofski et al. (2007: 224) note that the resulting heterogeneity renders the COP
approach “vague and difficult to execute,” and that many of these tactics have not been
rigorously tested (scec also Eck and Rosenbaum 1994; Skogan and Frydl 2004).
Weisburd and Eck (2004) found in a narrative review ot community-oriented policing
studies that the different stratcgies appear to have variable effects on crime. For
example, community meectings, foot patrol, and providing information about crime
prevention to the public had little effect on crime, while door-to-door visits reduced
crime and fear of crime, and general improvements in police-community interactions
also reduced fear and concern about crime.

The outcomes of COP programs may also have proved disappointing because there
is no clear theory of change linking police—community collaboration to reduced crime.
While crime reduction is now a desired goal of COP, it was not a key reason for the
adoption of community-oriented policing (Skogan 2006a)—as discussed above, COP
emerged from a desire to broaden the mandate of the police at a time when their
effectiveness at controlling crime was in doubt. Community-oriented policing identi-
fied a host of roles for the police beyond crime fighting, including reducing fear,
responding to social and physical disorder in the community, and forging positive
relationships with residents to enhance police legitimacy, while rejecting law enforce-
ment as the “core function™ of police (Mastrofski et al. 1995). Crime control as a key
outcome measure of COP interventions most likely arose from the growth of
community-oriented policing in the 1990s, when the COPS Office spurred the devel-
opment of programs that treated crime as a key issue (sce also Klockars 1985). Skogan
(2006a) notes that government agencics arc concerned with crime control and want
COP to be one tool for that purpose, but no police department likely adopted COP as
the primary mcthod of reducing crime and disorder. This may explain why prior
narrative reviews (e.g., Sherman and Eck 2002; Skogan and Frydl 2004; Weisburd
and Eck 2004) suggest that, despite the massive investment in COP, its impact on crime
has been somewhat limited.

On the other hand, COP may have a positive impact on non-crime control outcomes
related to community relations and trust in the police. such as fear of crime, legitimacy,
and satisfaction with policing. The community-oriented approach, which promotes
positive relationships and collaboration between police and citizens over police impo-
sition of enforcement and control over citizens, may foster procedural justice (fair,
consistent, respectful, and accountable policing), enhanced trust in police, and higher
citizen ratings of their performance. Given that citizens who trust and accept the
authority of the police are more likely to obey the law (Sunshine and Tyler 2003;
Tyler 1990), citizens’ perceptions of legitimacy and police effectiveness may be
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important antecedents to crime control. Some recent research (e.g., Jackson and
Sunshine 2007; Kochel 2012; Wells et al. 2006) also suggests that residents” assess-
ments of the effectiveness and quality of policing and the behavior of police are related
to collective efficacy—the “willingness |of residents] to intervene for the common
good” (Sampson et al. 1997: 919)}—which may in itself be a precursor to crime control
(e.g., Weisburd et al. 2012).

The diversity of approaches to community-oriented policing reflects the substantial
heterogeneity found across ‘community crime prevention’ programs in general (Gill
2014). Consistent with the broader body of research in this area (Welsh and Hoshi
2006), few studies of community-oriented policing programs explicitly define “the
community.” It is usually assumed to mean the general population of the target area, but
the definition and role of the community in crime prevention varies depending on the
context. Gill (2014) notes that “community’” may refer to a physical setting, such as a
neighborhood or other arca with administrative or informal boundaries, at which
interventions are targeted; a more abstract concept of place or belonging such as *social
fabric,” shared culture, or support networks; or the actual people within a place who can
be mobilized in crime prevention efforts. Even this last more concrete definition poses
challenges: even at the micro-geographic level, there may be multiple ‘communities’
delincated by cultural or socio-demographic factors, roles and use of space (e.g.,
business owners vs. residents, night vs. daytime economy), behavioral norms, and so
on. Community engagement in crime prevention may be active or passive, direct or
indirect.

The potential for these different definitions to influence the effectiveness of com-
munity crime prevention programs has not been studied. Furthermore, the vague
definition of community found in the COP literature may dilute the ability of these
studies to identity effects, particularly since the community is supposed to drive COP
goals. In general, the literature on evidence-based crime prevention, whether in the
context of policing high-crime places, or individual offender treatment, suggests that
highly focused interventions targeted at specific populations and risk factors produce
the most consistent reductions in crime (e.g., Andrews ct al. 1990; Lowenkamp et al.
2006; Lum et al. 2011; Weisburd and Eck 2004).

Community-oriented policing, as it is done in practice, clearly faces a number of
definitional and implementation challenges. As Weisburd and Eck (2004) note, it is
surprising that there has been so little systematic study of such a widely-implemented
policy that has been popular enough to have an entire federal agency created to provide
it with resources. This may be explained by the lack of fidelity to the *ideal” model of
COP and the resulting morass of stratcgics that have come to define the approach; the
lack of clarity around implementation and intended goals of COP; and the lack of
definition of ‘community.” We believe a systematic review and assessment of the
existing evaluation research on community-oriented policing can help to make sense
of some of this confusion.

We recognize at the outset that very few studies have examined ‘model” COP
programs in which a set of problem-solving strategies have evolved from a philosoph-
ical shift in departmental priorities toward community-oriented goals, and that most
police departments have only adopted “the language of community-oriented policing”
(Trojanowicz et al. 1998: 2). Thus, our goal is to evaluate COP as it has come to be
understood in practice, rather than the theoretical ideal, in order to bring together a
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“fractured” literature' and understand the circumstances under which COP approaches
might be effective. Ultimately, this may help refine the approach and enhance fidelity to
the philosophical model. Our objective is to synthesize the published and unpublished
literature on the effectiveness of the various strategies and policies collectively termed
‘community-oriented policing” in an effort to answer the following research questions:

I. To what extent do community-oriented policing strategies reduce crime and
disorder in the target arcas?

2. To what extent do community-oriented policing strategies reduce fear of crime and
improve citizen satisfaction with police and perceived legitimacy of the police?

3. Do the effects of community-oriented policing vary according to the particular
strategy/combination of strategies used?

Methods
Inclusion criteria
The following criteria were developed to identify studies for inclusion in the review:

. The study must evaluate a policing strategy that involved, at minimum, some
type of consultation or collaboration between the police and local citizens for
the purpose of defining, prioritizing, and/or solving problems (e.g., door-to-
door visits by officers, providing information to the community, setting up a
local police substation, or developing a crime prevention partnership).
Interventions that also involved problem solving and/or organizational change
in the police department (e.g., decentralization, streamlining of management,
increased responsibility at street level, or community-oriented training and
recruitment policies), which are closer to accepted definitions of COP (Skogan
2006a), are included. As discussed above, we recognize that this criterion
dilutes the accepted definition of the community-oriented policing model, but
our aim is to identify the broader range of approaches that have been imple-
mented within a community collaboration framework. Studies related to COP
but not involving a dircct program evaluation (for example, an assessment of
the impact of federal funding for hiring of community police officers on
crime) were not cligible.

2. The study design must be a quantitative analysis including a control or comparison
group and both pre- and post- (or pre- and during-) intervention mecasures of
outcomes, such as a randomized controlled trial or quasi-experiment.
Comparison arcas may receive “policing as usual,’ the precise definition of which
varies by study, or another policing intervention that does not include a community
consultation element. Time series studies where outcomes are measured multiple
times before and after the intervention, with adjustment for secular trends, are also
eligible. Simple pre—post studies are excluded due to the risk of historical bias with
such studies.

