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Community Policing in Chicago

Wesley G. Skogan

Chicago’s experiment with community policing began in April 1993. For more
than a year the police department had worked on a plan for Chicago’s Alternative
Policing Strategy (CAPS) and laid the groundwork for implementing it in selected
districts. At the heart of the plan lay the reorganization of policing around the city’s
279 police beats. Officers assigned to beat teams were expected to engage in iden-
tifying and dealing with a broad range of neighborhood problems in partership
with neighborhood residents and community organizations. To give the officers
time to identify such problems, some of the burden of responding to 911 calls was
shifted to rapid response teams, and in addition tactical units, youth officers, and
detectives were expected to work more closely with beat officers. All of these
officers shared responsibility for meeting and working with members of the com-
munity on a regular basis at beat meetings. At the district level, advisory
committees were formed to review issues of wider scope and to discuss strategic
issues with district commanders. A prioritizing system was developed for coordi-
nating the delivery of municipal services to support local problem-solving efforts,
and new computer technology began to be introduced that would support the anal-
ysis of local crime problems,

In the sections that follow, this article evaluates this ambitious program.
First, the article examines some general principles of community policing, and
then key elements of the city’s program are described and analyzed in the context
of how well they fit the community policing model. Furthermore, this article
briefly describes the findings of an evaluation that examined the impact of
community policing on the quality of life in the five pilot districts of Chicago.
(Further details about the project can be found in Skogan and Hartnett, 1997.)

Source: Prepared especially for C ity Policing: C -ary Readi
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What is Community Policing?

Community policing is not something that is easy to pin down. However, it is evi-
dent w0 this author that it involves reforming decisi n-making pr y and
creating new cultures within police departments; it is not a packet of specific tac-
tical plans. It is an organizational strategy that redefines the goals of policing, but

leaves the means of achievin iti i
g them to practitioners in the field. It is a proc
than a product. processather

depanz:zt:i:;meﬁ: (::; c;lil‘iisd:;elv:iof f:om.munit}f policing is that it encourages
: ' Stricts or precinets to develop tactics that are
tailored to local issues. Under the rubric of community policing, departments are:
* opening small neighborhood substations, .
* conducting surveys to measure community satisfaction,
* organizing meetings and crime prevention seminars,
* publishing newsletters,
+ forming neighborhood watch groups,
+ establishing advisory panels,

* organizing youth activities,
* conducting drug education projects and media campaigns,
+ patrolling on horses and bicycles, and

* working with municipal agencies to enforce healih and safety regulations,

Ihgse. activities often are backed up by organizational goals that are spelled out in
mission statements,” and departments all over the country are rewriting their mis-
sxon§ to conform to new ideas about the values that should guide policing and the
relationship between the police and the community.
A However, behind these tactics lie four general principles that need to be rec-
ognized, principles that differentiate community policing from other organiza-

tional strategies. These four principles will be descri ; N
sections. P ¢ described at length in the following

Decentralization

Principle 1 Community policing relies upon organizational decentralization and

a reorientation of patrol in order to facilitate col icati i
0 mmunication betw:
and the public. eonpolice

' .Pollce dep:?nments traditionally were organized on the assumption that
policies and practices are determined at the top, and flow down in the form of rules
and 'orders. The job of management was to see that these rules and orders were
carried out. Of course, this organizational chart did not reflect the reality of
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policing, which is that operational decision making is radically decentralized and
highly discretionary, and that most police work takes place outside the direct
control of supervisors. But departments maintained this elaborate paramilitary
structure because it helped sustain the illusion that police were under control.
Police were also amazingly successful at keeping information about themselves
and crime proprietary; they released what was useful to them and were secretive
about the rest.

The community policing model is more in accord with the way in which
departments actually work. It involves formally granting neighborhood officers the
decision-making authority they need to function effectively. Line officers are
expected to work more autonomously at investigating situations, resolving
problems, and educating the public. They are asked to discover and set their own
goals, and sometimes to manage their work schedule.

This decentralization facilitates the development of local solutions to local
problems and discourages the automatic application of central-office policies. The
police are not unlike the rest of society, in which large organizations have leamed
that decentralization often allows flexibility in decision making at the customer
contact level.

