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Abstract

This research investigates the extent to which the reorganization of the Dutch police, resulting from
Police Act 2012, affected the functioning of Dutch community policing at the decentral level. Through
an examination of the extent of implementation of the Dutch community policing strategy after the
implementation of Police Act 2012, the effects which the reorganization of the Dutch police had is
illustrated. Dutch community policing is measured in three dimensions: decentralization, community
involvement, and problem-solving. The reorganization resulting from Police Act 2012 is measured
through three aspects of this reorganization: centralization, local decisiveness, and standardization. The
research is executed through interviews with actors with different roles in the police order in Twente
and Rotterdam. The setting of both a rural as well as an urban context is opted for in order to broadcast
different perspectives about the effects of the reorganization. The relevance of this thesis is found in the
research gap in connecting community policing research with the reorganization of the Dutch police
following Police Act 2012. This gap is relevant because the centralization of the Dutch police through
the reorganization is seemingly contradictory to the decentral notion which is key in the Dutch
community policing strategy. Results show that implementation of the decentralization dimension of
Dutch community policing is thwarted by the centralization and standardization; that implementation
of the community involvement dimension has not increased as a result of local decisiveness, but that
centralization did not thwart community involvement; that regarding implementation of the problem-
solving dimension centralization decreased that, but local decisiveness and standardization increased
Dutch community policing. In general, it is concluded that a decrease in the implementation of Dutch
community policing since the reorganization resulting from Police Act 2012, in general can be
accounted to the centralization aspect of the reorganization.
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1. Background of the study

“The task of the police IS t0 ensure, in subordination to the competent authority and in
accordance with the applicable legal rules, the effective enforcement of the rule of law and

to provide assistance to those who needit” (Ministerie van Veiligheid en Justitie, 2012).

The safety of the society and preservation of public order can be considered the core task of the police.
Through cooperation as a single force, as well as improvement of achievements and trust, the police are
convinced that they can contribute increasingly to the safety of the society, because it is believed that
such cooperation as a single force increases efficiency and reduces overhead within the police
organization (Nationale Politie, 2012). The police aim to do so, by trying to become a calmer property,
in which board, operation, and responsibility supplement each other (Kuijken, 2017). The Police Acts
of 1957 and 1993 have shown unable to achieve the desired calmness of the police, and Police Act 2012
can be considered a new attempt to reach a situation in which the police is a calmer property (Kuijken,
2017). Police Act 1993 called for the first large reorganization of the police, by mending the municipal
police forces and the state police into twenty-five regional forces alongside the force national policing
actions (KLPD) (Van Steden et al., 2021). In order to build up the new regional forces, officers were
selected who were convinced of the value of neighborhood teams, in order for ‘Politie in Verandering’
to be central in the design of the new regional police (Meershoek, 2014). Politie in Verandering (1977)
is a famous Dutch report on community policing. The reorganization following Police Act 1993
provided the regional forces more autonomy, but this independence quickly disappeared again
(Meershoek, 2021).

The goals of the National Police are to make the Netherlands safer, and to provide more room for
professionality in the police organization. The regional police order is believed to have shown unable
to improve necessary efficiency, effectiveness, and professionalism, which fueled a broad support for
the analysis that the regional police system was no longer tenable (Kuijken, 2017; Nationale Politie,
2012). Areorganization was considered necessary, and the founding of the National Police did not come
out of nowhere. There was insidious centralization, as well as an increasingly strong call for national
guidance from police ministriesand national politics (Van Stedenetal., 2021). Thisguidance was called
for especially regarding the organization, management, and democratic embedding of the police, since
those are the constant subject of debate. They deliver a constant struggle in administrative, official, and
political circles (Kuijken, 2017). Before implementation of Police Act 2012, the Dutch police consisted
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of the aforementioned twenty-five regional police forces, next to the KLPD (Nationale Politie, 2012).
In this police order, the police felt they were too fragmented, the cooperation was insufficient and the
police as an organization did not form a unity (Nationale Politie, 2012). Because the desired better
cooperation was not realized under Police Act 1993, the National Police and came under the
responsibility of the Minister of Safety and Justice (Nationale Politie, 2012). There was a window of
opportunity for fast political decision-making, which was utilized by the former Minister of Safety and
Justice (Kuijken, 2017).

The Police Act of 2012 brought about a move toward 3 N Alieiisunlnenskadan
centralization of the police, by integrating the former twenty- X F
six local police units within said National Force and hence put | & s, - ’

an end to the decentralized structure of the Dutch police
(Terpstra, 2013; Van Steden et al., 2016). The current
organization of the Dutch police consists of ten regional units,
which can be seen in figure 1, alongside the national force.
Where the ten regional units carry a territorial responsibility,
the national force is responsible for the functional execution of
national and specialized police actions (Kuijken, 2017). It is
evident that the police organization still needs to improve
considerably regarding the culture and the way of cooperation.
The organizational reorganization asks for everyone in the
police order and their partners to adjust to the new situation. A
balance must be found between a state police on the one hand,
and fragmentation and too much administrative pressure on the

- Figure 1: Map of Dutch regional police
other (Kuijken, 2017). units

The intended culture change laid out in Police Act 2012 affects the entire police organization and has a
major impact on the way in which the organization and its employees function and perform. Moreover,
if implemented successfully, it is likely that other public organizations, such as the tax authority or the
UWV, follow the centralization tendency. This asks for a consideration of the centralization that is
happening in light of the general debate considering centralization in public administration. Because of
this consideration, as well as due to the major impact on the way in which the organization and its
employees function and perform, the police organization must keep their legitimacy in mind (Nationale
Politie, 2012). However, the implementation of Police Act 2012 does not change the legal task and the
authority of the police. Unchanged, the police are vigilant and subservient to the values of the rule of
law (Nationale Politie, 2012). The police are committed to an integrated approach to security problems,
and moreover, they share police information with the authorities and partners, within legal frameworks,
and provide support where necessary in drawing up municipal security plans and in cooperation with
security houses and other alliances (Nationale Politie, 2012).

2. Introduction

Like many organizations, police agencies are not fully efficient organizational systems, and they suffer
from comparable problems as nearly every other type of organization. Hence, implementation of a
policy strategy, specifically regarding the policing aspect, is considered useful and necessary (Maguire
& Katz, 2002). There are several different policing strategies in existence, one of which is community
policing. This particular strategy of policing considers societal integration of the police as essential for
effective execution of policing tasks, and it is considered to be the ideological core of the Dutch police
(Tops & van der Torre, 2018; de Vries & Henssen, 2018). Community policing forms the foundation



on which the Dutch police force rests: close to citizens with police stations, community officers and
other police officers in the neighborhood (Van Steden et al., 2021). Therefore, community (oriented)
policing ought to be taken into account in the context of any major changes in the Dutch police order.
This research focuses on a specific police reform, being the reorganization following the Police Act of
2012. One of the main assumptions driving the process of the reorganization in Police Act 2012 was to
improve “effectiveness, efficiency, flexibility, and transparency of the Dutch police system” (van
Steden et al., 2016), attempted to achieve through centralization, standardization, and with an emphasis
on local decisiveness.

Community policing, on the other hand, is considered to be a strategy of policing that emphasizes the
importance of decentralization. Aside from this apparent notion of decentralization, the community
policing strategy consists of several basic elements, being community involvement, and a problem-
solving orientation (Maguire, 1997; Maguire & Katz, 2002; Sytsma & Piza, 2018; Terpstra & Salet,
2020). The functioning of such a decentralized policing strategy in the context of an increasingly
centralized police order is seemingly conflicting. The basic principles of community policing
presuppose guidance on the policy scope at the local level, a point which came under pressure due to
the arrival of the nationally organized police force (Van Steden et al., 2021). The seemingly
contradictory ambitions of the newly reorganized police force, by emphasizing both organizational
standardization and strong local decisiveness, raise questions regarding the consequences on local
policing in the Netherlands (Terpstra, 2013). Hence, a thorough understanding of the concept of
community policing, especially its prevailing policy theory is needed, as well as a thorough
understanding of the reorganization resulting from Police Act 2012.

2.1 Research questions

The extent to which this prevailing policy theory regarding the community policing strategy is
embedded in Dutch policing is central in this research and will be regarded to as ‘Dutch community
policing’. This concept is central, especially in light of the reorganization of the Dutch police resulting
from Police Act 2012. Hence, the following research question can be posed: ‘To what extent has the
reorganization of the Dutch police, resulting from Police Act 2012, affected the functioning of Dutch
community policing at a decentral level?’. To answer this explanatory question with the independent
variable ‘reorganization of the Dutch police’ and the dependent variable ‘Dutch community policing’,
several sub-questions ought to be answered in advance. The first is a conceptual question, which
answers the need of a thorough understanding of Dutch community policing. It is posed as follows: 1)
‘What is the prevailing Dutch policy theory considering the community policing strategy?’.

Moreover, research about the functioning of a decentralized culture, as present in the community
policing strategy, in light of reform, such as Police Act 2012, asks for an examination of the extent of
implementation of the community policing strategy over time. Hence, the second sub-question is posed
as follows: 2) ‘To what extent is Dutch community policing implemented at a decentral level after the
reorganization resulting from Police Act 2012?°. When answered, the differences in the extent of
implementation of Dutch community policing in regard to the reorganization of the Dutch police can
be measured. In order to do so, a third sub-question is included in this research, which is posed as
follows: 3) ‘To what extent can the reorganization of the Dutch police force be considered the cause of
the differences inimplementation of Dutch community policing at a decentral level?’. In order to answer
this question, discrepancies in the perceived effects and changes since the reorganization between
Twente and Rotterdam ought to be considered.

Previous research has been conducted regarding the changes the Police Act 2012 induced for local
police as well as for local policing, but not regarding its possible influence on Dutch community
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policing. The little research that has already been conducted regarding the Police Act 2012 and its
effects at the decentral level found that the implementation of said Police Act did not focus on the
prevailing policy theory regarding community policing in the Netherlands. The proposed research,
therefore, covers a research gap in which these two flows of research can be combined. This research
gap illustrates the scientific relevance of this proposal. Maintaining the public order, which is the
responsibility of the police, is considered to be societally relevant, and for the police to work efficiently,
it is useful to investigate the functioning of policing strategies.

3. Theory

3.1 Dutch community policing

The strategy of community policing originates from Chicago, but in this research the Dutch
interpretation and the prevailing policy theory regarding this strategy of policing is central. Therefore,
the first sub-question of this research asks for a conceptualization of this ‘Dutch community policing’.
In order to understand the notion of Dutch community policing, it is important to first look at the
traditional model of policing. This model of policing focuses on crime control, supervision, and
monitoring the extent to which citizens comply with social rules (Maguire, 1997; Terpstra & Salet,
2020). In this traditional model of policing, it is moreover common that policing tasks not falling into
this scope of ‘core policing tasks’, are left to other network actors (Groenendaal & Helsloot, 2015). The
community policing strategy involves moving away from the said traditional model of policing. The
Dutch implementation of policing distances itself from an emphasis on law and order and crime fighting
(Van Steden et al., 2021) and can therefore be considered as moving away from this traditional model
of policing. Especially since the reorganization in 1993, an evolution was seen moving from
neighborhood teams towards a culture of community policing (Van Steden et al., 2021). Community
policing is considered to be a relatively new philosophy of policing (Maguire, 1997) comprising of
several dimensionsand indicators. Community policing differsfrom other strategies of policing through
the usage of direct democratic input into the priority risks and targets (Innes et al., 2020). Ideologically,
community comprises policing that is broader than solely crime fighting and maintenance of law and
order, and to join the needs and intentions of citizens (Van Stedenetal., 2021). Strategically, community
policing emphasizes personal contact between police and citizens, with prominence for prevention and
policing in a defined geographical context (Van Steden et al., 2021).

Due to its style of policing, which is legal, firm, and fair, there was little citizens’ resentment towards
community policing ever since its introduction in the Netherlands. Moreover, community policing in
the Netherlands has received much support from local government and municipal police units (Tops &
van der Torre, 2018). Community policing in the Netherlands is praised for its emphasis on proximity,
approachability, and its broad orientation concerning problems in neighborhoods, with attention to
prevention (Terpstra, 2008). In the Dutch variant of community policing, preserving one’s police
legitimacy is central, and ought to be achieved through direct contact with citizens, preferably by
community officers themselves (Meershoek, 2021). The Dutch police are socially conscious and take
their social task seriously, which results in a combination of visible hard and soft elements of policing
in the Dutch philosophy as well as the Dutch practice (Punchetal., 2002). Altogether, Dutch community
policing is considered to be an ambitious attempt to the socialization of the police, so that the police are
more open to the wishes and needs of citizens. From the perspective of the local police, it was found
that Police Act 2012 had a big draw on the implementation of the community policing strategy (de Vries
& Henssen, 2018), interms of centralization, local bonding, and problem-solving (Terpstra, 2018). Prior
research has shown that the execution of community policing within the police organization after the
reformisaccompanied by bottlenecks (de Vries & Henssen, 2018). Moreover, prior research hasshown



that reorganizations of the police are experienced differently in different areas. Especially in rural areas,
the standardization and centralization resulting from Police Act 2012 is perceived as a point of attention
(Terpstraet al., 2016). Therefore, | hypothesize that the effects of the reorganization of the Dutch police,
resulting from Police Act 2012, are larger in rural areas than in urban areas (H1).

The definition of community policing is considered ambiguous. No watertight insights exist regarding
the operation of community policing and the community policing strategy is not an explicitly defined
set of reforms which allows for room for interpretation regarding its meaning and its manner of
implementation (Maguire & Katz, 2002; Van Steden et al., 2021). One of these interpretations is the
Dutch notion of the community policing strategy. This ambiguity asks for consideration on how this
strategy is implemented by managers in the police order (Terpstra & Salet, 2020), but fortunately, a
consensus exists regarding the core elements of community policing. These core elements are the
decentralization of power within the police agency, community involvement, and a focus on problem-
solving (Maguire, 1997; Maguire & Katz, 2002; Sytsma & Piza, 2018; Terpstra & Salet, 2020). The
Dutch police order accentuates said decentralization, community involvement, and problem-oriented
police operations (Van Steden et al., 2021).

3.1.1. Decentralization

The community policing strategy is defined through its usage of geographical areas as one of the main
elements for interventions and the delivery of policing services (Innes et al., 2020). From an
organizational perspective, decentralization involves a flat organizational hierarchy (Maguire, 1997),
which in the Netherlands is executed through community officersat the decentral level (Terpstra, 2008).
‘Decentral’ in this research focuses on the context of Twente as one decentral unit, and Rotterdam as
the other decentral unit. The decentral notion in light of community policing involves responsibilities
at a low level in the organization, and working close to citizens (Van Steden et al., 2021). From the
organizational perspective, the Police Act 2012 implies more centralization and hence a lesser extent of
this decentral notion. However, for the remainder of this research, the strategic perspective on
(de)centralization is of higher importance. From a strategic perspective, the notion of decentralization
primarily concerns decentralization of power within the police order (Sytsma & Piza, 2018). Within
community policing, there traditionally is attention for geographical decentralization and local
authorities (Van Steden et al., 2021). Decentralization in this light includes power to act from a bottom-
up perspective as a police officer. This notion hence concerns the power to act, rather than a formal
power to make decisions. The formal power to make decisions concerns the concept of local
decisiveness. Moreover, the strategic notion of decentralization is visible through the emphasis on
proximity and approachability of the community officers, as well as the extent of local knowledge and
involvement of community officers (Terpstra, 2008). The aforementioned organizational centralization
seems to be contradictory to the strategic notion of decentralization present in the community policing
strategy. However, both the design plan as the realization plan of enforcement of the Dutch National
Police emphasize the importance of the community policing strategy in the Netherlands (Meurs &
Kreulen, 2017). Since the implementation of the National Police force, the Dutch police organization
has invested in a bottom-up learning approach, instead of an imposed blueprint top-down with a tight
frame that needs to be worked towards (de Vries & Henssen, 2018). The speed and manner of
implementation of this bottom-up approach are left to the base teams, so that the police remain locally
anchored and able to offer customized policing action, with simultaneous unambiguity of the strives
and standing of the Dutch police (de Vries & Henssen, 2018). However, the formation of the National
Police has led to an increasing distance from citizens, and visibility and police capacity are under
pressure (Van Steden et al., 2021). The importance of local decisiveness, which is one of the central
strategic targets of Police Act 2012, is executed by providing the base teams with an important place in



the police order (Terpstraet al., 2016). The power of decentralization is in operating in close proximity
to citizens, visibility and approachability of officers (Van Steden et al., 2021). By using these strengths,
the police find out more about criminality, safety problemsand livability in the neighborhood (Van
Steden et al., 2021).

The paradox between standardization or centralization on the one hand, with decentralization on
the other, is visible in the role of the community officers as well. The role of community officers knows
several contradictory requirements, such as proximity and distance, or gaining trust while maintaining
order (Terpstra, 2019). Decentralization is considered necessary both territorially as well as
administrative to truly implement the community policing strategy (Maguire, 1997). Due to the
increasing contradictory role of community officersand the organizational centralization resulting from
Police Act 2012, | hypothesize that the factors contributing to strategic decentralization have decreased
after the implementation of said Police Act (H2).

3.1.2. Community involvement

A second defining attribute of Dutch community policing involves community involvement, which
implies the intent to reduce the perceived distance between citizens and the police (Inneset al., 2020).
Advocates of community policing want police that is close to citizens (Meershoek, 2021). Community
involvement can be considered a manner to achieve this proximity to citizens. ‘Knowing and being
known’ is crucial for a stable relationship with the citizenry (Van Steden et al., 2021). A reduction of
the distance between citizens and the police can be achieved through “partnering, consultation and
collaborative mechanisms” (Inneset al., 2020). Within the context of community policing, communities
refer to social interactions between different persons, which maintain diverse mutual relations within a
defined geographical area (Van Steden et al., 2021). Strategically, community involvement knows
several purposes. Community involvement ought to aid crime prevention and increased safety and
livability in the neighborhood (Van Steden et al., 2021). For citizens, community involvement serves
as a forum to express needs as well as problems, which allows for not only the objective safety but also
the subjective feeling of safety and security of the citizens to be heard and acknowledged (Innes et al.,
2020; Maguire & Katz, 2002). Moreover, community involvement enables the police to educate citizens
about local crime and disorder (Maguire & Katz, 2002; Terpstra & Salet, 2020). Therefore, community
involvement reduces the distance between police and the ‘policed’, citizens get a better understanding
of policing, and the willingness to cooperate increases (Van Steden et al., 2021). Furthermore,
community involvement aidsin accessibility and familiarity between the police and the ‘policed’ (Innes
et al., 2020), which is part of the social facet of policing. In the Netherlands, community involvement
exists to different extents: from informing and consulting, to co-production and ultimately participation
in the decision-making process (Van Steden et al., 2021). Examples of said community involvement
are (online) neighborhood platforms and thinktanks that are founded to tackle safety- and livability
issues (Van Steden et al., 2021).

Ultimately, the community policing strategy aims to arrive at a level in which citizens express their
needs and to meet the symbolic need for policing and security (Terpstra, 2008). Community policing,
in light of the dimension of community involvement, focuses on the relationships between citizens and
the police (Van Stedenet al., 2021). Within the Dutch community policing strategy, community officers
are considered to be primarily responsible for the contact with citizens in their neighborhood (Terpstra,
2008). As a result, community officers have good contacts with citizens, but within the police
organization, they have a fairly isolated position (Terpstra, 2019). Prior research has shown that as a
result of the implementation of Police Act 2012, the relationship between police teams and citizens has
formalized and became increasingly unpersonal, therefore increasing the perceived distance between



police and citizens (de Vries & Henssen, 2018). Community officers ought to recover the relationship
with the social environment (de Vries & Henssen, 2018). The Dutch police beliefs that they are present
‘in the capillaries of the society’ and they view themselves as a force that is available for everyone (Van
Steden et al., 2021). However, community officers find themselves in a position with increasingly
contradictory requirements. On the one hand, they have to accompany community projects, but on the
other hand, they sometimes have to consider the police and justice perspective that forces them to sell
‘no’ to certain community insights (Van Steden et al., 2021). Due to these, and other, increasingly
contradictory requirements of community officers, | hypothesize that from the police perspective, the
community involvement dimension of Dutch community policing is perceived increasingly difficult
since the implementation of the Police Act 2012 (H3).

3.1.3 Problem-solving

The third core element of community policing isits focuson problem-solving, for which the intelligence
feed enhanced by the community serves as a handhold. The power of community policing lies, amongst
others, in police that operate problem-oriented, closely aligned with local policy (Van Steden et al.,
2021). The role of problem-solving in community policing and the encouragement is of problem-
solving department-wide in the police organization (Maguire, 1997) is well-explained in the definition
Trojanowicz and Bucqueroux have established about community policing, being: “Philosophy of full
service personalized policing, where the same officer patrols and works in the same area on permanent
basis, from a decentralized place, working in a proactive partnership with citizens to identify and solve
problems” (Innes et al., 2020). The emphasis on the social task of policing can be considered the
network function of the community officers, which is aimed at cooperation with other agencies, as well
as the promotion of citizen involvement (Groenendaal & Helsloot, 2015). Because the community
officers are embedded in local communities, they are particularly likely to encounter a large number of
social care needs, thus problem-solving, as a part of their day-to-day role (Innes et al., 2020). Through
high visibility foot patrol and a focus on antisocial behavior, community officers are deployed to be a
visible form of policing presence (Innes et al., 2020; O’Neill & Fyfe, 2017). The community policing
strategy supports the visible policing presence to increase the social facet of policing (Terpstra & Salet,
2020). This aids in the active proximity and approachability of the police to receive more perceived
procedural justice by citizens (Terpstra & Salet, 2020), because the people want an easily contactable,
attentive, responsive and competent police (Punchetal., 2002). The social task of policing thus involves
the authoritative and visible presence of the police, as well as accessibility and familiarity (Inneset al.,
2020; Terpstra & Salet, 2020), to solve not only the objective safety, but also the subjective safety
citizens encounter (Innes et al., 2020). The accentuating levels of visibility and presence of the police
is considered a key component of the strategic aspect of community policing (Innes et al., 2020). The
involvement of implementing the social facet into policing sets community policing apart from many
other strategies of policing, because it goes beyond crime reduction and solving purposes (Punch et al.,
2002). Moreover, the network function of community officersisimportant for crime prevention, aswell
as for cooperation with other agencies to promote citizen involvement (Groenendaal & Helsloot, 2015).
Problem-oriented operation of the police is considered effective when there is thorough problem
analysis and has a chance of success when broader interventions are undertaken in cooperation with
other (public) actors (Van Steden et al., 2021).

Moreover, to succeed in the facet of problem-solving through the social facet of Dutch community
policing, the police need frequent contact with the community to establish the problems they are
encountering (Innes et al., 2020). The complexity of problem-oriented cooperation demands a large
extent of expertise of police officers, particularly community officers, on the street (VVan Steden et al.,
2021). This shows that collaboration with partners in the social domain is necessary for unambiguity
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about the striving of the Dutch police (de Vries & Henssen, 2018). Even though the Police Act 2012
stresses the importance of the community policing strategy, prior research has shown that the actual
workdays of community officers and base teams consist primarily of reactive actions (Terpstraet al.,
2016). Furthermore, it was found that currently there is too little attention to tackling criminal families
in local communities (de Vries & Henssen, 2018). Because of this focus on reactive actions, local
knowledge and local bonding with the community have decreased since the implementation of Police
Act 2012. However, because of this decreasing local knowledge and bonding, the collaboration with
other partners in the social domain is of increasing importance. Prior research has shown that the
collaboration with other partners in the social domain at the front line of policing work has succeeded
and isincreasing (de Vries & Henssen, 2018). Due to the decreasing local bonding, | hypothesize that
defining problems in communities is considered more difficult than before implementation of Police
Act 2012 (H4).

3.2 The reorganization of the Dutch police resulting from Police Act 2012

The Police Act 2012 called for a drastic reorganization of the police apparatus. The reform is considered
to be the biggest reorganization of a Dutch public organization ever. Because of the extent of the
reorganization this Police Act called for, and the importance of the inseparable transition and continuity
that need to be seen in conjunction (Nationale Politie, 2012), the duration of implementing said
organizational reform took up until 2017. The Police Act 2012 and its corresponding reorganization
brought about implications for several organizational aspects of the police order. The formation of the
Dutch police force was an enormous assignment, in which nearly nothing remained untouched by the
reorganization resulting from Police Act 2012 (Kuijken, 2017). Some of the aspects that were affected
by the reorganization are the formal hierarchy, the informal culture, the uniform and logistics,
information provision, local presence, crime prevention, and crime detection (Kuijken, 2017). All thee
aspects influence different parts of the policing culture and the police order, yet not all facets of the
reorganization are subject of this research, or important in light of community policing. Therefore, this
research focuses on dimensions of the reorganization deemed of importance in light of this research.

These dimensions are the organizational centralization, the intended conservation of local decisiveness,
and the standardization aimed to decrease the administrative burden for police officers. These three
dimensions are expected to have affected the execution of community policing at a decentral level, and
are therefore of importance in this research.

3.2.1 Centralization

As previously mentioned, the Police Act of 2012 integrated the former twenty-six local police units in
to ten regional units and a national unit. From an organizational perspective, this is illustrative for the
notion of centralization of the police apparatus. The integration of these regional police forces into a
singular national police force can be considered a revolutionary development in the history of the Dutch
police (Landman, 2017). This organizational centralization was opted for, in order to achieve better
police performance, to increase trust in the police, and to a police force functioning in unity (Nationale
Politie, 2012). In this context, functioning in unity does not only imply investing in a new hierarchy,
but also to introduce horizontal networks that are able to react adequately on complex problems in the
environment (Nationale Politie, 2012). This organizational unification of the police organization, as
well as centralization of management, are the central characteristics of the nationalization of the Dutch
police (Landman, 2017). The acquired momentum towards centralization of governance and the top-
down implementation of the reorganization took little account of variance in starting positions and
complexities in the police organization (Kuijken, 2017).
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Prior research by Terpstra et al. (2015) with an emphasis on the effects of the centralization resulting
from Police Act 2012, has shown that from the local government perspective, centralization primarily
affects physical distance in terms of availability and approachability of officers, local knowledge of
officers, and the relationships between community officersand citizens or local government. Moreover,
it was felt by mayors that they were decreasingly able to exert power on the decentral police order
(Terpstraet al., 2015). The aforementioned study by Tersptra et al. (2015) found that the reorganization
implied a decrease of the police capacity, resulting in less availability and visibility. Moreover, a loss
of contacts with citizens and local knowledge was witnessed by mayors (Terpstra et al., 2015). In many
municipalities, there are growing concernsabout the availability and the visibility of the police (Bekkers
etal., 2017). Especially in rural areas, contact with citizens suffers from the centralization of the police
force (Van der Torre & Van Valkenhoef, 2017). These findings show that the organizational
centralization, which is part of the reorganization, seemingly thwarts execution of policing tasks in the
neighborhoods, increases distance between officers and citizens or the local government, and decreases
local knowledge of police officers. A similar effect is expected in this research, and hence I hypothesize
that organizational centralization has a negative relationship with Dutch community policing (H5).

3.2.2 Local decisiveness

A seemingly paradox exists between the organizational centralization on the one hand, with the
emphasis on local decisiveness on the other. The Dutch police is known internationally for its firm
social anchoring (Van Steden et al., 2021). Historically, the police are strongly rooted locally, and local
circumstances can provide scope for divergence within the National Police. However, a basic attitude
exists within the reorganization that the police work from unity, in thinking and doing (Nationale Politie,
2012). Nonetheless, the base of police work remains in neighborhoods, for which local anchoring is
crucial. For example, promotion and organization of citizen participation falls under the direction of
local authorities (Nationale Politie, 2012).

Important aspects of local decisiveness include decision-making, the role and authority of mayors,
intensity of contact with local communities, and proactive policing through enforcement, investigation
and execution of policing tasks at the decentral level. Under the assumption that the notion of local
decisiveness has remained intact throughout the reorganization, the aspects that are part of such local
decisiveness would aid in the community policing strategy, due to its close alignment to citizens and a
hands-on approach. The reorganization aimsfor apolice force that has appreciation for needsand talents
of police officers, with information collection on a local level (Van Steden et al., 2021). Therefore, |
hypothesize that local decisiveness has a positive relationship with Dutch community policing (H6).
However, prior research found that the reorganization decreased the local decisiveness of the police
force (Bekkers et al., 2017), as well as that the police force is losing grip on criminality (Justitiéle
Verkenningen, 2017). This would imply a reduced implementation of the Dutch community policing
strategy when following H6.

3.2.3 Standardization

Especially in the field of operational management and the supporting processes, matters went wrong in
the previouspolice order. The complexity of integration and simultaneously modernization of countless
business processes was felt by police officers (Kuijken, 2017). Hence, the arrival of Police Act 2012
and itscorresponding reorganization can be considered largely the result of the feeling that the decentral
police forces were considered commercially as islands, that the information management wat
problematic, and that the transaction costs for large-scale actions were too high (Kuijken, 2017). The
reorganization creates a situation in which, for the first time in the history of the Dutch police, all
employees are part of a single organization, falling under a single force chef, in order to decrease the
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administrative burden (Nationale Politie, 2012). Moreover, standardization allows for enhancing
efficiency and efficacy through unambiguity, uniformity and possible upscaling benefits (Boogers et
al., 2008). Anexample of said administrative standardization that has been implemented following the
reorganization is ‘Mobiel Effectiever Op Straat’ (MEOS). MEOS allows for officers on the street to
efficiently handle their policing tasks whilst on the street (Landman, 2017).

For the reduction of the administrative burden, operational leadership functions as a starting point. The
distance between managers and employees within the police order ought to decrease through the
practical attitude operational leadership implies (Nationale Politie, 2012). Within the police force,
officers feel the need to know one another thoroughly. This does not only apply to officers between
themselves, but there is also a need of strong relationship between officers and management (Landman,
2017). Moreover, standardization is visible in terms of the reorganization because it allows for faster
and easier realization of upscaling of policing activities (Kuijken, 2017). Prior research has shown that
it is likely that the standardization increased operational management and operational decisiveness
(Zanten et al., 2017). Consequently, | theorize that the administrative standardization, the focus on
operational leadership, and the reduction of the administrative burden provides more space for Dutch
community policing. Thus, | hypothesize that the aspects of standardization have a positive relationship
with Dutch community policing (H7).