! We thank an anonymous peer reviewer for this useful description.

@ Springer

https://www .researchgate.net/publication/272011608_Community-oriented policing_to_reduce _crime_disorder_and fear_and_increase_satisfaction_and _legiti... 7/30



1/6/2016

https://www .researchgate.net/publication/272011608_Community-oriented policing_to_reduce _crime_disorder_and_fear_and_increase_satisfaction_and_legiti...

PDF js viewer

C. Gill et al.

3. For official crime outcomes, the unit of analysis of the study must be a police
jurisdiction or arca within the jurisdiction, such as a community, neighborhood,
precinct, beat, or ‘micro-geographic’ area such as a street segment (Weisburd et al.
2012). For outcomes involving citizen perceptions, such as fear of crime or
satisfaction with police, individual citizens living within target and comparison
areas are the unit of analysis.

4. The study must have assessed at least one outcome related to crime or disorder
(e.g.. arrests, police calls for service, incident reports, victimization reports); citizen
satisfaction with police; fear of crime; and citizen perceptions of physical and
social disorder and police legitimacy (measured through citizen surveys).

5. Studies from any country” published from 1970 onwards (reflecting the time period
during which interest in COP increased) are eligible.

Scarch strategy for identification of rclevant studies

Our initial searches were conducted in summer 2011 and updated in summer 2012. We
used several strategics to conduct a thorough search for cligible studies: a keyword
search of online databases; a review of the bibliographies of prior studies and reviews
of community-oriented policing (e.g., Sherman 1997b; Sherman and Eck 2002; Skogan
and Frydl 2004; Weisburd and Eck 2004); forward searches for works that have cited
key community-oriented policing studies (e.g., Goldstein 1987; Greene and Mastrofski
1988: Kelling and Moore 1988; Skogan and Hartnett 1997; Trojanowicz et al. 1998); a
review of abstracts from leading policing and criminology journals; and searches of the
websites of research and professional agencies. A full list of online databases,
journals, and agency websites, and the keywords used to search them, are
reported in Appendix A.

Details of study coding categorics

We coded a varicty of pertinent information from cach study. A full coding protocol is
available on request from the lead author. We recorded basic reference information,
details of the target and comparison sites, and the components of the COP intervention,
as well as other police activitics in the target and comparison sites. Details of the study
design, unit of analysis, and measurement of specific outcomes, and the sample size
were coded. We detailed any implementation difficultics reported by the study authors
and information about the methodological quality and potential biases, such as attrition.
To calculate effect sizes, we recorded the pre- and post-intervention outcome measure
statistics in the target and comparison arcas, including the statistical test(s) used and any
reports of statistical significance. Finally, we noted the authors’ conclusions about
whether the intervention was effective. Given the complexity of COP interventions,
we also captured quotations from the studies for qualitative analysis to ensure we did
not miss any important characteristics.

? Studies were not excluded on the basis of language, but we lacked resources to conduct our search in
languages other than English.
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Statistical procedures

We used meta-analysis to combine quantitative findings from studies that reported
sufficient data to calculate an effect size. We used several different methods for
calculating effect sizes, depending on the outcome measure (crime data from geograph-
ic units of analysis called for different methods than attitudinal/perceptional data
obtained from citizen surveys) and the presentation of results in the original study.
Wherever possible, we follow standard procedures for effect size calculation and meta-
analysis as set out in Lipsey and Wilson (2001) (deviations from these methods are
described below). For ease of interpretation, all effect sizes are presented in the analysis
as odds ratios (OR), where OR > | indicates a favorable outcome for the treatment
group relative to the comparison. Where odds ratios were not calculated directly, we
performed conversions using the Comprechensive Meta-Analysis (CMA) software
(Borenstein et al. 2005), which was also used to conduct all analyses.”

Studies of policing interventions at places present particular challenges for effect
size calculation because interventions are often targeted at a single geographic arca and
outcomes compared to a single control areca. In such studies, there is only onc
observation in cach group, so many standard measures of effect size (which rely on
means and standard deviations) cannot be used. Studies using time series analysis
present similar difficulties because they are also effectively single subject designs and
the statistical tests from time series models such as ARIMA are not analogous to tests
such as Student’s 7. Most of the studies that measured official crime outcomes also
presented pre- and post-intervention counts of incidents, calls for service, etc., for
treatment and comparison areas.

Following prior meta-analyses of place-based interventions (e.g., Bowers etal. 2011;
Braga and Weisburd 2012; Weisburd et al. 2010), we use what Farrington et al. (2007)
term the ‘relative effect size’ to obtain a measure of the relative change in crime counts
that is analogous to an odds ratio (although it should be noted that this is not a true odds
ratio). This method has limitations, notably that we cannot assume that the standard
error of the relative effect size can be calculated in the same way as the standard error of
an odds ratio. We adjust for this limitation by following Farrington et al.’s (2007)
conservative approach: we usc the square of the odds ratio standard error formula to
increase the size of the confidence intervals. Thus, we caution that the confidence
intervals and p values presented in the analysis of official crime outcomes later in this
review arc only approximations and should not be interpreted as precise. The formulas
for calculating the relative effect size (RES) and its variance (SEggg) are presented in
Fig. 1.

Effect sizes for person-based outcomes, such as fear of crime. perceptions of
disorder and legitimacy, and satisfaction with police, were simpler to calculate using
standard methods (as were crime outcomes in studies that tested interventions at
multiple places, such as strect segments or multiple beat arcas, and reported mean
crime counts and standard deviations that were used to calculate standardized mean

* Note that meta-analysis is performed on the log odds ratio, but we present findings as odds ratios for
simplicily.

* If we assume that crime counts follow a Poisson distribution, the standard error would be the same as for the
odds ratio because Poisson is a generalization of the binomial distribution. However, this assumption is not
realistic at places: counts tend to be overdispersed (see Bowers et al. 2011).

@ Springer

https://www .researchgate.net/publication/272011608_Community-oriented_policing_to_reduce _crime_disorder_and fear_and_increase_satisfaction_and_legiti... 9/30



1/5/2016 PDF js viewer

C. Gill et al.

RESzE SE . =i+l+l+l
a b ¢ d

where a, b, ¢, and d represent crime counts:

Pre-intervention Post-intervention
Treatment area a b
Comparison area c d

Fig. 1 Formulas for relative effect size and adjusted variance

differences and converted to odds ratios). Person-based outcomes were typically binary
measures (yes/no questions), reporting the number or proportion of people surveyed
who felt safe, trusted the police, and so on, which allowed us to calculate a truc odds
ratio (OR). Because we are interested in pre—post changes in perceptions (e.g., the
proportion of respondents who reported trusting the police before and after the inter-
vention), we report an adjusted OR calculated by subtracting the pre-test log OR from
the post-test log OR for person-based outcomes.”

Mean effect sizes across studies were calculated in CMA and weighted using the
inverse variance weights to account for the greater precision of effect size estimates
from larger samples. We assumed a random effects model for the meta-analysis,
accounting for the diversity of approaches comprising community-oriented policing
interventions across the eligible studies.

