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    Advance Praise for De-Policing America


     


    “Tired of people who’ve never worn a badge telling you what cops do, how they feel, and what they think? Read Steve Pomper’s book for a real cop’s perspective on the anti-police madness infecting America today. Want to know why cops do what they do? Then stop guessing and get the info from somebody with the guts to wear the badge.”


    —Kevin Jackson, author, political commentator, FOX News contributor, and talk radio host. Website: theblacksphere.net/about/about-kevin-jackson


    “Steve Pomper is a recently retired cop who’s undeniably tired of the Left’s social justice indoctrination, especially as it concerns police officers. De-policing is only one intended consequence of the Left’s propaganda, and it puts all Americans at risk. Fostering an anti-police state is another deliberate ploy of the Left, which has seemingly become a reality. Therefore, I implore you to take time to listen to Steve’s poignant perspective. Even in retirement, he’s still upholding his oath to protect and serve. However, his service weapon is a pen and the aim is sharper than ever. Targets, you’ve been warned.”


    —Taleeb Starkes, author of the Amazon #1 bestseller, Black Lies Matter.

    Website: blksvsnggrs.com


    "If you want to understand how Chicago can go from solving 67 out of every 100 murders through arrests in 1991 to just 20 per 100 in 2016, Steve Pomper’s book De-Policing America provides one answer, especially for recent years. How does teaching police, even black police officers, that they are racist against blacks affect their ability to do their job? What has been the impact of political correctness in many urban areas and under former-President Obama? Pomper, a Seattle Police Department veteran, gives the reader a police-eye view as to why many police believe that they have been discouraged or prevented from doing their job. He justifiably worries that the real innocent victims of these policies have been the most vulnerable people in our country, poor blacks who live in high crime urban areas. Making life easier for the criminals comes at the expense of making it much more difficult and less pleasant for the innocent.”


    —John Lott, president of the Crime Prevention Research Center and the author of More Guns, Less Crime. Website: johnrlott.blogspot.com
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    INTRODUCTION



    De-Policing, Political Indoctrination, and Community Education



    If you want to understand the police officer’s world, start by asking yourself this question: when was the last time someone looked you right in the eyes and with a straight face said, “These aren’t my pants?”


    ***


    Will a police officer respond when you are having the worst day of your life—what could be the last day of your life if they don’t? Will police officers in your town hesitate to act out of fear of being fired—or worse, going to prison? You hear from “experts” but rarely from those directly affected by destructive political policies—cops. This book gives one street cop’s perspective on de-policing.


    I was compelled to write this book because many American cities are forcing their cops to undergo leftist political indoctrination and squelching the free speech rights of officers who speak against it. Seattle has implemented its radical left agenda through the insidious Race and Social Justice Initiative (RSJI). In Seattle, and through similar efforts in other law enforcement agencies, this is a leading cause of what has led to what has become known as de-policing. Leftist anti-police sentiment from groups such as Black Lives Matter (BLM) has resulted in a growing phenomenon where American law enforcement officers are forced to avoid certain types of police work. De-policing is the provocative term used to describe that caustic, anti-police environment where cops shun proactive patrol. Proactive patrol includes self-initiated police work separate from answering 911 calls. Things such as traffic enforcement, pedestrian violations, and checking on suspicious people.


    Liberal policies force cops into this diluted policing approach because the left shows little respect or appreciation for law enforcement. Often, they demonstrate outright animus toward police. Police officers get scant support from many city administrations. Even worse, some leaders within the police department take the anti-police side. What do you expect? Police chiefs are appointed by liberal politicians. Cops have to adopt a career-survival approach to avoid discipline, termination, even incarceration.


    It’s no surprise that this leftist disease would infect police departments as it has already infected America’s education system. Consider The Evergreen State College, an über-progressive institution of higher indoctrination in Olympia, Washington. In 2017, amidst other radical leftist turmoil, flamed on in part by BLM, one liberal college professor, Bret Weinstein, had the audacity to describe a call by student groups for white people to stay off campus on a particular day a violation of American civil rights. Which, of course, it is. Well, the professor did stay off campus but on a different day for a different reason. The Evergreen State College police chief told Weinstein it would be better to hold his class off campus due to safety concerns. Because of his principled stance, and for daring to appear on the Fox News program Tucker Carlson Tonight, these students called for Weinstein’s firing.


    Thank you, Professor Weinstein, for reminding liberals of their former commitment to civil rights, including free speech. The professor and his wife, who is also an Evergreen professor, initiated a court action against the college. They agreed to a settle with Evergreen for half a million dollars. The Wall Street Journal’s Jillian Kay Melchior wrote an excellent piece, describing the situation in detail via college emails she obtained through Washington State’s Public Records Act.


    I don’t speak for all police officers. In fact, I don’t speak for any other officer. I speak for one officer: me. However, after speaking, emailing, and texting for years with officers from all over America, I believe my viewpoint reflects that of many if not most American patrol officers. Remember, it’s cops who are directly affected by the left’s destructive social justice policies and laws that officers are expected to implement and enforce.


    Still, people, both cops and civilians, will not agree with me on every issue. That’s as it should be. That’s America. We can learn from our disagreements. But we need to have this discussion from a perspective different from that of the left-wing politics, academia, and media that demonize anyone who disagrees with them. We can disagree, but let’s do it respectfully. And if what I say bothers you enough, write your own book.