3.3 Overview hypotheses

In this chapter, seven hypotheses have come forward when considering the theory in light of the scope
of this research. In this section, you can find an overview of those hypotheses.

H1: The effects of the reorganization of the Dutch police resulting from Police Act 2012 are larger in
rural areas than in urban areas.

H2: The factors contributing to strategic decentralization have decreased after the implementation of
Police Act 2012.

H3: From the police perspective, the community involvement dimension of Dutch community policing
is perceived increasingly difficult since the implementation of Police Act 2012.

H4: Defining problems in communities is considered more difficult than before implementation of
Police Act 2012.

H5: Organizational centralization has a negative relationship with Dutch community policing.

H6: Local decisiveness has a positive relationship with Dutch community policing.

H7: The factors contributing to administrative standardization have a positive relationship with Dutch
community policing.

4. Methodology

For the sake of feasibility within the scope of a master thesis, it has been decided to limit the research
to the setting of two decentral police units: Rotterdam (urban) and Twente (rural). By opting for both a
rural and an urban decentral unit, the possibly different influences the police reorganization has had can
be examined and thus to test H1. Within the setting of these two police units, it is alleged that the Police
Act 2012 influenced actors at different facets of the public sector. The distinguished actors subject to
the research are local police actors, portrayed by both community officersaswell as police officers with
astrategic function (district chief and team chief), and local government actors. Therefore, these actors
areincluded as units of observation for both Twente and Rotterdam. The research investigates the extent
of the implementation of the Dutch community policing strategy whilst taking into account the aspects
of the reorganization following Police Act 2012. Therefore, case selection required for units of analysis
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to be familiar with the status quo before the implementation of Police Act 2012, as well as with the
current extent of implementation of Dutch community policing. The units of observation concretely are
a district chief of police, acommunity officer, and an actor on behalf of local government in the Twente
region, as well as a team chief of police, two community officers, and an actor on behalf of local
government in Rotterdam. Data collection through interviews took place between the 22" of March,
2021 and the 14t of April, 2021. Due to existing governmental measurements in tackling the COVID-
19 crisis, some of the interviews were held online. All interviews were recorded. The anonymized full
transcripts of the interviews that were held can be found in Appendix A. Since all interviewees were
Dutch, and because this interview concerns the Dutch context, the interviews — and thus the transcripts
—were held in Dutch.

As explained in the theory section, the ideology behind the idea of Dutch community policing has not
changed since the implementation of Police Act 2012. Hence, for the units of observation, the only
difference in measurement is whether Police Act 2012 was implemented or not. Therefore, an analysis
of the responses of the expert interviews allows for drawing causal connections between the variables.
Because of the focused case selection, the responses of the units of analysis after analysis of the coding
of the interview responses is considered sufficient evidence for measuring relationships between these
variables. The data collection thus consists of semi-structured interviews, focused on the different
elements of Dutch community policing as explained in the theory section. The questions in these
interviews are therefore centered around the measurements of the concepts and can be found in
Appendix B. As mentioned before, the interviews were held in Dutch. Therefore, the questions in
Appendix B are also in Dutch. The asked questions are asked with the explicit mention of the three
established dimensions of Dutch community policing, linking to the theoretical framework. Questions
regarding each dimension of Dutch community policing consisted of one question for each aspect of
the reorganization of the Dutch police force. For example, when considering the community
involvement dimension of Dutch community policing, the interviewees were asked about
standardization, centralization, and local decisiveness in light of community involvement. This
therefore concerns questions regarding contact with citizens, collaborations in de public domain, and
operational leadership.

The responses to questions in the interviews are coded with the usage of the codebook, as found in
Appendix C. This codebook is created on the basis of the interviews that were held, and thus include
all responses that are of interest for the measurement of the variables. These measurements can be found
in the operationalization section of this chapter. Coding is done via Atlas.ti. In the results section, the
interview responses will be analyzed on the basis of the aforementioned core elements of Dutch
community policing. The three core elements of Dutch community policing will be analyzed in terms
of the difference before and after implementation of Police Act 2012 according to the interviewees. In
some cases, interviewees indicated multiple effects of a measurement for a single question. In those
cases, all mentioned effects are taken into account. In case of consensus amongst the interviewees, the
existence of the mentioned difference can be considered valid. Results are considered ‘consensus’ when
an absolute majority of the responses agrees with one another. When there is no consensus about the
existence of differences before and after implementation of Police Act 2012, or when the perceived
differences are not in line with one another, further examination of the result allows for concluding
whether this variability can be accounted to the interviewees’ role or location.
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4.1 Operationalization and measurement
4.11 Reorganization

The concept reorganization will be measured on the basis of the three core elements that have been
established in the reorganization chapter. The elements are measured in light of all three elements of
Dutch community policing. The first element of the reorganization that ought to be operationalized is
centralization. Centralization is measured through local knowledge in light of decentralization, the
relationship between citizens and the police in light of community involvement, and collaborations in
the social domain in light of problem-solving. A decrease in local knowledge, a higher perceived
distance between the citizens and the police, and a decrease in collaborations in the social domain
indicate centralization. The second element ought to be operationalized is local decisiveness. Local
decisiveness is measured through local decision-making authority, contact with the local citizenry, and
proactive policing. An increase in local decision-making authority, increased contact with the citizenry,
and a shift towards more proactive policing indicate local decisiveness. The third and final element of
the reorganization that ought to be operationalized is standardization, which is measured through
operational leadership, administrative standardization in terms of visibility and approachability, and a
reduction of the administrative burden. A decrease in the distance between managers and employees,
an increase in administrative standardization, and a reduction of the administrative burden indicate
standardization in terms of the reorganization.

4.1.2 Dutch community policing

The theoretical concept ‘Dutch community policing’ will be measured on the basis of the three
dimensions of Dutch community policing, as established in the Dutch community policing chapter, to
fulfill the condition of content validity. For all three core elements of Dutch community policing, the
operationalization concerns the strategical perspective of the concept. The first dimension that ought to
be operationalized is decentralization. Decentralization will be measured through three different
measurements. First and foremost, strategical decentralization in the context of Dutch community
policing is operationalized through an examination of the decentralization of power, by measuring the
local decision-making authority, local knowledge, and the extent to which administrative
standardization led to more visibility and approachability. Regarding the perceived local decision-
making authority, local knowledge and visibility and approachability, a decreased perception indicates
a low degree of decentralization. An increased perception of the measurements indicates a high degree
of decentralization as element of Dutch community policing. The second element of Dutch community
policing that ought to be operationalized is community involvement. Community involvement is
measured through the relationship between citizens and the police, contact with citizens, and operational
leadership. A strengthened relationship between citizens and the police, sufficient or increasing contact
with citizens, and no influence of operational leadership on citizens indicate community involvement.
The third dimension of Dutch community policing that ought to be operationalized is problem-solving
through the social facet of policing. This dimension is measured through collaborations in the social
domain, problem-definitions in the neighborhoods, and the administrative burden. No decrease of
collaborations in the social domain, an increasing amount of proactive policing, and a reduction of the
administrative burden indicate the problem-solving dimension of Dutch community policing.

5 Results

This results section is divided into the three defined dimensions of Dutch community policing, with a
sub-division for each measurement of the aspects of the reorganization. The fourth section of this
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chapter showcases discrepancies between Twente and Rotterdam in terms of results, in order to be able
to test H1.

5.1 Strategic decentralization
5.1.1 Effectof centralization on strategic decentralization

As indicated in the methodology chapter, centralization is measured in three aspects, which are local
knowledge, the relationship between citizens and the police, as well as collaborations in the social
domain. Out of these three, local knowledge showcases the decentralization aspect of Dutch community
policing. An investigation of the responses of interviewees regarding local knowledge thus shines a
light on the possible effects of centralization as part of the reorganization on strategic decentralization
as a dimension of Dutch community policing. Table 1 shows the effects of centralization on local
knowledge as indicator for strategic decentralization.

Table 1: Effect of centralization on local knowledge.

Local knowledge According to Number of
responses
Decreased Actor on behalf of local government in Rotterdam. 3

Team chief of police in Rotterdam.
Community officer in Twente.

Partially Community officers in Rotterdam. 2
decreased District chief of police in Twente.
Increased Actor on behalf of local government in Twente. 1

This table shows that out of the 6 responses concerning local knowledge, 5 answers indicate a (partial)
decrease of local knowledge. Therefore, an absolute majority showcases a consensus that local
knowledge has decreased. When asked about the local knowledge of the police, the community officer
in Twente that was interviewed stated that “All neighborhood police stations have closed. Only one
police station is left, that is in this case base team Enschede. With that, the police, have withdrawn their
selves from the neighborhoods. And asa result, I think the knowledge has decreased a lot.” This citation
shows that the decrease of local knowledge can be attributed to the closure of neighborhood police
stations, which is a part of the organizational centralization. In the same light, the actor on behalf of the
local government in Rotterdam states that “I think that has decreased. Before the reorganization you
simply had a neighborhood team and you could go into the neighborhood with the neighborhood team
members. Please note: on foot. Especially in the South of Rotterdam, because it is not a very large area.
So you also came to points where you normally just drive by with a van or car, and where a lot of
colleagues at the moment do not know that those points are accessible, or that there is nuisance there,
or that you can also get there. You used to have that with the neighborhood team. Then, you just went
into the neighborhood together on your feet, and you could go everywhere. That knowledge is not
available at the moment, because the community police officers often go out on the street alone or
together with a fellow community officer”. Hypotheses H2 and H5 relate to these results. H2 states that
the factors contributing to strategic decentralization have decreased after the implementation of Police
Act 2012. These findings are in line with said hypothesis, and there is no evidence to reject H2 when
considering the effect of centralization on strategic decentralization. H5 indicates that organizational
centralization has a negative relationship with Dutch community policing. The aforementioned findings
that closure of neighborhood police stations has led to a decrease in local knowledge is in line with this
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hypothesis. Moreover, there is no evidence to reject H5 on the basis of these results when considering
the effect of organizational centralization on strategical decentralization.

5.1.2 Effect of local decisiveness on decentralization

As indicated in the methodology chapter, local decisiveness is measured through decision-making
authority, contact with citizens, and proactive policing. Out of these measurements, decision-making
authority indicates strategic decentralization. When the decision-making authority lies with local actors
in the police order, strategic decentralization is achieved. In table 2, the results concerning decision-
making authority are visualized.