A number of studies in our review included multiple comparisons and/or multiple
outcome measures for the same construct. Meta-analysis assumes that each effect size
in the analysis is based on a statistically independent sample. In a number of studies,
multiple independent comparisons were available for analysis (for example, a program
was implemented in several neighborhoods, each with its own separate comparison
neighborhood, and results for each treatment-comparison pair were reported separately
in the same study). However, other studies contained comparisons that violated the
independence assumption (for example, two different treatments in two neighborhoods
were both compared to the same control neighborhood). In thesc cases, we picked a
treatment—comparison pair at random for inclusion in the meta-analysis. Some studies
also contained multiple outcome measures for the same construct, inclusion of which
would also violate statistical independence. While there arc methods available for
including all measures in the analysis (Hedges et al. 2010), we clected to prioritize
outcomes for the purpose of this review, given the overall complexity of the interven-
tion and inconsistency in measures across studies.

* The method for caleulating the variance of this adjusted OR varies depending on whether the same people
were interviewed in the pre- and post-intervention surveys. IT the samples are different, the variance 15 simply
the sum of the variances of the pre- and post-test ORs. If the studies report panel data (measures based on the
same sample), the variance falls between the posi-test variance and the sum of the variances, depending on the
pre-post covariance, which is not reported in studies. In this analysis, it was not always clear from the original
studies whether panel samples were used. although it appeared that most studies surveyed different people in
each wave. We performed sensitivity analyses and elected to use the sum of the vadances for all effect size
calculations based on survey data, which is correct for the majority of studies, and a more conservative
estimate for the panel studies because it overestimates the vaniance of these studies.
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For crime outcomes, we selected the most general measure of crime: in most cases,
studies conducted in the United States (which comprised the majority of the sample)
reported changes in UCR Part [ crimes. We felt this would be most reliable, as Part [
crimes are serious offenses that are likely to be recorded by police and must be reported
by municipalities. However, we also included calls for service. Some studies separated
outcomes into property and violent crimes and did not include an overall measure. We
decided not to perform scparate meta-analyses for these crime subtypes, because this
analysis already faced challenges from the lack of precision, so we wanted to include as
many studies as possible in the same pool. Furthermore, there was no clear hypothesis for
a differential effect of COP across these broad erime types. Since most of the studies
reporting separate outcome measures examined the more serious property and violent
crime types defined in the UCR, we analyzed overall crime in two ways: once combining
property crime and overall crime, and again combining violent crime and overall crime.

For citizen-based outcomes, we prioritized drug dealing and selling as the measure
of perceived disorder over other measures like trash and graffiti; feclings of safety while
walking at night as the measure for tear; effectiveness of police or perception that the
police arc doing a good job as the measure for satisfaction; and degree of trust in the
police or perception that the police treated people fairly as the measure for legitimacy.

Assessment of publication bias

Publication bias may affect the validity of systematic review findings. Study authors
and journal editors may be more inclined to submit or accept reports of statistically
significant findings, perceiving them to be more ‘interesting,” while studies showing no
effect may never be published, or written up only in harder to find gray literature such
as technical reports (Rothstein 2008; Rothstein and Hopewell 2009). We use the Duval
and Tweedie (2000) trim and fill method to assess whether missing studies could have
affected our cstimated effect sizes.

Results

Identification of eligible studies

Figure 2 shows a flow chart of the document scarch screening process that viclded
our final sample of 65 independent comparisons. Our combined scarch strategics

yielded approximately 35,000 hits, most of which were not relevant to this review (for
example, not about policing or clearly not empirical studics). After an initial review of

Fig. 2 Systemalic search results
7.000 downloads

1.300 reviewed

240 screened

& 14 supplemental _!
215 &
Beligile (65 L} " ooy | 200 incligile

comparisons) -
relevant review
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titles and removal of duplicates, we downloaded 7,000 abstracts for further review, of
which 1,300 abstracts were read in full. We identified 240 potentially eligible studies,
of which 25 met our eligibility criteria and were coded in full. The 25 studies
contained reports on 65 independent treatment-control comparisons. For example,
Tuffin et al. (2006) reported on a reassurance policing approach implemented in six
separate police wards {beats), each with their own comparison ward. Wilson and Cox
(2008) presented time series analyses of 20 individual police beats. Kessler and
Duncan (1996) assessed three different interventions in four separate study sites.

Table | summarizes the characteristics of the eligible study comparisons.® Full details
about the studies are reported in Appendix 2. The majority of comparisons (n=51,
78.5 %) were published in government or technical reports rather than traditional
academic sources. There was only one randomized controlled trial, in which census
block groups were randomly assigned to receive interventions (Weisburd et al. 2008).
Telep et al. (2014) note that this may reflect the challenges of implementing policing
interventions over large geographic arcas. Many treatments were implemented in a single
neighborhood and compared to another neighborhood, since finding comparable arcas on
such a scale is difficult. These single-subject designs also present complications for meta-
analysis, as discussed above. Most of the remaining comparisons (61.5 %) were time
series designs and a smaller proportion (36.9 %) were non-time series quasi-experiments
(i.e. treatment and control arcas were not selected at random). The vast majority of the
comparisons (n=55, 84.6 %) were drawn from studies conducted in the United States.

The broad range of strategies that have been described as ‘community-oriented
policing” is reflected in our pool of eligible studies. In some cases, descriptions of
the precise intervention were quite vague, and few of the studies adhered to the ‘ideal’
COP definition of community partnerships, organizational transformation, and problem
solving.” In studies where the intervention most closely resembled this definition,
policing operations were typically reorganized around small local areas and special
COP teams were assembled who partnered with the community to identify and solve
problems, while rapid response activitics were shifted to other tcams. In some cases,
police—community advisory committees were formed to review problems and solu-
tions, COP-oriented training was provided, and the police formed multi-agency part-
nerships with local agencies and organizations to implement strategies.

In some other studies, community collaboration and problem solving were combined
with other tactics, such as sending out newsletters to inform citizens about crime,
conducting bike patrols, and increasing police presence. In these *medium-level” inter-
ventions, police typically reacted to known issucs but there was no evidence that COP
was adopted as a department-wide philosophy. Community members were often in-
volved through town hall meetings or learmning opportunities; for example, the police
would hold open days at local substations, educate citizens in crime prevention tech-
niques. and assist with property marking and other situational crime prevention efforts.

Finally, studies that met the minimum definition of COP typically involved citizens
in a more passive or indirect way, rather than full collaboration with the police. In these
studies, police conducted ‘knock-and-talk” campaigns to get to know residents and find

® Note that the numbers in the table are based on the 65 independent treatment- control comparisons reported
in the studies, not the 25 publications.
T All the studies mvolved some degree of community collaboration in order to meet our eligibility criteria.
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Table 1 Characteristics of eligible

T Characteristic Category n
Publication type Joumnal article 11
Book chapter 1
Govemnment/technical report 51
Dissertation or thesis 2
Research design Randomized controlled trial 1
Quasi-experiment 24
Time series 40
Country United States 55
United Kingdom 8
Austrahia 2
COP component: Direct 24
Citizen involvement Indirect 41
COP component: Yes 45
Problem solving No 20

out about problems in the neighborhood, but responses to these problems were
typically planned and implemented solely by the police. Community members were
also involved through meetings, neighborhood watch groups set up with police assis-
tance, and police-sponsored recreational activities. There was little to no emphasis on
problem solving in these interventions: most police activities centered on tactics like
foot and bike patrols, and general crime prevention techniques.

Overall, we found by qualitatively analyzing descriptions of interventions that
citizen involvement was dircct or active in 24 of the 65 comparisons (36.9 %) and
indirect or passive in the remainder (Table 1). On the other hand, 69.2 % of the
interventions involved some degree of problem solving, although as we note above
this does not necessarily mean that a systematic problem analysis was undertaken.® It is
important to note that these descriptions summarize the interventions as they were
intended to operate, according to study authors. While fidelity, dosage, and so on are
not often reported in evaluation research in criminology (Gill 2011), some authors did
note that there was no evidence the police actually carried out the planned activities.

Narrative review of results

The 65 study comparisons contained a total of 114 eligible outcome measures in five
categories: official crime and victimization; citizen fear of crime; citizen perceptions of
disorder; citizen satisfaction with police; and citizen perceptions of legitimacy of the
police.® As we discuss above, not all of these outcome measures could be converted

* We did not code organizational transformation because this was rarely discussed in studies and was not well
operationalized.

? Some reported outcome measures were ineligible for our review, even if the overall study was eligible. For
example, in some studies, crime outcomes were measured pre- and post-intervention in treatment and control
sites, but citizen surveys were only conducted m the treatment sites or only m the post-intervention period.
Studies also reported an armray of findings, not all of which were relevant o our outcomes of inlerest or
comparable with outcomes measured in other studies.
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into effect sizes for meta-analysis. Thus, we present a summary of the outcomes in
Table 2 in order to represent the full range of findings before discussing the meta-
analysis results, which are based on the subset of studies for which an eftect size could
be calculated. While ‘vote-counting,” where conclusions are reached about the effec-
tiveness of an intervention based on the number of studies reporting a statistically
significant positive effect, is discouraged in systematic reviews (Petticrew and Roberts
2006; Bushman and Wang 2009), we follow Telep et al. (2014) and Bowers et al.
(2011) by simply reporting the number and percentage of outcomes in each category
that favored or did not favor COP, regardless of statistical significance.

Table 2 indicates that COP interventions are most successful at improving citizens’
satisfaction with the police. Across the studies, satisfaction outcomes were measured by
changes in citizens’ ratings of the effectiveness of the police or the proportion reporting
that the police were doing a good job to prevent crime. Satisfaction was measured in 23
of the 65 comparisons, and COP was associated with an improvement in 78.3 % of
them. COP also improved legitimacy in the majority (60 %) of the 10 studics that
measured this outcome. This indicates that residents typically perceived that officers in
COP arcas were more likely to treat them fairly and with respect, and that they trusted
the police. COP helped to reduce citizens” perceptions of social and physical disorder in
their neighborhood (such as drug dealing), and increase their feelings of safety, espe-
cially after dark, in about half of the comparisons that measured these outcomes.
However, the effect of COP on official crime and victimization outcomes was more
equivocal. Of the 47 comparisons that measured this outcome, COP only showed a
positive effect in 36.2 %, and an equal percentage of studies indicated that COP was not
effective. We caution that “not effective™ does not necessarily mean COP was harmful. In
many cases, the COP intervention made no difference while comparison areas expe-
rienced substantial improvements for some other reason (see Weisburd et al. 2003b).

Meta-analysis of results

The above summary of findings indicates the distribution of positive and negative results
across all the studies that were eligible for our review. However, as discussed in
“Methods™, not all the comparisons lent themselves to the calculation of an effect size
in order to conduct a meta-analysis of quantitative findings. While methods for estimat-
ing cffect sizes in single-subject designs such as time series studies are in development,
most of these studies did not report sufficient data to explore this approach. In other
studies, insufficient statistical information was provided (for example, authors reported
means but not standard deviations). We obtained raw data from one time series study
(Koper et al. 2010) to calculate an effect size. We intend to continue to seck raw data so
that more studies can be included in future updates of this review.

We were able to calculate odds ratios for at lcast one outcome in 37 of our 65
comparisons, ' covering 27 official crime outcomes, 11 disorder outcomes, 10 fear
outcomes, 17 satisfaction outcomes, and 10 legitimacy outcomes. Our results are
presented as a series of forest plots in which odds ratios (OR) greater than 1, on the

" Only 34 of these comparisons are included in the meta-analyses. Pate et al. (1986) included 5 comparisons
across two sites, but each site used a common control group so we picked one comparison from each of the
two sites at random (PCS in Houston and CCPP in Newark) to maimntain statistical independence.
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Table 2 Community policing outcomes relative to comparison groups

Quicome n (comparisons) Effective  No difference  Not effective n (%)  Unclear
n (%) n (%) n (%)
Citizen satisfaction 23 18 (783) 3(13.0) 2(8.7) 0(0)
Legitimacy of police 10 6 (60.0) 2 (20.0) 2 (20.0) 0(0)
Citizen perceived disorder 16 8 (50.0) 5(313) 3(18.8) 00y
Citizen fear of crime 18 8(444) 6(333) 4(22.2) 0(0)
Official crime/victimization 47 17(362) 9(19.1) 17 (36.2) 4 (8.5)°

*Indicates studies in which property and violent crimes were measured separately and results differed for each
outcome

right-hand side of the plot, represent results that favor COP. In each figure. we present
the OR or relative effect size (square boxes, the sizes of which represent the weighting
of the study in the meta-analysis) and its p value for cach study and the mean OR and p
value across all the studies at the bottom of the plot (denoted by a diamond). The
‘whiskers” around each point represent the 95 % confidence interval (for the overall
estimate, the width of the diamond represents the confidence interval). As discussed
carlier, due to limitations in our methods for calculating the relative effect size using
count data the point estimates, confidence intervals, and p values for official crime
outcomes should be interpreted as guides rather than precise estimates.

Figure 3 shows the mean estimated effect of COP on official crime outcomes. As we
describe above, we ran this analysis in two ways. Five studies reported property and
violent crimes separately and did not include a measure of overall crime.'' We could
not include both outcomes in the same analysis as this would violate the assumption of
statistical independence among the studies. We did not have raw data from these studies
and most of the reports did not present the data in a way that allowed us to rcasonably
combine property and violent crime. As noted above, we wanted to avoid losing
valuable information by excluding these studies altogether, but did not have a strong
hypothesis for a differential effect of COP on these crime types. Thus, the top part of
Fig. 3 presents a meta-analysis of overall crime that uses property crime outcomes from
these five studies, and the lower part shows a separatc meta-analysis that utilizes the
violent crime outcomes alongside the same set of overall crime measures.

The overall OR in the first meta-analysis is 1.053 [confidence interval (CI): .978-
1.133; p=.173], indicating that COP was associated with a statistically non-significant
5 % greater odds of reduced crime. The second meta-analysis shows that when the
violent crime outcomes are included instead of property crime for five studies in the
analysis, COP is associated with a 10 % greater odds of reduced crime, which is
statistically significant (OR=1.098; CI: 1.015-1.188; p=<.020). There is significant
heterogeneity among the studies: the O statistic for the first meta-analysis is 112.421
(p=<.0001) and for the second is 91.477 (p<.0001). The F* statistic is 83.99 in the first
meta-analysis and 80.32 in the second, indicating that between-study variance accounts

" The five studies are Connell et al. 2008, Segrave and Collins 2005, and three comparisons reported in
Uchida et al. 1992 (Kingston, Gate City, and Oakland).
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St name Comparison
Giacomazzi 1995 Official Crime
Tufin et al. 2006 Burghfield Official Crime
Tudfn et al. 2006 Ingol Oficial Crime
Cordner et al. 1299 N Manatee Official Crime
Bond & Gow 1995 Official Crime
Connell et al. 2008 Oficial Crime
Tuffin et al. 2006 Failsworth West  Odficial Crime
McElroy et al. 1990 Official Crime
Sabath & Carter 1998 Oficial Crime
Tuffin et al. 2006 E. Wickham Official Crime
Uchida =t al. 1992 Kingston Official Crime
Tudfin ot al. 2006 Maw Parks Oficial Crime
Koper etal. 2010 Official Crime
Cordner et al. 1999 Shreveport Official Crime
Echensen 1987 Oficial Crime
Segrave & Collins 2005 Official Crime
Uchida =t al. 1992 Gate City Official Crime
Uschida et al. 1992 Oakdand Oficial Crime
Tuffin et al. 2006 Ash Wharf Official Crime
Random effects model

Study name Comparison
Giacomazzi 1995 Oficial Crime
Tufin et al. 2006 Burghfisld Oficial Crime
Connell et al. 2008 Official Crime
Tuffin et al. 2006 Ingol Oficial Crime
Cordner et al. 1999 NManatee  Official Crime
Bond & Gow 1995 Official Crime
Tuffin et al. 2006 Failsworth West  Official Crime
McElroy et al. 1990 Oficial Crime
Ukchida et al. 1992 Kingston Official Crime
Sabath & Carter 1998 Oficial Crime
Uchida et al. 1392 Gate City Oficial Crime
Segrave & Collins 2005 Official Crime
Tuffin et al. 2006 E. Wickham Oficial Crime
Tuffin et al. 2006 New Parks Oficial Crime
Koper et al. 2010 Official Crime
Cordner et al. 1999 Shreveport Oficial Crime
Esbenzen 1987 Official Crime
Ukchida et al. 1992 Oakdand Official Crime
Tuffin et al. 2006 Ash Wharf Oficial Crime
Random effects model
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Fig. 3 COP effects on official crime
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1610 0964 26090 0.069
1588 135 1.017 0.000
1414 1220 1640 0.000
1314 1089 1585 0.004
1270 0993 1.823 0.057
1146 1017 1201 0.025
1120 08992 1286 0.065
1073 0459 2452 0.868
1065 1.007 1127 0.028
1033 0907 1477 o0&z
1032 0945 1130 0.474
1025 0936 1.123 0589
1021 0875 1.9 0797
1.014 0975 1.08% 0.421
0912 0584 1424 0685
0907 0698 1.17B 0484
0812 073 0019 0.001
0794 0623 1.004 0.054
0607 0509 0725 0.000
1052 0978 133 0173
Statistics for each study
Odds Lower Upper
ratio  limit Emit  p-Value
1610 0964 2600 0.069
1588 1315 1917 0.000
1555 1.044 2316 0.0a0
1414 1220 1640 0.000
1314 1.080 1585 0.004
1270 0993 1623 0057
1130 0992 1286 0.065
1073 0460 2452 0.888
1087 0803 1419 0654
1065 1.007 1127 o.028
1062 0828 1255 0484
1041 0531 2041 0907
1033 0907 1177 0622
1025 0936 1.123 0539
1021 0875 1191 o077
1014 0975 1.055 0481
0912 0584 1424 0685
0200 0477 1243 0.398
0607 0509 0725 0.000
1038 1015 1.188 o.020

o1

Odds ratio and 95% CI

r

02 o5 1 2 5 10

Favors Confrol  Favors Treaiment

Odds ratio and 85% Cl

for between 80 and 84 % of the variability in effect size estimates. We caution against
placing too much emphasis on the significant finding in the second meta-analysis,
given the lack of precision of the official crime estimates and the width of the
confidence intervals, the extremely high degree of heterogeneity between studies, and

the fact that the result is dependent on a small number of studies.
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Recognizing that citizens” perceptions of crime and disorder may not always align
with officially recorded incidents and calls for service, and conversely that the types of
index crimes captured by the police may not reflect community concerns, we also
assessed the impact of COP on citizens’ ratings of disorder in their neighborhoods,
highlighting drug dealing and firearms. Figure 4 shows that COP was associated with a
24 % increase in the odds of citizens perceiving improvements in disorder, although
this increase was not statistically significant. However, we analyzed this outcome again
after removing Breen (1997), which was a substantial outlier due to its small number of
observations, and found that the OR increased to 1.355 (CI: 1.026-1.789; p=<.032),
indicating a favorable effect. There was also significant heterogeneity in disorder
outcomes (Q=78.976, p<.0001: £=88.60 for the analysis excluding Breen).

We also considered whether increased collaboration between the police and com-
munity made citizens feel safer, improved their perceptions of police effectiveness, and
enhanced their trust in the police. Figure 5 suggests that COP was associated with only
a small, non-significant improvement in citizens’ feelings of safety (OR=1.166; CI:
931-1.460; p<.182. Heterogeneity: 0=28.102, p<.0001; 12—67.97). However,
citizens in treatment arcas nonctheless believed that the police in these arcas were
more cffective at preventing crime. Figure 6 shows a modcerate and statistically
significant improvement in citizens’ ratings of satisfaction with the police (OR=
1.373; CI: 1.096-1.719; p=<.006. Heterogeneity: Q=57.151, p<.0001; .’2—’?2.0()).
Similarly, as shown in Fig. 7, citizens reported increased trust and confidence in the
police following COP interventions and felt that they treated people more fairly
(increased legitimacy). The mean OR for legitimacy is 1.276 (Cl: .974-1.672;
p<.077. Heterogeneity: 0=40.93, p<.0001; F=78.01). While the mean OR did not
quite reach statistical significance for legitimacy, we again note the substantial
heterogeneity between studies.

Moderator analysis: Impact of problem-solving

We coded a number of features of the studies, settings, and interventions with the intent
of conducting moderator analyses to assess whether mean effects across studies varied

Study name Comparison  Outcome _Statistics for sach study Odds ratio and 05%.C1

Odds Lower Upper

mbo  fimit  Gmit  pVale
Colins =t al 1099 Perceived Disonder  Severity of drug problem 2830 4545 5216 0.004 '
Skogan & Hartnett 1997 Austin Perceived Disorder  Guns and drugs 2032 1361 3034 0001 .
Pate =t al. 1086 Newark CCPP Perceived Disorder  Pesception of social dizorder 1934 4510 2462 0.000 .
Skogan & Harnett 1997 Englewood  Perceived Disorder  Guns and drugs 1752 4483 2597 0005
Pate et al. 1086 Housion PCS Percaived Disorder  Perception of social dieorder 1477 1158 1884 0002
Skogan & Harnett 1997 Marquetie  Perceived Disorder  Gunis and drugs 1243 0828 {853 0294
Skogan & Harinett 1997 Morgan Pk Perceived Disorder  Guns and drugs 1085 D752 155 (.664
Skogan & Hastnett 1997 Aogers Pk Perceived Disorder  Guns and drugs 1078 0719 16T 075
Wycoff & Skogan 1993 Perceived Disorder  Perceived disorder 0841 D645 1095 0108
Weisburd =t al. 2008 Perceived Disorder  Community disorganization 077 DQE7S 0890 0.000
Breen 1987 Pecceived Disonder  Drug sales 0074 0049 0295 0000