To increase responsiveness, police are also emulating the general trend in
large organizations toward shedding layers of bureaucracy; most departments that
adopt a serious community policing stance strip a layer or two from their rank
structures to shorten lines of communication within the agency. Police are also
reorganizing to provide opportunities for citizens to come into contact with them
under circun es that e ge an information exchange, the development of
mutual trust, and engaging in joint or coordinated action. An improvement in rela-
tionships between police and the community is a central goal of these programs.

Problem-Oriented Policing

Principle 2 Community policing assumes a commitment to broadly focused,
problem-oriented policing.

On its own, problem-oriented policing is a minor revolution in police work.
It signifies a reversal of the long-standing disdain that police held for tasks that
were not, in their view, ‘“real police work.” It represents a shift away from the
crime-fighting orientation that police departments have professed since the 1920s.
Adopting that stance was useful at the time. It provided a rationale for disconnect-
ing police from politicians and insulating police g t from narrow
political concerns. Rigid discipline was imposed to combat internal corruption, and
officers were shifted rapidly from assignment to assignment so that they would not
get too close to the communities they served. Controlling their work from
downtown via centralized radio dispatching was a way to ensure that they stuck to
the organization’s agenda. Later, when big city riots threatened, focusing on
“serious crime” at the expense of order maintenance, and adopting a detached pro-
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fessional manner was a ay .
Wi way to keep out of trouble TJust the iacts, ma’am,” was
But pOllCC departmems now are expenencmg the habllmes of havmg dis-
connected themselves from any close attachment to the communities they serve.
foblem-oriente pohcing encourages off CIS to ond creativel to problems
Proble; ented pol 4 g 1CETS 0 respy Yy to p:
s 1
that they encounter, or to refer them to pubhc and private agencies that can help.
More mpor fallﬂy, 1t stresses the Importance of dlscovetmg the situations that
roduce calls for olice assis anci n i}' | uses which lie 11 em,
p p tance, identifyij g the causes hich lie beh d th
and demgnmg tactics to deal with these causes. This involves training officers m

sots”
Ol:iztl:tegx:l c]f)r}cent;"ate large volumes of complaints and calls for service Problem:
olicing also recognizes that the soluti , .
I ons to those patterns may
o i ! the involve
IhtAhe\' agencies and may. be “non-police” in character; in traditional depZmne 1
is would be cause for ignoring these problems, i

Responsive to Community

Principle 3 Community polici i i
policing requires that police are res; i i
when they set priorities and develop their tactics. pomivetothepubli

oﬂle‘n. knan as “Iisfenifxg to the customer.” This is one reason why community
Z)(: ;(csu:ﬁ is antprgazlzauonal strategy but not a set of specific programs—how it
practice should vary considerabl i
0 ice 5 y from place to
unique local situations and circumstances. ? pisee n response to
P
. 0mBetter ‘ listening” to ttfe community can produce different policing priorities
o r::i;:;nlesnce, gﬂ‘lclers involved in neighborhood policing quickly learn tha;
nts are deep| y concerned about problems i i
: : that previously did
to police attention. The i arprors
X public often focuses on threateni
lic ‘ ng and fear-provoki
C . VOl
onditions rather than discrete and legally defined incidents. Theypoften :;E

;hus cPo.nol gex?erate complainss or calls for service, and as a result, the police know
d\;rpa;s:l:giy émle about them. Accordingly, community policing requires that
D nits develop new channels for learning about neighborhood problems;
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Pariners in Prevention

Principle 4 C ity policing implies a commitment to helping neighbor-
hoods solve crime problems on their own, through community organizations
and crime prevention programs.

The idea that the police and the public are “co-producers” of safety predates
the current rhetoric of community policing. In fact, the community crime preven-
tion movement of the 1970s was an important precursor to community policing.
It promulgated widely the idea that crime was not solely the responsibility of the
police. The police were quick to endorse the claim that they could not solve crime
problems without community support and assistance (in this way the public shared
the blame for rising crime rates), and now they find that they are expected to be
the catalyst for this effort. They are being called upon to take the lead in mobilizing
individuals and organizations around crime prevention. These efforts include

neighborhood watch, citizen patrols, and education programs stressing household
target-hardening and the rapid reporting of crime.

