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Abstract 

Community policing, a recent paradigm in policing, has been prevailed since the early 1980s. Community 

policing is a philosophical paradigm involving reality-based approach. In other words, community policing is not a 

program. Reducing crime rates is one of the primary problems for all governments. Community policing has become 

one of the most popular attempts for this effort. Many policies established during this effort. But getting tough policies 

on criminals or creating community policing generally a lack of realizing of why crime takes place and therefore short 

terms of possible effect by the proposed policies. Community policing has three core components. These are 

community partnership, organizational change and problem-solving. Police have to develop a positive relationship 

with the community in order to get a partnership. Police also aware of the specific concerns of the community for 

problem-solving). Community policing is the recent policing paradigm encompassing various changes supposed to 

occur in a number of substantive domains. The changes in each domain encompass highly complex processes. Because 

of its size, it is difficult to assess community policing. It has pros and cons. In keeping in mind the difficulties in 

assessing the community policing, the pros and cons of the community policing are presented in this study.  

Keywords: Community Policing, Crime, Police, Community, Pros and Cons Community Policing, Public 

Safety 

Introduction 

 Community policing, a recent paradigm in policing, has been prevailed since the early 

1980s. It has been an alternative way of policing to the traditional policing, which had accepted as 

to be failed. Traditional policing was based on the reform model of “professional” policing that 

focused on the efficiency of rapid response as the primary means of addressing serious crimes 
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(Community Criminal, 2003). Community policing, on the other hand, recognizes the contribution 

of prevention and intervention as well as recognizing the importance of the immediate response to 

a crisis.  

 According to the paradigm of community policing, police should become partners with the 

community to make neighborhoods of the community safer. In this sense, community policing 

requires using a wide range of police tactics including diversion programs, neighborhood watch 

programs, developing social, educational and athletic activities and so forth, as well as arrest one 

of the primary tools of traditional policing.      

 Community policing is a philosophical paradigm involving reality-based approach. In other 

words, community policing is not a program. A program ends with the implementation of one or 

several changes. A reality-based philosophy, on the other hand, involves a philosophical shift 

characterized by the choices people make to institute continuous improvement in various 

processes. There are trade-offs associated with those choices.  In other words, there is no clearly 

superior alternative in each circumstance. The choices possess two realities: uncertainty and 

opportunity. The uncertainty associated with the choice is how to make change happen; and the 

opportunity associated with the choice is to open up innovations and to facilitate a move towards 

continuous learning organization (Boles and White, 2003).    

 Community policing requires various important organizational changes. These changes are 

supposed to occur in a number of substantive domains, including the culture, behavior, and 

structure of police organizations (Maguire, Shin, Zhao and Hassell, 2003). The changes in each of 

those domains encompass highly complex processes. Partially, they are those complexities in 

various domains to make assessing community policing difficult (Reisig, 2000). In keeping in 
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mind the difficulties in assessing the community policing, the pros and cons of the community 

policing are presented in this study.  

   Definition and Key Concepts of Community Policing 

Reducing crime rates is one of the primary problems for all governments. Community 

policing has become one of the most popular attempts for this effort. Many policies established 

during this effort. But getting tough policies on criminals or creating community policing generally 

a lack of realizing of why crime takes place and therefore short terms of possible effects cannot be 

seen by the proposed policies. There are very little discussions about what is a crime and why 

crime takes place in society. Without understanding crime and reasons of crime, these policies 

cannot be successful. Reasons of commuting crime also must be fully understood for successful 

policies. Community policing can help us to understand reasons and try to be a part of the 

community to fight on crime (Friedmann, 1996). 

Traditional policing also labeled as professional policing included generic, responsive 

strategies to fight or answer crime (Weisburd and Eck, 2004). These approaches largely underline 

resource management and finding criminals, etc. rather than long-term results such as police 

legitimacy and citizen satisfaction. Traditional policing rarely let the community to fight against 

crime (Gill, Weisburd, Telep, Vitter and Bennett, 2014). Accelerating crime and the effectiveness 

of criminal justice practice controlled criticism of traditional policing during the 70s (Martinson, 

1974). The relevant literature on police during the 70s and 80s showed that there were a lot of 

problems about traditional policing (Bayley, 1998). Significant critiques are;  

1- The growth of the number of police officers is not an effective approach to reduce crime 

or disorderly behavior. This calculable statement cannot resolve the essential 

qualitative transformation of how to do good policing (Greene, 1998);  
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2- The police cannot stop the crime alone with the help of the community. People who 

live in the community can be the eyes and the ears of the police (Rosenbaum, 1998). 

3- Tactics of traditional policing are too responsive so they don’t effect reasons that source 

crime and disorder; 

4- Police policy is too extensive and is used different problems (“one size fits all) (Skogan, 

1998).  

In the early 1980s community policing became a popular especially in the USA, European 

countries and Australia, replacing such terms as police-community relations, team policing, and 

problem-oriented policing. There was not a definition available in the literature until 1992. There 

were two sets of ten principles on community policing until that time. These were written by John 

Alderson (1979) and Trojanowicz and Bucqueroux (1990). Alderson's ten principles were related 

with policing under conditions of personal freedom, on the other hand, Trojanowicz and 

Bucqueroux’s (1990) principles were more related to police forces (Friedmann, 1996).  

“There is no simple or commonly shared definition of community policing, either in theory 

or in practice” (Eck and Rosenbaum, 1994). “Community policing is not a clear-cut concept, for 

it involves reforming decision-making processes and creating new cultures within police 

departments rather than being a specific tactical plan (...).  He further states: “Under the rubric of 

COP, American departments are opening small neighborhood substations, conducting surveys to 

identify local problems, organizing meetings and crime prevention seminars, publishing 

newsletters, helping form neighborhood watch groups, establishing advisory panels to inform 

police commanders, organizing youth activities, conducting drug education projects and media 

campaigns, patrolling on horses and bicycles, and working with municipal agencies to enforce 

health and safety regulations” (Moore, 1994). Bennet (1990) also argues that; “It is generally 
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agreed that these organizational structures and operational strategies do not in themselves represent 

community policing as they could exist equally well within the context of a different policing 

philosophy or policing paradigm. However, when they are implemented within a community 

policing paradigm they become community policing structures and strategies”. 

It is a very wide ‘umbrella’ term, used in different settings and for different determinations, 

and with a wide range of applications. Nonetheless, it is important to jump somewhere and one 

effort to define ‘community policing’ (McLaughlin and Munice, 2001). According to their 

definition, community policing is; “A policing philosophy that promotes community-based 

problem-solving strategies to address the underlying causes of crime and disorder and the fear of 

crime. The stated intention of community policing is to enhance the quality of life of local 

communities.” 

 According to Friedmann’s (1992) definition; “Community policing is a policy and a 

strategy aimed at achieving more effective and efficient crime control, reduced the fear of crime, 

improved quality of life, improved police services and police legitimacy, through a proactive 

reliance on community resources that seeks to change crime causing conditions. This assumes a 

need for greater accountability of police, greater public share in decision making, and greater 

concern for civil rights and liberties.” (Friedmann, 1996).  

This proactive attitude as detained by community policing holds a far more comprehensive 

perspective where the emphasis is given to accomplishing more than just crime control; 

nontraditional issues such as fear of crime, quality of life, better-quality services, and police 

validity are also included. However, the departure point of this definition lies not in the greater 

comprehensiveness of its policing purposes but in its focus on reasons of crime as the likely 
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possible source for reducing crime and achieving the other objectives as well. Therefore, this 

definition shows that it is important to focus on the next three components: 

1- Intra-departmental changes (internal communications, police supervision, discretion, 

police deployment, recruit, training, reward structure, performance evaluation),  

2- Inter-agency cooperation (level of interaction between different agencies, needs, 

resources, cross-jurisdictional cooperation), 

3- The community (mapping crime and reliance on communal institutions such as school, 

family, church etc.), its needs, and its resources (Friedmann, 1996). 

According to COPS (2014) definition, community policing is “ a philosophy that promotes 

organizational strategies that support the systematic use of partnership and problem-solving 

techniques to proactively address the immediate conditions that give rise to public safety issues 

such as crime, social disorder and fear of crime.”  

The U.S. Department of Justice’s Community Oriented Policing Services Office defines 

community policing as “a philosophy that promotes organizational strategies, which support the 

systematic use of partnerships and problem-solving techniques, to proactively address the 

immediate conditions that give rise to public safety issues such as crime, social disorder and fear 

of crime.” (COPS, 2014). 

Community policing is a good example of democracy in action. It requires the active 

involvement of government, public and private agencies, inhabitants, schools, churches and 

hospitals.  The implementations of community policing need some basic changes in structure and 

managements of police organizations. Police managers have to adopt these changes. Community 

policing has three core components. These are; community partnership, organizational change and 

problem-solving. Police have to develop a positive relationship with the community in order to get 

http://cops.usdoj.gov/html/dispatch/january_2008/nugget.html
http://cops.usdoj.gov/html/dispatch/january_2008/nugget.html
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a partnership. Police also aware of the specific concerns of the community for problem-solving. 

The main aim of community policing is reducing crime rates by examining the nature of problems 

carefully and taking necessity steps at the correct time (Bureau of Justice Assistant, 1994). 

Organizational change requires changes of climate and culture, leadership, labor relations and 

decision-making process, information systems (COPS, 2014).   

Community policing is understood as an effective way to help public safety and to improve 

the quality of life in a community. Community policing plays an essential role in the two important 

elements of policing: police-community relations and problem-solving. "First, it should broaden 

police organization goals ...Second, it should alter the way police are organized to accomplish their 

goals." (Weisburd and Braga, 2007). 

Community policing is based on the idea that, police are not restricted the traditional police 

powers (Weisburd and McElroy, 1988). This method involves traditional pyramid of police 

departments in order to decision making process with the help of police officers who directly 

contact with the community (Cordner, 1999). For that reason, community policing is not only to 

improve the relationship between community and police but also it helps the problem-solving 

methods (Trojanowicz, Kappeler, Gaines and Bucqueroux, 1998). Community members and 

police officers cooperate the problems in the community so community policing is different from 

problem-orienting policing (Clarke, 2002). The main idea of problem-oriented policing is, 

problem-solving which community may or may not be involved, on the other hand in community 

policing it is necessary to be involved the community in problem-solving activities (Gill et.al., 

2014). 

Most of the definitions have same key concepts. These concepts include; 

1- “Two-way police–community engagement and partnership 
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2- Accountability 

3- Trust-building 

4- A community-based problem-solving approach  

5- Service-oriented  

6- Organizational decentralisation 

7- Leadership” (Somerville, 2009). 

According to Cordner (1999) community policing requires; 

1- Partnerships and association, 

2- Trust and acceptability, 

3- Communication, 

4- Skills and training, 

5- Broadview, 

6- Prevention. 

Kelling and Moore (1988) asserts that “during the 1950s and 1960s, police thought they 

were law enforcement agencies primarily fighting against crime.” In the “community policing 

era,” the police function broadens and includes order maintenance, conflict resolution, provision 

of services through problem-solving, as well as other activities”. In early times of community 

policing is to know that it answers to the question: What is the justification for the police if they 

cannot prevent crime?  Whereas crime fighting has increasingly become the main problem in 

community policing over the last decade, an important role of community policing to police 

revolution was its acknowledgment that there were many serious community problems that the 

police could report that were not traditionally definite as crime complications. The classification 
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of new responsibilities can be understood as an answer to the disappointment of police to reach 

the crime-fighting areas of the professional model of policing (Spelman and Brown, 1984). 

However, COPS office encourages agencies and offer funds to implement community 

policing, there has been an important decline about using community policing (Reaves, 2010). 

Stone and Travis (2011) tried to explain reasons that lie under that decline. According to them, 

some police departments felt hesitant of what to question of communities and felt the 

transformative effects of the program did not meet hopes. Trajanovicz et. al. (1998) state that, 

“community 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”.  Furthermore, each police department has unique 

problems and mission for the community which they work for. For that reason, there are no exact 

conditions for implementing community policing (Morabito, 2010). 

There are some studies about the effectiveness of community policing. Gill, Weisburd, 

Telep, Vitter and Bennett (2014) conducted a study about the effect of community policing on 

crime and disorder, fear of crime, legitimacy, and citizen satisfaction. According to their results; 

there is a small impact on violent crime, a nonsignificant impact on property crime, and a small 

effect on fear of crime. Hence, community policing was only weakly related to reducing crime, at 

least in the short term. And also, community policing was related with larger, significant positive 

aids for citizen satisfaction, perceived disorder, and police legitimacy. 