1237 0921 18681 Q157

oo (15} 1 10 100
Favors conirl  Favors ineatment

Random effects model

Fig. 4 COP effects on citizen perceptions of disorder
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Study name Comparison  Outcome Statistics for each study Odds ratio and 85% CI
Odds  Lower Upper
rafio limit limit  p-Valus
Pate et al. 1986 Houston PGS Fearof Grime  Fear of personal victimization  1.786 1399 2280 Q000
Tuffin et al. 2006 Ingol Fear of Crime  Feelings of safiety 184 0943 2951 0.008
Tuffin et al. 2006 New Parks: Fear of Crime  Feelings of safiety 1572 0880 2873 0442
Fate et al. 1386 Newark CCPP Fearof Crime  Fear of personal victimization 1270 1006 1626 (045
Tuffin et al. 2006 E. Wickham Fear of Crime  Feslings of safaty 1z2 0693 2454 0489
Tuffin et al. 2006 Burghfiskd Fear of Crime  Feelings of safety 1z 0678 2499 0506
Tuffin et al. 2006 Ash Wharf Fear of Crime  Feelings of safiety 1076 0809 1902 o080
Wycoff & Skogan 1993 Fear of Crime  Feeling unzafe at night 1000 0776 1288 1.000
Tuffin et al. 2006 Failzworth West  Fear of Crime  Feelings of safety 0778 0433 {395 0300 &
Segrave & Callins 2005 Fear of Grime  Perceptions of safety 0636 0440 087 0015
1466 0931 1460 Q1482 r

0i02 05 1 2 5 10

Favors control  Fawors treatment

Random effects model
Fig. 5 COP effects on citizen fear of crime

according to program or research-related characteristics. However, depending on the
characteristic, studies were either too similar or too heterogencous to conduct mean-
ingful analyses. For example, most of the studies were conducted in the United States,
published in technical reports, and were of similar methodological quality. However, in
terms of the intervention, no two manifestations of COP were alike unless they were
independent comparisons of the same program assessed by the same evaluators, and
while some studies did adhere to the ‘gold standard” definition of COP, very few
discussed organizational transformation in detail, and it was not possible to reliably
code whether or not organizational transformation occurred. However, we were able to

Study name Comparison Outcoma Statistics for sach study Odds ratio and 95% CI

Odds  Lower Upper
ratio limit limit  p-Value

Pale et al 1986 Newark COPP Citizen Satisfaction  Evaluation of pofice 2748 2153 3510 0000
Tuffin et al. 2006 Ash Wharl Citizen Satisfaction Effectiveness of police 1880 0890 4000 0053
Skogan et &l 1925 Englewood Citizen Satisfaction Cwuality of policing 1878 0820 3837 0083
Tuffin &t al. 2006 Failsworth Wiest  Citizen Satisfaction  Effectivenass of police 1752 0820 3337 0088
Skogan et &l. 1995 Marguette Citizen Safisfaction Quality of policing 1656 OJ76 3543 0182
Skogan et al. 1985 Austin Citizen Satisfaction  Quality of policing 1634 0768 3460 020
Bond & Gow 1295 Citizen Satisfaction  Good job to prevent crime 1487 1000 2222 0045
Tuffin et al. 2006 New Parks. Citizen Satisfaction Effectiveness of police 1482 0795 2788 0225
Sabath & Carter 1908 Citizen Saftisfaction Police performance 1374 0882 2180 o181
Segrave & Collins 2005 Citizen Safisfaction Satisiaction with police 1356 0924 1982 0120
Tuffin et al. 2006 Burghfield Citizen Satisfaction  Effectiveness of police 1229 0643 239 0533
Tuffin et al. 2006 E. Wickham Citizen Saftisfaction Effectivenass of police 1220 0643 2349 0533
Skogan et &l 1995 Morgan Pk Citizen Satisfaction Cwuality of policing 1128 0515 2488 0764
Paie at al 1986 Houston PCS Citizen Saftisfaction  Evaluation of police 1115 0875 1.421 0.381
Tuffin et al. 2006 Ingol Citizen Satisfaction Effectiveness of police 1086 0501 2272 0BE8
Wycoff & Skogan 1883 Citizen Satisfaction  Satisfaction with recent contact 0827 0635  1.078 0.160
Skogan et &l 1995 Rogers Pk Citizen Satisfaction Quality of policing 0478 0196 1170 0106

1373 1006 1719 0.006

01 02 s 1 2 5 10

Favors control  Fawors treatment
Random effects model

Fig. 6 COP effects on citizen satisfaction
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Study name Comparison . Outcome Statistics for each study Odds ratio and 85% CI

Odds  Lower Upper
ratio [Emit Emit  p-Valus

Tuffin et al. 2006 Burghfiskd Legiimacy ~ Confidenceinpolice 3342 1884 5928  0.000 =
Tuffin et al. 2006 E. Legitimacy G inpoics 1828 1035 3224 0037
Tuffin et al 2006 Failsworth West Legiimacy  Confidenceinpoice 1736 0065 3124  0.066
Tuffin et al. 2006 Ingol Legiimacy ~ Confidenceinpoice 1651 0830 2930  0.087
Bond & Gow 1095 Legiimacy ~ Treating pecple politely 1628 1078 2480  0.021
Weisburd et al. 2008 Lsgiimacy ~ Procedural justice 1244 1083 1429 0002
Tuffin et &l 2006 Ash Wharf Legiimacy ~ Confidenceinpolice 1027 0584 1805  0.927
Wycoff & Skogan 1993 Legiimacy  Police are fair 1013 0778 1319 0825
Tuffin et al. 2006 New Parks Legiimacy ~ Confidenceinpoice 0895 0492 1627 0716
Sabath & Carter 1998 Legiimacy  Trust in polics 0440 0280 0593  0.000
1276 0974 1672 0077 ‘T

01 02 05 1 2 5 10

Favors confrol  Favors treatment
Random effects model
Fig. 7 COP effects on legitimacy of police

identify whether the problem-solving component of the COP definition was present,
suggesting that the intervention at least partially conformed to the model. Furthermore,
problem-oriented policing (POP) has been shown to be an effective crime prevention
approach when targeted at specific places and problems, regardless of community
involvement (Weisburd et al. 2010; see also Telep and Weisburd 2012). Thus, to the
extent that COP incorporates elements of this approach, any effect of COP on crime
and disorder may be confounded with POP (although, as we note at the outset, COP
and POP are distinct strategies).

Figure 8 breaks down the meta-analysis for official crime by the presence or absence
of problem-solving (PS) in the intervention. As in the main analysis of official crime, the
top part of Fig. 8 shows the moderator analysis using property crimes from the five
studies that did not report combined crime outcomes, and the lower part repeats the
analysis using violent crime outcomes from those studies. The forest plot reveals that as a
group, interventions involving problem-solving had a very slightly better impact on
crime than those that did not in the first analysis, but this was not statistically significant
(PS: OR=1.092; CI: .987-1.208; p=.088. No PS: OR=.967; CI: .854-1.095; p=.599).
In the second analysis, the group-level estimates of effect size were statistically signif-
icant (but very small) for both the problem-solving and no problem-solving groups (PS:
OR=1.118; CI: .999-1.251; p<.051. No PS: OR=1.064; CI: 1.011-1.120; p=.018).
However, the moderator analyses indicate that there are no variations in the overall effect
sizes in cither analysis that can be attributed to problem-solving (Analysis 1: Qpenpeen—
2.204, p<.138; Analysis 2: Openyeen—-6195, p<.431). We once again caution that these
estimates are not precise; we also note that while there are fewer studies in the no
problem-solving group, the weights of some of these studies are disproportionately large.

Assessment of publication bias

As discussed above, publication bias may affect the findings of systematic reviews.
Unusually, 1n this review, the majority of reports were published in technical reports
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Fig. 8 Moderating effect of problem-solving on COP effect on official crime

rather than journals (Table 1). Technical reports are usually the final reports of grant-
funded projects, so all results are typically reported regardless of statistical significance.
Nonetheless, we used the “trim-and-fill” method (Duval and Tweedie 2000) to asscss
whether we may have missed any studies. The analysis suggested that we did not miss
any studics in the official crime meta-analysis. Given this finding, we did not perform a
trim-and-fill analysis for the other outcomes.

