Calls for Service Dynamics
and Community Policing
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Systems Thinking: happen & fail to foresee ‘“side effects.”
It’s more than you think.s"
Here’s an example of how systems thinking helps.
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® From “Feasibility Study: CFS Work Flow System Dynamics,” CSPD, 9/6/00  tSuch differences of opinion present great opportunities for learning. ~ © 2002 Continuous Improvement Associates
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A simulation from equilibrium with a 10% positive pulse in nominal
number of crimes per week. Result: system out of control.

can exactly be handled with no excess or deficit of capacity.
This allows perturbing the model to see how it responds with-
out complicating initial transient behavior.

At 10 weeks the model is disturbed with a positive pulse in the
crime rate for 5 weeks. The multiple overlapping simulation
waveforms look complicated, but here’s how it plays out:

(a) A 10% pulse in the number of actual crimes produces a 10% pulse
in reported crimes.

(b) The increase in reported crimes above the capacity available to
handle them causes a drop in “education & prevention time” be-
cause officers give priority to clearing calls.

(c) Around 12 weeks later, reported crimes drop due to

A simulation from equilibrium with a 10% negative pulse in nominal
number of crimes per week. Result: system also out of control.

greater percentage of crimes reported. After the negative

pulse, as with a positive pulse, there are more calls than can
be handled ... and this sets off oscillations.

Figure 7 shows other responses to increased “officer time
pressure” that can have a negative effect on CFS.T
Conclusion

The lesson for community leaders: Systems are perverse ...
our solutions cause our problems. Maintain excess policing ca-
pacity to avoid potentially ever-increasing waves of crime.
Don’t get too close to equilibrium!
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Our “Solutions” Cause Our Troubles

“In many instances it emerges that the known policies describe a
system which actually causes the observed troubles. In other
words, the known and intended practices of the organization are
sufficient to create the difficulties being experienced. Usually,
problems are blamed on outside forces, but a dynamic analysis
often shows how internal policies are causing the troubles. In fact,
a downward spiral can develop in which the presumed solutions
make the difficulties worse and thereby cause greater incentives to
redouble the very actions that are the causes of trouble.”

Jay Forrester, "Counterintuitive Behavior of Social Systems”, 1995*

Workshop Benefits
An organization can:
* Understand the sources of, and resolve, conflicting points of view.
» Develop policies that designed to create the desired results.
* Develop measures to confirm the policies are working.

It’s Not Whether to Use Models, but Which Model

“... models are simplifications of actual systems, but computer models
can be far more comprehensive than the mental models that would
otherwise be used. ... there is nothing new in the use of models to
represent social systems. Each of us uses models constantly ... for

decision making. The mental images in one’s head about one’s
surroundings are models. ... The question is not to use or ignore
models. The question is only a choice among alternative models.”

Jay Forrester, "Counterintuitive Behavior of Social Systems”, 1995*
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