Tyler (2004) studied about community policing. According to his results; there was a small 

effect on crime in the short-term, but there was a positive relationship between the long-term effect 

on crime and community policing with the help of increased levels of legitimacy and satisfaction. 

These improved citizen perceptions of police legitimacy may pay to increased agreement with the 
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law and reduced crime.  But it is really difficult to reach any strong assumptions about the 

relationship between community policing and long-term crime reduction. 

Mazerolle, Bennett, Davis, Sargeant, and Manning (2013) studied about police 

involvements considered to improve procedural justice and/or increase citizen perceptions of 

police legitimacy. To their findings, there was evidence that these involvements improved citizen 

satisfaction, cooperation, and levels of procedural justice.  

Bennett, Holloway and Farrington (2009) studied about the effectiveness of neighborhood 

watch programs. According to their findings; there was a relationship between neighborhood 

watch and crime reduction. Bennett et al. (2009) found that the programs were related to a crime 

reduction of between 16 and 26 percent. 

On the other hand, results of some researches seem to like to be insignificant and in some 

cases non-existent or immeasurable (Greene, 2000). Community policing had slight or no effect 

on police exercise (Weisburd and Braga, 2007); but age and years of service variables effect on 

police work (Mastrofski and Snipes, 1995).  Because Community Policing has a tendency to 

increase the contact between the police and the community, with a minimal use of necessary 

actions, it is probable to progress the public satisfaction. But this point of view has only limited 

price because those who are required to stay in contact with the police (especially victims and 

offenders) seem to be exactly those who are mostly disappointed about the police work. This means 

that Community Policing programs have a great effect on the upgrading of the image than on the 

success of the police. This issue also can be seen in research (Brodeur, 1998).  

 “Neighbourhood Watch” programs are generally used in community policing but this 

program resulted in inadequate effects on crime. On the other hand, it helps the feelings of security 
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and the communication between the public and the police. As a result of that, the image of the 

police is strengthened and the job satisfaction of police officers is improved (Bennett, 1990). 

Some researchers come to the assumption that community policing can have some result 

on the awareness of crime by the population and on the thankfulness of the quality of police 

service. Additionally, the moods of insecurity seem to reduction, because of the improved visibility 

of the police in public space and the increase of the communication between the population and 

the police central often to a better gratefulness of the police job. Community policing has the effect 

of reduction on fear of crime in the community (Greene, 1998). Bayley (1994) asserts that “We 

don’t know if community policing works. Most of the time, a small effect can be detected, but 

sometimes also contradictory results. The best results can be observed in focused activities of 

problem-oriented policing. It is not proven that citizens can act against insecurity in an effective 

way. Initiatives as “neighborhood watch” don’t have an effect on crime. Most of the time these 

initiatives work the best there where they are least needed and least where they are necessary. 

Nevertheless, most authors conclude that it is not the model that is failing, but in first instance the 

deficient implementation of it” 

Aronowitz (1997) conduct a study about community policing. According to his results; 

citizens are more elaborate in the identification of problems in the community and the relation with 

the police progresses. Additionally, he asserts that the method also upsurges the level of self-help 

of the citizens. They take a more dynamic role in the care of security and the quality of life in their 

community. Another outcome has a relation with the care of legal order: not only are citizens more 

motivated to report to the police, but also the feelings of security progress. 

Sherman, Gottfredson, MacKenzie, Eck, Reuter and Bushway (1997) conducted a 

systematic review, amongst others on community policing. They argued their  hypotheses as;            
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“ (1) Neighbourhood Watch programs are considered to be effective, while they encourage the 

level of surveillance by inhabitants of neighbourhoods, which leads to the consequence that they 

have a deterrence effect on criminals; (2) The stream of information stemming from the 

communities is stimulated towards the police concerning suspects, offenders and suspect 

circumstances, which leads to an increased probability to arrest offenders. This information 

exchange improves the problem-solving ability of the police; (3) The improvement of information 

from the police to the public empowers the population to protect oneself, certainly when it concerns 

recent trends in crime patterns and risks; (4) The credibility and legitimacy of the police is 

sustained and the population has more confidence in the police, which leads to more compliance 

to the law by the population”. According to their findings; proof for the hypothesis that crime 

prevention is continued by the increase of information from the community to the police is not 

available. For the second and third hypotheses is no evidence existing neither. But there was 

enough evidence for the fourth hypothesis about the legitimacy.  