Table 2: Effectof local decisiveness on decision-makingauthority.

Decision-making authority According to Number of

responses
Increasing role for | Actor on behalf of local government in Twente. 6
(members) of base teams. Actor on behalf of local government in Rotterdam.

Team chief of police in Rotterdam.
Community officers in Rotterdam.
District chief of police in Twente.
Community officer in Twente.

Mayor holds the decision-| Actor on behalf of local government in Rotterdam. 2
making power. District chief of police in Twente.
Police force leadership holds | Actor on behalf of local government in Twente. 1

the final responsibility.

Out of the mentioned answers to the question regarding decision-making authority, the only answer
indicating a decrease of local decisiveness is ‘Police force leadership holds the final responsibility’. As
this accounts for one response with an N=9, the absolute majority of response indicates an increasing
degree of local decisiveness when considering strategic decentralization. The indicator of increased
local decisiveness that was found is the increasing role for members of base teams. The former district
chief of police in Twente mentioned in regard to decision-making authority the following: “It’s a bit of
a combination. Formally, the responsibility rests with the team chief of police. He really does that in
consultation with this triangle. Practically — what really happens — is that community officers have
connections with housing corporations, with addiction institutions, with all kinds of partiesand network
partners. You can see that the bottom-up — top-down process is getting more and more intertwined”. In
line with this statement, the team chief of police in Rotterdam states “In principal, the team chief of
police has the mandate on the base teams”, and when asked about the role of the base teams, he states
that “Ultimately, that is where it happens”. The hypotheses relating to the effect of local decisiveness
on decentralization are H2 and H6. In H2, it is stated that factors contributing to strategic
decentralization have decreased after the implementation of Police Act 2012. However, the local
decision-making authority, which is one of those factors, did not decrease after the implementation of
Police Act 2012. Therefore, when following the absolute majority, H2 ought to be rejected when
considering the effect of local decisiveness on strategic decentralization. The second hypothesisrelating
to these results is H6, which contains a positive relationship between local decisiveness and Dutch
community policing. The abovementioned findings are in line with this hypothesized relationship and
do not provide evidence to reject H6 when considering the effect of local decisiveness on strategical
decentralization.

16



5.1.3 Effect of administrative standardization on decentralization

As indicated in the methodology chapter, administrative standardization is measured through
operational leadership, administrative rules, and whether there is a reduction of the administrative
burden. Out of these measurements, operational leadership is an indicator of strategic decentralization.
Strategic decentralization is achieved when the distance between managers and employees did not
increase after the reorganization. Table 3 shows the results regarding operational leadership, in which
for each given answer it is indicated whether the answer suggests an increase in the distance between
managers and employees.

Table 3: Effect of standardization on operational leadership.

Operational leadership Indicates  According to Number of
responses

Larger distance due to | Increased Actor on behalf of local government in | 3
scaling up. distance. Twente.

Actor on behalf of local government in

Rotterdam.

Team chief of police in Rotterdam.
Smaller distance due to | Decreased | Community officers in Rotterdam. 1
geographical aggregation. | distance.
Less guidance and | Increased Community officers in Rotterdam. 1
coaching. distance.
Less administrative | Decreased | District chief of police in Twente. 1
bustle. distance.
Unchanged. No increase | Community officer in Twente. 1

or decrease

As mentioned before, no increase indicates decentralization. However, with N=7, four answers that
were given indicate an increase of the distance between managers and employees. This shows that on
when following absolute majority, operational leadership knows an increased distance between
managers and employees. An interesting response from one of the interviews regarding this result can
be found when looking at the community officers in Rotterdam, because they indicated both a response
belonging to ‘decreased distance’ as well as a response indicating ‘increased distance’. Initially, when
asked about the operational leadership and the distance between managers and employees, they refer to
a decreased distance because of the geographical aggregation. However, later on the response shifts to
a focus on increased distance because of the lack of guidance and coaching. The community officers in
Rotterdam indicate that “Things are only said about the area, about what is expected generally. We have
to take more initiative ourselves. Then I miss the real clarity in that”. This shows that not only the
distance has increased, but that this is considered a disadvantage by those operating in the organization.
Moreover, the actor on behalf of local government in Twente states that ““I think the distance is large,
the organization has become larger as well. People also feel like they are part of a larger organization”.
When turning to the corresponding hypotheses, H2 and H7 relate to these results. H2 indicates that
factors contributing to strategic decentralization have decreased since the reorganization. This implies
in light of operational leadership that when the distance between managers and employees would have
decreased, operational leadership would have increased in order to reject H2. However, absolute
majority shows that this is not the case, and thus there is no evidence to reject H2 on the basis of the
effect of administrative standardization on decentralization. The second hypothesis relating to these
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results is H7, which states that the factors contributing to administrative standardization have a positive
relationship with Dutch community policing. The feeling of less guidance and coaching and the larger
perceived distance show that the effect of administrative standardization on the strategical
decentralization aspect of Dutch community policing appears negative, indicating a negative
relationship. Therefore, H7 ought to be rejected.

Moreover, the interviewees were asked about the influence of (the possible differences in) operational
leadership on the citizens themselves. These results are shown in table 4.

Table 4: Influence of operational leadership on citizens.

Influence of operational leadership According to Number of
on citizens responses
Changes in operational leadership do | Actor on behalf of local government in Rotterdam. | 3
not influence citizens. Team chief of police in Rotterdam.

Community officer in Twente.
Changes in operational leadership | Actor on behalf of local government in Twente. 3
could possibly influence citizens. Community officers in Rotterdam.

District chief of police in Twente.

As can be seen in this table, none of the responses indicate certainty that the operational leadership
affects citizens, but half of the responses indicate that it could possibly influence citizens. The other
50% of responses states that possible changes in operational leadership do not affect the citizens. These
findings do not relate to any of the hypotheses, so on their basis, no hypotheses ought to be rejected.

5.2 Community involvement
5.2.1 Effectof centralization on community involvement

The second measurement of centralization is the relationship between citizens and the police, which
functions as an indicator of community involvement. In case of deteriorations in the relationship
between citizens and the police since the reorganization, community involvement is considered
thwarted. Table 5 showcases the results regarding the perceived changes in the relationship between
citizens and the police according to the interviewees.

Table 5: Effect of centralization on relationship citizens — police.

Relationship citizens — police According to Number of
responses
Less connection with citizens. Actor on behalf of local government in Twente. 4

Team chief of police in Rotterdam.
Community officers in Rotterdam.
Community officer in Twente.

Less focused on neighborhoods. Actor on behalf of local government in Twente. 4
Actor on behalf of local government in Rotterdam.
Community officers in Rotterdam.

Community officer in Twente.

Most citizens are satisfied even | Team chief of police in Rotterdam. 1
though deteriorations of the
relationship between citizens and the
police.
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The relationship between citizens | District chief of police in Twente. 1
and the police is primarily dependent
on imaging in the media.

With N=10, nine answers indicate deteriorations in the relationship between citizens and the police.
Therefore, on the basis of these results when following absolute majority, the relationship between
citizens and the police knows deteriorations and community involvement is considered thwarted. A
translated citation of the interview with a community officer in Twente also captions this notion. Het
states that The relationship has decreased”, and “People are less willing to report, you just notice. The
reorganization did that”. However, it is also important to notice the response of the team chief of police
in Rotterdam, who stated that “most citizens are always still very happy with the police” when asked
about how the decreased connection possibly influences execution of policing tasks. This shows that
even though there are deteriorations in the relationship between citizens and the police, it does not
necessarily imply a reduction of trust or satisfaction of the police. The two hypotheses relating to these
results are H3 and H5. As mentioned before, H3 includes increasing difficulty considering community
involvement. Out of N=10, four explicitly mention the reduced connection with citizens, aside from the
four responses regarding the decreased focus on neighborhoods. Hence, eight out of ten answers align
with the hypothesis, which means that there is no evidence to reject H3 on the basis of the relationship
between citizens and the police when following absolute majority. H5 hypothesizes that organizational
centralization has a negative relationship with Dutch community policing. These results show that
absolute majority suffices evidence to find that community involvement in terms of the relationship
between citizens and the police has decreased, and thus that H5 ought to be rejected when considering
the effect of centralization on community involvement.

5.2.2 Effectof local decisiveness on community involvement

The second measurement of local decisiveness is contact with citizens. When contact with citizens has
not decreased since the reorganization, this indicates community involvement. Table 6 showcases the
answers of interviewees when asked about contact with citizens from a police perspective.

Table 6: Effect of local decisiveness on contact with citizens.

Contact with citizens According to Number of
responses
Sufficient. Actor on behalf of local government in Rotterdam. | 2

Team chief of police in Rotterdam.

Responsibility is put too much at the | Actor on behalf of local government in Rotterdam. | 1
community officers.

Less agentsare actively involved with | Community officers in Rotterdam. 1
contact.
Contact is changed. Actor on behalf of local government in Twente. 3

Team chief of police in Rotterdam.
Community officer in Twente.

New initiatives support contact with | District chief of police in Twente. 1
citizens.

The answers ‘Sufficient” and ‘New initiatives support contact with citizens’ do not imply a decrease of
contact with citizens. The other answers do imply some form of deteriorations of the contact with
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citizens from the police perspective. With N=8, five out of eight responses indicates a deterioration of
the contact with citizens, which fulfills the condition of absolute majority. The response that came
forward most often is that the contact has changed. The actor on behalf of local government in Twente
for example stated regarding maintenance of contact with citizens: “It works partially, because the
police opt for other channels such as social media, they promote themselves, tell their own story as the
police, and in that way seek dialogue with citizens”. This citation matches the general sentiment
regarding the deteriorations in the contact with citizens, showing that there is a decrease in maintenance
of contact, but not to an enormous extent. In the same light, the community officers in Rotterdam
underline that the case is not that there have less contact, but merely that less agents are actively
involved in maintaining contact with citizens. The hypotheses relating to this effect are H3 and H6. The
findings are in line with the hypothesis that the community involvement dimension is perceived
increasingly difficult with regard to local decisiveness. There is no evidence to reject H3 on the basis
of these results. The second hypothesis is H6, implying a positive relationship between local
decisiveness and Dutch community policing. On the basis of these results, there is an absolute majority
as evidence that this hypothesis ought to be rejected when concerning the effect of local decisiveness
on community involvement.