    Now, as great as pro-police books written by conservative academics are (some from which I quote), I’m sure the authors would agree that police officers’ voices are essential in the conversation. This brings up a point: why should you care what an ordinary patrol officer thinks? Good question. Well, I hope I’m well-read, educated, and articulate enough on law enforcement issues and the politics affecting them to present a rational argument. Most police officers strive to stay objective on the job. If they’re doing their jobs well, people will have little or no idea of an officer’s political slant. So, my having been a conservative street cop with a libertarian bent (perhaps what radio talk show host Larry Elder refers to as Republitarians) should interest the average person who might not have considered that cops can and do hold strong political views.


    Too many liberal academics are eager to turn police officers into social experiments, testing new policies to advance their own preconceptions based upon partisan political ideology. It’s similar to how they make their case with so-called, manmade global warming. If you don’t agree with the supposed scientific consensus, you’re called a climate denier. This derision includes dissenting scientists. It’s not much of a consensus, or even scientific, when you attempt to malign scientists who refuse to join it. Well, in a similar vein, if you don’t agree with the anti-police faction, you’re labeled a police brutality-denier. It’s a standard leftist tactic.


    When something goes wrong during a use-of-force situation, it’s always the cop’s fault. In fact, it’s the cop’s fault anytime an officer uses force. Come on, people. I know it’s weird, but some folks just don’t want to go to jail no matter how much you think you can sweet-talk them into a cell. Regrettably, most people don’t understand the nature of law enforcement. I can help.


    The public cannot be held totally responsible for the massive public ignorance about what police do. Political entities, cities, and towns are notoriously poor at educating the public about law enforcement. Instead of teaching the public about the complexities of a police officer’s job after a controversial incident, political leaders are prone to “teach” police officers what they did “wrong” even if it was right when it was taught. I don’t know another profession where more people think they know how to do a job better than those trained to do it.


    If anything will stress a cop, it will not be the blood, guts, and vomit they see on the job, or the injuries, verbal abuse, or absence of appreciation. It will be the lack of support and outright antagonism from an officer’s own city and department leadership.


    This book provides a recently retired street cop’s perspective on some of the causes of de-policing and their devastating effects on American law enforcement. I also try to convey some of the nuts and bolts of policing and why looking at law enforcement from a street cop’s viewpoint is crucial to understanding and evaluating police actions. You need to hear from street cops, the people directly affected by the liberal political decisions so damaging to police work in America. Street cops are the ones who show up at your door when you call 911. I might have stayed on the job ten years longer if not for the circumstances that lead to de-policing. Cops know the job better than anyone; our leaders need to let them do it.


    Many police critics are people for whom progress toward an integrated, equal justice-based, and race-blind society amounts to their own demise. Appallingly, anti-cop agitators have fabricated a mythological rift between the “minority community” (leftist minorities) and their police officers. “Hands up, don’t shoot” never happened!


    How can we blame young black men for feeling they are “under attack” by police and society when so-called black leaders such as former president Barack Obama, Jesse Jackson, Al Sharpton, and those in what Black Lives Lies Matter author Taleeb Starkes refers to as the Race Grievance Industry (RGI), teach them this every day? That they are victims of a currently institutionally racist society?


    You know the old saying “perception is reality”? Well, these racialist crisis entrepreneurs make sure that when black people are denied loans or jobs, get Cs instead of As in school, or receive poor service at a restaurant, it’s every time and always because of their race. When respected people constantly teach this, some will believe it. And since the perspectives of black conservative intellectuals such as Thomas Sowell, Shelby Steele, and Condoleezza Rice aren’t widely disseminated in black liberal circles (in fact, they’re often denigrated), alternate points of view remain scarce.


    Street cops tend to be conservative even in liberal cities such as Seattle, which explains an inherent conflict. Society has to confront this. Continual unwarranted criticism of the police will not be effective in improving police-community relations—especially when it’s as hysterical as it’s been. For example, take the police shooting of an armed black man, Keith Lamont Scott, in South Carolina. Anti-police leftists felt the officer should have been charged with criminal homicide. Why? Incredibly, because Mr. Scott didn’t actually point his gun at the officer. This view is head-spinning-around-360-degrees-stupid to every police officer who hears such nonsense.


    I use scenarios, anecdotes, and vignettes to convey ideas and possible solutions. I tell some stories the way they actually happened, while others are composites to illustrate a point. Some of the allegories and anecdotes come from the Seattle Police Department (SPD), some from other local departments, and others from agencies across the nation. Mine is just another voice in the conversation—an unabashedly pro-police voice. But all accounts are based on the anti-cop reality in which police officers have to function today. As they say, some of the names have been changed to protect the innocent—and to honor my heroes.


    It seems the liberals will always have it their way, and there is never room for dissent. If they’re for it, it’s right, and if they’re against it, it’s wrong. According to liberals, dissent is patriotic except when it comes from a conservative. Then it’s Hitlerian. After I wrote an article, the one that helped precipitate the idea for this book, people at every level of Seattle city government publicly attacked me for daring to question the city’s radical leftist, social justice agenda and the liberal political indoctrination of its police officers.


    Before that article, I was an ordinary patrol officer with very few Internal Investigation Section (IIS) complaints, several commendations, and a solid reputation. I’d never had a sustained complaint in nineteen years. But that didn’t stop the mayor, police chief, city attorney, members of the city council, and even—get this—the director of the Office of Professional Accountability (OPA) from coming after me publicly. Why “get this”? Because the OPA director was the person responsible for objectively investigating my “wrongdoing.” And, not one of them spoke with me before either libeling or slandering me. Hang on a sec. Deep breath…okay.