Chicago’s Mission

While some operational planning took place in advance, an important step in the
development of Chicago’s program was the formulation of an official “mission
statement” that set the tone for what was to follow. The statement was featured in
a thirty-page document that described, step by step, many of the key components
of change needed for the program to succeed in Chicago. The department’s mis-
sion statement read as follows:

The Chicago Police Department, as past of, and empowered by the commu-

nity, is committed to protect the lives, property and rights of all people, to

maintain order, and to enforce the law impartiaily. We will provide quality

police service in partnership with other members of the community. To fulfill

our mission, we will strive to attain the highest degree of ethical behavior and

professional conduct at all times (Chicago Police Department, 1994:2).

The overall report, titled Together We Can, opened with a “rationale for
change” that reviewed the limits of the traditional model of policing that charac-
terized the department. Drawing on research on policing and a depiction of a crime
rate that was soaring despite the department’s best efforts, the report argued for a
“smarter” app h to policing that capitalized on the gth of the city’s neigh-
borhoods. It argued that the department had to be “reinvented” so it could form a
partnership with the community that stressed crime prevention, customer service,
and honest and ethical conduct. Almost half of the document focused on what had
to be reinvented, ranging from officer selection to department management,
training, performance evaluation, call dispatching, technology, and budgeting. The
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fiocument was mailgd to every member of the department, and to help ensure that
:r:/as read, it was included on the reading list from which questions would be
wn for the next promotion exam. Its concreteness helped it become the basis

for plannmg the eventual cxtywtde lmplementatlon of Chlcago s Alternative
Pohcmg Stlategy.

The Program

While a myriad of practical details were involved in setting change in motion

among the department’s fifteen thousand emplo:
ad i ko clomonts ployees, the program that emerged

Departmental Involvement

The _emire‘ department (eventually) was to be involved. Rather than formin
special units, the department was committed to changing its entire organizationg
CO{nmu.mty policing roles were to be developed for all of the units in the ory am'.
zatlon', including detectives, tactical units, officers working with gan sgam;
na.\rccncs officers, rather than just uniformed patrol officers working in ;ghe: di
tr.nc.ts: Most of this had to wait until the program had proven itself in the patns)i
d}vns_lon, however. During the first year a few units were decentralized, so that
district commanders had control over plain-clothes tactical units anli youtah
officers, and they could integrate the efforts of those special units with plans bei
developed at the grassroots level. prm e
The commitment to citywide involvement was reflected in the decision to
te§t the new pr‘ogram in diverse pilot districts, several of which were very high
crime areas, using existing personnel and leadership. In the words of one de; aft-
ment executive, they did not “stack the deck in favor of success.” The departmepnt’s
managers knew that once the program encompassed the entire city, it had to
c.onnue to work with the talent that the department already had. Whiie in some
cities community policing is confined to selected districts, or utilizes volunteer
officers (ofien being paid overtime through special federal programs), eventually

Chlcago was going to have to mak program using 1ts € Ing personn
e the pro work p
: g 1ts existing el ,

Permanent Assignments

OjZicers were giver.r Ppermanent beat assignments. To give careful attention to the
nesldents'and specific problems of various neighborhoods required officers to
knpw their beats, including the problems, trends, hot spots, resources, and relatior

§h|ps there. In order to develop partnerships with the com’munity th; had to stn-
in one place long enough for residents to know and learn to trust themyand oﬂ"lceay
hgd to have enough free time to engage in community work. Howew;er the ex N
rience of other cities made clear the importance of continuing to maimz’xin a -
able levels of response to 911 calls at the same time. oo
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The fundamental geographical building block of the new program was the

beat. The city’s 25 police districts are divided into 279 beats, which average 10,000
residents and 4,100 households. The districts each have between nine and fifteen
beats, staffed with officers that were assigned to the district partly by a “weighted
workload” formula that took into account calls for service from the area. Toresolve
conflicts between the dual priorities of working with the public and responding
promptly to calls for service, officers in each district were divided into beat teams
and rapid response units. Beat teams were to be dispatched less frequently so that
they had time to work on neighborhood projects. Whenever possible they were to
be sent only to calls that originated in their beat, and even then they were to be
exempted from certain classes of calls to which their turf specialization did not
seem to make any contribution. The goal was to keep beat teams on their turf—
thus maintaining “beat integrity"—at least 70 percent of the time. Other calls were
to be assigned to rapid response units, tactical officers and other teams that ranged
throughout the district.

