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ABSTRACT

Throughout the United Kingdom, the appeal to partnership pervades the language of
policing, crime prevention and crime reduction. In Northern Ireland, policing structures
have gone through a substantial transition and period of reform since the Independent
Commission on Policing reported in 1999. The language of partnership also pervades
this transition. Based upon in-depth empirical analysis, this thesis provides a
comprehensive, critical and enlightening account of the role partnership policing
initiatives are playing in Northern Ireland. It also provides a discussion of the challenges
that partnership structures face, the issues that beset them and the symbolic role they
play in the vision and trajectory ofpolice reform.
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INTRODUCTION

Northern Ireland is a state that is emerging out of conflict. Part of this process has seen
policing in Northern Ireland undergo a substantial process of reform. According to the
former Chief Constable of the Police Service of Northern Ireland (PSNI), Sir Hugh
Orde,1 being a police officer in Northern Ireland is to be a member of a police service that
has, ‘the most oversight, and is more accountable than any other comparable police
service’ (Orde, 2009).2 One part of this oversight and accountability is provided through
the prism of partnership working, which involves the PSNI engaging, and working
closely, with communities and other agencies and organisations. Moreover, the PSNI
promote partnership working as one of their ‘core visions’ (PSNI, 2002; 2008). However,
this idea is not confined to Northern Ireland. Creating partnerships to reduce crime is a
growing and prominent practice throughout the United Kingdom (UK) (Skinns, 2008:
311). In this sense, contemporary policing increasingly takes place through networks of
different agencies, and the appeal of partnership routinely pervades the language of
criminal justice (Fleming, 2006: 1). The presumption being that partnerships of agencies
are better suited to identifying crime related problems that are of greatest concern within
particular communities (Rosenbaum, 2002: 174).

1 Hugh Orde was Chief Constable from 2002-2009.
2 Speech given at the Inaugural Belfast Special lecture by Sir Hugh Orde and Sir Desmond Rea.

The Oxford English Dictionary defines ‘partnership’ as a ‘relationship between
individuals or groups that is characterised by mutual cooperation and responsibility’. In
policing terms, it is about establishing cooperative relationships between two or more
organisations to attain agreed goals towards controlling crime (Rosenbaum, 2002: 172).
And, the idea of police/citizen co-production within a partnership setting means that, in
theory at least, the police can be held more accountable for their actions. This thesis
examines the application of partnership policing initiatives in Northern Ireland. It regards
their architecture, it examines their contribution to conflict transition in Northern Ireland
and it details the role of the social interactions that take place within partnership working,
and in doing so illustrates how these significantly shape the operational outcomes of
these institutions.
Background to the Thesis
The contested nature of policing in Northern Ireland is well-documented (see. Brewer &
Magee, 1991; Ellison & Smyth, 2000; McGarry & O’Leary, 1999; Mulcahy, 2006;
Weitzer, 1995; Wright & Bryett, 2000). It is clear from this body of work that the
contention that surrounds the legitimacy of Northern Ireland as a state,

also caused a

legitimacy crisis for the PSNI’s predecessor, the Royal Ulster Constabulary (RUC); a
crisis that still reverberates for the PSNI today (Mulcahy, 2006: 3). From the very
moment of its establishment in 1922, the RUC became an organisation that was unlike
any of the other police service in the rest of the UK. It was routinely armed, paramilitary

3 Northern Ireland was created as a semi-autonomous state within the UK on 3 May 1921 under the
auspices of the Government of Ireland Act 1920.
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in character, and disproportionally composed in favour of a Protestant majority
population. It was given extraordinary powers to quell dissent and its senior officers were
‘subordinate in practice’ to the political direction of the Minister of Home Affairs for
Northern Ireland (Ellison & Smyth, 2000; Weitzer, 1995). 4 The holders of this post, like
the whole of the government of Northern Ireland between 1921 and 1972, were always
from the Official Unionist Party (OUP), and always ‘strident defenders of Protestant
interests’ (Weitzer, 1995: 34). Thus, the RUC contravened the standard norm in liberal
democracies in that it did not exercise a semi-autonomous or arm’s length relationship
with the political authorities (McGarry, 2000:173). Therefore, with a large section of the
population identifying themselves as Catholic/Irish and proclaiming allegiance to a
unitary and independent Irish state, the RUC, like the state of Northern Ireland itself,
existed ‘in the absence of consensus’ (Mulcahy, 2006: 5). 5
The emergence of the Civil Rights Movement in the 1960s, to challenge
discriminatory practices against the Catholic population, brought the legitimacy of
Northern Ireland and the role of the RUC under scrutiny (see, Ellison & Martin, 2000;
Mulcahy, 2006). The series of events that were set in motion during this period
eventually led to the Northern Ireland conflict, more commonly referred to as ‘the
Troubles’, which, between the late 1960s and the early 2000s, accounted for over 3,500
deaths.6 Throughout this period, the question surrounding the legitimacy of the RUC was

4 The post of Minister of Home Affairs was held by Sir Richard Dawson Bates from 1921-1943.
5 A full deliniation of the ethno-national divide is to be found at appendix 5.
6 It is hard to determine the precise date the conflict started or its precise end. A number of variant dates are
offered to when the conflict ended. These include the second IRA ceasefire on 20 July 1997, the Belfast
Agreement on 10 April 1998; and the beginning of the new devolved Government on 2 December 1999.
Also one may argue that the conflict did not fully end until the announcement of end of the IRA's 'armed
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a significant source of division between Protestants and Catholics. The role of the RUC
in counter-insurgency operations against the Irish Republican Army (IRA) and other
combatants distorted the way public policing was performed and compounded attitudes
towards policing, which in Mulcahy’s

(2006: 3-4) words, became the ‘single most

emotive divisive and controversial aspect of the conflict’. The reform of policing
structures has, therefore, been an intrinsic part of the broader process of conflict
resolution in Northern Ireland (Ellison, 2007: 244). The Belfast Agreement (BFA) of
1998 subsequently recognised that there ‘was an opportunity for a new beginning to
policing in Northern Ireland with a police service capable of attracting and sustaining
support from the community as a whole’ (BFA, 1998: 22). Under the terms of the BFA,
the Independent Commission on Policing (ICP) was set up to undertake this task. 7* *It * *
stated:
‘Policing has been a contentious, victim and participant in past tragedies, precisely
because the polity itself has been contentious. The consent required right across the
community in any liberal democracy for effective policing has been absent.’
(ICP, 1999: 2).
The ICP provided a ‘blueprint’ for the reform of policing structures in Northern Ireland,
and in doing so, made recommendations to change to the name, symbols and structures
of the RUC (see, Ellison, 2007; Mulcahy, 2006; Shearing, 2001). In addition to these two
areas, the ICP also proposed institutional changes to policing in Northern Ireland that

campaign’ on 28 July 2005 or completion of IRA decommissioning on 26 September 2005 (see,
http://cain.ulst.ac.uk/faQ/faq2.htm#current'). The Malcolm Sutton index of deaths from conflict in Ireland
starts its records in 1969 and completes them in 2001, where the total figure stands at 3526
f http://cain.ulst.ac.uk/sutton/tables/Year.html).
7 Chapter 2 provides detailed analysis of the ICP.
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would make it more democratically accountable (ICP, 1999: chapter 6), and changes to
Q

the style of policing that would be undertaken (ICP, 1999: chapter 7).

In both of these

cases, the ICP stipulated that ‘policing’ in its wider context, as a broader social practice,
should be paramount to the new beginning it was proposing. This thread to the ICP would
involve considering the ‘contributions that people and organisations other than the police
can make towards public safety’ (ICP, 1999: 29). The new style of policing would see:

‘The police working in partnership with the community; the community thereby
participating in its own policing; and the two working together mobilising resources to
solve problems affecting public safety over the longer term rather than the police, alone,
reacting short term to incidents as they occur.’
(ICP, 1999: 40)

In asserting these changes as a key thread of reform, the ICP was seeking to re-construct
legitimacy in policing, which it saw as severely compromised, if it existed at all for many
Catholics. It is the new institutions introduced with the aim of engendering greater
accountability in Northern Ireland and usher in this new style of policing that are the
concerns of this thesis.
As noted above, the idea of partnership based institutions and initiatives are not
confined to the context of Northern Ireland. Indeed, as the ICP recognised (ICP, 1999: 6),
the main thrust of its proposals were ‘justified by looking at the challenge confronting

8 Other changes have included the introduction of the Northern Ireland Police Ombudsman, changes to
recruitment, training, the introduction of a new code of practice with a human rights focus, and
departmental and divisional re-organisation.
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policing in any modem society’. In this sense, they went on to propose that the ICP
(1999: 6) was in ‘the mainstream of the debate about future policing requirements in
democratic societies and economically developed communities everywhere’. It is,
therefore, important to also briefly consider the notion that it is not only in Northern
Ireland that policing is a contentious practice.
Some scholars hold the view that in the rest of the UK public policing is
independent, impartial and the police have developed as servants of the citizenry, rather
than executives of the government (see, Ascoli, 1979, Critchley, 1967; Mark, 1972;
Reith, 1958).9 However, policing has had a contentious history throughout the UK.
Indeed, the role of the public police in all advanced liberal democracies, in protecting
social order and upholding the laws of the state has never been undertaken with the
consent of all in society (see, Bittner, 1975; Brogden, 1982; Storch, 1975, Taylor, 1997).
The police have always upheld the prevailing socio-economic system, and, therefore,
working class political activity, such as trade unionism for example, has always come
into conflict with the police (Storch, 1975: 90-91). Also, the evolution of the public
police into a complex bureaucratic organisation with an unmatched expertise in crime
control has not taken place without marked increases in its powers and strength (Reiner,
1995: 40). These changes have also raised issues surrounding the accountability of the
police to the community, where in some quarters-for example, some young adults, ethnic
minorities, and some parts of the working class- they are seen as enforcers rather than
‘benign helpers’ (Reiner, 1995: 40). In order to further understand partnership policing,

9 This notion is coloured within the idea of the autonomy of the constable, the system of autonomous
regional constabularies and behind the tripartite system of police governance where power is balanced
through a Chief Constable, an elected police authority and the Home Office.
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it is also important to extend our understanding of the crucial distinction between public
policing and the broader notion of policing as a social practice.
Policing as a social practice

Although ‘policing’ has never been the sole preserve of the public police, the idea of
‘policing’ is often conflated with the everyday work of the ‘public police’ (Jones &
Newbum, 2002; Zedner, 2006). It is the uniformed presence of the police officer who
stands as the highly visible representation of state authority in the maintenance of law and
order (see, Banton, 1964; Bowling & Foster, 2002; Critchley, 1967; Emsley, 1996; Jones
& Newburn, 1998; Loader & Mulcahy, 2003; Reiner, 2000; Wright, 2000). However, as
Banton (1964: 1) pointed out the, public police ‘are only one among many agencies of
social control’ who may have an impact on these matters. The broader notion of policing
incorporates other organisations, who as part of the extended policing family, are
involved in upholding the laws of the state. These now include a plethora of local
neighbourhood wardens and local housing officers. Police Community Support Officers
(PCSOs), Customs and Excise and the state security services, as well as others who might
be involved in informal social control, such as community groups or schools (see.
Bowling & Foster, 2002; Jones & Newbum, 1998; Zedner, 2006). Where the term
policing is mentioned in this thesis, it is this broader definition of policing that is being
referred.
More recently, against a background where state ownership of the means of
production and provision of public services has been drastically reduced, public policing
in the UK has also found itself the subject of change (see, Jones & Newbum, 1998;
7

Reiner, 1992; Johnston, 2000). This change has seen the re-shaping of public policing
within managerialist concerns of economy and efficiency (see, McLaughlin & Murji,
1995; 2001). Along with the recent proliferation of private policing and the extension of
the policing family, we have seen the modern monopoly over policing by the public
police diminish (Jones & Newbum, 1998; 2002; Johnston, 2000). These changes are also
signified in the evolution of partnership policing, which, in the broader UK, began to
come to the fore in the 1960s and has been consolidated more recently through the
auspices of the Crime and Disorder Act 1998. Its importance, as chapter 1 outlines, lies in
the fact that the Act placed a statutory obligation on Chief Constables and local councils
in England and Wales to form partnerships to undertake crime preventative activities.
The Act has, however, had profound effects on policing practices throughout the UKincluding Northern Ireland.
On another level, the social practices of policing involves social interactions (see.
Manning, 1988; 2008). In this case, although partnership policing activities are delivered
through legally enshrined institutions and partnerships are regulated through policy
documents, but by its nature, like other aspects of policing, it is a cultural and social
practice. These practices take place through dramatic performances based in the socio
political and cultural viewpoints of the actors involved, and the social contexts of
partnership settings. Therefore, as partners come together to engage in policing activities,
members of these organisations interpret the meaning of partnership and policing
differently. This thesis provides a detailed insight into these matters also.
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The context of partnership policing in Northern Ireland
Undoubtedly, since the publication of the ICP public policing in Northern Ireland has
gone through a sustained period of change and reform. The idea of partnership policing
put forward by the ICP offers a style of policing whereby the police are working more
directly in partnership with the community and community based organisations (ICP,
1999: 11). In response to the recommendations made in the ICP, the newly re-named
PSNI published its, "Policing with the Community in Northern Ireland’ strategy (PSNI,
2002), where it set out proposals on how the organisation would contribute towards
achieving a more holistic policing agenda. A critical element of the proposals surrounded
the establishment of:

‘Active partnerships between the police, the community and other bodies through which
crime, service delivery and police community relations can be analysed and appropriate
solutions designed and implemented.’
(PSNI, 2002: 6)

Subsequently, three flagship initiatives have been established:
1.

District Policing Partnerships (DPPs)

District Policing Partnerships (DPPs), having been first recommended as District Policing
Partnership Boards (DPPBs) in the ICP (see, ICP, 1999: 34), were made statutory in the
Police (Northern Ireland) Act 2000 (as amended). 10 On this basis, DPPs are seen to be an

10 The Police (Northern Ireland) Act 2000 has been subject to a number of amendments. Some of these
amendments relate directly to DPPs. These amendments include the Police (Northern Ireland) Act 2003,
the District Policing Partnership (Northern Ireland) Order 2005 and the St.Andrews Agreement Act 2006.
Most of these amendments relate to technical and procedural matters. However, references to these
particular Acts are made when relevant, throughout this thesis, with regard to their impact on DPPs.
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important institution decentralising democratic accountability (ICP, 1999: 34). There are
26 DPPs in total- one for every district council area. Their role is to provide a partnership
mechanism whereby local elected councillors and members of the community can liaise
with local police commanders to prioritise policing issues. It is stipulated that they are
advisory, explanatory and consultative, but importantly they provide a role to monitor the
effectiveness of local policing. They are composed of 15, 17 or 19 members depending
on the size of the respective district council. This membership comprises of elected
members, who should reflect the balance of party political representation on the district
council, and independent members, who should represent a mix of business, community
and voluntary interests.
2.

Partners and Communities Together (PACT)

PACT partnerships are embryonic initiatives being undertaken by the PSN1. They were
not recommended as part of the ICP or any other commission or review. However, they
have been transposed from England and Wales as they are seen to be commensurate with
the ICP, which stated, ‘below district level local communities and police should be
encouraged to develop consultative forums on lines that suit them and their
neighbourhoods’ (ICP, 1999: 35). They have the primary aim of providing a fixed point
of contact between the PSNI’s Neighbourhood Policing Teams (NPTs), and thus,
providing through public meetings, police/public liaison mechanisms in district council
wards.
3. Community Safety Partnerships (CSPs)
Community Safety Partnerships were first recommended in section 11 of the Criminal
Justice Review (CJR) (CJR, 2000). They have been subsequently established in all 26
10

district councils in Northern Ireland and involve those organisations who exercise
‘statutory functions7, such as district councils, health trusts, education and library boards,
probation and prison services and housing associations. They are multi-agency
partnerships aimed at specifically delivering community safety-based initiatives. The
district councils provide the leadership and co-ordination role.
Figure 1 illustrates the hierarchical relationship between these partnerships. The
Northern Ireland Policing Board (NIPB) and the Community Safety Unit (CSU) oversee
partnership working on a Northern Ireland wide level, sitting beneath the recently
devolved Department of Justice. Both DPPs and CSPs operate on an intermediate district
council level, while PACT partnerships take place within council district electoral wards.

Figure 1: The local partnership landscape in Northern Ireland
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Taken together, these partnership initiatives are advocated as being indicative of the
commitment by the PSNI to a partnership policing strategy. As Hugh Orde (2008: 1)
asserted, ‘as a direct result of this collaborative work to addressing local problems, the
number of people who feel safer in their homes is increasing and confidence in the work
we are doing continues to rise’. Despite such pronouncements, this thesis asserts that
although the establishment of these partnerships are, when considered against the
background of policing in Northern Ireland, significant step changes in practice, they
serve a more symbolic role. In the sense, rather than changing actual practices, these
partnerships are restricted in achieving their potential by pervasive managerialist
practices such as performance indicators and targets and regulation through central
oversight. In addition, when we include the tensions and issues that continue to
reverberate from the legacy of conflict and political violence, outcomes have not matched
the expectations. With this in mind, the thesis also develops the contribution of micro
interactions within partnership working by examining the social settings of partnership
meetings. This analysis is framed and understood within the context of the dramaturgical
perspective and recognises the expressive communications and social perforamances
made by actors at partnership meetings. The examinations of these interactions,
undertaken within the case studies that I present here, go a long way in extending our
understanding of partnership working.

12

Research Aims
It is the intention then, of this thesis to provide a critical analysis of the role being
undertaken by partnership policing initiatives in developing key sites to extend policing
beyond the confines and control of the PSNI. In bringing them under empirical scrutiny,
three main aims were followed:
• Provide an evaluation of the architecture of the different partnership initiatives and
extend our understanding of them as institutions.
• Consider the highly symbolic role being played by these initiatives, and, as part of the
broader policy of conflict transition, how far they have succeeded in creating a more
plural and holistic policing environment in Northern Ireland, as envisioned in the ICP.
• Seek an understanding of the micro-social interactions that contribute to the working
practices and outcomes of policing partnerships, and how these shape the attitudes and
perceptions of policing in Northern Ireland.
Overall, the thesis provides both a timely and detailed exposition of partnership policing
in Northern Ireland, and through the empirical analysis of micro-interactions within
partnerships adds a valuable contribution the literature surrounding the subject of
partnership policing practices more generally. This exposition is set against a backcloth
of social and political conflict and the nature of debates around policies of crime and
disorder reduction within a post-conflict situation. And, the thesis lends some empirical
knowledge to the wider literature that relates to the application of crime prevention and
community safety in other jurisdictions.
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The Structure of the Thesis
The thesis is divided into 2 parts, which are ordered as follows: Part 1 (chapters 1-3)
‘Preliminaries: Background, Context and Methods’, deals with the conceptual, contextual
and methodological issues of the thesis. Part 2 (chapters 4-6), presents detailed case
studies of partnership policing initiatives in Northern Ireland.
Part 1: Preliminaries: Background, Context and Methods
Taken together these three chapters serve as a reference point for the thesis. In order to
provide the background from which partnership policing developed, chapter 1 primarily
offers a historical analysis that charts some of the developments in policing since the
1960s. In this respect, the chapter illustrates how partnership policing evolved against a
background of explicit, and implicit, socio-economic, political and cultural changes. It
maps the political appeal of partnership that developed in the 1960s and 1970s, through
to its evolution alongside the reduction in the state’s monopoly over the governance of
public services to its incorporation into the current crime and disorder reduction
programme. The chapter also probes beneath the surface of partnership policing and
attempts to establish a more nuanced understanding of why the concept is now employed
within policing in the United Kingdom. In this context, it illustrates how the appeal to
partnership policing is linked to broader socio-political changes such as the changing
relationship between the citizen and the state and the provision of social welfare, and, in
particular, the developments of communitarianism and active citizenship. The main
argument that is made, therefore, is that partnership working is a political concept rather
than a mere technical change to working practices.
14

Chapter 2 delves into a more specific exploration of crime prevention and
partnership policing in Northern Ireland. In doing so, it teases out the political appeal of
working in partnership against the backcloth of policing in a divided society and the
consequent issues surrounding community engagement, empowerment, inclusion and
exclusion that accompany such situations. It argues that attempts to undertake crime
prevention and partnership policing have been impeded by the issues culminating around
ethno-national division and by political violence and social conflict. In introducing the
context of the thesis, the chapter also reflects upon the recent changes to policing in
Northern Ireland, and why these changes wh.ere required. In this respect, the chapter
analyses the influence of the ICP in more detail and the framework for a ‘new beginning’
that it recommended- as well as providing a detailed analysis of the nodal governance
perspective. Overall, the chapter sets the scene for the case studies that follow.
Chapter 3 explains the procedures undertaken to collect the empirical data, and
includes the sampling procedures and the research instruments that were used. It then
details how data analysis was conducted and the ethical guidelines that were followed.
The final part of chapter 3 details the concepts that were used to examine and make sense
of the data. In the first instance, the emerging data was considered in regard to whether
the partnerships are achieving their stated goals, before moving on to look at some of
social interactions occurring within partnerships. In both senses, data analysis was
inductive and data led. In other words, as issues emerged from the data I sought out
theoretical concepts to use as tools make sense of what I was finding. This final section
introduces some of these concepts.

15

Part 2: The Case Studies

Partnership policing comes in all shapes and sizes, which means the activities,
membership and organisational structures are variable (Rosenbaum, 2002: 178).
Therefore, as an overall guide to the case studies I developed a typology to illustrate the
differences between the three main partnership models I set out to examine. Table 1
illustrates this typology. The purpose of Table 1 is to provide the reader with a visual
overview of the empirical content of the thesis. It describes how each partnership
initiative is structured; the type of public engagement that each initiative is involved in
and it highlights the main issues surrounding each partnership. In column 1, the official
nomenclature of the three partnerships is set out. In column 2 the differences in the shape
of the PSNI involvement within each partnership is clarified. Column 3 illustrates the
nuanced differences in the publics’ engagement with the partnerships and column 4 sets
out the main purposes of each partnership. Finally, column 5 provides a brief guide to the
main issues that were found with each partnership, as set out in the case studies in
chapters 4-6.
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Chapter 4 presents a detailed analysis on DPPs in respect of their achievements
against the role and aims set out for them in legislation. I argue that DPPs face a number
of issues. First, is that their role is obstructed by managerialist concerns, in the form of
centrally managed performance targets and a lack of local autonomy over budgets. These
issues take away the ability of DPPs to address local community concerns. Second, poor
attendances and a lack of public interest highlight a lack of representativeness. However,
I also argue that in some urban nationalist areas DPPs meetings are full and vibrant
affairs, which is related to the legacy of the poor relationship between these communities
and the police. Finally, the chapter draws on Coffman’s (1959; 1963; 1967) analysis of
‘front stage and back stage’ social interactions to explore how DPPs serve vehicles to
build relationships between politicians and the PSNI.
Chapter 5 evaluates the role being played by PACT partnerships. It provides
analysis of the structures, practices and outcomes of PACT partnerships. I argue that
PACT partnerships are highly symbolic for the PSNI by illustrating that the PSNI are
meeting their commitment to become a community orientated police service, as set out in
the ICP. However, the chapter argues that while fulfilling such a highly symbolic role,
PACT partnerships are not making any real impact on policing practices. The chapter
also offers an analysis of PACT public meetings, and argues that PSNI officers engage in
dramaturgical performances, from which they attempt to encode certain messages
regarding crime to the assembled audiences.
Chapter 6 analyses multi-agency partnership policing and the broader
development of community safety in Northern Ireland. The chapter provides a critical
evaluation of the role CSPs are playing in attempting to embed multi-agency policing in
18

Northern Ireland. I argue that the lack of the statutory support is problematic for CSPs, as
it causes uncertainty for partner agencies and that many are only engaging on an ad-hoc
basis. However, the chapter also argues, that like DPPs, CSPs are also beholden to a
management regime of centrally controlled performance targets. I also explore the multi
agency partnerships that have developed beneath CSPs, which are operating in local
communities and neighbourhoods to both challenge the problems of local crime and to
engage in sectarian conflict management. In doing so, the chapter provides an appraisal
on the Upper Springfield Road Community Safety Forum and the role of partnerships in
conflict management to regulate parades and interface violence. In this section, I analyse
the role being undertaken by the PSNI as mediators in these conflicts and as partnership
and relationship builders behind the scenes.

Finally, I consider the prospective

amalgamation of CSPs with DPPs and the possible consequences of this occurrence, and
the future of community safety in Northern Ireland.

19

PART 1

PRELIMINARIES
‘Background, Context and Methods’
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THE HISTORICAL AND POLITICAL DEVELOPMENT OF PARTNERSHIP
POLICING IN THE UNITED KINGDOM (UK)

Introduction
This chapter outlines the development of partnership policing in the United Kingdom.
Although the motives behind the establishment of partnership policing initiatives in
Northern Ireland are primarily linked to responses to the institutional changes made as
part of the peace process, the idea of creating partnerships in policing has a broader
genealogy. The chapter is divided into 2 main sections. Section 1 describes re-emergence
of crime prevention within government thinking in the 1960s, and, how, against this
background, it led to the development of partnership policing in the late 1970s and early
1980s. This process involved shifting the responsibility for crime prevention away from
the state and back towards the community and private enterprise, and is embroiled within
the changing politics of welfare provision and citizenship that has stemmed from the
neoliberal governance project that began in the 1980s. Section 2 then considers the
emergence, in the late 1990s, of the more holistic concept of community safety, and in
doing so regards the recent consolidation of partnership policing within the crime and
disorder reduction programme that developed under the recent Labour administration
(1997-2010).
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Section 1:
1960s-1970s: Early developments in partnership policing
Defining the boundaries of Crime Prevention
As an initial point of departure, it is perhaps appropriate to conceptualise what is meant
by crime prevention. Gilling (1997: 3) has argued that crime prevention is the most
overworked and least understood concept in contemporary criminology. In addition,
Crawford (1998: 3) remarks that crime prevention describes a whole set of distinct policy
strategies and practices promoted by the state to reduce and maintain low crime rates (see
also, Hughes, 1998; Pease, 2002). Hughes (1998: 3) defined crime prevention as, ‘any
action taken or frequently employed by private individuals or public agencies aimed at
the reduction of damage caused by an act defined as criminal by the state’. However, the
foremost means of defining crime prevention is through the notions of Primary
prevention, directed at manipulating the physical and social environment; Secondary
prevention, directed at interventions within the lives of individuals or groups in
criminogenic circumstances; and Tertiary prevention, directed at prevention of recidivism
amongst offenders (Brantingham & Faust, 1976: 284).
But, for clearer understanding of crime prevention, it is important to appreciate
the history of modern policing in the United Kingdom, where, arguably, it has always
been part of the policing mission (Manning, 1977: 103). Indeed crime prevention through
‘preventative patrol’ was stipulated as one of Peel’s main objectives in 1829 (Reiner,
1992: 768). Although, there has been much debate around this contention, as, arguably,
the public police were also part of extending the apparatus of social control (Brogden,
1982; Storch, 1975; Taylor, 1997). Moreover, they have developed as a visible and
22

signifying presence in the maintenance of social order (Loader & Mulcahy, 2003;
Manning, 1977; Waddington, 1999). Furthermore, the evolutionary developments in
departmental specialisations and particularly the fact that any successes in crime
prevention were hard to measure led to a situation, that by the 1950s, saw the detection of
crime rather than its prevention becoming the priority (Loader & Mulcahy, 2003;
Johnston & Shearing, 2003: 67-68; Reiner, 1995). Notwithstanding, the period following
the Second World War did see some expansion of other ‘policing’ agencies such as those
to investigate insurance and benefit fraud (Jones & Newbum, 2002: 135). In addition,
some local police inspired partnership initiatives were started up, such as the ‘good
neighbour schemes’ run by Metropolitan Police in the 1940s (Bennett, 1990: 11;
Critchley, 1967), to encourage greater citizen participation in the prevention of crime
(Gilling (1997: 142). However, these were exceptions rather than the rule, as such
schemes were more a part of the public police trying to seek innovative ways of winning
public confidence, rather than developing full partnership-based working practices (see,
Critichley, 1967: 237-266).
1960s: Partnerships in Crime Prevention
The post-war period, up to the 1960s has often been defined in terms of the ‘golden age’
of high employment, stable family structures and conservative social values (Young,
2001: 28), oscillating around a ‘civic narrative of inclusion’ (Garland, 1996: 46; see also,
Cohen, 1985:129). It was characterised by a welfare consensus largely linked to the
thinking of John Maynard Keynes (see, Keynes [1936] 1997) and was characterised by
the state ownership of essential services and industries (see also, Cawson, 1982;
23

Crawford, 1999; Harrison, 1980), and state intervention in the areas of housing,
education, social care, health and income maintenance (see. Loader & Mulcahy, 2003: 78). To the extent, that, by the middle of the twentieth century a high point had been
reached in state ownership of economy (Moran, 2001: 19). The credibility of this
consensus was soon to be shattered by the economic crisis of the 1970s, which was
influential in precipitating soaring inflation, unemployment and rising crime (Loader &
Mulcahy, 2003: 9; Moran, 2001: 26). And, contributed to the rising pessimism about the
efficacy of the welfare state itself (Cohen, 1985: 128-129).
In 1960, there were 176 police forces in England and Wales (see, Critchley, 1967:
Chapter 8). These were ‘small, parochial, hierarchical and rigidly disciplined’ forces,
whose main role was geared to ‘fixed point’ beat patrolling and investigation of crime
(Loader & Mulcahy, 2003: 26). Police forces, however, entered the 1960s against a
background of accusations of corruption and scandal and rising crime rates. Thus, a new
direction was required (see, Loader &Mulcahy, 2003: 4). 11 This direction was shaped by
the 1960 Royal Commission on policing, which examined the role of public policing
(see, Critchley, 1967: chapter 9 and 10). The Commission would also instigate a renewed
interest in crime prevention, in what Critchley (1967: 267) called, the ‘return to first
principles’. The Home Office established the National Crime Prevention Centre in 1963
and set up of the Cornish Committee to conduct a more detailed examination of the
prevention of crime. The Cornish report (Home Office, 1965; see, Crawford, 1999: 2627; Gilling, 1997: 76-77) recommended the training of specialised officers in crime

11 Notifiable offences rose from 438,085 in 1955 to 743,713 in 1960 (source: Loader & Mulcahy, 2003: 4).
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prevention work, the setting up of specialist crime prevention departments within police
stations and introduced Crime Prevention Panels made up of police officers, local
politicians and community representatives (Crawford, 1998: 33; Gilling 1997: 76-77;
Newburn, 2002). However, Crime Prevention Panels mostly confined themselves to
dispensing advice about the physical security of domestic and commercial properties
(Gilling 1997: 76), and, thus, because their work relied on the expertise of the public
police they remained confined within their sphere of influence. Many of the changes
proposed in Cornish were also overshadowed by the introduction and subsequent
expansion of new technologies, particularly in communication and increased motorised
patrolling, which expanded in the late 1960s.
1970s: Towards a partnership approach
What flowed from the Cornish report was a relatively small and unfocused interest in
crime prevention (Gilling, 1997: 180-185), with partnership policing remaining a
specialist and somewhat marginal field. However, despite rising police numbers and the
expansion of technology, there was growing public concern over public police efficiency
in dealing with rising crime in the 1970s (Tilley, 2002: 15). Indeed, crime had risen from
less than half a million in the mid-1950s to over two million by the mid-1970s (Reiner,
1992: 768). By exposing the limits of the effectiveness of the public police (Johnston &
Shearing, 2003: 67-68), it increased the acknowledgement in policy making circles that
more citizen participation was required in preventing crime (Johnston & Shearing, 2003:

12 Bratton (1998: 30) has termed this the advent of the ‘professional era of policing’ and was characterised
by the three R’s: ‘rapid response, random patrol and reactive investigation’.
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69). The crisis in confidence that had arisen amongst the public and politicians alike,
amidst rising crime rates, had infused what Martinson called a ‘nothing works’ attitude
(1974; cited in Garland, 2001: 58; see, Cohen, 1985), and went some distance in
encouraging a shift in focus away from apprehending the offender to stopping the offence
itself. The hitherto focus on bringing suspects to justice was having seemingly limited
effect on crime rates or recidivism (Cohen, 1985: chapter 5; Garland, 2001: 58).
Against this background, the mid to late 1970s saw a more concerted appeal
towards shifting partnerships in crime prevention to the centre of government thinking
(Stenson & Edwards, 2003: 203-204). Tilley (2002: 15-19) charts a period from 19751990 as the era of ‘breaking out’ in crime prevention. Home Office Circular 211/1978 of
December 1978 was indicative of this shift and sought to invigorate the work of Crime
Prevention Units through encouraging them to foster partnerships in crime prevention at
the local level with other agencies (Newburn, 2002: 104-105; Stenson & Edwards, 2003;
Tutt, 1981). Although it was only advisory, the Circular remains an important milestone,
particularly in signifying the limitations of the public police in controlling crime
(Newburn, 2002: 104-105). However, crime prevention was struggling to break out from
its peripheral role in police work, where the emphasis on detection and punishment was
holding firm (Gilling, 1997: 80-85). 13 Change came in the form a political response from
the Conservative Party, who against the backcloth of the economic crisis had set about
lauding the disciplines of the market in public service provision (Gilling, 2007: 41).

lj In 1980 only 0.5% of police strength was designated to Crime Prevention Units (Crawford, 1999: 28).
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1979-1997: Neoliberalism and ‘small’ government: Partnership policing and Crime
prevention under the Conservatives
The globalising of the world economy in the 1970s was driven by the expansion of global
financial markets and the development of new mass communications. 14 It involved,
nation states de-regulating their internal markets and opening up them up to overseas
investment and transnational business corporations. 15 This backdrop provided the
incoming Conservative Government with a clear ideological path predicated upon a blend
of neo-liberalism, as they embarked on a series of economic and social reforms that
reduced welfare provision and pursued a policy of market and moral discipline (Downes
& Morgan, 2002: 290-291; Garland, 2001: 197). 16 For what became known as the ‘New
Right’, Keynesian economics had produced big government and had produced a wasteful
use of resources, over capacity and inefficiency (Crawford, 1999; 2006; Giddens, 1993;
Rhodes, 1997).17 Giddens (1993: 323) argues, in what he called the ‘state overload

14 Conceptualisng Globalisation, as it has become known, resists any single or simple definition. In fact, it
is very much a cyclical process and an umbrella term to describe a collection of phenomena that maps and
explains the increasing interdependence of the world economic system on many different levels. In both
cases, globalisation can refer to economic distinctions, which consider flows of capital, labour and goods
and services, or social and political readings that refer to new forms of governance and authority of citizens
(Mclean & McMillan, 2003: 223-225; see, Giddens 1993: 528; Held & McGrew 2007; Massey, 1997;
Sholte, 2000). In addition, the advancements in communication have led to the blurring of traditional
public/private boundaries and the mass commoditisation of social life (Castells, 1996; 1997; 1998;
Giddens, 1990; 1993; Shearing & Stenning, 1980).
15 Arguably, we have entered a post-Westphalia political order (The Treaty of Westphalia in 1648 is
accredited with the birth of the nation state, where sovereignty is based on two things: territoriality and the
absence of a role for external agents in domestic structures). In this regard, sovereign states no longer have
universal authority over their areas ofjurisdiction and this has diminished the states capacity to intervene
and exert influence over its citizens (Castells, 2007: 239-240; Edwards, 2006: 190).
16 The neoliberalism that is considered here should not be confused with the use of the term in international
relations, where it describes the theoretical approach to the study of cooperation between institutions
(McLean & McMillan, 2003: 368). Here it refers to the governance of economic affairs (see, Dean, 2002;
Giddens, 1998; Harvey, 2005; Hindes, 1993; O’Malley, 1992; Rose, 1993; Smart, 2003).
17 Giddens (1993: 323-324) defines the New Right as a conflation of traditional Conservative values such
as tradition and political consensus with economic liberalism of neo-classical economic theory (see,
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thesis’, that the governments in Europe and North America found themselves
overburdened, owning vast swathes of industry, utilities, transport and public services,
with state expenditure significantly exceeding tax revenue. For the New Right thinkers in
the Conservative party, such as Keith Joseph and Margaret Thatcher, the only alternative
was to reorder the relationship between state and broader society through reducing the
capacity of the state by privatising state owned industry and reducing state influence in
macro-economic management (Stenson & Edwards, 2003: 203-204).

In order to make

public service institutions more efficient and business-like, attempts were made to impose
the disciplines of the market upon the the distribution of public goods and services
(Shearing & Wood, 2007: 10; Stenson & Edwards, 2003: 204; Zedner, 2006: 87).
Therefore, the public sector was opened up to private contractual relationships and
competitive tendering, where, it was presumed that greater efficiency and effectiveness
would result (see, O’Malley & Parker, 1996; Rhodes, 1997; Shearing & Wood, 2007;
Stenson & Edwards, 2003; Zedner, 2006: 87-88). Rhodes (1997: 16-17) analogy the
‘hollowing out of the state’ summarises many of these changes. In effect, some functions
shifted vertically to the European Union and some downwards to new regulatory bodies
established to oversee the previously state owned industries, and newly de-regulated
financial services and public transport (Johnston & Shearing, 2003: 35; Moran, 2001: 2123; Rhodes, 1997: 91). As a result, public service delivery has become an interdependent

Freidman, 1964; Hayek, 1948; 1977). Rhodes (1997: 88) notes how the ‘New Right’ is based on the
‘ideological mistrust’ of‘big’ government.
18The visible changes that were made by the Conservative government in the 1980s to reduce the influence
of the state in many areas involved selling large shares of public owned utilities such as
telecommunications, gas, water and electricity supply (see, Parker & Burton, 1991; Farnham & Horton,
1993; Cope, Leishman & Starie, 1997).

28

mix of state and private national and transnational actors, professional associations,
pressure groups and private sector companies (Rhodes, 1997: 17). Rhodes (1997: 46-47)
asserts that these shifts are indicative as a shift from government to governance. Hence,
governance should not be treated as a synonym for government. Rather governance
relates more to how governments are now in the business of managing, and providing
oversight and regulation to non-state providers of public services (Rhodes, 1997: 46;
Shearing & Wood, 2007: 6). However, even though there was a marked decline in state
ownership of industries, from 9% of GDP in 1979 to 5% of GDP in 1991, there was
never a complete state withdrawal from public service provision (Rhodes, 1997: 89). As
Zedner (2006: 87) observes overall state expenditure was maintained at an average of
43% of GDP between 1979 and 1994.
On the whole, the situation produced ‘an imbrication of state government with
civil society’, rather than a more clear cut one of ‘hollowing-out’ or ‘privatization’
(Stenson & Edwards, 2003: 205). Indeed, for Cohen (1985: 64) privatisation is complex,
as the state does not cease to supply nor is supply completely taken over by private
enterprise, and is perhaps best conceptualised in Osbourne & Gaebler’s (1992) nautical
steering/rowing metaphor. The state remains in control of allocating budgets, devising
policy and guaranteeing value for money in the public services- ‘the steering’, while the
‘rowing’, the carrying out of local policies takes place by local government and local
market mechanisms (Crawford, 2006: 5-7; Shearing & Wood, 2003: 411; Shearing, 2006:
23). Finally, Thompson (1997: 4) remarked, that we have witnessed a complex myriad of
competing forces of‘regulation, de-regulation and re-regulation’.
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Criminal justice, health and social welfare remained high areas of public
spending. Arguably, the social policies of the Conservative government produced
structural unemployment, family breakdown and social instability (Young, 2001: 29). In
this sense, by allocating resources through the market, disadvantages are produced,
particularly to those with weak socio-economic resources, thus, exacerbating the material
conditions of the less advantaged.
Law and Order: Responding to rising crime rates
In following up its pledge to get tough on crime, state expenditure by the incoming
Conservative Government of 1979 was re-directed to the maintenance of social order like
extending public police numbers in a visible effort to respond to rising crime rates (see,
Cohen, 1985: 108). This strong stance on law and order was grounded on an alliance of
‘neo-liberal economic rationalisation and neo-corporatist moral authoritarianism’
(O’Malley, 2002: 282), which placed the state in a partisan position, where it fortified
‘the interests of those constituencies favoured by the present unjust pattern of economic
and social relations’ (Loader & Walker, 2006: 172). For Scraton (1987: viii) the policy
response involved implicating ‘the power of the unions; the welfare scroungers and the
immoral and the lawless’ as the enemies of progress. As a direct consequence, 1981 and
1985 saw urban riots in many English cities and trade union unrest, which drew the
public police into a series of confrontations with parts of the public and gave rise to
allegations of political partisanship (see, Jefferson, 1990; Scraton, 1985; Uglow, 1988;
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Waddington, 1999). 19 Notably, following the Brixton disorders of 1981, the Scarman
Report (1981) prescribed an agenda for

re-establishing ‘trust’, ‘partnership’ and

‘responsibility’ between the public police and the citizenry (Keith, 1998; Kinsey, Lea,
Young, 1986; Morgan, 1987; Newing, 1987: 36; Uglow, 1988: 15). 20 It recommended
the establishment of partnerships, which took the form of Community Police Liaison
Committees.21
New Public Management
The reform of the public sector was driven by the idea of mangerialism, and has been a
constant feature of recent government policies, both Conservatives and Labour. 22 The
Managerial model that was applied to the public services has become conceptualised as
New Public Management (NPM) (Osbourne & McLaughlin, 2002: 11; Rhodes, 1997: 4849). In short, it provides a ‘private sector solution to the public sector problem’, whereby
public sector policies are driven by private sector management principles and practices
(Dixon, Kouzmin, Nada Korac-Kakabase, 1998: 164). Under this rubric, it stresses the
three E’s of economy, efficiency and effectiveness in the management of public
resources. It introduced the private business method and advocates the pursuit of results
orientated systems of oversight, streamlining organisational decision making, internal
performance management systems and close oversight of budgets (Cope, Leishman &

19 Jefferson (1990) and Waddington (1991) provide differing assessments with regard to the ‘militarisation’
of policing over this period.
20 Lord Scarman drew heavily on community-orientated approaches, such as those promoted by the Chief
Constable of Devon and Cornwall John Alderson (see, Alderson & Stead, 1973; Alderson, 1979).
21 These are analysed in chapter 2 where they were part of a policy transfer agenda in Northern Ireland.
22 Managerialism an important analytical point in this thesis and is considered further with regard to the
partnerships analysed in the case studies.
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Starie, 1997; Leishman, Cope & Starie, 1995; Loader & Mulcahy, 2003: 305; Osbourne
& McLaughlin, 2002; Rhodes, 1997: 124; Shearing & Wood, 2007: 56; Waters, 2000:
264). The added attraction of NPM is that it provides an ‘ostensibly neutral language’ to
frame the political and moral decisions within policy formation (Matthewman & Pitts,
2006: 6). But, the problem with NPM lies in the contradictory outcomes it produces. In
this sense, it encourages rationalisation within organisations, whose managers, in their
pursuit of fiscal efficiency, will shy away from partnership, and drift into a ‘silo’
mentality (Rhodes, 1997; Stenson & Edwards, 2003).
NPM in policing and crime prevention
During the Conservatives first term in office (1979-1983) the public police largely
escaped the application of NPM. Indeed, the public police were treated markedly
differently, enjoying a three year period form 1979 where their overall funding actually
increased (mainly reflected by an increase in personnel) (Home Office, 2009; Zedner,
2006). 23 In particular, public police expertise was required to maintain social order and,
arguably, to protect the viability of the social-economic system (see, Cohen, 1985: 64;
Scraton, 1987; 2007). Despite this commitment, they were eventually subjected to NPM
(see, Butterfield, Edwards & Woodhall, 2004; Jones & Newbum, 2002: 136-137;
McLaughlin & Murji, 1995; 1997; 2001). This policy change became more assured
within the midst of an economic recession, as the Conservative Government became
concerned that it could not sustain these increases in police funding. In addition,

23 The National Audit Office calculated that the public police had a 50% real increase in funding between
1979-80 to 1989-90, a figure that was five times higher than education for example (National Audit Office,
1991).
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increased funding in public policing had not been matched with a decrease crime
(Crawford, 1998: 34). Therefore, beneath the veneer of a discourse of‘modernisation’, a
new regimen of fiscal economy and efficiency was introduced to public policing (Stenson
& Edwards, 2003: 203-204). In other words, the organisational strategies of the public
police were reorganised in business like terms to ensure they ‘got more out of less’
(Maguire, 2002: 332; Shearing & Wood, 2007: 44).
It was Home Office Circular 114/ 83 that signalled the intention to implement
significant structural change on the public police (Johnston, 2000: 75). It prioritised the
accountability through fiscal competency by informing Chief Constables that any future
increases in establishment and funding will be scrutinised more closely and would only
be sanctioned if the Home Secretary was sure that existing resources were being used
efficiently. Moreover, the Circular 114/1983 placed an emphasis on explicit objectives
and priorities as benchmarks against which to judge value for money. Furthermore, and
importantly it made reference to the prevention of crime as a task for the whole
community (Home Office, 1984; cited in Gilling, 1997: 87). 24 This move was indicative
of the Home Office thinking that saw a push to re-develop the role of Crime Prevention
Panels, hitherto heavily dependent on support from the local public police by compelling
them to broaden partnership activity. Again, it was seen as one way of easing financial
pressures off the public police (Gilling, 1997: 115). In Home Office Circular 8/84 it was

24 Overall, responsibilisation involves changing the fundamental manner in which governments act upon
crime. Instead of addressing crime directly through the actions of the fashion by means of the police,
courts, and the prisons, a new approach promoting indirect action, in which state agencies activate action
by non-state organizations and actors (Garland, 2001:124).
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stipulated that ‘the factors affecting crime lie outside the control or direct influence of the
police’ and, therefore, ‘every individual citizen and all those agencies whose policies and
practices can influence the extent of crime should make their contribution’ (Home Office,
1984; cited in Gilling, 1997: 87). Alongside these advancements, another concept that
was developed as a policy during the period of the early 1980s was Situational Crime
Prevention (SCP).
Situational Crime Prevention
Situational Crime Prevention (SCP) was unlike earlier efforts to build social prevention
programmes. It is based upon key ideas taken from rational choice theory and
environmental criminology and has a central purpose of reducing the opportunity for the
criminal offence to take place (see, Clarke, 1980; 1993; 1995; 1997; Clarke & Felson,
1998; Cornish & Clarke, 1986; 2003; Gilling, 1997: 60; Hughes, 1998; Laycock &
Tilley, 1995; Pease, 2002; Smith & Cornish, 2003; Tilley, 2009; Tonry & Farrington,
1995). Therefore, crime will be reduced by manipulating physical environments and
crime proofing social space, which involves techniques such as increasing surveillance
capabilities in public areas through Close Circuit Television (CCTV) (Crawford, 1998:
67; Gilling, 1997: 55-56; see also, Hughes, 1998; Pease, 2002; Tilley, 2009). However,
for Stenson & Edwards (2003: 203) these technologies are punitive, in that while they
aim to impede the actions of offenders, reduce the risks of victimization and improve
public confidence in public places, they do so by gaining direct control over disorderly
populations and areas though surveillance. Furthermore, by placing such an emphasis on
rational choice SCP neglects variations in human behaviour and differing social
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situations (Pease, 2002; Squires, 1997: 14). The crucial relevance of SCP here is that it
sought out the market and looked beyond the public police for solutions (Garland, 2001:

200-201).
The rise to prominence of SCP is attributed to the work of Ronald Clarke and his
time as head of the Home Office Research Unit (Clarke, 1980; 1993; 1995; 1997;
Cornish & Clarke, 1986; 2003).

Clarke’s influence was also crucial in the setting up of

the Crime Prevention Unit (CPU) within the Home Office in 1983, along with smaller
such units that were set up within the provisional constabularies (see, Gilling, 1997: 87;
Tilley, 2002). For Tilley (2002: 16-17), the CPU played a significant role in broadening
the responsibility for crime prevention, where it sought out those initiatives that could
function independently of the criminal justice system, and, therefore, provide value for
money (Hope, 2002: 37-44; see also, Bullock, Errol & Tilley, 2006).26 This process often
entailed benchmarks of performance-based criteria that could be statistically measured
(Cohen, 1985: 177-180; Hughes, 2007: 54-55). In light of the economic climate, SCP,
therefore, proved attractive to the Home Office as a cost effective response to rising
crime (Hughes, McLaughlin, Muncie, 2002: 327; Matthewman & Pitts, 2001: 3).

1985: The Five Towns Initiatives
The emphasis being placed upon SCP was to be found in a number of multi-agency
partnership initiatives that were established during the 1980s. In one such instance, the
Five Towns Initiatives were set up in the towns of Bolton, Croydon, North Tyneside,

25 Prof. Ronald Clarke was head of the Home Office Research and Policy Unit 1968-1984.
26 The CPU also produced high profile publicity campaigns such as ‘practical ways to crack crime’ (1983)
and the ‘Together we’ll crack it’ (1988) initiatives.
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Swansea and Wellingborough. They ran for 18 months and were based on an inter
agency approach between the criminal justice agencies. They sought to coordinate SCP
projects within each locale to reduce opportunities for crime to take place (see, Crawford,
1998; 1999; Gilling, 1995; 1997; Heywood, Hall & Redhead, 1992: 74-78; Laycock &
Tilley, 1995; Liddle & Gelsthorpe, 1994; Hughes, 1998; Squires, 1997; Stenson &
Edwards, 2003; Tilley, 1993; 1995). There was also a drive to draw in ‘private’ non
government agents, such as private businesses, charities and voluntary citizen groups to
engage in SCP based activities (see, Liddle & Gelsthorpe, 1994). Nonetheless, the Crime
Prevention Unit (CPU) was placed in charge of project budgets, where it kept a tight rein
the initiatives through providing research and technical support and funded the
coordinator posts (Gilling, 1997: 89-90). Overall, the effectiveness of Five Towns was
variable, with only small reductions in crime reported across the different towns (Gilling,
1997: 89). Another issue, which was repeated in the Safer Cities projects detailed below,
was that these projects were skewed towards the economic regeneration of areas that
offered more commercial viability than others in terms of inward investment (Squires,
1997: 9).
1988: Safer Cities initiatives
In 1988, the Safer Cities Initiative began and ran in twenty cities that were considered to
have above average crime rates with the intention of providing a more holistic and
broader ranging approach than Five Towns (see, Crawford, 1998: 187; Ekblom, Law &
Sutton, 1996; Laycock & Tilley, 1995; Mawby, 2001; Stenson & Edwards, 2003; Tilley,
1992; 1993). Again, the main thrust of the initiatives was in keeping with the ideological
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commitment of the Conservative government towards ‘entrepreneurialism’ (see, Rhodes,
1997: 49), in that they sought the expansion of private business and the empowerment of
the individual citizen within crime prevention. Safer cities ran alongside the creation of
enterprise zones in a bid to make inner cities fit for purpose for attracting private inward
investment (Rhodes, 1997: 122). In this light, the Home Office established the ‘crime
concern’ charity to coordinate Safer Cities and a third of the initiatives were funded from
private sources. The tendering process, however, effectively created local crime markets
rather than agencies working in partnership (Ekblom, Law & Sutton, 1996; cited in
Mawby, 2001: 99). In the pursuit of what works,

the Safer Cities initiatives prioritised

the more measurable reduction of volume crimes such as anti-burglary operations (see,
Ekblom, Law & Sutton, 1996; Mawby, 2001). Thus, households and businesses were
encouraged to secure their properties better, and police numbers were re-directed into the
target areas.
Developing a Community Safety Approach
During the 1980s, the Thatcher led Conservative administrations (1979-1990) regulated
the powers of local councils. Labour controlled councils in particular were seen as
unreliable and fiscally incompetent (Matthewman & Pitts, 2001: 11; Hope, 2005: 372).28
In response, a number of these councils, such as the Greater London Council, Sheffield,
Liverpool and Manchester for example, were allied in their opposition to the
Conservative government’s fiscal restrictions (Rhodes, 1997: 121). In a bid to distance

27 In this sense, what works stands in opposition to the ‘nothing works’ pessimism of the previous decade
(Cohen, 1985: 251).
28 In addition, local councils had been key players in the growth of the welfare state and cutting their
expenditure was an important factor in the reduction of welfare (Rhodes, 1997: 113).
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themselves from the anti-police label that had been attached to them by the Conservatives
and sections of the media, and show autonomy from the Home Office, they developed
their own partnership-based crime prevention/reduction initiatives (Crawford, 1999: 35;
Kinsey, Lea & Young, 1986: 105-106; Stenson & Edwards, 2003: 211). These initiatives
involved both inter-agency and multi-agency approaches that sought the co-operation of
social welfare agencies, health services, local police authorities and incorporated agencies
such as the National Association for the Care and Resettlement of Offenders (NACRO)
(Kinsey, Lea & Young, 1986: 105-106). They often ran parallel, or in some cases,
provided alternatives to the Home Office’s preferred initiatives and involved placing the
onus on community crime prevention in high crime ridden social housing estates. The
aim was to reduce crime in residential neighbourhoods through changing the ‘social
conditions that are believed to sustain crime in these neighbourhoods’ (Hope, 1995: 21).
One such example was the Cunningham Road Improvement Scheme in 1976 (see,
Hedges, Blaber & Mostyn, 1979), which was illustrative of the work of NACRO’s Crime
Prevention and the Safer Neighbourhood Units (Sampson, Stubbs, Smith, Pearson &
Blagg, 1988: 490). 29 From 1980, the Safer Neighbourhood Unit sponsored a number of
projects in high crime urban estates in Greater London, which involved de-centralised
management committees and multi-agency steering committees (Crawford, 1999: 35-56).
Overall, it was the idea of community safety that shaped these approaches (see,
Crawford, 1999: 34-35).

29 The latter was set up by NACRO in partnership with the Association of Local Authorities (AMA).
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More generally, community safety is a more complex proposition than crime
prevention. It relates to the idea that community based action can inhibit and reduce the
causes and consequences of criminal, and other anti-social behavior, and, therefore,
secure a substantial reduction in both crime and the fear of crime in local areas (Squires,
1997: 2). Two implications that should be taken into account when considering
community safety are that community safety conflates ‘security with safety’ and second,
it is synonymous with multi-agency partnerships (Hughes, 2002: 4). The Audit
Commission provide a short and snappy definition exclaiming, ‘community safety is
concerned with more than crime and aims to get to the heart of what disrupts peoples’
quality of life’. For the Home Office, the benefits of the multi-agency approach were
advanced in the Home Office Circular 44/90, which contained an accompanying booklet
specifically highlighting the benefits of the approach in the pursuit of crime reduction
(see, Fiddle & Gelsthorpe 1994: 6). The multi-agency approach was further encouraged
under the premiership of John Major who succeeded Margaret Thatcher as Prime
Minister in December 1990.
1990-1997: Major reforms to public policing

The Home Office’s interest in finding value for money in crime prevention increased in
the public police reforms undertaken by John Major’s administration, particularly against
the backcloth of another economic recession in the early 1990s. The reforms that were
proposed sought to introduce further efficiencies through implementing a mixed economy
of service provision to public policing and continued dispersing of the responsibility for
reducing crime. In 1992, the Sheehy Inquiry (Home Office, 1993) examined the rewards
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and responsibilities of the public police, and in doing so, proposed a further shift towards
a business style structure by recommending fixed term contracts and performance related
pay (see. Cope, Leishman & Starie, 1997: 5; Johnston, 2000: 77; Jones & Newbum,
1998: 100). As it turned out, public police resistance to Sheehy was so strong that by
October 1993 the Home Secretary Michael Howard withdrew the majority of the report
(Cope, Leishman & Starie, 1992: 5). Following on from Sheehy, the Police and
Magistrates Courts Act 1994 further centralised the steering and decentralised the rowing
of policy within public policing. The Home Secretary was given power to produce a set
of national policing objectives, chief constables were expected to produce cost effective
policing plans and local police authorities were reduced in number, with half their
membership becoming independent members chosen on Home Office approval
(Leishman, Cope, Starie, 1995: 14-16; Loveday, 2000: 215). 30 Meanwhile, the 1995
Posen enquiry (Home Office 1995; see, Loveday, 1995; 2000; Leishman, Cope, Starie,
1995: 16; Johnston, 2000; 2000a; Mawby, 2000) 31 examined the services provided by
public police forces and recommended re-distributing non-essential functions to other
agencies (see, Cope, Lieshman & Starie, 1997; Loveday, 1995; 2000; Johnston, 2000;
2000a; Mawby, 2000). Amidst these reforms, the most instrumental shift in institutional
thinking, with regard to partnership policing, had been provided by the Morgan Report
(Home Office, 1991).

30 The Act followed the White Paper 'Police Reform: A Police Service for the 21s1 Century ’ (Home Office,
1993a; see, Cope, Leishman & Starie, 1997: 4; Loveday, 1995; 2000).
31 On publication it became the Posen Report (Home Office, 1995).
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1991: The Morgan Report

The Morgan Committee was set up by the Home Office to review the development of
crime prevention since the publication of Home Office circular 8/1984 and represents an
important milestone in the development of partnership policing in the UK (see, Crawford,
1998; 1999; Gilling, 1997; 2007; Hughes, 1998; Newburn, 2002; Pease, 2002; Pease &
Wiles, 2000; Squires, 1997; Stenson & Edwards, 2003; Walklate, 1999; 2001). The
resulting Morgan Report (Home Office, 1991) recognised the need to develop new
partnership practices in crime prevention and openly criticised the irrational of the
attitude taken by successive Conservative governments towards local councils, and their
preferred emphasis upon the narrow situational approach (Home Office, 1991; cited in
Squires, 1997: 3). The Report (Home Office, 1991) stated that:

‘The absence of elected members from crime prevention structures may have the effect of
marginalising crime prevention from local political issues. Any meaningful local
structure for crime prevention must relate to the local democratic structure.’
(Home Office, 1991, cited in Crawford, 1999: 39).

In contrast, Morgan recommended that local councils were uniquely placed to connect
with local populations and should be placed at the centre of crime reduction activity
(Home Office, 1991; cited in Squires, 1997: 3). It proposed that local councils, through
the Local Police Authorities (LPAs), be given clear statutory responsibility alongside the
public police to encourage crime preventative activities (Home Office, 1991; cited in
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Hope, 2005: 373). Moreover, it supported the idea of developing community safety,
particularly to reduce crime in those areas with higher than average recorded crime rates
(McLaughlin, 2006: 485; 2007: 188; Stenson & Edwards, 2003: 204). The response by
the Conservative government to Morgan was unsupportive. In short, it rejected the onus it
placed on local councils, and, outrightly refused to give any countenance to allowing
them any enhanced role (Hope, 2005: 373). This resulted in Morgan being replaced with
a Home Office led National Board for Crime Prevention (Home Office, 1992; cited in
Crawford, 1999: 40).
1994: Safer Cities 2
The continued sidelining of local councils to the periphery meant that the clear absence of
democratic input was maintained (Crawford, 1998: 54). In 1994, the Home Office
launched of the second phase of the Safer Cities Programme (1994-1998) (Home Office,
1993a; see, Crawford, 1999: 30-31; Knox, Pemberton & Wiles, 2000; Gilling, 1997: 91;
Hope, 2005; Newburn, 2002; Stenson & Edwards, 2003). It covered 32 towns and cities
in England and Wales and again placed an emphasis on the ‘creative capacity of free
enterprise’ and the ideological premise of entrepreneurship (Rhodes, 1997: 89; Stenson &
Edwards, 2003: 211). Therefore, crime control was fused with economic regeneration to
create safe spaces for economic enterprise and allow inward investment in these areas to
flourish (Gilling, 1997; 2007). The funding of Safer Cites 2 was supplied by the Single
Regeneration Budget (SRB) controlled from the Department of the Environment, which
was assigned through a competitive bidding process, which only served to promote a
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scramble for resources rather than cooperative or collective partnership (Crawford, 1998:
57).
Safer Cities was indicative of the agenda pursued by successive Conservative
governments (between 1979 and 1997) that placed more emphasis on the idea of
partnership as a route to getting the community and civil society at large to take on more
responsibility for crime control (Hope, 2005: 370; Garland, 2001: 16-17; Zedner, 2006:
87-88). Although, intiatves such as Safer Cities had produced over 3,000 partnership
orientated interventions (Stenson & Edwards, 2003: 205), partnership working generally
was pursued in an ad-hoc manner. Furthermore, the pervasive influence of NPM had led
to an increase in central control, leaving the minimal state ‘large and hyperactive’
(Rhodes, 1997: 89). Moreover, the policy of linking crime reduction to themes such as
economic regeneration had skewed priorities away from the core aim of crime reduction
itself, and more towards notions of commercial viability and business investment and the
broader ideological concerns of the Government (Crawford, 1998; Gilling, 1997; 2007;
Rowe & Devaney, 2003; Squires, 1997). In this sense, partnership working in crime
prevention formed part of the broader project of what Shearing & Wood (2007: 45)
called, ‘constructing the entrepreneurial state’, where policing and security became
commoditised (see also, Johnston and Shearing, 2003; Loader & Mulcahy, 2003). On the
whole, what occurred under the Conservatives is perhaps better understood in terms of a
'quiet consensus’ in support of partnership policing (McLaughlin, 2002: 85), as a means
of extending responsibility for crime prevention beyond the public police, rather than a
full endorsement of the method.
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Section 2:
New Labour and the Crime and Disorder Reduction Agenda
Although reported rates of crime were falling annually from the mid-1990s, there was
also a growing realisation that a large amount of crime went unreported to the police.
Victimisation surveys, such as the British Crime Survey, for example, had been showing
a large proportion of unreported crime. Recognising this so called ‘dark figure’ of crime
fuelled rising levels in the fear of crime (Crawford, 1998: 34-35). Thus, what was to be
done about the fear of crime? And, what about the high levels of crime that were
blighting inner city areas areas?
In contrast to the Major government’s cool response to the Morgan Report, the
Labour Party embraced it. Indeed, it was through the prism of the Morgan Report (Home
Office, 1991) and the idea of community safety that the Labour Party made crime control
a central theme in illustrating their credibility as the government in waiting (for example
see. Labour Party, 1994; 1995). For Labour Party strategists (see, Blair, 1996; Straw &
Micheal, 1996) what was required was more social crime prevention to deal with the
obvious complex mix of motivational causes affecting the crime and anti-social
behaviour that were particularly prevalent in inner city urban hubs (Hughes, 2004: 6).
From community safety to crime and disorder reduction
On its accession to government in 1997, Labour set about implementing its crime
reduction strategy. They continued to promote a centrally coordinated and evidence based
approach (Hughes, 2004: 7), which, as Hope (2005: 370) notes, sought to overturn the
‘nothing works’ pessimism that had grown up around the criminal justice system during
the preceding decades. The consultation document ‘Getting to grips with Crime: A New
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Framework for Local Action’ (Home Office, 1997) served as an early insight into the
direction of travel. It set out a stall that aimed to tackle the root cause of crime in those
areas where it remained high and included initiatives to tackle poverty, unemployment
and poor housing, the promotion of better parenting and greater individual responsibility
and changes to reduce opportunity through more police and better neighbourhood
security (Pease, 2002: 949). Within this wide-ranging agenda a somewhat impressive set
of core issues were singled out for attention. These included substance misuse and its
associated crime, anti-social behaviour and low-level crime and deviance such as
prostitution, racketeering, and the selling of fake, stolen goods. Taken together, they had
been identified has having a pernicious effect on citizens’ quality of life. Importantly, the
paper also set the precedent that it intended to keep the reigns of control over crime
reduction firmly at the centre. For example, they were not going to abolish the power of
the Home Secretary to set national police objectives, as previously provided through the
Magistrates and Courts Act 1994. The paper also established that the language of reform
would be premised upon the nomenclature of crime and disorder reduction rather than
explicitly community safety (Gilling, 2007: 68-69). Much of the paper was taken forward
into the Crime and Disorder Act 1998.
The Crime and Disorder Act 1998
Probably the most important and significant influence on the broader development of
partnership policing in the UK has been the Crime and Disorder Act (1998) (CDA),
which has framed the crime and disorder reduction agenda of the last ten years (see,
Gilling, 2007; Hope, 2005; Hughes, McLaughlin & Muncie, 2002; Loveday, 2000;
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Loveday & Reid, 2003; McLaughlin, 2007; Squires, 2006). It is necessary to examine the
sections of the CDA (1998), and the subsequent legislation that has flowed from it, as
they have placed statutory obligations on local councils and the public police to establish
multi-agency partnerships. Before moving on with analysing these sections of the CDA
(1998), and its subsequent evolution over the past ten years, it is appropriate to clarify the
scope of the CDA (1998) in terms of its legal coverage within the UK.
As Scotland was given devolved power over its criminal justice system in 1998
under the auspices of the Scotland Act 1998, it was, therefore, not directly covered by the
CDA (1998). The CDA only legally covered England and Wales. In the wake of the Act,
Crime and Disorder Reduction Partnerships (CDRPs) were established in England. In
Wales the partnerships were given the name. Community Safety Partnerships (CSPs).
However, the newly devolved Scottish Executive quickly followed the framework
established by the CDA (1998), 32 and CSPs were subsequently established in Scotland.
As chapter 6 discusses in more detail, CSPs have also been established in Northern
Ireland, where they are also broadly structured in the guise of the CDA. In the rest of this
chapter the abbreviation CDRP/CSP is used to refer to the partnerships that have flowed
from the CDA.

2 The paper ‘Safer Communities: A Strategy for Action ’ (Scottish Executive, 1998; (see, Feenan, 2000: 3944; Scottish Executive, 2000) set out a community safety strategy for Scotland and consequently CSPs in
Scotland were established. In 2003, section 19 of the Local Government in Scotland Act 2003 instructed
Scottish local authorities to establish corporate community planning bodies and these CSPs became
statutory requirement for local councils and Chief Constables (see, Donnelley & Scott, 2005: 119).
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The establishment of CDRPs/CSPs
Four sections of the CDA (1998) are of relevance with regard to the statutory
requirements from which CDRPs/CSPs have developed. First, Section 5 of the CDA
(1998) stipulated that local authorities and the public police become ‘responsible
authorities’ with the primary aim of setting up multi-agency partnerships. In addition, to
these new responsible authorities. Local Police Authorities (LPAs), health authorities and
probation services became ‘co-operative authorities’, working as partner agencies in the
formulation of partnership strategies (CDA, 1998: 5.2). As Hope (2005: 374) noted, these
new responsibilities offered a ‘win win’ situation for the public police, as it brought local
authorities and their vast resources directly into the battle against crime.
Second, Section 6 made the requirement for the new responsible authorities to
‘formulate and implement’ strategies to tackle local crime problems (CDA, 1998: 6.1).
Third, section 17 of the CDA (1998: sec 17) instructed the new responsible authorities to
‘do all they can to prevent crime and disorder in its area’ (CDA, 1998: 17.1). The
significance of section 17 is that it provided an ‘enabling device’ that legally instructed
that other public services besides the police to participate in crime reduction (Bullock,
Moss and Smith, 2000: 1). Thus, expanding what Shearing & Wood (2007: 15-16) terms
‘third party’ participation in crime reduction. Therefore, bolstering the capacity of the
state to ‘govern through crime’ (Shearing & Wood, 2007: 15). Fourth, section 115 of the
CDA (1998) instructed partner agencies to exchange information when required to
support the local crime and disorder strategy. 33 The rationale behind Section 115 was to

,3see, http://www.crimereduction.homeoffice.gov.uk/toolkits/ui0306.htm
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discourage ‘silo’ thinking within partner agencies, which manifests itself in information
hoarding (Audit Commission, 2002: 32).
The general instruction on how the statutory requirements of the Act should be
interpreted was provided through the Home Office publication ‘Guidance on Statutory
Crime and Disorder Partnerships ’ (Home Office, 1998). Subsequently, local councils in
England established Crime and Disorder Reduction Partnerships, and the differently
named Community Safety Partnerships were established in Wales. The guidance (Home
Office, 1998: chapter 3) instructed CDRPs/CSPs to operate three year strategies to set out
clear objectives to reduce crime in their local areas (see, Gilling, 2007: 70-71;
McLaughlin, 2007: 127; Phillips, 2002). To ensure that these strategies would be fiscally
efficient, CDRPs/CSPs were made subject to ‘best value’ in the form of Best Value
Performance Indicators (BVPIs). Thus, ensuring the maintenance of a rigid, centrally
controlled performance management system (Gilling, 2007: 87-88; Hope, 2005: 376;
Hughes, 2007: 57-60; Phillips, 2002: 177; Waters, 2000: 276-78). Nevertheless, the
system allowed for comparisons in performance to be made across CDRPs/CSPs,
particularly those of a similar size, demographics and crime rates (see for example.
Harper, Williamson, Clarke & See, 2001: 1-5). More broadly, the idea of ‘Best Value’
was introduced across the public services in the Local Government Act 1999 (LGA,
1999) (see, Hope, 2005: 376; McLaughlin, 2006: 475), and insisted that local authorities
became responsible for delivering services that were ‘best value’ for its citizens (Gilling,
2007:

87). To this end, the best value framework is about consolidating economy,

efficiency and effectiveness in the provision of local services (see, Hope, 2005: 376;
Newbum, 2002: 110; Waters, 2000: 276-278). BVPIs were illustrative of the Labour
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government’s commitment to NPM within the provision of public services (Gilling,
2007: 86-88). This situation was reflected in the funding process, which demanded fiscal
efficiency of CDRPs/CSPs (Gilling, 2007: 69). An early source of funding for
CDRPs/CSPs came from the National Crime Reduction Programme (1999-2002), which
had involved a Treasury funded injection of £250 million and was made available across
government departments over a period of 3 years (see Gilling, 2007: 81-86; Hough, 2004;
Hope, 2004; Maguire, 2004; Tilley, 2004). j4 The National Crime Reduction Programme
was part of the attempt to shed the ‘nothing works pessimism of the previous decades’
(Hope, 2005:370). As vehicles for a great number of the estimated 1500 projects to
within the NCRP (Maguire, 2004: 214), CDRPs/CSPs were the major beneficiaries of its
funding (Gilling, 2007: 82). In addition to funding from the National Crime Reduction
Programme, local councils could also bid for other funding sources for CDRPs/CSPs,
such as the continuing Single Regeneration Budget (SRGB).
Early evaluations of CDRPs/CSPs
An Audit Commission (2002: 14-24) report summed up the first three years of
CDRP/CSPs existence, when it asserted that high aspirations to deliver were often
confounded by an unwillingness to venture beyond the Home Office guidelines. It left a
situation where strategies prioritised national issues over local ones (see also, Phillips,
2002). For Gilling (2007: 88) the priority given to Best Value Performance Indicators
were partly to blame. He commented, ‘the best value regime marks a significant shift

’4 As Maguire (2004: 214) noted, ‘It represented the most comprehensive, systematic and far sighted
initiative ever undertaken by a UK Government to develop strategies for tackling crime’. Hope (2004),
Hough (2004) and Maguire (2004) offer some reflections on the National Crime Reduction Programme
more generally. However, the focus here is the relevance of the Programme for CDRPs/CSPs.
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away from the manifest principle of local solutions for local problems’ (Gibing, 2007:
88). Furthermore, there was a seemingly lack of success in creating effective partnership
working. For critics, although disparate agencies were brought together within the
CDRPs/CSPs umbrella, the commitment of all agencies was far from guaranteed, as
tensions existed over leadership issues, competing differences between partners were
indentified and concerns were raised over the police domination of CDRPs/CSPs (see,
Phillips, Jacobsen, Considine & Lewis, 2002; Newbum & Jones, 2002; also see, Audit
Commission, 2002: 16; Phillips, 2002; Skinns, 2005). Finally, contrary to the provisions
set out in section 115, the Audit Commission (2002: 32) reported that ‘nearly one-half
(43 per cent) of partnerships in 2000 did not have an information-sharing strategy’.
Hence, a ‘silo mentality’ of information hoarding remained intact (Gibing, 2007: 88).
2001-2005: Labour’s Second term
Labour’s second term in office began on their election victory in May 2005. For
CDRPs/CSPs, the next four years were shaped by a Home Office policy of bringing
CDRPs/CSPs into the centre stage of the broader crime and disorder reduction strategy.
This strategy began by utilising CDRPs/CSPs as delivery vehicles for the Neighbourhood
Renewal Strategy (NRS). In fact, CDRPs/CSPs would become the strategic hubs for the
NRS (Home Office, 2001: 94). The Neighbourhood Renewal Strategy (see, Emell, 2005;
Gibing, 2007: 177-180; Levitas, 2005; Watt, 2000) 35 first surfaced in 1998 (see, SEU,
1998), and was reinvigorated in Labour’s second term.

>5 Watt (2000) supplies us with a focused and conceptual understanding of the notion of neighbourhood
renewal.
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The main aim of the Neighbourhood Renewal Strategy was to target and reduce
social exclusion in urban areas, primarily through addressing deficits in health,
employment, housing and crime. Yet, one has to consider that social exclusion is a
contested term (Burchardt, Le Grand & Piachard, 1999: 228). Most scholarly observers
on the subject are agreed that in its simplest fomi social exclusion describes the lack of
access to the four basic social concepts of democracy, welfare, the labour market, family
and community (see, Burchardt, Le Grand & Piachard, 1999; Commins, 1993; Levitas,
2005; Phillip & Shucksmith, 2003). The understanding of social exclusion as espoused by
the Labour Party is described in the paper, "Bringing Britain Together’ (SEU, 1998),
which states that it is, ‘a shorthand label for what can happen when individuals or areas
suffer a combination of linked problems, such as unemployment, poor skills, low
incomes, poor housing, high crime environments, bad health and family breakdown’
(SEU, 1998). For Young (1999: 117), however, social exclusion is in effect a process of
essentialism, where the socially excluded are given essential tropes that mark them as
distinct from the rest of us (see, Young, 1999; 2001: 26-51). Bearing this contention in
mind, the relevance of the NRS here is that the primary tools to deliver components of
the NRS were CDRP/CSPs.
Expanding Partnership Activity
In the form of CDRPs/CSPs, the CDA (1998) had produced an unprecedented expansion
of multi-agency working in crime prevention/reduction across local government and
various public sectors. Their utilisation in the delivery of policies such as NRS is
illustrative of a role that was already expanding beyond the narrow confines of crime
reduction. From 2001, CDRPs/CSPs were synergised with a new wave of other
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partnership structures. Leading the way were Local Strategic Partnerships (LSPs).
Initially, 366 LSPs were established with a primary aim of co-ordinating the NRS
strategy. 88 LSPs were specifically established in the most economically deprived
neighbourhoods and received ‘budget top-ups’ (Gilling, 2007: 177). In addition to LSPs,
the Criminal Justice Act 2003 (CJA, 2003) had introduced Local Crime and Justice
Boards (LCJBs), which were interagency partnerships within the criminal justice system
and brought together chief police officers, the Crown Prosecution Service (CPS), court
services. Youth Offending Teams (YOTs) and representatives from the prison and
probation services (see, Gilling, 2007; Levitas, 2005). The problem being, that although
these partnerships might be based on differing rationales, they often produced
overlapping remits (Skinns, 2008: 313). For their part, ‘communities’ were also expected
to play their role. Active community engagement was encouraged through the new
Community Empowerment Networks (CENs), which were rolled out across the country,
with the main purpose of enabling ‘residents, community, voluntary and faith based
groups’ access to NRS funding (Gilling, 2007: 191-192). Importantly, Community
Empowerment Networks were coordinated through both LSPs and CDRP/CSPs working
together and overseeing them. Networks such as these are predicated on what Hughes
(1996: 28) calls, a reawakening of ‘civil society’, or ‘active citizenship’. It is perhaps
necessary to tease out the complexities of active citizenship as it has provided an essential
ingredient of the recent crime and disorder reduction agenda (Gilling, 2007: 47). The idea
of active citizenship as an essential ingredient in the attempt to re-responsibilise the
private citizen, and re-invigorate informal social control (Garland, 2001: 125), is linked,
in part, to a broader re-defining of citizenship that has taken place amidst the socio52

economic shifts from the universalistic public service provison noted above (Stenson &
Edwards, 2003: 203). Therefore, for a more detailed understanding of the implications of
active citizenship, it is appropriate to divert slightly and trace the contours of citizenship
itself.
Active Citizenship
As a starting point, it is perhaps necessary to provide a definition of citizenship. Giddens
(1993: 749) describes being a citizen as ‘being a member of a political community,
having both rights and duties associated with that membership’. Such an idea of citizenry
is most often associated with being a citizen of a nation state, where the state confers one
with citizenship (Giddens, 1993: 312). In his treatise on citizenship, Marshall (cited in
Marshall & Bottomore, 1992: 18) noted,

‘Citizenship is a status bestowed on those who are full members of a community. All who
possess the status are equal with respect to the rights and duties with which the status is
endowed. There is no universal principle that defines what these rights and duties should
be, but societies in which citizenship is a developing institution create an image of ideal
citizenship against which achievement can be measured and towards which aspiration can
be directed.’

Marshall conceptualised three types of citizenship rights: the civil, the political and the
social (Marshall & Bottomore, 1992: 8). Within these three types, the citizen benefits
from citizenship by receiving material benefits from the state of which citizenship is
claimed, for example if one is sick, unemployed, or disabled (Marshall & Bottomore,
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1992: 8-43). It these three pillars of citizenship that the idea of active citizenship can be
situated, as the idea of active citizenship challenges some of their main presumptions.
Crompton (1998: 175-178) suggests that this idea of citizenship is best considered as
social citizenship, in that it is distributive through the guaranteeing of material benefits
from the state. Crompton (1998: 176) argued that,

‘the recent historical developments such as reforms of trade union legislation, as well as
policies directed towards dismantling of the state through ‘marketisation’ of the
institutions of the welfare state have led to the fragile and contested nature of modern
citizenship’.

Therefore, citizenship has become less based on rights, but more on duties and
obligations (Crompton, 1998: 177), where individuals are re-located within a framework
that focuses on autonomy and entrepreneurship (Giddens, 1998: 35).
The Conservative appeal to active citizenship can be traced back to their election
campaign of 1987. From the end of the 1980s, ‘there was a concerted effort to pass the
responsibility down through the community to the individual citizen’ (Gilling, 1997: 95).
Where New Labour were concerned, former Home Secretary David Blunkett sums up
their standpoint when he stated, ‘the idea of citizenship is at the centre of our reforms.
Active citizenship means taking a shared responsibility to prevent crime and to tackle
anti-social behaviour’ (Blunkett cited in Home Office, 2003: 2). The active citizen was,
therefore, placed at the centre of the neighbourhood renewal and crime reduction
agendas, where the citizen was situated as the co-producer of renewal (Hope, 2005: 382).
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Those who fail to be ‘active’ in crime reductive behaviour will potentially find
themselves cast out to the margins of citizenship. McLaughlin (2002: 97) placed this
argument in perspective, in stating that, those who fail to rise to the challenges of active
citizenship face the prospect of marginalisation, through finding themselves re-identified
as uncivil or immoral (see also, McLaughlin, 2007; Scraton, 2002; 2007). Hope (2005:
382) also raises doubts about the efficacy of active citizenship, where he states,
‘communities that produce active citizens already posses collective efficacy, especially
the kinds of social capital that enables voluntary groups to express voice’. The danger,
therefore, is that it re-enforces insecurity for the disadvantaged, who have limited access
to the social capital required for participation (Hope, 2005: 382).
Denizens

Notwithstanding the clear invocation of active citizenship, it is also pertinent to briefly
consider Shearing & Wood’s (2003; 2007) take on the contemporary and changing
boundaries of citizenship. They recognised that citizenship is not guaranteed by the state,
and in doing so, conceptualised the idea of ‘Denizens’ rather than citizens (Shearing &
Wood, 2003: 401-402). For them, notions of citizenship remain closely tied to the
traditions of state sovereignty, which does not fit well with the new arrangements in
governance (Shearing & Wood, 2003: 405-408). We inhabit a world where people live in
transient group memberships that simultaneously operating across multiple governmental
domains, where one can be a citizen of one or more nation states or locations. Thus,
‘denizenship’ refers to people who partake in these multiple spheres of governance:
‘one’s denizenship might be very temporary, such as a denizen of a commercial gated
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enclave (for example a shopping mall) or more permanent, such as a denizen of
university or of a virtual collective of internet users’ (Shearing & Wood, 2003: 408).
In this context, public spaces, such as shopping malls and leisure parks that are
traditionally understood as spaces accessible to all citizens, are now subject to forms of
exclusion through coercion and banishment by an array of private security agencies that
operate in the interests of the private organisations who control this space. Individuals
who are unable or unwilling to live up to the expectations and responsibilities ascribed to
certain forms of communal space become regulated and often have their denizenship of
such spaces removed either temporarily or indeed permanently (Shearing & Wood, 2003:
413). Denizens then, tend to be subject to strategies and technologies of governance that
are subtle and risk orientated. But, it is also in the interest of corporate nodes to ‘seduce
members into compliance in order to secure their continuing denizenship’ (Shearing &
Wood, 2003: 414).
In sum, it is suffice to say that active citizenship extends the responsibilisation for
crime reduction away from the state by motivating the ‘responsible and law abiding’ to
participate in making their own neighbourhoods safer (Gilling, 2007; Hope, 2005;
Hughes, 2004; Hughes & Rowe, 2007; Levitas, 2005 McLaughlin, 2002).
Communitarianism

For the Labour government, promoting the active citizen was also indicative of a new
moral code of responsibility and part of a broader appeal to moral communitarian
authoritarianism (Gilling, 2007; Scraton, 2007: 132). Communitarianism emerged in
academic thinking in the United States (US) in the early 1980s (Etzioni, 1983; MacIntyre
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1981). By drawing on the insights of writers such as Michael Sandel (see, Sandel, 1998)
it challenged, what was perceived, as the hegemonic position of the ‘rights bearing
individual’, particularly within Rawlsian theory (see, Rawls, 1971), where it criticised the
image Rawls presents of humans as atomistic individuals (Hancock & Matthews, 2001:
107; Herbert, 2005: 3). Communitarians in the United States (US) sought to invigorate a
new community-based movement that would re-create ‘the good society’ (Bellah,
Masden, Sullivan, Swidler & Tipton, 1991). One of its most prominent advocates, Etzioni
(1993: 1) asserted that, the communitarian project was about the need to ‘restore the spirit
of community’. He argued that US society was characterised by a ‘deterioration of
private and public morality, the decline of the family, high crime rates and the swelling of
corruption in government’ (Etzioni, 1993: 2). For Putnam (1993; 1995; 2000) and Bellah,
Masden, Sullivan, Swidler and Tipton (1985; 1991; 1996) the 1970s and 1980s were
characterised by a marked decline in civic participation in the US, particularly in the
membership of civic organisations, voting participation and political activism.
Furthermore, Putnam (Putnam, 1993: 113) contended, that changes in family structures,
such as more people living alone, the increase in suburban sprawl and the increasing
availability of cheap electronic home entertainment, had contributed to a marked decline
in civic participation-seen as the main building block of strong social capital amongst US
citizens.
By re-prioritising pro-family measures, such as responsible parenting and strong
family units, communitarian thinkers argued that this decline could be reversed and a
renewed sense of obligation and responsibility could be created (Etzioni, 1993; Macedo,
1990; Putnam, 1993). For Braithwaite (1989: 85) ‘a communitarian society combines a
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dense network of individual interdependencies with strong cultural commitments to
mutuality of obligation’; with individuals ‘deeply enmeshed in interdependencies of
mutual help and trust’ (Braithwaite, 1989: 100). But, as Gilling, (2007: 41) comments,
these distinctive features hark back to the ‘apparently orderly society of 1950s America’.
Communitarianism, then, presents both a critique of the individualistic excess of marketbased liberalism, but it also criticises the dependency induced by rights based welfarism
(Gilling, 2007:41).
The advancement of Communitarianism in the UK
Although there are a number of variants of contemporary communitarianism, in the UK it
has taken a more moral authoritarian guise (Hughes, 1996: 17). This version, which holds
much accord with that of Etzioni, appeals to a world where people are living within
specific bounded communities and advances a new spirit of family and community values
to address the drift into moral decay (Hughes, 1996: 20; Murray, 1990: 3-4). It has mostly
been advanced in the writings of Dennis (Dennis, 1993; Dennis & Erdos, 1992) and
Murray (1990). For Dennis (1993; cited in Hughes, 1996: 23) it is the ‘monogamous
heterosexual family’ that is crucially important to attain social stability, where it sits
against the ‘moral turpitude of the lower class fatherless families’ (Hughes, 1996: 23-24).
Murray’s (1990: 33-39) arguments have particularly focused upon the ‘underclass’: the
long term unemployed, the persistent offender, and the poor as the main threat to social
order in local communities (Matthewman & Pitts, 2001: 16). They produce irresponsible
parents and young people who cause most of the anti-social behaviour in these
neighbourhoods (cited in Hughes, 1996: 28).
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The moral communitarianism appeal in the UK was forged as a means to
recapture community as a force for re-moralisation and re-responsibilisation (Hughes,
1996: 17-20). It informed both Conservative Party thinking prior to 1997, and the crime
and disorder reduction agenda of New Labour since 1997 (Crawford, 2001: 58-59;
Gibing, 2007; Hughes, 1996; 1998; Hancock & Matthews, 2001: 107-108). 36 Under the
guise of moral authoritarianism a prescriptive programme been adopted that conferred
upon individuals and communities a model of conduct that was conducive to the neo
liberal economic order (Gibing, 2007: 40). The programme has sought to shore up the
morality of civil institutions such as the family and schools and obligate citizens to face
up to their civic responsibilities and duties (Hughes, 1996: 21). It highlights communal
responsibility, reciprocal obligations, self-restraint and shared moral values, where the
socially excluded have to take more responsibility for their own fates and where material
disadvantage is no excuse for criminality (McLaughlin, 2002: 89). The trouble with this
proposition is that it promotes a ‘romantic view of the past, a pessimistic one of the
present and an optimistic view of the future capacity to influence patterns of human
behaviour’ (Hughes, 1996: 25). It encourages regressive and exclusive tendencies and
fails to consider the impact of macro structural factors associated with socio-economic
inequalities and power differences (Hughes, 1996: 27-46; Kvisto, 2008: 115-116).
Finally, it makes the assumption that through both active citizenship and moral
authoritarian communitarianism people will pub together in partnership to defeat crime.

36

As I will illustrated in later chapters has influenced the appeal to partnership policing in Northern Ireland.
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Nonetheless,

Moral Authoritarian Communitarian thinking has certainly

crystallised under the recent Labour administration (see, Home Office, 2006a), where it
has had an over privileged influence on contemporary crime and disorder strategies.
Thus, it is difficult to disentangle communitarian solutions to crime reduction from the
broader idea of creating ‘safer and more participatory communities’ (Hughes, 1996: 17).
2001: Policing a New Century

In "Policing a New Century: A Blueprint for Reform' (Home Office, 2001) ideas to
further embed crime reduction at the centre of all organisational thinking of CDRP/CSP
partner agencies was forged. While the paper proposed a strategic linkup between
CDRPs/CSPs and LSPs (Home Office, 2001: 94) to coordinate strategies, the key aim
significantly remained that of managing CDRPs/CSPs (Home Office, 2001: 100). The
Police Reform Act (2002) (PRA, 2002) brought a number of the paper’s proposals into
legislation.
Section 97 of the Police Reform Act (PRA, 2002: 97.9) extended the list of
responsible authorities (CDA, 1998: 5.1) to include Local Police Authorities, Local Fire
Authorities and NHS Primary Care Trusts. Section 97.3 (PRA, 2002: 97.3) provided the
Home Secretary with the power to merge CDRPs in England on the grounds of
efficiency, thus, bringing them further within central control. Section 97.7 (PRA, 2002:
97.7) amended section 5.2 of the CDA (1998) to include the specific requirement to
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‘combat the misuse of drugs’, with the consequences of legally binding CDRPs/CSPs in
the delivery of a National Drugs Strategy.
The Green consultation paper "Building Safer Communities Together’ (Home
Office, 2003) continued the pace of reform by proposing a strengthening of the visibility
and accountability of CDRPs/CSPs through proposing the idea of ‘community advocates’
working in coordination with CDRPs/CSPs (Home Office, 2003: 20). For McLaughlin,
(2006: 480-481) it was an acknowledgement that CDRPs/CSPs needed re-affirmation as
local bodies. The follow up White Paper "Building Communities Beating Crime' (Home
Office, 2004), 38 signalled the Home Office’s desire to establish more coordination in
policing more generally. For example, it began the National Neighbourhood Policing
Programme (see also, Home Office, 2005).

For CDRPs/CSPs joint task groups, made

up of partnership members and ‘local community representatives’, were suggested along
with subjecting CDRP/CSP memberships to public meetings (Home Office, 2004: 68), so
the voice of the community could be expressed more clearly (McLaughlin, 2006: 482). 40
The paper also signalled the intention to make CDRP/CSP strategies open to scrutiny by
local council members (Home Office, 2004: 123-124). 41 In a notable final issue, the
paper proposed a comprehensive review of CDRPs/CSPs (Home Office, 2004: 123).

j7 Drug Action teams (DATs) were set up in 1995 and consist of partnerships combining representatives
from local authorities (education, social services, housing), health authorities, probation service, the prison
service and the voluntary sector. The were now brought under the CDRP/CSP umbrella (Home Office,
2001: 95).
38 See, McLaughlin (2006) for a review of these two papers.
39 Chapter 5 considers Neighbourhood Policing Teams, a major part of these programmes in greater detail.
40 Public meetings are also evaluated in chapter 5.
41 A clause slipped into the Clean Neighbourhoods & Environment Act 2005 (2005: 1.1) directly
instructing responsible authorities to make specific reference to anti-social behaviour in their strategy
formulations.
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2005-2010: Labour’s third term

In 2006, the Home Office published the Review of the Partnerships Provisions of Crime
and Disorder Act 1998 (Home Office, 2006), which provided an extensive review of
sections 5-7, 17, 115 of the CDA (1998) and sections 97 and 98 of the PRA (2002). It
aimed to ‘strengthen the visibility, responsiveness, membership and role of local
partnerships [CDRPs/CSPs]’ (Home Office, 2004: 123). It was a prescriptive paper in
that it proposed a further swathe of expansive reform of CDRPs/CSPs. Changes included
the attempt to enhance the effectiveness of CDRPs/CSPs, through the provision of annual
strategy plans to replace the fixed three-year plans and six-monthly strategic appraisals of
local crime patterns (Home Office, 2006: 3). Also included was the requirement for
CDRPs/CSPs to work within the police National Intelligence Model (NIM), which the
Association of Chief Police Officers (ACPO) had made a policy directive in the year
2000. It became official policy for all of the police forces in the UK after it was
introduced in the PRA (2002) (see, ACPO, 2005: 8; Audit Commission, 2006: 23; NCIS,
2000). 42 For CDRPs/CSPs, the implications of their use of the NIM is that it provides
them with access to police intelligence, but it also brought them into sphere of NIM’s
influence (Hope, 2005: 377; Skinns, 2008: 314). The consequence of which is argued by
Hope (2005: 377-378) in that, ‘the intelligence led policing movement privileges not only
the goal of crime reduction over that of community safety but also the primacy of the

42 The National Intelligence Model is effectively a mechanism for allocating police resources to crime
reduction activities. It operates on three levels: the national level; the force/constabulary level and the basic
command unit level, to provide strategic direction to operational policing. It provides the NIM provides
British police services (including the Police Service of Northern Ireland) with a coordinated knowledge
facility, and allows a cross force coordination of intelligence gathering across the whole extended policing
family.
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police service for the means of achieving itence, the extension of NIM consolidates
police primacy and potentially alienates otheencies (Skinns, 2008: 314).
The Police and Justice Act 2006

The elements of the review that required legive action were placed in section 9 of the
Police and Justice Act 2006 (PJA, 2006). Sen 9.2 of the Act (PJA, 2006: 9.2) allowed
for any future amendments to the list of re^sible authorities to be undertaken by the
appropriate national authorities and not thih legislation. 43 In addition, section 9.3
(PJA, 2006: 9.3) provided the power for the ementioned national authorities to create
national strategies for CDRPs/CSPs. Theref ensuring that CDRPs/CSPs were subject
to national standards and planning, and fur reducing the steering capacity of local
councils. These national standards included ucting all CDRPs/CSPs to implement the
NIM framework and undertake six-monthly;ssments of strategic plans. Furthermore,
section 9.4 (PJA, 2006: 9.4) further broader.he scope of section 17 (CDA, 1998: 17)
by adding anti-social behaviour and substaniisuse as specific issues for consideration
in the everyday activities of responsible autlies (see, Home Office, 2006: 3). Section
9.7 (2006: 9.7) strengthened the data sharbrovisions of section 115 by instructing
responsible authorities to share data that t hold on individuals as long as it is de
personalised, and, therefore, bolstering sectid5’s information sharing capacity.
In section 19 (PJA, 2006: 19) a c attempt was also made to extend the
accountability of CDRPs/CSPs. It was stited local councils had to consult more

43 The appropriate national authorities being the Hom:retary in England and the First Minister of
Wales.

63

widely on CDRPS/CSPs by instructing CDRP/CSP strategy plans to be scrutinised by
committees of councillors. Moreover, section 19.3 allowed local councillors on the police
authority to prompt consideration of matters concerning crime and disorder previously
brought to his/her attention by a constituent (PJA, 2006: 19.3), therefore, extending the
responsibility of police authorities to engage with the public. The measure had been first
proposed in the ‘'Respect Action Plan’ (Home Office, 2006a: 28) under the guise of the
‘Community Call for Action’. It is pertinent to provide some space to review the Respect
Action Plan (Home Office, 2006a), as it was indicative of the Labour government’s
moral communitarian agenda, and set a moral tone for the work of CDRPs/CSPs and
other partnerships. The Respect Action Plan provided nothing new in ‘concrete
measures’, indeed, it was reminiscent of the appeals to family values and community that
had been previously echoed in the Conservative manifesto of 1992.
In sum, the plan claimed that there was a requirement ‘to create and, where
needed, enforce a modern culture of respect the majority of people want’ (Home Office,
2006a: 3). In this respect, themes such as good parenting, school discipline and family
cohesion were proposed, and stood in antithesis to problem households and problem
individuals, who were identified as the source of neighbourhood crime (Home Office,
2006a: 3-5; Scraton, 2007: chapter 7). The Plan (Home Office, 2006a) promoted the
theme of responsibility, with no excuse for refusing to participate in legitimate societal
functions such as the labour market and the education system (Scraton, 2007). The point
here is that the responsibility for crime was being firmly placed back on to the moral
culpability of the individual rather than social or environmental influences over
offending. The trouble being, that in doing so it widens the net of criminalisation deeper
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into peoples’ social life, and takes a highly moral tone by implicating a relatively small
number of offenders and geographical areas as being responsible for disorder and low
level crime (Scraton, 2007). To borrow from Young (2001: 42), such agendas separate a
select few from the mainstream of society and identify them as dysfunctional from the
majority. If‘respect’ and ‘responsibility’ were not forthcoming, enforcements to regulate
behaviour were promised. These came in the form of applying tough measures, such as
Parenting Orders and Anti Social Behaviour Orders (ASBOs) on those who failed to
rectify their ways (Home Office, 2006a:

19-20). Importantly, however, it was

CDRPs/CSPs that were placed at the forefront of ensuring the implementation of the
Respect Agenda and brought a political and moral edge to partnership policing (Audit
Commission, 2006: 25; Home Office, 2006a: 19).
Two new guidance documents, "Delivering Safer Communities: A Guide to
Effective Partnership Working’ (Home Office, 2007) and the "Co-ordinated Crime and
Disorder Partnership Reform Programme’, (Home Office, 2007a) introduced the
proposals that were stipulated in the Police and Justice Act 2006. 44 They provided
overwhelmingly detailed systematic instructions for CDRPs/CSPs, and set out six
‘hallmarks of effective practice’ that CDRPs/CSPs should follow (Home Office, 2007: 4;
see, Hughes & Rowe, 2007: 330). Although, the guidelines were ‘suggestive’, if previous
experience is to go by they would be taken as the benchmark expectation and followed to
the letter (see, Phillips, 2002; