
Volume 7, Issue 9, September – 2022                 International Journal of Innovative Science and Research Technology                                                 

                                                                                                                                                                 ISSN No:-2456-2165 

 

IJISRT22SEP513                             www.ijisrt.com                   1301 

Research and Evidence-Based Policing for  

Police Officer Receptivity 

 

Dr. John Motsamai Modise 

South African Police Service 
 

Prof. (Dr.) Kishore Raga 

Professor Emeritus: Nelson Mandela University 

Abstract:- This paper provides a contextual 

understanding of police officers and civilian receptivity 

to research and evidence-based policing (EBP). It focuses 

on how officers defined and understand the concept of 

(EBP). The context driving these definitions (including 

political pressures, professionalisation and the rise of 

police-academic collaborations). The history of policing 

is littered with reform programmes, which aim to 

improve effectiveness, efficiency and legitimacy. What 

does research mean to police officers in terms of 

‘hierarchies’ and a ‘ladder of evidence. It is argued that 

future studies of the police officer and civilian staff 

receptivity to research and EBP are crucial as 

receptivity influences the application of research and 

willingness to incorporate an evidence base into policing 

practice. Evidence-based policing (EBP) are popular and 

enduring reform effort, which has generated significant 

research and practitioner attention. In light of defunding 

the police movement, we must consider what police 

reform could and potentially should look like. Some, for 

example, have called for a reduced police footprint in 

marginalized communities through reallocating police 

funding toward preventative services for a myriad of 

social issues. However, drawing on Bayley’s (1994) Police 

for the Future, we show that a dilemma arises 

concerning police involvement in these issues the police 

cannot be solely relied upon to address all social issues, 

but they cannot be fully absolved of the responsibility 

either. As such, further drawing on Bayley’s (1994) 

thoughts for police reform, we instead argue for the 

adoption of evidence-based policing as a more fruitful 

driver of meaningful, long-term police reform as it not 

only enables the police to identify practices that are 

effective or even harmful but it also can be used as 

means for police accountability. 
 

Keywords:- Evidence-Based Policing, Evidence-based 
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I. INTRODUCTION 
 

Evidenced based policing (EBP), defined as creating, 

reviewing and using the best available evidence to inform 

police policies, practices and decisions (College of Policing 

What Works Centre, n.d.). The case for EBP is well made 
and includes better understanding of modern policing 

problems (Knutsson and Tompson, 2017; Lum and Koper, 

2017); application of the most effective solutions especially 

in times of financial austerity and diminishing resources 

(Weisburd and Neyroud, 2013), as well as helping to 

transform policing into a more legitimate and respected 

profession (Sherman, 2015). Whilst the value of EBP per se 

is now widely accepted, (Knutsson and Tompsin, 2017) 

claims about what constitutes 'best' evidence remains a 

matter of dispute (Laycock, 2012; Lum and Kennedy, 2012). 

Because evidence-based policing is a decision-making 

perspective, not a panacea. It is grounded in the idea that 

policies and practices should be supported by scientifically 

rigorous evidence and analytics; that research is not ignored; 

and that research at least becomes a part of the conversation 

about what to do about reducing crime, increasing 

legitimacy, and addressing internal problems. These nuances 
provide flexibility in thinking about the role that research 

and science should play in policing (Lum, Koper and Telep, 

2012:63). Evidence in evidence-based policing is not limited 

exclusively to findings from randomized experiments, and 

can include a variety of approaches with a common 

emphasis on policing practice being guided by science and 

empiricism, rather than anecdotes, untested traditions, or 

hunches (Telep, 2018:01). In addition to police practice 

being guided by research, evidence-based policing 

emphasizes police departments consistently evaluating their 

practices. This requires a strong emphasis on analysis and 
data to guide decision-making. 
 

II. WHAT IS EVIDENCE-BASED POLICING (EBP) 
 

Evidence-based policing is a law-enforcement 

perspective and philosophy that implicates the use of 

research, evaluation, analysis, and scientific processes in 

law-enforcement decision-making (Lum, Telep, Koper, and 

Grieco, 2012: 1). Sherman (1998:3-4) introduces and 

defines EBP as the use of the best research on the outcomes 
of police work to implement guidelines and evaluate 

agencies, units and officers. Put more simply, evidence-

based policing uses research to guide practice and evaluate 

practices. Sherman (2012a) states that the key to EBP is the 

scientific testing of ideas and innovations rather than just 

trying them and judging them by instinct. He states that in 

many police organisations new ideas are tried but never 

tested so that police leaders and practitioners do not know if 

an idea has truly worked or not (Sherman 2011a; 2012a). 
 