    I was surprised at just how smarmy this got. Like in a movie, an officer I know well called me during this investigation. He said some “higher-ups” had asked him to contact me. They wanted him to ask if I would be willing to stop talking and writing about my opposition to city social justice policies if I were offered an officer or detective assignment of my choosing equal to my rank. Think about this: this “offer” was posed in such a way that it could never be tied to whomever initiated the idea. He or she could easily deny making it, since they hadn’t made it to me personally. It was simply a “casual” question from a fellow officer. I said I wouldn’t accept such an offer, and the officer said, “I knew you wouldn’t, but I said I’d ask.”


    Now, let’s look at how government-sponsored social justice, liberal political indoctrination camouflaged as law enforcement training, and the lack of public education about police work, have cops constantly looking over their shoulders. Let’s find out how leftist political laws, policies, and procedures create an environment where cops have to adopt not only a physical and mental survival approach to police work but also a career survival mode, which increasingly includes de-policing.

  


  
    [image: ]


    CHAPTER 1



    De-Policing



    De-policing is not about police apathy toward their jobs. De-policing is about liberal antipathy toward the police.


     


    Officer Michelle Malken leans back in the seat of her patrol car. Michelle has worked a dozen years all on the streets. This cop knows what she’s doing. She observes a young man step into the crosswalk against the Don’t Walk sign. The jaywalker locks his cold eyes on hers, maybe a challenge or a dare, and strolls past. Is he looking for a confrontation? Is he fingering the cellphone camera in his pocket ready to record the event?


    Michelle should confront him, but will she? Just last week two fellow officers got jammed up over a simple littering incident. A man waiting in line for a nightclub show threw a food wrapper into the street in front of two passing officers. What should have been a simple, “Please pick up your litter, sir,” turned into a melee when the man became combative after refusing police orders to pick up his trash.


    Officers eventually subdued and arrested the man. Of course, news media reported that the police used excessive force and arrested a man for “only littering.” No. Police arrested the man for refusing to follow lawful commands and then resisting arrest.


    Should Michelle enforce the law? Yes, she should—in a perfect world. But cops do not work in a perfect world. Still, many people believe cops should be perfect. Well, they’re not. They’re what anthropologists call human beings.


    The question should she becomes, will she? The answer has become, why would she? She doubts her superiors will support her if things go sideways. The officer subdues her instinct to enforce the law, chooses the better part of valor, and drives to Starbucks. After all, why should she chance having to use force or arresting the man for only jaywalking? De-policing.


    ***


    De-policing is, again, that provocative term used to describe a phenomenon where cops reduce or avoid proactive patrol. Though it’s become a hot topic, it’s been around awhile. In 2010, I wrote about a fellow Seattle police officer (a black officer) describing a “training” he attended as “de-policing classes.” Today, everyone knows de-policing.


    In August 2015, Colin Flaherty, writing on AmericanThinker.com, titled an article “De-Policing: The Scariest Word of the Year.” The title hits the mark dead center. If only the political left knew just how scary, they might rethink their pogrom against the cops. Flaherty quotes a Chicago cop as saying “suspects are refusing to comply with lawful orders…or answer simple questions…they know we can’t or won’t do anything about it. Defiance is now the rule.” Yeah, scary!


    Are police officers in Seattle and across America de-policing? Yes. In this hostile, anti-police climate, who can blame them? But is de-policing an intent to or a result of equation? Does an officer form the intent to avoid proactivity, or is the officer refraining from proactive police work as a necessary response to external pressures?


    One of the external pressures causing de-policing is the left’s campaign for government-sponsored social justice. This is not a matter of persuasion. This is a matter of coercion. Liberal governments across America (until recently, including the Obama administration) have been engaged in an effort to indoctrinate the nation’s police officers with leftist political ideology. The seemingly innocuous term social justice is playing the part of the Trojan horse, sneaking liberal dogma into the police station.


    Some people said they supported Hillary Clinton over Donald Trump in the 2016 presidential election because she supported “more training” for police officers. Well, what kind of “training”? Masquerading as law enforcement training, liberal governments “teach” police officers about white privilege, minority victimhood, and so-called level playing fields—social justice. They seek not equal opportunity but equal outcomes, which is impossible. The left’s version of police training is not law enforcement training. It is political indoctrination.


    What on earth is Seattle’s leftist government teaching its cops? Several years back, under former mayor Greg Nickels, Seattle adopted the Race and Social Justice Initiative (RSJI). This initiative’s socialistic tentacles have slithered into every crack and crevice of city government, including the police department. Seattle is forcing its officers to attend social justice day camps where it purports to teach its cops about America’s racial history. Unfortunately, it’s not objective history, presenting a balanced perspective.


    For example, it doesn’t have liberal scholars such as Cornel West and Tavis Smiley on one side versus conservative intellectuals such as Thomas Sowell and Benjamin Carson on the other, debating the issues. Instead, through a thoroughly leftist PBS presentation (RACE: The Power of an Illusion), cops hear about minority victimhood, white privilege, and how unconsciously (and consciously) racist and bigoted cops are—especially white cops. Don’t even try to argue; to argue also means you are even more racist. The left isn’t interested in your point of view.


    Consider what conservatives are up against in liberal areas. In Seattle, following Donald Trump’s election, I read about some public high school teachers leading mourning sessions in their classrooms. In other schools, students walked out of class—with teachers. This, after witnessing a democratic election process envied by the world. But this time they didn’t get their way. At Hampshire College in Amherst, Massachusetts, the American flag was lowered to half-staff (and someone burned it). What about students who genuinely supported the Republican candidate? Americans still have that right, don’t they?