5.2.3 Effect of administrative standardization on community involvement

The final measurement of local decisiveness is administrative standardization in regard to its influence
on visibility and approachability as indicators of community involvement. Table 7 shows the results
regarding the effect of administrative standardization on visibility and approachability as indicator of
community involvement.

Table 7: Effect of standardization on visibility and approachability.

Administrative standardization According to Number of
responses
Still too bureaucratic Community officers in Rotterdam. 2

Community officer in Twente.

More visibility of the police Actor on behalf of local government in Twente. 4
Actor on behalf of local government in Rotterdam.
Community officers in Rotterdam.

District chief of police in Twente.

Less physical visibility of the police | Community officer in Twente. 1
More attention to visibility and | Actor on behalf of local government in Twente. 2
approachability Community officers in Rotterdam.

A higher administrative burden Actor on behalf of local government in Twente. 3

Team chief of police in Rotterdam.
Community officer in Twente.

Outof these results “Still too bureaucratic’ and ‘ahigher administrative burden’ do not specifically refer
to visibility and approachability, but rather question the extent administrative standardization after the
reorganization. The community officer in Twente said the following regarding this: “Those are useful
tools [MEOS]. Aside from that, | find the administrative process still way to bureaucratic. That should
be much better, that should be much easier. But, they are still working on that”. Therefore, this nuance
ought to be taken into account when considering the effect of administrative standardization on
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community involvement. Out of the remaining N=7, six statements indicate increased visibility and
approachability of the police, therefore achieving absolute majority. H7 states that standardization
provides room for Dutch community policing and therefore can be rejected when visibility and
approachability would have decreased since the reorganization. However, results show that visibility
and approachability, according to the absolute majority, have not decreased since the reorganization.
Thus, there is no evidence on the basis of the effect of standardization on community involvement to
reject H7. The other hypothesis relating to these results is H3, which states that the community
involvement dimension of Dutch community policing is perceived increasingly difficult since the
reorganization. Thiswould imply areduction of the attention to visibility and approachability. However,
as stated before, the absolute majority indicates no reduction of (attention to) visibility and
approachability. Therefore, H3 must be rejected on the basis of these results.

5.3 Problem-solving
5.3.1 Effectof centralization on problem-solving

The final measurement of centralization is collaboration in the social domain, which functions as
indicator of the problem-solving dimension of Dutch community policing. A decrease in (the extent of)
collaborations in the social domain would imply a negative relationship between the organizational
centralization and Dutch community policing. Table 8 shows the responses of interviewees when asked
about the collaborations in the social domain.

Table 8: Effect of centralization on collaborations in the social domain.

Collaboration in the social domain According to Number of
responses

Anticipation of incident-orientation | Actor on behalf of local government in Rotterdam. | 1
is decreased.

Police is partially withdrawing | Actor on behalf of local government in Twente. 2
themselves. District chief of police in Twente.

Collaborations in the social domain | Team chief of police in Rotterdam. 3
have not changed. Community officers in Rotterdam.

Community officer in Twente.

Community officers are the most | Actor on behalf of local government in Twente. 3
important  functionaries  when | Actor on behalf of local government in Rotterdam.
considering collaborations in the | District chief of police in Twente.

social domain.

Out of these responses, it is clear that ‘ Anticipation of incident-orientation is decreased’ as well as
‘Police is partially withdrawing themselves’ indicate a decrease in the extent of collaborations in the
social domain, whereas ‘collaborations in the social domain have not changed’ does not imply such a
decrease. ‘Community officers are the most important functionaries when considering collaborations in
the social domain’ appears slightly more ambiguous considering whether it indicates a decrease. When
looking at the actual (translated) citations of the interviews, it can be seen that this response indicates a
slight decrease in the extent of collaborations in the social domain. For example, the actor on behalf of
local government in Twente states that “Especially the community officers, which are very concerned
people, would love to [engage in collaborations], but they not always feel supported by the
organization”. It is furthermore mentioned by this same interviewee that community officers often join
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meetings regarding such collaborations in their own time, thereby attempting not to decrease the extent
of collaborations too much. Therefore, six responses with the N=9 serve as an indication of a decrease
in the extent of collaborations in the social domain, accomplishing absolute majority. This finding is in
line with H5, stating that organizational centralization has a negative relationship with Dutch
community policing and thus delivers no evidence to reject H5 on the basis of the relationship between
centralization and the problem-solving dimension of Dutch community policing. When considering H4,
which contains the belief that problem-solving in communities is increasingly difficult since the
implementation of Police Act 2012, the decrease in the extent of collaborations in the social domain
provides no evidence to reject H4. The following translated citation of the actor on behalf of local
government in Rotterdam showcases the decrease impeccably:

“What you see now, is that when you have an incident as a community officer, that you first
have to convince your colleagues — especially concerning the problem-oriented aspect — to
anticipate on the problem. Thereafter, you have to deal with colleagues who don’t know the
area, who can'’t find the location, and who don’t know the target group. That makes it a lot
— Actor on behalf of local government in Rotterdam.

’

harder to anticipate.’

5.3.2 Effectof local decisiveness on problem-solving

In order to measure the effect of local decisiveness on the problem-solving aspect of Dutch community
policing, the interviewees were asked about the extent of problem definition with the local citizenry,
especially in light of whether the ratio between proactive and reactive policing tasks shifted since the
reorganization. An increase of proactive policing tasks indicates successful implementation of Dutch
community policing. The results can be found in table 9.

Table 9: Effect of local decisiveness on problem definition with the local citizenry.

Problem definition with the local Accordingto Number of
citizenry responses
Community officers are actively | Actor on behalf of local government in Twente. 3
engaged with problem definition. Community officers in Rotterdam.

Community officer in Twente.
Increasingly proactive policing. Actor on behalf of local government in Rotterdam. | 3

Team chief of police in Rotterdam.
District chief of police in Twente.

No change in the ratio proactive — | Community officers in Rotterdam. 1
reactive policing.

Primarily reactive policing. Actor on behalf of local government in Twente. 1
Primarily proactive policing. Actor on behalf of local government in Rotterdam. | 2

Community officer in Twente.

Results show that with N=10, two out of the answers indicate no change in reactive policing or primarily
reactive policing tasks. This indicates that following absolute majority, implementation of Dutch
community policing when considering the effect of local decisiveness on problem-solving issuccessful.
The former district chief of police explains this shift in the following manner: “I think we’ve become a
lot more professional in that regard. The arrival of the National Police has indeed become a blessing in
this, because now you all do it as one organization”. The hypotheses relating to this effect are H4 and
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H6. In H4, it is stated that problem-definition in communities is considered more difficult since the
reorganization. When considering the effect of local decisiveness in light of problem-solving, absolute
majority provides evidence to reject this hypothesis when considering the effect of local decisiveness
on problem-solving. In H6, it is stated that local decisiveness has a positive relationship with Dutch
community policing. On the basis of these results, there is no evidence to reject that hypothesis.

5.3.3 Effect of administrative standardization on problem-solving

The effect of administrative standardization on problem-solving is measured through administrative
rules and whether the interviewees perceived a reduction of the administrative burden. The perception
of administrative rulesas bureaucratic or as a burden indicates a negative relationship with the problem-
solving aspect of Dutch community policing, whereas a reduction of the administrative burden would
imply a positive relationship with the problem-solving aspect of Dutch community policing. Table 10
shows the perceived reduction of the administrative burden.

Table 10: Reduction of administrative burden.

Reduction of administrative burden According to Number of
responses
Reduction of administrative burden | Actor on behalf of local government in Rotterdam. | 2
is achieved. Community officer in Twente.
Reduction of administrative burden | Actor on behalf of local government in Twente. 4
is not achieved. Team chief of police in Rotterdam.
Community officers in Rotterdam.
District chief of police in Twente.

With N=6, the four actors stating that the reduction of administrative burden is not achieved have the
absolute majority. The former district chief of police in Twente said about a possible reduction of the
administrative burden: “No, look the bigger you get, the more you need bureaucracy. I think that the
desire to regulate, especially in the beginning, was necessary for the reform from 25 regions to one
National Police. That required regulation, so that [the administrative pressure] has only increased
enormously from an urge to control”. Moreover, the interviewees were asked whether administrative
rules hinder police work. The results of that question can be found in table 11.

Table 11: Effect of administrative standardizationon administrative rules.

Administrative rules According to Number of
responses
Administrative rules are a necessity. | Actor on behalf of local government in Twente. 3

Actor on behalf of local government in Rotterdam.
Community officers in Rotterdam.

Administrative rules do not form a | Team chief of police in Rotterdam. 1
burden.

Administrative rules do not influence | District chief of police in Twente. 1
problem-oriented policing.

Administrative rules are too | Community officers in Rotterdam. 3
bureaucratic. District chief of police in Twente.

Community officer in Twente.
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The responses ‘administrative rules are a necessity’, ‘administrative rules do not form a burden’, and
‘administrative rules do not influence problem-oriented policing’ indicate a positive tendency towards
administrative rules and thus administrative standardization, whereas ‘Administrative rules are too
bureaucratic indicate a negative tendency towards administrative standardization. Thus, when following
the absolute majority with N=8, a positive tendency towards administrative standardization can be seen.
The hypotheses relating to the effect of administrative standardization on the problem-solving aspect of
Dutch community policing are H4 and H7. In H4, it is stated that problem-definition in communities is
considered more difficult than before the implementation of Police Act 2012. On the one hand, the
promised reduction of the administrative burden was not achieved, indicating more difficulties with
problem-solving. However, table 11 shows that the administrative rules are not considered a burden or
as influencing problem-oriented policing. Therefore, H4 must be rejected when considering the effect
of administrative standardization on the problem-solving aspect of Dutch community policing. The
second hypothesis relating to this effect is H7, which involves a positive relationship between
standardization and Dutch community policing. This result shows that administrative standardization
did not lead to a negative tendency towards administrative rules, resulting in a situation where there is
no evidence to reject H7 on the basis of these results.

5.4 Discrepancies in effects between Twente and Rotterdam

All responses of the interviewees are divided into their corresponding sub-category ‘Twente’ or
‘Rotterdam’. Table 12 shows for each of the aforementioned effects whether they indicate an increase
or a decrease of Dutch community policing, including the percentage of the total N for that effect that
is in accordance with said effect. Moreover, it shows the same percentage when Twente and Rotterdam
are divided into two sub-categories. Table 13 shows the means and standard deviations of the data in
table 12.