Discussion
Our systematic review and meta-analysis find robust evidence that community policing
increases citizen satisfaction with the police. While the meta-analytic result was not

statistically significant, our findings also suggest that COP also improves perceptions of
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police legitimacy. These findings reinforce what others have noted and are consistent
with the main goals of COP. Despite its recent emphasis on crime prevention, COP was
intended to change the relationship between the police and the public.

We do not find consistent evidence of a crime prevention effect of community-
oriented policing. Although our analysis suggests that COP is associated with between
5 and 10 % greater odds of a decrease in crime, it is plausible under the confidence
intervals that COP has no effect on crime. We also find no evidence that community
policing decreases citizens” fear of crime, despite positive outcomes for other citizen
perceptions. Finally, our results do not suggest that the presence or absence of a
problem-solving approach as part of COP strategies affect the impact on crime.

Thus, our findings are ambiguous. Given that COP was not originally intended as
simply another tool in police departments’ crime-fighting toolkit, it is not clear that we
should expect a crime prevention effect. COP does have a significant impact on serious
crime when we ‘stack the deck’ in favor of violent crime, but the cffect is very small
and is driven by a handful of studies. One intended role of COP was to address *quality
of life” issucs at the local level, but, while the interventions reviewed here had a
significant effect on citizens” perceptions of disorder, they did not substantially improve
their feelings of safety. These findings may reflect the complex relationship between
informal social control, fear, disorder, and crime—disorder fuels fear of crime, which
can lead to higher recorded crime rates as informal social controls break down (Hinkle
2005; Skogan 1990; Wilson and Kelling 1982). On the other hand, COP’s impact on
official crime may suggest that the police can play a role in reducing community
contlict and enhancing social control. The favorable findings for outcomes of citizen
satisfaction and perceptions of police legitimacy may also contribute to the variability
of COP’s effect on crime, given that increased satisfaction and trust in the police may
increase willingness to report crime, creating a ‘reporting cffect’” that masks actual
crime reductions.

The varying effect of community-oriented policing across different outcomes high-
lights a key issue in cvaluation research: what do we mean by whether a program
“works?” Arc we asking the correct questions in trying to identify which outcomes
COP is supposed to affect and how? The limited results for crime outcomes reflect the
lack of a clear mechanism by which COP is supposed to directly impact crime, as
discusscd above. Mastrofski (1988), citing Klockars (1985), suggests that crime fight-
ing is so well-established as the main role of the police that policing stratcgics are
always cxamined in terms of their crime control benefits, even if they are designed for
other equally appropriate goals. Furthermore, COP is not in itself a crime prevention
‘program’ in the same sense as other policing and criminal justice approaches that have
been subject to systematic review. As discussed above, it is more accurately described
as a philosophy or guiding principle for policing; a foundation for effective and
legitimate crime prevention strategics that require the police to collaborate proactively
with citizens to address problems rather than reacting to incidents and calls for service
(c.g., Cordner 1999). Goldstein (1979), in his seminal piece on problem-oriented
policing, notes that it is the interests of the “consumer”™—i.e., the citizens—that drive
this philosophical shift.

Given that community-oriented policing was intended as a citizen-oriented cultural
shift rather than a crime control tactic, future studies and reviews might seck to ask a
more nuanced question: rather than examining the direct impact of COP on crime, what
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crime control benefits are derived from strategies and tactics implemented in a
community-oriented context? We know from prior research that problem-oriented
policing, regardless of community involvement, is effective for crime prevention
(Weisburd et al. 2010), and in this review we explored the impact of problem solving,
which could be considered the ‘tactical’ element of COP (Cordner 1999), on the overall
effect of COP on crime, and found no impact. In the COP studies we reviewed, not all
problem-solving activities rose to the systematic “SARA model” of problem-oriented
policing that was the focus of prior work. It is also evident that these activities were not
always implemented in the context of organizational change. These factors may partly
explain why we found no evidence of a moderating effect of problem solving.
Nonetheless, if we consider the potential mechanisms by which crime prevention might
be achieved directly through COP, it makes sense that a systematic process of collab-
orative problem solving should be more effective than the police simply talking to
citizens (even though that may have beneficial eftfects on other outcomes).

Thus, a qualitative understanding of the nature and context of collaborative
problem-solving initiatives is crucial. It is possible that the outcomes observed here
arc based more on a vision of what community-oriented problem solving should be,
and not what actually happened. Implementation problems were not consistently
described across the studies, but some hinted that activities like “knock and talks™
did not actually happen during the intervention period, or that no steps were taken to
record whether residents were actually at home when the police stopped by. Even
where information was obtained from citizens, it was not clear what the police did with
it or how consistently crime prevention efforts were followed up. Some community-
oriented policing studies therefore simply measured the impact of the police knocking
on people’s doors or scheduling a meeting, rather than the steps that were taken to
address crime based on identifying the appropriate community, prioritizing its prob-
lems, and implementing solutions based on good data. Future research might focus on
identifying the optimal mix of tactics and strategies that can be implemented in a
collaborative framework and the processes by which successful implementation is
achieved, and assessing whether community involvement moderates the effectiveness
of problem solving.

Our findings on legitimacy and citizen satisfaction provide further indication that it
is too simplistic to think about the direct effect of community-oriented policing on
crime. COP does appear to have a direct effect on these citizen-focused outcomes, and
there is evidence that improved perceptions of legitimacy increase citizen compliance
and arc associated with lower crime rates (Mazerolle et al. 2013; Sherman and Eck
2002; Sunshine and Tyler 2003; Tyler 1990). This suggests that COP is in need of a
logic model, in which citizen satisfaction, legitimacy, and immediate quality-of-life
improvements (i.c., disorder reduction) might be proximal (short-term) outcomes that
set the stage for distal (longer-term) outcomes such as fear reduction and crime control.
Multiple studies have proposed definitions and dimensions of community-
oriented policing (Maguire and Mastrofski 2000), but the approach lacks a
clear theory of change that specifies the mechanisms by which community colla-
boration, problem solving, and organizational transformation should be operatio-
nalized to influence outcomes. Again, this could explain why so few police depart-
ments (and so few researchers) have attempted to implement and evaluate the full
COP philosophy.
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Such a logic model may be non-linear. The literature on collective efficacy, or the
“willingness |of residents| to intervene for the common good,” (Sampson et al. 1997:
919) suggests that communities in which residents self-regulate through systems of
informal social control tend to have lower crime rates (see also Weisburd et al. 2012).
Yet, how can police-community collaboration be achieved in socially disorganized
places where collective efficacy is low, crime rates are high, and residents are fearful
and do not trust the police? These places might benefit most from a community-
oriented problem-solving approach, but can such an approach simply be imposed
where the police and community have no pre-existing relationship?