Lum, Telep, Koper and Grieco, (2012) point out that 

evidence-based policing using research and scientific 

processes to inform policy decisions is a complex approach 

to policing that involves various challenges. Eyben (2013) 

explains that evidence-based approaches are likely to 

represent Value for Money in the police and public sector 
(Stanko 2009; Greene 2014) as it is concerned with actually 

achieving maximum economy, efficiency and effectiveness 

of resources (Campbell Collaboration 2009). This is a view 

shared by Nutley, Powell, and Davies,(2013), who have 

pointed out that although calls for better evidence in 

developing and delivering public services are not new, they 

have become more urgent due to the cuts. They go on to 

explain that there is a need to ensure that the scarce funds 

that are available need to be allocated in a more cost-
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effective way (Wain and Murray, 2011). As Marston & 

Watts (2003:149) also point out that funding of public 
services is becoming increasingly linked to outcomes and 

that in that environment “efficiency becomes the primary 

political value”, and as a result, this provides a fertile 

ground for an evidence-based discourse. 
 

Ultimately EBP is about using the best available 

research to find out what works and then using these tactics, 

policies or operations that have been thoroughly evaluated 

in everyday police work (Murray, 2011). However, an 

evidence-based approach requires at least (1) an attempt to 

use tactics which reflect principles of effective crime 

prevention (Lum et al., 2011) and (2) that research and 

analysis are a ‘part of the conversation about what to do 

about reducing crime, increasing legitimacy, and addressing 

internal problems’ (Lum et al., 2012:62). In turn, because of 

its focus on justifying interventions through some objective 
measuring tool (e.g. research, science, evaluation, and 

analysis), evidence-based policing has also become 

intertwined with the contemporary fiscal crises in policing, 

regarded as an approach that might help police do more with 

less by assessing the cost effectiveness of police activity. 
 

Evidence-based practice is largely positivistic and 

focuses on scientific evidence that will produce ‘universal 

truths’ (Petersen and Olsson, 2015:1582). 
 

Evidence-based policing means that research, 

evaluation, analysis and scientific processes should 

have a “seat at the table” in law enforcement decision-

making about tactics, strategies and policies. Further, 

we define evidence-based policing as not just about the 

process or products of evaluating police practices, but 

also about the translation of that knowledge into 

digestible and useable forms and the institutionalization 

of that knowledge into practice and policing systems 

(Lum and Koper, 2017:2). 
 

“Police practices should be based on scientific 

evidence about what works best”. EBP consists of an 

increasing emphasis on the ‘users’ or ‘consumers’ of 

research (Sherman, 2003: 6). In this sense, EBP acts as a 

‘motor’working as an ‘“engine” for change and 
improvement in the realm of policing (Innes, 2010: 128). 

Notable examples of EBP in the US include research on 

restrictions on police shootings (Fyfe, 1982) and the use of 

‘hot spots’ to target US police resources in particular areas 

suffering from small-scale crime (Sherman et al., 1989).  
 

Building on Sherman’s discussion of Evidence-based 

policing (EBP), Lum and Koper (2015:5) further argue that 

we should take note of three distinctions highlighting the 

difficulty in EBPs fulfillment: 

 EBP is a ‘decision-making perspective, not a panacea. 

 It is ‘grounded in the idea that policies and practices 

should be supported by research evidence and analytics, 

not blindly determined by them. 

 That research is ‘not ignored and it at least becomes a part 

of the conversation on what to do about reducing crime, 
increasing legitimacy or addressing internal problems. 

 

Sherman has since elaborated his definition of EBP as: 

"a decision-making process that uses reliable, unbiased, 
quantitative evidence on prediction and prevention as a 

primary criterion for setting goals, choosing priorities, 

making policies, making decisions, managing compliance, 

assessing results and improving policies" (Sherman, 

2009:21). 
 

III. EVIDENCE POLICING ADVANTAGES 
 

As Lum and colleagues (2012) point out, the goal is to 

bring research into the conversation regarding how the 
police allocate their crime control resources, not to make 

research the only concern of the police. While police should 

devote as many resources as possible to evidence-based 

strategies and should avoid strategies with evidence of 

significant backfire effects, police agencies cannot divorce 

themselves entirely from the political environments in which 

they exist. 
 