    Matt Maloney, CEO of Grubhub, a food delivery service, issued an email encouraging employees who supported Trump to find work elsewhere. As Dennis Miller remarked on The O’Reilly Factor on November 10, 2016, “There are a lot of people with love in their hearts who wish you dead if you don’t have as much love as they do.”


    The RSJI has been popular with subsequent administrations. After Mayor Nickels, Mayor Mike “McSchwinn” McGinn snatched up the liberal baton and giddily biked away with it. After the inept McGinn left office, following his defeat in 2013, the relatively few fiscally conservative Seattleites hoped that Seattle’s next mayor, Ed Murray, would be more practical, as he seemed to be, and would leave social justice to the private sector where it belongs. Unfortunately, under Murray, the RSJI continued to slaughter common sense, and the political indoctrination of the city’s cops continued, as did de-policing.


    I don’t know if it was karma, but on September 12, 2017, within the tumult of allegations of sexual abuse of teenaged boys in the 1980s, Ed Murray announced his resignation. Coming full circle, former U.S. attorney for the Western District of Washington under President Obama, Jenny Durkan, is running to replace him. She is one of the feds responsible for inflicting a bogus consent decree on the SPD. Think she’ll have Seattle’s cops’ backs? Not a chance.


    At its root, the RSJI has the ostensible goal of “leveling the playing field” for minorities the liberals label victims. Doesn’t it seem that leftist politicians promise to fix people—in exchange for their votes—but only after they convince them they are broken? To further this illusion, local, state, and federal government policy is now seasoned with a sprinkle of social justice before it’s poured down its cops’ throats. To see how insidious this effort is, just go to Seattle’s city website and peruse its RSJI page.


    Seattle’s liberal propaganda efforts branched out even further into the community with a race and social justice exhibit. The exhibit ran at the Seattle Science Center during the busy holiday season, from September 28, 2013, through January 5, 2014. Progressive proselytizing does not take a sabbatical.


    The DOJ arrived in Seattle a few years back toting a prejudiced conclusion of police wrongdoing. The feds then coerced the city into a lucrative consent decree—lucrative not for the city but for the enforcers—worth millions of dollars.


    The DOJ issued a ludicrous finding that 20 percent of Seattle police officers’ uses of force were unconstitutional. The DOJ then persuaded Seattle’s mayor to subject the city’s cops and residents to an invasive, unnecessary, and extortive consent decree. The DOJ transformed the SPD, virtually overnight, from one of the most respected and emulated police departments in the nation to an enfeebled version of its former self.


    As a result of their fake investigation, the DOJ alleged enough officer violations to justify imposing a full-blown federal consent decree on the SPD. The DOJ refused to make public the methodology it used to arrive at its bogus results. It reviewed the cases marked for study and arrived at that absurd number of unconstitutional uses of force. Seattle University criminal justice assistant professor Matthew J. Hickman also studied the cases and concluded that a more believable 3.5 percent of officer uses of force “potentially” violated constitutional protections.


    Professor Hickman wrote a bold editorial titled, “Special to the Times: Department of Justice owes the Seattle Police Department an apology” (Seattle Times, February 8, 2010). In it, he advised the SPD command staff to “call the DOJ’s bluff and demand an apology.” But instead of taking his prudent advice and saving Seattle’s already overstressed, understaffed cops years of unwarranted anxiety, the city helped the DOJ construct the gallows and hang the nooses. Police officers were the casualties.


    Many months later, with a federal consent decree in full force, the mayor and SPD leaders finally agreed with the rank and file and conceded the DOJ results were bunk. Of course, it was too late by then. In patrol roll calls, SPD relayed to its officers, through its consent decree compliance coordinator, that officers needed to cooperate quietly to “prove that the DOJ was wrong about them.”


    In response to a question from the editor in the Seattle Police Officers Guild newspaper, the Guardian, about the DOJ’s bogus findings, Merrick Bobb, the federal monitor, uttered this Orwellian statement:


    Whatever the correct figure might be [of alleged officer violations], it’s not relevant to our task today. This is not the Hatfields and the McCoys. The feud is over, and past disagreements must not impede current progress. What I know for sure is that the settlement agreement embodies best practice in policing and that it’s to the SPD’s and Seattle’s benefit it be implemented regardless of what led up to it.” (Guardian, August 2013)


    So, apparently the lies told to get to this “agreement” don’t matter. Once again with the left, the ends justi…Well, you know.


    This is like a judge telling some defendants he’s exonerated them, but they still have to serve their prison sentences—with a smile. Can you say “de-policing?”


    Seattle is not alone in experiencing this social justice onslaught. Many law enforcement agencies around the country are suffering the same fate in the liberals’ quest to quasi-federalize local police departments. San Francisco, Los Angeles, Santa Fe, Portland (OR), and many other jurisdictions have also suffered similar federal abuses.


    You may ask why federalization is bad, which I’ll discuss further in chapter 17. This federalism conversation is as old as the United States. In forming our federal republic, our framers set strict separations between the federal and state governments because people at the local level knew what laws served them best. The separations also serve as checks against potential federal tyranny. America is not a one-size-fits-all country. There is a reason the fifty experimental liberty labs work so well.


    Look at what happened when the feds interfered in Seattle. The SPD was long heralded as a cutting edge, state-of-the-art police department. Law enforcement agencies from around the country and around the world sought out Seattle when determining their own paths to better policing. I recall attending Street Skills training with German police officers who’d come to learn from the SPD. Then the federal government came to town and found against Seattle’s police officers without knowing or caring about their accomplishments or commitment to excellence. This excellence included positive community relations, which the feds helped to mutilate with their false and disparaging findings.


    It’s no accident that Obama’s DOJ found every police department it “investigated” guilty of “a pattern and practice of…” violations. At last count, they’d notched up to twenty-six or so departments. From the comments I’ve heard from Attorney General Jeff Sessions, it seems likely the Trump administration will change this trend.


    Putting political indoctrination aside, even if police were to accept social justice training, how can social justice coexist with equal justice? That’s one simple question social justices can’t or won’t answer. Social justice favors the group. Equal justice favors the individual. How can this dichotomy reconcile with constitutional equal protection guarantees?


    This is the question I asked city leaders in articles I wrote for the Guardian. Are the police to enforce laws based on treating individuals according to their race, ethnicity, and other nonrelevant factors to level some theoretical playing field? Isn’t this in contravention to the Constitution?


    Rather than answering this question, the social justices asserted I was evil. I wasn’t just wrong. I was a racist, a bigot—a bad person. In his book How to Debate Leftists and Destroy Them: 11 Rules for Winning the Argument, conservative author and commentator Ben Shapiro writes, “The left no longer makes arguments about a policy’s effectiveness. Their only argument is character assassination.” Bull’s-eye!


    And, from the you-can’t-make-this-$#!+-up file, the late large-donation Democrat Party contributor Benjamin Barber—despite being the I-know-better-than-you genius he appeared to believe he was—was stung by Project Veritas, James O’Keefe’s conservative, investigative organization. During an interview with a Project Veritas undercover journalist, Barber compared black Republicans to Jewish guards who helped the Nazis murder other Jews. How can anyone reason with such an unreasonable position? It seems ludicrous to even respond to such nonsense. But, this is not isolated. Many on the left, in their win-at-all-costs approach, dismiss common sense from their strategy, and those of us who care to should respond. Even cops.


    Barber said, “So there were even Jews that were helping the Nazis murder Jews in the camps. So, blacks who are helping the other side are seriously fucked in the head.” (Forgive the crass language, but such absurdity deserves to be conveyed accurately.) I’d argue a Democrat who would equate black conservatives with Nazi murderers is the one who is seriously mucked in the head.


    Seattle and other American cities are right at this moment imposing an endless propaganda barrage by leftists to politically indoctrinate their cops. In fact, the NYPD provides an apt example of this lunacy. In a police training story, Larry Celona and Bruce Golding of the New York Post (February 23, 2015) tell us that instructors are teaching New York’s finest that they “should ‘take a deep breath’ and close their eyes when dealing with angry people.” Ummm, how can anyone who utters such nonsense not be described as an idiot?


    This is a part of Mayor Bill de Blasio’s 35 million dollar “smart policing” training. For that money, you’d think it would be “brilliant policing” rather than merely smart—actually, it’s stupid policing, so…


    Jurisdictions are also enacting policies and enforcing laws that treat people differently based on race, ethnicity, and socioeconomic status. Seattle city attorney Pete Holmes is an avowed pro-pot, anti-cop, leftist activist elected to office by voters despite having had no criminal law experience at the time of his election. Holmes has repeatedly attempted the unjustified prosecution of police officers. Following yet another attempt by Holmes to prosecute an officer, Officer Chet Decker, former editor of the Guardian, titled an article, “Holmes fails again to convict a Seattle Police Officer.” Holmes’ campaign against the city’s cops has happened often while he has actively ignored downtown street crime.


    Former interim Seattle police chief and current King County Sheriff’s Office Chief Deputy, Jim Pugel once wrote a letter directly to Holmes personally requesting he prosecute dozens of downtown Seattle’s chronic offenders. Pete Holmes rebuffed the chief’s request. Guess he was just too busy going after cops instead. Holmes turns a blind eye to laws he disapproves of, such as those against marijuana possession (prior to legalization) and naked bicycle riders (yes, some people in Seattle are known to ride in the buff, during the annual Fremont Solstice Parade and, at other times, just because) and enforces (or doesn’t) a traffic crime, Driving While License Suspended 3rd Degree (DWLS3), based upon social justice criteria, not equal justice.


    For all other offenses, officers give traffic tickets to violators and then forward the citations to the Seattle Municipal Court. Following the policy change, officers no longer give DWLS3 citations to offenders. DWLS3 is an administrative status: either a driver’s license is suspended or it is not. Nevertheless, officers must first send all the citations associated with the traffic stop to the city attorney’s office so Pete Holmes can determine who is prosecuted—and, more to the point, who is not.


    In fact, in a July 1, 2010, interview with Publicola.net (now, Seattlemet.com/blogs/publicola), assistant city attorney Darby Ducomb said that the city attorney’s office would ask the police department to send DWLS-3 cases to them instead of straight to municipal court, and the city attorneys would decide which cases merited punishment. “They’re just a waste of money in our criminal justice system,” Ducomb said.


    Furthermore, in a video interview with Erica C. Barnett of Publicola.net, Pete Holmes admitted that in changing the policy on this traffic crime, social justice was his goal. When law enforcement agencies don’t educate the public about what cops do, people won’t understand why government-instituted social justice policy is so damaging to American liberty and why it’s a major factor in de-policing.


    Think about it. You’re a hardworking, middle or upper income (or lower…how do they determine socioeconomic status—guess?) white or Asian person. An officer stops you, your license status is suspended, the city prosecutes you, and you have to pay your fines. However, if you’re black or Hispanic, the city does not prosecute you. You don’t have to pay the fine even for the moving violation(s) that got you stopped in the first place. Does this sound like justice or racial retribution? At the very least, it is certainly not equal justice.


    If officers know that social justice means the city isn’t prosecuting people equally, why should they cite anyone at all? Why would they? This is how jurisdictions cause de-policing, and it’s not the cops’ choice. Liberal city governments would rather enact these politically biased policies and laws than teach the public how difficult a police officer’s job is. The fact is, they refuse to recognize a cop’s uniquely difficult job. For the left, cops are a necessary evil; for the far left, they are unnecessary and evil.


    Law enforcement agencies have been derelict in informing the public about what the police do and how and why they do it. When a high-profile police use of force occurs, many police and government leaders are more concerned with teaching the police what they should have done differently or “better.” Instead, they should be educating the public about what the police did and why their actions were correct (except for the rare instances when they weren’t).


    Too often, an officer’s actions are deemed “wrong” but only after the fact. Actions officers take are based on what instructors taught in training. Critics in the media, anti-police groups, and police and city leadership condemn the tactics because they look bad on TV. Duh! They always look bad and always will. Their lack of support puts police officers’ lives at risk.


    In my first book, Is There a Problem, Officer? A Cop’s Inside Scoop on Avoiding Traffic Tickets (Lyons Press, 2007), I offered a brief public education on what cops do and why, using the most common police-citizen interaction: the traffic stop. I wanted to educate motorists on how not to talk themselves into tickets by misunderstanding an officer’s intent or misinterpreting an officer’s behavior. I felt this education would also be of interest to other officers.


    Many drivers misinterpret an officer’s guarded behavior as rudeness, insensitivity, or even arrogance. You need to understand that until an officer assesses you, you’re a potential threat. Don’t take the officer’s prudent caution personally. The officer is not trying to insult you. He or she is only doing a job, a job that puts their life at risk. It’s a job that liberal cities are making harder with every social justice edict they enact.


    As alluded to earlier, in an event that further diminished the motivation of Seattle’s cops to conduct proactive patrol activities, i.e., de-policing, the DOJ came to Seattle under the pretense of investigating the SPD for alleged excessive uses of force. Alleged by whom? By Seattle’s perennial cop haters and their fellow—I wish I knew who coined the phrase—crisis entrepreneurs. None of the high-profile use-of-force incidents cited by critics at the time resulted in any criminal prosecution and only one in any discipline.


    The DOJ conducted a brief investigation, produced a “study,” and then refused to make public the methodology used in arriving at their results. This is the formula the DOJ used across America to force police departments to follow federal consent decrees. Following the acquittal of the officers in the Rodney King case in 1992, Congress granted the DOJ the authority to sue states they determine to have engaged in a “pattern and practice of unconstitutional policing.” Ostensibly, this effort was initiated to discover and deal with law enforcement agencies or officers that were “bad” apples, which, if done honestly, could be a good thing. Well, President Obama’s DOJ never found a “good” apple. But, how could it? Liberal Justice Department officials don’t seem to believe in good apples when it comes to cops.


    Liberal federal administrations use consent decrees to bludgeon police departments into “reforming” into a progressive view of how they believe policing should be done. These are contracts entered into by the federal government and local agencies, overseen by a federal judge, and monitored by a federal appointee. Some of these consent decrees can stretch on for years. SPD’s has been in effect since 2012. The LAPD’s decree lasted for over a decade.


    According to Newsmax.com’s Sean Piccoll, former U.S. attorney Andrew C. McCarthy, who prosecuted the criminals of the 1993 World Trade Center bombing, says, “They’ve [DOJ] had their thumbs on the scales from the beginning.” Piccoll continues, “McCarthy cited a string of federal civil-rights investigations into some 20 police departments, including Ferguson, Missouri’s, which he said the Justice Department has approached with a presumption of racial guilt.”


    McCarthy’s formula shows the feds come to town and investigate local police agencies, armed with a predetermined conclusion of guilt. The DOJ was using this formula against police agencies in cities such as, Portland, Oregon; Albuquerque, New Mexico; Ferguson, Missouri; and Baltimore, Maryland. The DOJ also followed this recipe when scheming against the SPD. This endeavor continues for two reasons: Obama/Holder-era consent decrees are still legally binding. And, even though a pro-police president, Donald Trump, has been elected, liberal Obama-Clinton supporters are still on the job in many offices.


    As I mentioned in the introduction, following the DOJ’s report, Seattle University criminal justice assistant professor Matthew J. Hickman, also a former DOJ statistician, conducted his own more meticulous and extensive study and found the DOJ’s report significantly flawed. Despite Professor Hickman’s findings, Seattle’s government and police command rolled over and exposed its belly to an unwarranted federal consent decree. This allowed the DOJ to gain expensive, intrusive, and dangerous oversight of the SPD and its employees.


    As a field training officer, I told my students that being a cop was better than working for a living. I helped people, I caught bad guys, and I put them in jail. I loved it. Now, I wonder how Seattle and federal and local social justices could have taken the best job in the world and one of the best police departments and caused such utter devastation.


    Allow me to elaborate on something I mentioned in the introduction. When I first came on the job back in the early 1990s, a veteran officer—we called him Uncle Bruce—told me the worst stress cops would face wouldn’t come from the blood, guts, vomit, or injuries. It wouldn’t come from the verbal abuse or the lack of respect and appreciation they’d experience. Officers’ greatest stresses would come from their own city and police administrations. This has proved prophetic.


    Animus between rank and file and the politically tarnished brass breeds perpetual strife and a resultant rank and file frustration and apathy—even anger, which leads to de-policing. This is expressed in a facetious tip I received from one of those veteran patrol officers back when I was a rookie: “Just remember, kid. There’s no call that can’t be handled by a slow response.” LAPD detective Mark Fuhrman once said something to the effect of, “You can’t make a police officer see something they don’t want to see.”


    I’ve been writing about issues affecting street cops for a long time. Sadly, I’ve experienced firsthand the decline in the status of law enforcement as a profession. I’ve spoken with officers, detectives, supervisors, managers, and commanders who admitted the police department is far worse than they’ve ever seen it during their careers. This included two forty-plus-year veterans who had gone through Seattle’s riots and corruption scandals of the 1970s.


    In a Seattle Times article, reporter Steve Miletich wrote the following about de-policing: “Neither [Mayor] Murray nor other officials suggested officers might deliberately be declining to enforce laws, a practice known as ‘de-policing’ that has been the subject of broad speculation, anecdotal discussion and a topic in the rank-and-file’s union newspaper.” Wake up, Seattle! Wake up, America! De-policing exists in Seattle—in America! The left just doesn’t want to accept responsibility for it.


    Miletich pointed out that between the first quarter of 2010 and the same time in 2011, calls for service had increased by 9 percent, yet officer proactivity dropped by 44 percent. During the period from 2007–2013, officers filed 71 percent fewer complaints (infractions and misdemeanors) with the Seattle Municipal Court. These cases cover minor crimes and infractions including alcohol violations, traffic offenses, public urination, and noise complaints. Between 2006 to 2013, the number of suspects booked into the King County Jail by Seattle officers decreased by 51 percent with no change in police staffing. Based on my continuing conversations with officers still on the job, it’s only gotten worse.


    In 2014, Mynorthwest.com reported overall crime up 13 percent and a 14 percent rise in violent crime. Homicides were up, aggravated assaults also up, and there was an increase in rapes. Auto thefts rose 44 percent compared with 2013.


    More recently, areavibes.com, a company that measures the livability of over 35,000 places nationwide, based on relevant criteria including cost of living, education, and crime published their Seattle results. While Seattle scored an A+ in amenities, it received an F for crime. Are these scores also a measure of the impact of de-policing? I’ll let you decide. Seattle’s overall crime rate is 115 percent higher than the national average. Seattle’s violent crime rate is 103 percent higher than the state average and 59 percent higher than the national average. And the property crime rate came in at 124 percent higher than nationally.


    There is no doubt this decline in proactive policing is a serious problem. National and local statistics like these signify massive reductions in police proactivity (otherwise known as crime prevention). While these indicators pertain to the SPD, officers I know in various local, county, state, and federal agencies across the country show that Seattle serves as an apt example of the damage anti-police, political agendas are doing to law enforcement nationwide. The situation in other large American cities is even worse.


    Chicago’s response to its ongoing nightmare and lack of response to black-on-black violence defies explanation. How can city leaders ignore this problem? Liberals seem to have deference for not allowing open discussion, turning any conversation on race, including proposed conservative solutions, racist. Asking why black criminals are shooting and killing other black people in the thousands in one of America’s largest cities does not make me racist. It makes me concerned for my fellow Americans who are suffering such carnage. I’ll admit I don’t care much about what bad people do to one another. But I do care when their actions affect the innocent. It’s not just the stray bullet that finds a child playing in a yard; it’s also that child’s parent who can’t even walk their kids to the corner store for fear of getting shot.


    If the SPD is a microcosm, let’s look at a macrocosm. The response of NYPD cops to Mayor Bill de Blasio after he inferred they were threats to his biracial son also illustrates a cause of the de-policing phenomenon. The mayor said, “We’ve had to literally train him…in how to take special care in any encounter he has with the police officers who are there to protect him.” Following the comment, NYPD police officers turned their backs on the mayor at public events. More recently, in July 2017, New York City’s cops turned their backs to Mayor de Blasio for choosing to go to Germany to protest President Trump rather than attend the funeral of a slain police officer.


    While sitting in a mobile command post, NYPD officer Miosotis Familia was cruelly executed by cop hater Alexander Bonds. The mayor’s insensitivity was astounding. What officers in their right minds would trust that man to back them if they were involved in a controversial incident? He was more interested in making an international political statement than in attending the funeral of that brave officer. This is a textbook example of the type of “leadership” that leads to de-policing in America.


    As in Seattle, according to The New York Times, in January 2015, officer-issued court summonses in New York City dropped by over 90 percent. The Times believed the drop was not the result of union leaders organizing a “slow down” but of officers “apparently using their own discretion to largely ignore low-level offenses.” This is the key, folks. While the effort against the police by groups like BLM may be “Astroturf” funded by leftist billionaires, officers de-policing, though unpleasant, is grassroots, organic, and done by individual cops, not organized by police unions. Frankly, much about de-policing is simply a matter of human nature. The survival instinct kicking in.


    New York City estimated a revenue loss of over five million dollars from the decline in summonses. Other cities are experiencing similar declines in proactive enforcement, especially in high-crime neighborhoods—exactly where more, not less, policing is needed.


    So, why should anyone care about de-policing? Anybody who remembers what New York City was like before Rudy Giuliani became mayor cares. The rule was high crime rates and a lower quality of life. The citizens who experienced the crime that occurred before America’s Mayor allowed New York’s Finest to actually police the city know what Seattle and other liberal and social justice-contaminated cities are in for as de-policing catches up with criminals—or doesn’t catch up with them. Under Giuliani, the NYPD actually fought crime, which lowered crime rates and saved untold numbers of would-be victims of violent crime. Black Americans are a substantial portion of that number.


    No one knows how to do police work better than cops. Still, there is no other job I can think of where average politicians and activists—and even average people—feel they know how to do police work better than the professionals trained to do it. Just because you don’t like how law enforcement is done doesn’t make it wrong.


    Although I could mention numerous similar cases nationally, I’ll limit my examples to a couple of officers I know and have spoken with about their incidents. Seattle police chief Kathleen O’Toole fired two friends of mine in what appeared to me to be political terminations. One was Adley Shepherd and the other Cynthia Whitlatch. I’ll cover only the main points here because both cases are available for your review online.


    Officer Adley Shepherd


    I met Adley a few years before I retired. We worked different watches, but we’d say hi or chat a bit during shift change down in the parking garage. He impressed me from the moment I met him. He exuded professionalism, bearing, intelligence, competence, and kindness. This dedicated cop and family man was a walking, talking recruiting poster for the SPD. He didn’t deserve the treatment he received from those who should have supported him.


    Officer Shepherd responded to a domestic violence incident and arrested a drunk female suspect. He placed her in handcuffs, and while attempting to put her in the back seat of his patrol car, she kicked him in the jaw with her boot, committing a felony. Reacting to the pain from the suspect’s assault, Adley punched her once, which resulted in a fractured eye socket. The video shows the officer did not even fully extend his arm when striking her. He didn’t strike her again because this defensive tactic stopped her assault and was sufficient to bring her under control. It is not unusual for any injured person to experience a surge of adrenaline, thus increasing Adley’s strength in response to the pain and danger. Yes, danger.


    Some claim the critical issue was the suspect was handcuffed. These people conflate handcuffed with harmless. How could the suspect have been “harmless” if she kicked Adley in the face, causing harm?


    Consider this December 13, 2016, Fox 10 Phoenix news report out of the Pima County [Arizona] Sheriff’s Office. An intoxicated, handcuffed female kicked Sergeant Mark Bustamante in the face with her boots as he was placing her in his patrol car. (Sound familiar?) As a result of the assault, the sergeant lost his left eye. Handcuffed suspects spit at, scratch, bite, stab, shoot, kill, and even steal officers’ cars all the time.


    Consider this crucial element: should it matter if the officer assigned by the police chief to train you in defensive tactics reviews and assesses your actions in an incident like this as having been done “perfectly”? Apparently not because that’s how the lead training officer described how Officer Shepherd performed, yet Chief O’Toole fired Shepherd anyway. Can you imagine how it feels to be a police trainer who sees an officer he or she trained, having performed as trained, fired for using that training? Imagine how Adley Shepherd feels. De-policing.


    Officer Cynthia Whitlatch


    I worked closely with Cynthia in the same squad for many years at the SPD’s East Precinct. Cynthia was one of the hardest working officers I’ve known. In fact, when writing to Chief O’Toole in support of Cynthia, I wrote that her greatest liability was her continued work ethic in the midst of such an anti-cop environment. She wasn’t about to allow anti-police sentiment to stop her proactive brand of policing—but, in the end, it stopped her from policing at all. She actively resisted de-policing, and she paid the price. Although she had an exemplary record as a veteran officer—and though she’d used no force during the incident and the suspect suffered zero injuries—rather than a lesser punishment, Chief O’Toole went to the extreme and fired Cynthia.


    What heinous act did Officer Whitlatch commit? She observed a man on a sidewalk swinging a golf club over his head and hitting a street sign. She circled the block. On her second pass, the man was still swinging the club over his head and then in a menacing manner toward her patrol car. So, Officer Whitlatch stopped the man about a block from the East Precinct to investigate his threatening behavior.


    When ordered to, he refused to put down the club. I don’t think anyone would argue a golf club can’t be used as a weapon. Had the man complied with the officer’s simple request the situation likely would have resolved quickly. In fact, early in the video of the incident, Whitlatch informs the man she doesn’t intend to take away his golf club. Remember, she knew the incident was being video recorded. She wasn’t trying to “get away” with anything. She told the man to put down the club many times, having said, “please” and “sir” over and over and having used no force during the arrest. Because Officer Whitlatch was white and the suspect was black, of course, she was accused of racism, turning the incident political. Though the chief could have easily imposed a lesser discipline, needing a sacrifice to the anti-police faction, she fired Officer Whitlatch instead. De-policing.


    In August 2017, Cynthia won her case and was awarded back pay. Now, she is struggling to retain her legitimate settlement against anti-police factions who are fighting to deny a police officer any justice.


    When officers saw the Obama administration swathe the White House in rainbow colors to celebrate a Supreme Court decision they support but declined to show similar support with blue lights to memorialize the mass murder of five Dallas police officers (killed while protecting leftist, anti-police demonstrators), what other result can there be than de-policing?


    What are cops supposed to think when an American president invites anti-cop, BLM radicals to the White House? This is the vehemently anti-law enforcement, pro-Marxist, redistributionist, social justice group largely responsible for promulgating the Ferguson, Missouri, “hands up, don’t shoot” myth—you know, The Washington Post’s 2015 Lie of the Year. Of course, this was the incident where Eric Holder’s DOJ found that police officer Darren Wilson shot robbery suspect Michael Brown after Brown attacked the officer and tried to take his gun. Officer Wilson will likely never work as a cop again. De-policing.


    This BLM lie is accountable for much of the illegitimate anger aimed at America’s police officers. An anger that has inspired some to kill cops. Democratic Party support provides validity to anti-police movements and encourages animosity and violence toward police officers. And you don’t have to be a cop to figure that one out.


    I agree with the social justices on one point. The primary issue between the public and police, causing de-policing, is trust. De-policing will not stop until trust is restored—true. Trust, but not as the left frames the issue. Not only trust of a community in its cops, but trust by cops in their communities that the people will support them.
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