Sunshine and Tyler (2003) studied about community policing and the assessment of police 

legitimacy According to their findings; personal interactions between police and community are 

vital – not the awareness of the public with respect to how well the police fight against crime.  

Dammert and Malone (2006) assert in their study that community policing had a significant 

effect on reducing public fear of crime. They also assert that their results are very vital in these 

‘tough-on-crime-countries’.  

To the results of a study by Reisig (2007) that; citizens who judge police performs as fair 

and respectful are more exposed for involvement in (property) crime prevention. This implies that 

it is not simply the valuation of success that effects willingness of the public to join, but only the 

way in which police performs are supposed. This assumption could be made notwithstanding the 
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level of property crime in the community. At this point of view, the use of community policing 

can be realized as a critical element in fighting against crime. Social survey data also presented 

that foot patrols - a part in community policing - encounters the public requests and supports “the 

symbolic function of policing as a sign of social order”. Foot patrol effects citizen’ satisfaction 

with police performs and reduce the crime rates (Wakefield, 2007).  

These progresses have spread-out in especially the last twenty years. Whereas many 

privileges have been completed, the increasing development in research based on a deep and 

serious understanding of policing is uncertain in part because the research focus is distant too 

narrow. In order to better understanding, more research is needed (Reisig, 2000).  

Pros of Community Policing  

Traditional policing rests almost on the punitive model, with prevention limited to 

deterrence. In contrast, community policing emphasizes the prevention and intervention. In fact, 

the priority of community policing includes preventive response to the public order through a level 

of delegation of authority with community members, and line officers as a response to future crime 

(Kelling and Coles, 1996). To achieve this end, community policing provides the police an 

outreach to the community. As well as the preventive purposes, other purposes of this outreach are 

to promote cooperation and collaboration with the community to enhance public safety, to reduce 

the fear of crime, to improve the quality of life, to increase the police accountability and to increase 

public scrutiny of the police. 

Community policing makes the community as a part of the solutions and identifying and 

prioritizing the problems by promoting cooperation and collaboration between police and the 

community. Furthermore, the impact of community mobilization efforts resulted by assembling a 

community-based problem-solving team comprised of police, judges, prosecutors and correction 
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officers as well as community residents, school, religious leaders and other community leaders, is 

so huge that it may produce multi-faced solutions to solve multi-faced problems of the community. 

Combining the people from different strata of the society to solve the problems create solutions in 

a broad range. In fact, the solutions are only limited by the resources and by the imagination of the 

people involved. 

Community policing is a tool of democratic policing because it intrinsically involves 

informing the community about law enforcement activities as well as increasing public 

participation in the governmental decision making (Gordon, 2001). This fact has particular 

importance for the police agencies which usually have anti-democratic images composed of 

brutality, aggressive patrol, and so forth. According to Xiaming (2002), policing strategies depends 

strongly on mass participation provides an informal control which deters the people engaging in 

delinquency. In fact, he argues that the parallel development of formal and informal control 

mechanisms of social control is the best way to approach the crime. In this sense, community 

policing is one of the best ways of crime prevention and intervention by providing both formal and 

informal control mechanisms.    

 Although the community policing is expensive, it may reduce the expenses of incarcerated 

people by reducing crime and recidivism rates. In other words, community policing has potential 

in reducing the expenses of entire criminal justice system if it becomes successful.   

Fighting Terrorism v. Community Policing 

 Community policing goes further than focusing merely on crime. According to Robert L. 

Werling, a project coordinator at the Texas Regional Community Policing Institute, community 

policing “addresses the fear of crime as well as non-criminal social disorder. As community fear 

and anger intensify and related issues emerge, community policing is well positioned to address 
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these issues” (Bankson, 2003). Community policing has used a two-pronged approach to enhance 

the quality of life: reduce negative influence in people lives, such as crime and disorder, and 

amplify the positive influences, such as citizen involvement to improve the community. Werling 

stated this two-pronged approach makes sense in addressing terrorism.” The first step is to address 

threats of terrorism. The second step is to strengthen communities through citizen cooperation. 