The second principle is that there is a hierarchy of 

evidence. Randomized experiments are at the top of the 

hierarchy because they have the highest level of internal 

validity and allow for causal statements about treatment 

(Cook & Campbell, 1979, Weisburd, 2003). A doctor’s 

clinical experience in a particular case is also on the 

hierarchy, although it appears at the bottom. This is an 

important reminder that while basing police practice 
completely on officer experience while ignoring research 

evidence threatens police effectiveness and efficiency, 

police experience also cannot be completely ignored in 

crafting policy and practice (Moore, 2006). These principles 

are important to review here, as a reminder that while 

evidence-based policing is intended to make research play a 

more important role in police practice, there is no 

expectation that research will ever be the only factor guiding 

police efforts to reduce crime. 
 

Eyben (2013) explains that evidence-based approaches 

are likely to represent Value for Money in the police and 

public sector (Stanko, 2009; Greene 2014) as it is concerned 

with actually achieving maximum economy, efficiency and 

effectiveness of resources (Campbell Collaboration 2009). 

This is a view shared by Nutley et al (2013), who have 
pointed out that although calls for better evidence in 

developing and delivering public services are not new, they 

have become more urgent due to the cuts. They go on to 

explain that there is a need to ensure that the scarce funds 

that are available need to be allocated in a more cost 

effective way (see also Wain & Murray 2011). As Marston 

& Watts (2003:149) also point out that funding of public 

services is becoming increasingly linked to outcomes and 

that in that environment “efficiency becomes the primary 

political value”, and as a result this provides a fertile ground 

for an evidence-based discourse. 
 

Of course if we are making efficiency savings by using 

EBP to determine what works and doing it, the corollary 

also holds. We can make efficiency savings by using EBP to 

determine what doesn’t work and not doing it (Campbell 
Collaboration, 2009). This is key because the police have 

often relied on (or reverted back to) old established police 
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tactics which, as Fyfe (2013) reveals, plays little part in 

either tackling crime or reducing the fear of crime. 
However, it is not just cost savings (efficiency and 

economy) that an Evidence-Based approach can promote. 

Effectiveness is another of the drivers of modern public 

service management as the phrase what works tends to 

suggest (Sanderson, 2002; Eyben, 2013). 
 

Kahneman (2011) in a wide range of endeavors 9 

things institutions can do to institutionalize research 

evidence in ways that foster more fairness and effectiveness 

in democratic policing: 

 The evidence base for police decisions has grown 

enormously since 1975. 

 Use of that evidence lags behind the knowledge, but use 

has also grown. 

 Most police practices, despite their enormous cost, are 

still untested. 

 Targeting and testing require highly reliable measures of 

crime and harm. 

 Crime rates and counts are by themselves misleading; a 

crime harm index offers far better evidence to guide 

police decisions. 

 Police in 2012 used evidence on targeting much more 

widely than evidence from testing. 

 Research on tracking police outputs remains largely 

descriptive and incomplete, with great room for using new 

technologies to improve the quality of evidence. 

 More use of evidence can increase police legitimacy, both 
internal and external. 

 The State Boards of Police Officer Standards and Training 

in the United States and the College of Policing in the 

United Kingdom will be key institutions in making 

policing more effective, along with the practitioner-led 

Society for Evidence-Based Policing. 
 

IV. THE RISE OF EVIDENCE FOR POLICE    

DECISION MAKING 
 

(Saunders (1970) saw policing become a matter of 

national politics in unprecedented ways. The different 

responses of police in each country helped build a special 

intellectual relationship that was conceptually far deeper 

than the military collaboration of World War II. One 

continuing theme has been that “they do policing better” on 

the other side. 
 

V. SETTING THE STAGE 
 

What replaced that strategy was not a coherent new 

theory. Only in retrospect can we use the triple-T framework 

of targeting, testing, and tracking to make sense of what 

emerged. The multi-centered work of examining current 

practices, designing innovations, and evaluating new 

programs produced something that scholars now call 

“emergence,” the confluence of properties arising from a 

combination of elements not found in any one of the 

elements (Johnson, 2001). The essential new property is the 

capacity to lead police organizations with dynamic evidence 
rather than static doctrine. That, in turn, opened the door to 

considering the implications of basic research provided by 

an earlier generation of thinkers. The most important basic 

research documented the existence of police discretion to 

choose different strategies rather than being handcuffed by 
the three Rs. Most notably, Reiss’s (1971) conception of 

police work as divided between proactive and reactive 

discretion stimulated much creative thinking. These insights 

expanded the concept of police discretion from the level of 

case-by-case to agency-by-agency decision-making and 

helped to set the stage for the emergence of triple-T. But 

that new, evidence-based strategy took almost four decades 

to emerge from the accumulation of new research evidence. 

What happened was a process of “presumption” (Tapscott 

and Williams 2006) in which the producers of elements of 

the triple-T strategy were simultaneously its consumers. 
 

VI. TESTING 
 

The three-Rs strategy was intellectually discredited 

after three major efforts were made to assess the effects of 

key elements. 

 

 Random Patrol: The Police Foundation’s Kansas City 

Preventive Patrol Experiment (Kelling et al., 1974) 

launched the rise of evidence-based policing. The first 
attempt to undertake a scientifically controlled test of the 

effects of patrol staffing levels proved that bold 

experiments were possible in policing. The experimental 

design of withdrawing patrols from five patrol beats (and 

doubling it in five others) was stunning and 

unprecedented. That the “sky did not fall” made the world 

safe for further bold experiments. The reported conclusion 

that the frequency of police patrols did not affect crime 

opened many minds to think more critically about police 

strategy. The experiment's leadership by a police chief 

who was subsequently appointed FBI director also 

suggested that research, even with negative results, could 
be good for police career advancement. Nonetheless, the 

conclusion that random patrol did not work was widely 

accepted. Tens of thousands of police officers lost their 

jobs in the aftermath of the study, which came 

coincidentally just before a financial crisis in many US 

cities. None of that stopped the widespread use of random 

patrol. But it did help drive a research agenda seeking 

alternative police strategies. 

 Rapid response: The theory that marginally faster 

response times would catch and deter more criminals was 

effectively falsified by a National Institute of Justice–
funded research project led by staff of the Kansas City 

Police Department (1977). The study reported that it was 

necessary to divide crimes into victim-offender 

“involvement” crimes (e.g., robbery, assault, rape) and 

after-the-crime “discovery” crimes (e.g., burglary, car 

theft). It then focused response time analysis on 

involvement crimes, with “response time” including three 

time periods: crime occurrence to calling the police 

(“reporting time”), police receipt of call to dispatch 

(“dispatch time”), and “travel time” of police from receipt 

of dispatch to arrival at the scene. . Using systematic 
observation methods and interviews of victims, the 

Kansas City study found that there was no correlation 

between response-related arrest probability and reporting 

time once the reporting time exceeded 9 minutes. The 

average reporting time for involvement crimes was 41 
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minutes (Kansas City Police Department 1977, vol. 2, pp. 

23, 39). 

 Reactive investigations: The view that detectives “solve” 

crimes that are reported to them were strongly rejected by 

another National Institute of Justice (NIJ) project, this one 

conducted by the RAND Corporation (Greenwood and 

Petersilia 1975). This report examined the value 

detectives add to the information that was in the record at 

the end of a preliminary investigation by the first 

responders to a crime, usually uniformed patrol officers. 

The conclusion was that detective’s rarely uncovered new 

evidence that made a difference in solving the crime 

contrary to a century of detective fiction. Here again, the 

evidence is thin with the conclusion. An experiment 
comparing cases prosecuted without detective work to 

cases prosecuted after detective work would be a strong 

test of the “no-effect” hypothesis. But what mattered was 

that yet another sacred cow was wounded. For many 

police leaders, this completed the well-justified execution 

of the three-Rs strategy, which legitimated trying 

alternatives. 
 

These three studies created a strong appetite for more 

experiments and support for funding them from influential 

scholars. Franklin E. Zimring, James Q. Wilson, Albert J. 

Reiss Jr., and others shaped several National Academy of 

Science reports recommending more NIJ funding for 

randomized experiments (Zimring 1976; White and Krislov 

1977). These reports led to NIJ funding streams for most of 

the more than 100 tests of police practices listed online by 
Lum, Koper, and Telep (2010), many of which were funded 

in 1983–89 by James K. Stewart, the only NIJ director to 

have served as an operational police officer and leader. 
 

VII. CONCLUSION 
 

Evidence Base Policing means that we need to take a 

thorough, robust and analytical approach to policing 

problems because we need to use both the scientific process 
and its results to help make decisions. We need to use 

existing research and develop new evidence, to apply 

rigorous scientific methods and conduct experiments. It 

requires us to translate and convert research processes and 

the results of research into everyday practice. 
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