Thus, full implementation of COP in a police department involves a long-term,
multi-stage process. Organizational transformation—the reorientation of the entire
police department around community-focused policing through training officers and
moving away from a reactive model of policing to allow them time to build relation-
ships with citizens—may be the first step in creating a bascline level of citizen
satisfaction and trust that may be an important precursor to building collective efficacy
(Kochel 2012; Silver and Miller 2004; Wells et al. 2006). While few of the studies in
our review involved a full restructuring of the police department, it seemed that the
increased effort by police to engage with citizens in some way did produce greater
levels of satisfaction and trust than ‘policing as usual.” Once residents become mobi-
lized and willing to work with the police, the “tactical” element of community-oriented
policing——collaborative problem-solving—can begin. Problem solving provides the
mechanism that links community involvement and focused policing strategies to
potential reductions in crime and disorder, which in turn may enhance citizens’ feelings
of safety. Ultimately, citizens who feel safe and view the police as their partners are
empowered to take responsibility for crime control, creating sustainable self-regulation
that can survive turnover in both the police administration and the population at large.
This possible *causal ordering” may be the reason we find positive results for citizen
satistaction, legitimacy, and perceived disorder but weaker effects on fear and crime
control, which are longer-term outcomes. Assessing the validity of this proposed logic
model is a long-term proposition that extends far beyond the brief 1- to 2-year follow-
up periods in the studies reviewed here, and will require the cooperation of police
lcaders who are willing to take the risk of reorienting their department and who possess
the leadership skills to successfully infuse the new culture throughout the ranks (sce
Mastrofski et al. 2007; Skogan and Hartnett 1997).

Limitations

There are scveral statistical and conceptual limitations to this review. We faced a
number of challenges in conducting the systematic review and meta-analysis because
of the substantial heterogeneity in the interventions studied and the range of outcome
measures included in the literature. As we have explored elsewhere in the paper, few
studies evaluated COP according to its accepted definition, and it was not always
possible to identify the precise nature of the intervention and directly assess how it
affected outcomes. This may also explain why we observed limited impact of the
programs on some outcomes. With the exception of problem solving, there were not
enough similar features across interventions to conduct meaningful moderator analyses
to identify optimal combinations of strategies or assess effects by crime type.

@ Springer

23/30



1/6/2016

https://www .researchgate.net/publication/272011608_Community-oriented policing_to_reduce _crime_disorder_and fear_and_increase_satisfaction_and legi...

PDF js viewer

C. Gill et al.

There was very little consistency in the choice of outcomes measured in each study;,
so our measures of crime, disorder, fear, satisfaction, and legitimacy combine a number
of different measures that may not fully represent these constructs (this is discussed in
more detail below). Our ability to calculate effect sizes for all outcomes was also
hampered by the ‘single-subject’ nature of many place-based policing studies, which
we discussed in “Methods”. This challenge can be overcome through time series
analysis, but this method does not easily lend itself to meta-analysis unless additional
data are reported or obtained from the authors. When we were able to use additional
data, such as pre- and post-intervention crime counts, we lost the additional information
about fluctuations in crime over time that is captured in time-series analysis. We also
had to exclude outcomes when the measure of effect should have been easy to convert
using standard meta-analytic procedures but insufficient data were presented (for
example, studies reported means but not standard deviations).

Related to many of these limitations is the problem of descriptive validity (Farrington
2003, 2006; Gill 2011; Perry et al. 2010). Most evaluation research in criminology and
criminal justice lacks detail on the precise nature of the intervention, the specific details
of the comparison group, and sufficient statistical detail to calculate cffect sizes. This
presents a challenge for meta-analysis because it requires researchers to be more creative
in calculating effect sizes, which reduces the precision of our estimates. Even where we
could calculate effect sizes, it was not always clear that we were comparing like-for-like
in terms of interventions or, importantly, control conditions.

A clear description of the “community” that was targeted by the intervention was
absent from the discussion in most of the studies we reviewed. Community is a
multifaceted concept that encompasses not only the people living and/or working in
the target area (implicitly the focus of these studies) but also the shared formal or
informal boundaries that bring these people together, and the activities, 1deals, languages,
and norms that can either unify or divide them. It is crucial for both implementing COP
and measuring its success that the appropriate target population is identified. Sometimes,
opportunities for community participation become dominated by the same few people,
who may be well meaning but not representative of the full spectrum of interest groups
who have a stake in public safety, or who have different views and experiences of the
police than other constituents. Under-represented groups may in turn feel alienated and
avoid participating. It may also be a challenge for police and community leaders to
reconcile competing priorities in the problem-solving process; tor example, balancing
residents’ concerns about a bar that attracts fights with the rights of'the bar owner (who is
also a member of the local business community) to make business decisions.

Related to this issue is the choice of the unit of analysis in the primary studies. Most
studies examined the crime control effects of COP in larger geographic arcas, such as
police beats or ncighborhoods, and sclected citizen samples from the same arcas.
However, to the extent that COP involves problem solving, which is a highly targeted
and focused approach to crime prevention, we might expect to see variation at “micro-
places” such as crime hot spots, where ‘micro-communities” of residents, business
owners, and other interest groups have had direct contact with the police through either
law enforcement or community collaboration activities.

The choice of population in COP studies also affects the construct validity (Cook
and Campbell 1979) of citizen-based outcome measures. For example, only a handful
of studies in our review specified that their measures of satisfaction with police or
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police legitimacy were derived from citizens who actually had contact with the police,
and even then it was not clear what the nature of that contact was. Somebody who is
stopped or arrested by the police will likely have a different impression of their
experience from someone who asks for help or information, even if they are treated
fairly. In some cases, survey questions like “Do you think the police treat people
fairly”?” were asked of a random sample of local residents who may not have had any
contact with the police at all. Police legitimacy is enhanced through procedural justice
(Mazerolle et al. 2013; Tyler 2004), which comprises four components that derive from
the personal interaction between police (or other agent of authority) and citizen: the
extent to which the citizen participated in the decision-making process; perceived
neutrality in the officer’s decision making; was treated with dignity and respect; and
perceived that the officer’s motives were trustworthy (e.g., Tyler and Huo 2002). While
residents may trust the police regardless of their interactions, this is not necessarily a
truec measure of police legitimacy.

Conclusion

The results of this systematic review of community-oriented policing (COP) strategies
provide robust evidence that community policing increases satisfaction with police,
elements of police legitimacy, and citizen perceptions of disorder. This finding is
crucial as many police departments continue to struggle with public perceptions even
as crime rates fall. We do not find evidence that COP reduces fear of crime or officially
recorded crime. However, our analysis suggests that the impact of COP may vary
across different types of crime; this preliminary finding deserves further investigation.
We were not able to produce good estimates of effect size for the official crime
outcomes identified in our review, so our point estimates and confidence intervals for
those findings should be viewed as guidelines only (although we suspect that our
estimates lcan more, rather than less, conservative).

We have also noted that our review is intended only to shed light on the effectiveness
of COP as it has been done, not as it should be done. However, regardless of this
limitation the logic model for a direct effect of community-oriented policing on crime is
weak, and the confusion around the approach has limited the ability of police depart-
ments to identify strategics for taking the philosophy of COP through to implementa-
tion. It is unlikely that the police simply engaging more with citizens is in itself
sufficient to prevent crime; specific strategics like problem-oriented policing may
mediate the relationship between community engagement and crime control.

However, when the police build positive relationships with the community, they can
impact proximal outcomes like citizen satisfaction and trust, which may set the scene
for effective problem solving to occur. As we have discussed, future rescarch should
focus on claborating this logic model and identifying the cffective strategics that arise
within a community-oriented police culture. We hope that this work sets the stage for
future development and evaluation of approaches that more closely adhere to the ‘gold
standard” of community-oriented policing. Ultimately, the adoption of a community-
oriented philosophy by police departments, combined with highly-focused, place- and
problem-specific crime prevention strategies, could be the precursor to creating long-
term improvements and healthy communities.
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