Which officers served in which roles was a complicated matter that was
closely regulated by the city’s contract with the police union. In Chicago, officers
choose their district and shift through a bidding system based on seniority. (There
were tradeoffs; we knew officers with almost 20 years of seniority who had to work
the midnight shift to get the district assignment of their choice.) Only within those
parameters could district commanders decide which officers would serve in beat
or rapid response units.

In the pilot districts they generally relied on their lieutenants and sergeants
to negotiate the matter shift by shift, which was further complicated by the desire
of most officers to remain attached to their partners. However, in general, officers
seemed to get the assignment they wanted, Those who craved the excitement of
responding to a succession of hot 911 calls jockeyed to get into a rapid response
car, while those who were interested in community-oriented work gravitated to
beat teams. But the yearly re-bidding process meant that they could be bumped
from their position, or that they could try to improve their lot as they accumulated
a bit more seniority, so that there was a steady circulation of officers through
various assignments over time. The union contract thus mitigated against the
creation of a force split permanently between community and traditional policing,

something that CAPS’ managers wanted to avoid in any event. It also meant that
there was somewhat more turnover in beat assignments than some community
groups thought was optimal.

Training

There was a serious commitment to training. The department invested an im-
mense amount of effort, at a critical time, in training officers and their supervisors
in the skills required to identify and solve problems in conjunction with the com-
munity. Training was considered absolutely essential to promoting officer under-
standing and commitment to the program, as well as providing direction to officers
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and supervisors in their new roles. Without adequate training they would inevitably
fall back on what they knew best, which was the tried and true routines of tradi-
tional policing.

. Several cities that have tried to implement community policing ignored the
importance of training and, in effect, merely instructed their officers to “go out and
do it.” Not surprisingly, they failed to mount serious programs. Chicago believed
that by putting a strong emphasis on training they also would send the message to
the rank-and-file officers that community policing was real and that downtown was
committed to the program. The training program that was developed was co-taught
b}l civilian trainers. It included officers of all ranks who were about to serve in the
;;ﬂot districts, and everyone received several days of training before the program

egan.

Community Involvement

?‘he community is to play a significant role. At the core of CAPS lay the forma-
tion of police-community partnerships focused on identifying and solving
problems at the neighborhood level. Community policing assumes that police
cannot solve neighborhood problems on their own; it depends on the cooperation
of the community and public and private agencies to achieve success. In Chicago
one problem-solving role for police was to engage community resources and draV\;
other city agencies into identifying and responding to local concerns. Together We
Can noted, *. . . the Department and the rest of the community maust establish new
ways of actually working together. New methods must be put in place to jointly
identify problems, propose solutions, and implement changes. The Department’s
ultimate goal should be community empowerment” (Chicago Police Department
1994:16). ’

This commitment to community involvement was operationalized in two
ways. Beat meetings began in every beat. They were regular—usually monthly—
gatherings of small groups of residents and officers who actually worked the beat.
These meetings were held in church basements and park buildings all over the city.
In addition, advisory committees were formed at the district level to meet with
comm.anders and district staff. They were composed of community leaders, school
council members, ministers, business operators, and representatives of institutions
of. significance in the district. Beat meetings and district advisory committee gath-
erings were the principal forums for the development of joint police-citizen plans
1o tackle neighborhood issues.

Social Service

Policing was linked to the delivery of city services. Community policing inevita-
bly involved the expansion of the police mandate to include a broad range of
concerns that previously lay outside their competence. In other words, as the
program’s detractors put it, they were expected to be “social workers.” The
expansion of the police mandate was a response to several factors.
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Senior managers understood that police could put a temporary lid on many
crime-related problems, but they could never fix them. They wanted to create
problem-solving systems that could keep the lid on even after they had moved on.
The involvement of the police in coordinating services also reflected city hall’s
plan to use CAPS to inject more discipline into the city’s service delivery system.
Service standards and accountability mechanisms were put in place that advanced
the mayor’s municipal efficiency agenda as well as supporting problem solving.