Such alliance helps build trust and confidence. This “trust is invaluable in developing intelligence 

relating to terrorism” (Bankson, 2003). In fact, an ideal strategy in crime/terrorist fighting would 

require a community to trust police enough to call them whenever they see a suspicious act. The 

statement of Gordon England, Deputy Secretary of Department of Homeland Security, summarizes 

the nexus of terrorism fighting and community policing briefly: America will win in the struggle 

against terrorism “if the nation continues to promote community policing, partnerships and 

proactive leadership.” (Intelligence Sharing, 2003).  

European Commission (2011) also declared that; “Terrorist radicalisation and recruitment 

are not confined to one faith or political ideology. This is best demonstrated by the fact that Europe 

has experienced different types of terrorism in its history. It is important to underline that the vast 

majority of Europeans, irrespective of belief or political conviction, reject terrorist ideology. Even 

among the small number of people that do not reject such ideology, only a few turn to terrorism. 

Preventing terrorist radicalisation and recruitment will only work if we remain fully dedicated to 

respecting fundamental rights, promoting integration and cultural dialogue and fighting 

discrimination.” 

Because of the widespread and multifaceted nature of the problem, close cooperation 

between citizens and the police can be more effective for terrorism (White and McEvoy, 2012). 

At this point of view European Commission (2011) asserts that “Radicalisation that can lead to 
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acts of terrorism is best contained at a level closest to the most vulnerable individuals. It requires 

close cooperation with local authorities and civil society.” White (2011) added that “ Since 

motivations and reasons for engaging in radical violence are often initiated by local grievances, 

not global politics it follows that possible solutions will also be found at the grassroots, local, level 

within host communities.” 

  Cons of Community Policing 

 Community policing has many problems/difficulties in both theory and implementation.  

 The first big part of problems/difficulties in the community policing arises from internal 

factors because community policing asks police officers to do a job different than one for which 

they were hired. In other words, community policing implies change, which is so massive that it 

implies a total rejection of some police officers’ life-works. Besides, some police officers have 

philosophical disagreements with a problem-solving approach which assessing the performance 

based on community satisfaction. Some ranked officers are also disagreeing with the concept of 

community policing which gives more authority to the line officers and lessens the centralized 

authority of ranked officials. According to Lumb and Breazedele (2003), and Skolnick and Fyfe 

(1993) police subculture including stress, and top-down management hinder the implementation 

of community policing.  

As well as the dissensions of police officers, there are further internal impediments about 

the community policing. Are the police symbols including military-like clothes and guns and other 

tools, appropriate in trying to access to the community? Is the current leadership and management 

style of police appropriate to implement community policing? How much time will the judges and 

police officers spend to talk to the community? How can such a disparate problem-solving group 

reach consensus? How do we ensure that the voice of community will be heard? Are the resources 
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enough to implement community policing? (Community Criminal, 2003; Bucquerox, 2003). 

Unfortunately, the responses to these questions reveal the problems of community policing 

implementations. 

 The second big part of problems/difficulties in the community policing arises from external 

factors. Community policing can be accomplished if all parts of the community are willing to 

cooperate and collaborate on the implementation of it. Will the legislators be willing to become 

part of the team? Will the affluent people living with private security guards support a system 

which promotes risk-taking in the poor and minority neighborhoods (Community Criminal, 2003)?  

 The third part of problems/difficulties may arise from the conceptual descriptions of 

community and community policing. Some scholars argue that some cities do not have a well-

defined community in which to establish a partnership with the police. This is true particularly in 

the ghetto areas, poor neighborhoods, and inner cities characterized by transient populations with 

few or no institutional ties and little or no identity (Swanson, Territo and Taylor, 2001). Similarly, 

there is no well-defined concept of community policing. The confusion about what the exact 

meaning of “community policing” confuses its practitioners about exact description of their job 

(Swanson, et al., 2001). 

 Lack of credible evaluation to assess community policing is another problem of community 

policing as it is mentioned in the Introduction. Kelling argues that traditional measures such as 

response time and crime statistics are not appropriate to assess community policing (Swanson, et 

al., 2001). Thus, there is no objective and widely-accepted criteria to measure success and failure 

of community policing. Without having any criteria to evaluate the current results of community 

policing implementations, there will be no clue whether the implementers are in the true path or 

not.  
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Challenge of Community Policing to the Traditional Bureaucracy 

Community policing promotes decentralization of authority by increasing discretion of line 

officers in decision-making and problem solving (Morabito, 2010). In this sense, community 

policing requires a tremendous change in classical Weberian bureaucratic structure encompassing 

principles of jurisdiction, hierarchy, specialization, written documents (files), and general rules.  