Table 12: Discrepancies in effect between Twente and Rotterdam

Effect Increase or % of Nin % of Nin % of Nin
decrease of Dutch accordance accordance  accordance
community policing (Total) (Rotterdam) (Twente)

Centralization on strategic
decentralization

Decrease

83,3% (N=6)

100% (N=3)

66,7% (N=3)

Local decisiveness on strategic | Increase 88,8% (N=9) | 100% (N=4) | 80% (N=5)
decentralization

Standardization on strategic Decrease 57,1% (N=7) | 75% (N=4) 33,3% (N=3)
decentralization

Centralization on community | Decrease 90% (N=10) | 100% (N=5) | 80% (N=5)
involvement

Local decisiveness on Decrease 62,5% (N=8) | 60% (N=5) 66,7% (N=3)
community involvement

Standardization on Increase 85,7% (N=7) | 100% (N=3) | 75% (N=4)
community involvement

Centralization on problem- Decrease 66,7% (N=9) | 50% (N=4) 80% (N=5)
solving

Local decisiveness on Increase 80% (N=10) | 80% (N=5) 80% (N=5)
problem-solving

Standardization on problem- | Increase 62,5% (N=8) | 75% (N=4) 50% (N=4)

solving
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Table 13: Accordance with effects
Mean  Std. Deviation

Rotterdam 82,22% 19,06%
Twente 67,97% 16,42%
Total 75,18% 12,87%

When considering all effects as a whole, it is found that the accordance level with finding the effects is
higher in Rotterdam than in Twente, which would indicate that some of the effects are primarily found
in Rotterdam. However, both the mean of Twente and Rotterdam stay within the margin of one standard
deviation from the total mean, implying that this difference is not significant. In order to get a better
grasp on the discrepancies between Twente and Rotterdam, the effects that have shown to decrease
implementation of Dutch community policing are separated from the effects that have shown to increase
Dutch community policing. Table 14 shows the level of accordance regarding the effects that have
increased Dutch community policing, and table 15 shows the level of accordance regarding the effects
that have decreased Dutch community policing.

Table 14: Accordance with effects that have increased Dutch community policing

Mean  Std. Deviation

Rotterdam 88,75% 13,15%
Twente 71,25% 14,36%
Total 79,25% 11,75%

Table 15: Accordance with effects that have decreased Dutch community policing
Mean  Std. Deviation

Rotterdam  77,00% 22,80%
Twente 65,34% 19,11%
Total 71,92% 14,07%

For these results, yet again it is visible that the mean accordance with effects for both effects that
increased Dutch community policing, as well as effects that decreased Dutch community policing, is
lower for Twente than for Rotterdam. However, in both cases, this difference is smaller than the
standard deviation from the mean of the total accordance. This implies that there is no significant
difference between the perception whether the found effects indeed indicates an increase or decrease of
Dutch community policing between Twente and Rotterdam. Therefore, H1, which states that the effects
of the reorganization of the Dutch police, resulting from Police Act 2012, are larger in rural areas than
in urban areas, ought to be rejected on the basis of these results.

6 Discussion and conclusion

‘What is the prevailing Dutch policy theory considering the community policing strategy?’

As mentioned in the Dutch community policing chapter, the ambiguity surrounding the concept of
community policing asks for consideration on how the strategy is implemented and interpreted by the
actors in the police order. The responses of the interviewees (see Appendix A) show that the
interviewees share the policy theory that Dutch community policing consists of primarily
decentralization, community involvement, and problem-solving. Furthermore, when asked regarding
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the most important characteristic of Dutch community policing, all three aspects of the Dutch policy
theory are mentioned by at least two interviewees. This illustrates that the prevailing policy theory of
Dutch community policing as explained in the chapter on Dutch community policing is consistent with
the implementation and interpretation of Dutch community policing in the police order. Therefore, the
theory chapter on Dutch community policing can be considered as an answer to sub-question 1. In
conclusion, this indicates that the prevailing Dutch policy theory considering the community policing
strategy consists of the three dimensions that are used throughout this research, being decentralization,
community involvement and problem-solving through the social facet of policing.

To what extent is Dutch community policing implemented at a decentral level after the
reorganization resulting from Police Act 20122’

For each dimension, | will explain how the implementation of Dutch community policing has increased
or decreased. With regard to decentralization, | found that the hypothesis that factors contributing to
administrative standardization do not have the hypothesized positive relationship with Dutch
community policing with regard to decentralization. As a result of the negative relationship between
administrative standardization and the decentralization aspect of Dutch community policing, the
implementation of Dutch community policing has decreased due to the administrative standardization.
As mentioned in the theory section, operational leadership is considered the starting point for the
reduction of the administrative burden. The fact that there currently is a negative relationship between
administrative standardization and the decentralization aspect of Dutch community policing, might be
an indication as to why the reduction of the administrative burden was not felt. However, that is just a
speculation and could be subject to further research. The hypotheses relating to organizational
centralization and local decisiveness when considering the decentralization dimension of Dutch
community policing could not be rejected, implying the expected negative relationship between
organizational centralization and strategic decentralization, and the positive relationship between local
decisiveness and strategic decentralization. This indicates that the implementation of the
decentralization aspect of Dutch community policing has decreased due to organizational centralization,
and increased due to the positive relationship with local decisiveness. Whether the increase in
implementation that can be accounted to the local decisiveness aspect of the reorganization is smaller
or bigger than the decrease in implementation of Dutch community policing resulting from the
centralization- and standardization aspect of the reorganization resulting from Police Act 2012 cannot
be stated on the basis of this research.

When considering community involvement, the hypothesized negative relationship between
organizational centralization and Dutch community policing was rejected when considering the
measurement relating to community involvement. This implies that community involvement is not
thwarted by the organizational centralization of the police and thus, that the implementation of the
community involvement dimension of Dutch community policing has not decreased due to the
organizational centralization. However, the rejection of the hypothesized positive relationship between
local decisiveness and Dutch community policing indicates a negative tendency when considering the
influence of local decisiveness on Dutch community policing. Thus, it can be concluded that the local
decisiveness aspect of the reorganization resulting from Police Act 2012 did not increase the extent of
implementation of the community involvement dimension of Dutch community policing since the
reorganization. On the other hand, there was no evidence to reject the hypothesis that the factors
contributing to administrative standardization have a positive relationship with Dutch community
policing. This indicates that the administrative standardization aspect of the reorganization resulting
from Police Act 2012 increased the implementation of the community involvement dimension of Dutch
community policing.
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The implementation of the problem-solving dimension of Dutch community policing has decreased as
a result of the negative relationship with the centralization aspect of the reorganization that was found.
On the other hand, the hypothesis relating to the local decisiveness aspect of the reorganization, which
contains a positive relationship in the effect of local decisiveness on the problem-solving dimension of
Dutch community policing, was not rejected. This indicates an increase in the implementation of the
problem-solving aspect of Dutch community policing. Moreover, the administrative standardization
aspect of the reorganization resulting from Police Act 2012 has shown to have, as hypothesized, a
positive relationship with Dutch community policing. This indicates that administrative standardization
has increased the implementation of the problem-solving dimension of Dutch community policing.
Thus, the different aspects of the reorganization of Police Act 2012 have increased or decreased
different aspects of the prevailing policy theory regarding Dutch community policing.

‘To what extent can the reorganization of the Dutch police force be considered the cause of the
differences in implementation of Dutch community policing at a decentral level?’

The extent to which the reorganization of the Dutch police force can be considered the cause of the
differences in implementation of Dutch community policing at a decentral level is found when looking
at whether there are significant differences in whether respondents perceived effects of the
reorganization in terms of the dimensions of Dutch community policing. This difference especially
concerns differences between the rural and the urban area. | would recommend that a future research
expands the scope of this research, in order to take all the different local police units and their
perceptions into account. The opted respondents and areas are justifiable, by opting for government
actors as well as police actors in a metropolitan or urban area and a more rural area. However, | do
believe that an expansion outside the scope of this research will allow for even better understanding of
how the reorganization of the Dutch police force can be considered the cause of the differences in
implementation of Dutch community policing at a decentral level. By limiting the scope of the thesis to
these two areas, some very real issues or benefits of the reorganization in light of Dutch community
policing remain unnoticed, thus being a limitation to this research. However, that does not indicate that
the found results are not valid.

When returning to said results, there were no significant differences found in the perception of the
examined rural and urban decentral level with regard to whether a certain effect led to an increase or
decrease of Dutch community policing. Consequently, the reorganization of the Dutch police force
resulting from Police Act 2012 can be considered the cause of the differences in implementation of
Dutch community policing at a decentral level. Moreover, all interview questions explicitly indicated
that the question concerned differences as a result of the reorganization resulting from Police Act 2012.
Therefore, all the given answers to said questions can be considered in a causal light. However, it is
important to note that the answers are based on memories, which could form a limitation. Itisimpossible
to test whether the memories of respondents are accurate and whether some aspects were missed or not
mentioned. Therefore, it is important to realize that the data generated by this research is based on
experiences, rather than a zero measurement. The used methodology is still considered the appropriate
approach for this research, but must be taken into account as a limitation. In conclusion, for the scope
of this research, the evidence is sufficient to state that the reorganization of the Dutch police force can
be considered the cause of the differences in implementation of Dutch community policing at adecentral
level. Further research could look into possible external influences on the Dutch police or society, such
as general social developments.

‘To what extent has the reorganization of the Dutch police, resulting from Police Act 2012,
affected the functioning of Dutch community policing at a decentral level?”’

27



When coming to the main research question, the implementation of the dimensions of Dutch community
policing are considered in light of the reorganization. The extent to which Dutch community policing
is implemented at a decentral level after the reorganization resulting from Police Act 2012 is found
when looking at the hypotheses regarding centralization, local decisiveness, and standardization, asthey
are part of the reorganization. The first aspect of the reorganization and how Dutch community policing
dimensions are implemented at a decentral level since said reorganization is centralization. With regard
to centralization aspect of the reorganization, it was found that factors contributing to strategic
decentralization have decreased after the implementation of Police Act 2012. This implies that the
extent of implementation of Dutch community policing in that regard has decreased after the
reorganization. Moreover, it was found that the community involvement dimension of Dutch
community policing is perceived increasingly difficult since the implementation of the centralization
aspect of Police Act 2012, thus thwarting the implementation of Dutch community policing.
Furthermore, problem definition, as part of the problem-solving dimension of Dutch community
policing, was found to be considered increasingly difficult since the organizational centralization, as an
aspect of the reorganization resulting from Police Act 2012.