The expansion of the mandate also reflected consumer demand—when beat
officers met with neighborhood residents, the concerns that were voiced included
all types of problems, and the Kinds of crimes that police traditionally are organized
to tackle often were fairly low on the priority list. CAPS’ managers knew that if
the response of officers to community concerns was, “that’s not a police matter,”
residents would not show up for another meeting.

Therefore, from the beginning, the delivery of city services in the pilot
districts was linked to community policing via special service request forms. They
were to be generated by everyone, but were the special domain of beat teams.

Officers’ service requests triggered a prioritizing and case-tracking process that
greatly increased the responsiveness of other city agencies. The successful inte-
gration of CAPS witha broad range of city services was one of the most important
organizational successes of the first year of the program.

Crime Analysis

There was an emphasis on crime analysis. From the outset, geographic crime
analysis was considered a key component of community policing in Chicago. It
was to form the “knowledge base” that would drive the beat problem-solving
process and the tactical operations of special squads. Computer technology was to
speed the collection and analysis of data to identify crime patterns and target arcas
that demand police attention. An easy-to-use crime mapping system was to be
developed to run on computers at each district station, Overnight data entry
ensured that the results were timely.

Crime maps were to be routinely distributed at beat meetings and accessible
to the public at each station. Other analytic tools included “‘beat planners,” which
were notebooks of local information maintained by beat officers. Also, new roll
call procedures were to be developed to encourage officers to share information
across watches about beat-level events and community resources. All of this was
intended to foster problem solving at the beat level.

The Pilot Districts

The police districts in which the program was developed are illustrated in figure
1. They broadly represented the city’s neighborhoods. They ranged from fairly
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. Figure 1
Chicago's Pilot Police Districts

Rogers Park
= 16% poverty
58% white
17% black
14% hispanic

Austin
29% poverty
95% black
52% female headed

families

M 1

ety e

36% black

59% hispanic

52% high school
graduates

Englewood

36% poverty

99% black

31% female headed
families

Mo»:gan Park
9% poverty
61% black
80% homeowners
62% long-term
residents
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affluent to desperately poor, and from racially heterogeneous to solidly segregated
by race.

Rogers Park was the most ethnically diverse; 17 percent of its residents were
black, 14 percent Hispanic, and 58 percent white, with many other ethnic groups
comprising the remaining 11 percent. Almost all residents of Austin and Engle-
wood, on the other hand, were African American. Marquette was divided among
blacks (to the north) and Hispanics (to the south), with the latter making up almost
60 percent of the total. Only slightly more than half the adults in Marquette had
graduated from high school. On the other hand, in Morgan Park middle-class
whites constituted a 40 percent minority, while about 60 percent of the district’s
residents were African Americans. Morgan Park residents were easily the most
affluent; 80 percent were home owners. Rogers Park residents were significantly
better off than those of the remaining districts, but they were the most transient;
only 24 percent had lived there for a decade, while the comparable figure for
Morgan Park was 62 percent. In Austin and Englewood, about 30 percent of house-
holds were headed by females and almost an equal number of residents were living
below the poverty line.

The Impact of the CAPS Program

This section summarizes what we found conceming the impact of CAPS in the
pilot districts. While a great deal of data collection took place, this article reports
on the findings of surveys that were conducted before the program began, and
again fourteen to eighteen months later.

Census data were used to select sections of the city which closely matched
the demography of the five pilot areas. These “comparison areas” were used to
represent (roughly) what would have happened in the pilot districts Jf there had
been no CAPS program, for it was not put in motion in other parts of the city until
the end of the development period.

All of the interviews were conducted by telephone in English and Spanish.
An average of 180 residents were interviewed twice in each of the pilot districts
and 150 in their comparison areas. The analysis of the data compared the results
of the two waves of surveys in pairs, contrasting any “before-and-after” changes
in each pilot district with what happened over the same time span in its comparison
area. When there is a change in a pilot district but no comparable shift in the com-
parison area—or vice versa—it could be evidence that the program made a differ-
ence.

Assessmenis of Trends in Policing
There was evidence that CAPS had some impact on people’s optimism about

trends in policing in Chicago. To gauge this, respondents were asked if the police
in their neighborhood had gotten better, worse, or stayed about the same during
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the past year. Figure 2 indicates that in four out of five pilot districts there were
significant increases in optimism after the first year or more of the program.
Figure 2 presents Wave 1 and Wave 2 survey results (labeled “W1” and
“W2”) for the pilot districts and their comparison areas, to facilitate comparisons
between any over-time changes in those results. (This format will be repeated in
the mext figure as well.) The values in parentheses near the bottom of the figure
present the statistical significance of the W1-W2 changes within an area; a figure
of 0.05 or less is generally accepted as a reliable change, although we will also pay
attention to patterns of results that lie within the 0.05-t0-0.10 range as well.
Figure 2 depicts visible increases in optimism in Englewood, Marquette,
Austin and Morgan Park. The percentage of residents who thought policing had
gotten better over the first year or more of CAPS was up by about one-third in each
case. For Englewood and Austin there were also no parallel changes in the com-
parison areas, and the differences between the two were statistically significant.
However, for Morgan Park and Marquette optimism was also up in the comparison
area, and the comparison area for Rogers Park was the only area of that pair that
changed significantly. In these three cases it is not clear that CAPS had as much
impact on this aspect of public opinion. Analysis of the data for population groups

indicated that optimism was generally up among African Americans, but not much
among whites or Hispanics.

Impact on Neighborhood Problems

The surveys also gathered data on the extent of neighborhood problems, as viewed
through the eyes of the people who lived there. In the interviews, respondents were
quizzed about 18 specific issues that the evaluators thought—before the program
began—might be problems in various parts of the city. Neighborhood residents
were asked to rate each of them as “a big problem,” “some problem,” or “no prob-
lem.” The analysis focused on the four biggest problems that residents of each area
nominated in the first interview, and tracked the ratings given these issues a year
or more later when they were interviewed again. This analysis lets residents “set
the agenda” for the evaluation, through their expressions of concern about neigh-
borhood conditions.
Two problems on the list were of virtually universal concern. “Street drug
dealing” was one of the top-ranked problems in every area we studied, and
“shooting and violence by gangs” was one of the leading problems in four of the
five pilot districts (with only the exception of Rogers Park). These are both chal-
lenging issues that lie near the core of the city’s crime problems in the 1990s.
Otherwise, a wide range of problems were identified as particularly vexing.
In two areas car vandalism was near the top of the list, and in two others household
vandalism ranked highly. Problems with “people being attacked or robbed” were
also rated highly in two areas. Auto theft, burglary, disruptions around schools,
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Figure 2

Trend in Policing Last Year
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abandoned buildings, and “vacant lots filled with trash and junk” each stood near
the top of the list in one district.

It is important to note that the initial level of these “biggest problems” varied
considerably from district to district. For example, street drug dealing was rated a
big problem by 60 percent or more of residents of Englewood, Marquette, and
Austin. On the other hand, only about 13 percent of the residents of Morgan Park
and 20 percent of those we interviewed in Rogers Park thought this was a big
problem, even though it was one of the areas’ top-ranked issues before CAPS was
initiated. In Morgan Park, burglary was a top-ranked problem, but only 10 percent
of residents gave it a high rating. In Morgan Park in particular, there was not as
much room for improvement on many dimensions, and expectations about the
impact of CAPS there should be tempered by this reality.

Figure 3 iliustrates the findings for one of Chicago’s experimental areas,
Englewood. Englewood is an extremely poor and largely African-American neigh-
borhood. During the early 1990s it had one of the highest homicide rates in the city.
Before the program began more than 60 percent of the residents of Englewood
rated street drug dealing a big problem, and gang violence was the number three
problem there. But the two other most highly-ranked problems turned out to be
“quality of life” issues. Problems with vacant lots filled with trash and junk stood
near the top of the list, and so did the large number (600, by one estimate) of
abandoned buildings which plagued the district. In fact, in four of the five exper-
imental areas, two of the top four problems were quality of life concerns rather than
conventionally serious criminal offenses.

Figure 3 also presents problem ratings for Englewood and its comparison
area, for both the Wave 1 and Wave 2 surveys. The statistical significance of each
over-time change is presented as well. However, the conclusions about over-time
changes presented in this article are based on the results of statistical analyses of
the data using repeated measures analysis of variance, which focuses on the sig-
nificance of differential changes in the means of the outcome measures over time.
This analysis used the full range of the measures, and not just the “big problems”
percentages that are illustrated in figure 3.