Weber’s definition of bureaucracy underlies the structural logic of the bureaucratic state in 

the twentieth century. His delineation of jurisdiction constitutes a kernel from which theorists for 

the past eighty years have “developed theoretically and normatively robust concepts of division of 

labor, functional differentiation, and, as a result, clear jurisdictional boundaries within a 

governmental entity” (Fountain, 2001). If the community policing changes the Weberian concept 

of jurisdiction, what form will jurisdiction take in the era of community policing? 

 Weber’s second and third principles, hierarchy and specialization, forms the essence of 

bureaucracy. Simon (1962) argues that hierarchy enables the decomposability of complex 

problems. The ability to factor complex problems and then assign each factor to specialists to 

solve, and then to recombine partial solutions is the primary superiority of bureaucratic structure 

over other forms of structures. If the community policing changes the Weberian concept of 

expertise and hierarchy, what form of problem-solving mechanism it offers to solve over-sized 

complex problems such as a drug which has political, economic, social and cultural dimensions? 

 The fourth and fifth principles of Weberian bureaucracy, files and rules, constitute an 

important departure from personalized and subjective decision making that needs no 

documentation. “Files” enables the bureaucrat as neutral with respect to organizational goals and 
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direction, impersonal with respect to the application of law and regulations, and expert in the 

conduct of clearly defined tasks. Indeed, neutrality (or existence of rules) is a key feature of 

professionalism within every democratic entity of civil services. In the era of community policing, 

since the police officer has the discretion to make some decisions based on his subjective 

observations and information without requiring acting within the framework of standard rules, how 

can similar response for similar incidents be ensured?   

 The modern Western states reflect the ideas of both Weber and Frederick Taylor. Probably, 

Weber does not hold a central role in the Western democracy if not for the complementary between 

his ideas and Taylorism. Taylorism consists of efficiency gain in production process through strict 

control and command over the workforce and design of work. Taylorist police supervisors treat 

subordinates as machinelike, rational, Weberian elements (Garvey, 1995).   

In sum, the traditional criminal justice system of the US has been constructed on Taylorism 

and Weberian bureaucracy, which provides efficiency gain and problem-solving mechanisms. The 

paradigm of community policing has many philosophical contradictions with the Weberian 

bureaucracy which has been placed in the essence of structures of American law enforcement 

agencies. However, community policing doesn’t offer clear mechanisms to replace the current 

Weberian structure.    

Taylor, Fritsch and  Caeti (1998) identified 5 challenges of community policing. These are; 

1-  There is a little empirical evidence that supports about community poIicing has a 

positive impact a community believes of the police or crime reduction. 

2- Community policing requires a systematic change not only police departments structure 

but also city government's structure. 
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3- The implementation of community policing is more academic. It is really difficult to 

make changes in the actual world. 

4- Community policing has become too “politicized”.  If a department didn’t want to join 

in community policing, it was called as stationary, non-progressive or worse.  

5- Community policing can only be justified as successful in politics. It is too dangerous 

that some police chiefs and politicians are taking credits for statistics such as crime rate 

down, violent acts down etc. 

Conclusion 

Community policing is the recent policing paradigm encompassing various changes 

supposed to occur in a number of substantive areas. The changes in each domain encompass highly 

complex processes. Because of its size, it is difficult to assess community policing. It has pros and 

cons. In this study, after exploring the pros and cons of community policing, Community policing 

is better than traditional policing in many respects. On the other hand, community policing may 

not be mature enough to replace all aspects of traditional policing. For example, community 

policing doesn’t have a well-defined solution for the people who doesn’t live in an institutionalized 

community structure. Similarly, community policing doesn’t have a mechanism to solve large-

scale problems that can be solved in a bureaucracy. In other words, the bureaucracy has the 

mechanism to factor the problem, then to assign each factor to specialists to solve, and then to 

recombine partial solutions to produce a final solution; community policing doesn’t have such 

mechanism for large scale problems.  

In conclusion, community policing face same problems with traditional policing (Taylor 

et.al., 1998). A hybrid approach combining positive sides of community policing and traditional 

policing is ideal for better policing.   
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