However, when considering local decisiveness, these hypotheses were rejected. The results have shown
that when considering the extent of implementation of Dutch community policing regarding the local
decisiveness aspect, there is no evidence to state that factors contributing to strategic decentralization
have decreased after the implementation of Police Act 2012. In this senseg, it can therefore be concluded
that regarding the local decisiveness aspect of the reorganization, there isno decrease in the extent of
implementation of strategic decentralization. Furthermore, no evidence was found to state that the
community involvement dimension of Dutch community policing is perceived increasingly difficult
since the reorganization. Therefore, it can be concluded that on the basis of local decisiveness,
implementation of the community involvement dimension of Dutch community policing was not
thwarted. The third dimension of Dutch community policing that ought to be seen in light with the
extent of implementation of Dutch community policing, is problem-solving. As there was evidence to
reject the hypothesis that defining problems in communities is considered more difficult than before
implementation of Police Act 2012 when considering the effect of local decisiveness on problem-
solving, it can be concluded that the extent of implementation of the problem-solving dimension of
Dutch community policing has not decreased since the reorganization.

Now we turn to the standardization aspect of the reorganization in light of the implementation of Dutch
community policing. There is evidence to reject the hypothesis that factors contributing to strategic
decentralization have decreased after the implementation of Police Act 2012 when considering the
standardization aspect of the reorganization. Thus, it can be concluded that the extent of implementation
of strategic decentralization has not decreased in light of standardization measurements. Moreover,
there is evidence to reject the hypothesis that from the police perspective, the community involvement
dimension of Dutch community policing is perceived increasingly difficult since the implementation of
Police Act 2012. Therefore, it can be concluded that the extent of implementation of community
involvement as a dimension of Dutch community policing has not decreased since the reorganization
when considering standardization. Furthermore, there was also evidence to reject the hypothesis that
defining problems in communities is considered more difficult than before implementation of Police
Act 2012 in regard of standardization. This implies that the implementation of the problem-solving
dimension of Dutch community policing did not decrease after the reorganization as a result of
standardization.

All in all, the local decisiveness and standardization measures of the reorganization have shown not to
deteriorate the implementation of Dutch community policing in general and thus did not decrease its
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implementation. On the other hand, the centralization aspect of the reorganization resulting from Police
Act 2012 has shown to, as hypothesized, decrease the extent of implementation of Dutch community
policing in all its dimensions. Thus, it can be concluded that deteriorations of the implementation of
Dutch community policing can be accounted to the centralization aspect of the reorganization. For
further research, 1 would recommend investigating the extent of the increase in implementation of Dutch
community policing the local decisiveness aspect and standardization aspect of the reorganization
resulting from Police Act 2012 have had. This conclusion does not only affect the police organization,
but can be seen in accordance with the centralization processes and tendencies other executive public
organizations have undergone. This research has shown that when policy theories and strategic insights
know a decentral tendency in the Dutch public administration, taking steps to enhance local
decisiveness and standardization do not necessarily thwart said policy theories and strategic insights.
Moreover, this research shows how centralization tendencies may thwart implementation of pre-
existing policy theories present in the execution of public administrative tasks. Therefore, itis important
to ensure that policy theories are always taken into explicit account when reorganizing an executive
public administration. In this light, I recommend a similar research into centralization tendencies when
reorganizing executive public organizations, such as the tax authority or the UWV, in light of the
predominantly decentralized culture and policy theories in the Netherlands. Inthis way, my conclusions
can be generalized and used for more purposes than to aid the understanding of the reorganization
resulting from Police Act 2012 on Dutch community policing, in order to serve the public interest to
their fullest extent.
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Appendices
Appendix A: Transcripts of interviews

Appendix A.1l: Interview with local government actor — Twente

Transcript 24-03-2021 Online Microsoft Teams interview met geinterviewde namens Gemeente
Enschede

Interviewer: Het is vandaag 24 maart en ik spreek dus met [naam geinterviewde]. Het interview wordt
opgenomen, het gebruik van de opname zal conform de AVG zijn en verwijderd worden na gebruik.
Antwoorden op vragen in het interview zullen geanonimiseerd worden tot het niveau van functie. Dit
interview wordt gehouden op vrijwillige basis. De antwoorden op vragen kunnen gebruikt worden voor
mijn master thesis getiteld: ‘The effects of the reorganization of the police force on Dutch community
policing at a decentral level’. Ben je met dit alles akkoord?

Wijkregisseur — Gemeente Enschede: Ja.

Interviewer: Nou top, dan zou ik je allereerst willen vragen naar je functie en hoe die zich verhoudt tot
het politiebestel.

Wijkregisseur — Gemeente Enschede: Ja ik ben wijkregisseur in stadsdeel West, Enschede, en ik werk
als wijkregisseur veel samen met de politie, met veiligheid. Dus vandaar dat ik betrokkenheid heb met
wat ze doen en hun organisatie.

Interviewer: Oké. In hoeverre ben je bekend met de reorganisatie van het politiebestel als gevolg van
Politiewet 20127

Wijkregisseur — Gemeente Enschede: Ik ben er mee bekend. 1k heb het meegemaakt, de overgang.
Omdat ik al een lange tijd in dit vak zit, en dus ook die overgang aan de zijlijn heb meegemaakt. In die
tijd heb ik ook veel gesproken met politieagenten en politie onder functionarissen, dus ik ben op de
hoogte van de veranderingen.

Interviewer: Wat is jouw belangrijkste ervaring of wat zijn jouw belangrijkste ervaringen geweest met
de vorming van de Nationale Politie?

Wijkregisseur — Gemeente Enschede: Als eerste de onrust. Daar moet ik zeggen wel de eerste onrust
die ik ervaren heb onder de agenten zelf, de onduidelijkheid over functieveranderingen en over de
aansturing, veel ruis opde lijn, over heel veel energie die ging naar de interne organisatie, en dus minder
de focus op wat er in de wijk gebeurde. Dat is wat er bij mij voor ligt in die periode, dus ook de ICT-
problemen, maar op inhoud wel een slag gemaakt richting deskundigheidsbevorderingen.

Interviewer: In hoeverre ben je bekend met het concept gebiedsgebonden politiewerk? Wat zie je als
het belangrijkste kenmerk van het gebiedsgebonden werken?

Wijkregisseur — Gemeente Enschede: Voor mij is dat de wijkagent. Even kijken, die dus een centrale
positie heeft in de aansturing van andere diensten. Ja, dat is het.

Interviewer: Voor mijn onderzoek heb ik dus drie hoofdzakelijke aspecten van het gebiedsgebonden
politiewerk gedefinieerd. Dit betreft decentralisatie, burgerbetrokkenheid en probleemgericht werken.
Voor elk van deze aspecten zal ik een aantal vragen stellen betreffende de invloed die factoren van de
reorganisatie als gevolg van Politiewet 2012 mogelijk kunnen hebben op de uitvoering van GGP. Dit
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onderzoek wordt gevoerd in de context van Twente en Rotterdam. Het eerste aspect van GGP dat ik wil
bespreken is decentralisatie.

--- Telefonische melding ---

Wijkregisseur — Gemeente Enschede: Ik zet dit ding uit, het geeft allemaal rare geluiden. Ik heb een
nieuwe telefoon, daar moet ik even aan wennen. Gekke geluidjes zitten erin. Sorry.

Interviewer: Oké, haha. Geen probleem. Hoe is het gesteld met de lokale kennis van agenten in de wijk
naar uw idee? Jouw idee?

Wijkregisseur — Gemeente Enschede: Haha ja goed zo. Even kijken. Bedoel je dan in de overgang
naar uhm...

Interviewer: Jais het naar jouw idee verminderd of vermeerderd sinds de invoering van de Nationale
Politie?

Wijkregisseur — Gemeente Enschede: Die kennis. Uhm. In het algemeen is dat verbeterd, omdat er
meer specialisaties zijn opgetreden. Daarvoor was het meer algemeen, generalistische kennis. In mijn
ervaring is het dat er nu meer gespecialiseerde kennis aanwezig is.

Interviewer: En zou je daar een concreet voorbeeld van hebben?

Wijkregisseur — Gemeente Enschede: Nou ik denk dat de... Voorheen was natuurlijk het politiewerk
in de gemeente een beetje afhankelijk van het weer. Dat heb ik de vorige keer ook al verteld, wat ze
ondernamen en waar ze op inzetten. Je ziet nu dat het veel meer data gestuurd is en dat daar veel meer
gericht groepen geformeerd worden of bij een club wordt neergelegd om nader onderzoek te doen of
het te melden. Dus je ziet veel meer een professionelere aanpak. Een concreet voorbeeld is dan met
ondermijning bijvoorbeeld: data verzamelen of hennepteelt aanpak bijvoorbeeld. Dat je ziet dat het niet
door plaatselijke agenten opgepakt wordt, maar door een speciaal team bijvoorbeeld aangesteld wordt
die daarin gespecialiseerd is en kennis heeft om dat aan te pakken.

Interviewer: Wie neemt voor de uitvoering van politiewerk de belangrijke beslissingen?

Wijkregisseur — Gemeente Enschede: Dat zal dan de korpsleiding natuurlijk zijn, omdat iemand
natuurlijk die specialisatic moet gaan aansturen. Welk moment zo’n specialistisch team natuurlijk
aankomt, daar speelt daar speelt de OE, de Operationeel Expert, een belangrijke rol in binnen de teams
binnen de wijken. Die zeg maar natuurlijk aangeeft van ‘hé dit speelt er’ en dat zo voorlegt aan de
korpsleiding en daar een beslissing komt. Dat heeft ook te maken met, je kan natuurlijk niet allestegelijk
doen, dat heeft te maken met focus en prioriteit stellen. Dat is natuurlijk ook wel vastgelegd in beleid
van de politie, waar de prioriteit ligt.

Interviewer: Wat is hierin dan de rol van basisteams, en is dat veranderd sinds de reorganisatie, dus in
het beslissin