The findings for Englewood can be summarized as follows: all four of the
community’s biggest problems declined, while none went down significantly in
Englewood’s comparison area. Street drug sales was ranked a big problem by 62
percent of Englewood residents in 1993, but by only 49 percent in 1994.
Abandoned building problems dropped from 43 percent to 27 percent, and
problems with litter from 37 to 23 percent. Gang violence was down only modestly
(the percentage who thought it was a big problem declined from 41 to 35 percent),
but it increased significantly in Englewood’s comparison area.

These findings reflect the relative vigor with which Englewood used the city
service request process. Englewood residents and police were extremely successful
at mobilizing city services to respond to both of its decay problems. During the
sixteen months ending in August 1994, they generated 1,314 service requests to
attend to abandoned buildings, and 2,379 requests for special service from the
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In both cases Englewood’s service request

count ranked number one among the five experimental areas, both absolutely and

i | with an
relative to the size of their populations. There was a request to deal

i 3 illus-
abandoned building for every eighty-five Englewood residents. As figure 3 1

i blems went down significantly in
tions of the extent of both prol ly in
mmls‘ p:;:i:?:xring that period. In addition, gang and dru_g'problems w;re d;‘ees o;:e
Enmarcg e by community members, organized by acoalitionof lcc_alc urches.
‘;ifsnict’l;e:m):mander was easily the most charismatic and energetic of the group.

Based on this kind of analysis, the find

Department of Streets and Sanitation.

ings for the other districts were:

i own; @
Marquette. graffiti, the area’s second b}ggf:st problem, went d
decline in street drug dealing was not significant.

Austin: gang violence, drug dealing, and asszlmhl and robbery went
down; a decline in school disruption was not significant.

: declines in the area’s
. assault and robbery went down; _dec asea’s
ﬁgxgeir;rﬁg(:mzs(dmgs, graffit, and car vandalism) were not signifi

cant.

ry problem in this area declined at least slightly, but

Mo i ibuted to CAPS: problems in
none of the declines can be clearly atiribute A B dneions

here ¢!
an Park were already lower than anywhere el i
1i‘\r'fc:;:gveral problems were paralleled by declines in the comparison

area.
Discussion

. o

Did Chicago’s program speak to all of the core elemcmsrof ionu:nu;:\; 22:‘2::5“
irement was decentralization ¢

As noted at the outset, the ﬁrst requirems e eriment son

. In Chicago, district commanders were emp

f:cz?l‘;(-);r::/ed-at sgolutions 1o local problems. The roles of patrol officers were

drastically altered, as many ofthem were “cut loose” from the 911 system to devote

i i turf.
time to community outreach and problem solving on their own new

i i broadl
The second requisement was that police assume a commitment {0 y

i f the
focused problem solving. In Chicago, one of the biggest 'early 5‘,’“:5::: r: a:‘ e
0o ram was its link to the delivery of a broad range of city sem;; ’Ma ane
1t)cl)-wging to street sign replacement and building code inspections. The Mard

N . rest
district, where graffiti problems went down significantly, was the single greal

ity's graffiti-removal services. ) )
o Oth:\l:(:it\z! regquirement was that the police be responsive o tl}e gubh;: \Tvs};en
they set priorities. The arenas for this in Chicago were the new dm'l:l?n:s ‘Qoulicy!
cor):lm'mecs and the small-area beat meetings, places where resi
describe their problems and (1hscuss how;:ctsoasg(l’ve ﬂ?;:;m oo preventionand
inally, community policing 1mp mmif c d
neighl}:::hoz,d self help. Chicago’s model of problem solving stressed the ro



played by neighborhood residents in resolving their own problems, backstopped
by the police where necessary. The beat meetings were to be the locus for dividing
up those tasks, while at the district level the advisory committees were to focus
more on finding the resources required to address larger-scale, area-wide
problems.

Not only did Chicago’s CAPS program seem to incorporate all of the
elements of community policing, it also seemed to work. Residents of the pilot
districts reported that they saw less social disorder and physical decay, and serious
crime went down in several areas, due to the program. They thought they were
getting better police service, and that belief grew the most among African Amer-
icans. Chicago still had a great deal left to accomplish after the experimental
period, including finding ways to expand the program to encompass the entire city,
but the months spent in developing and testing the program seem to have paid off,
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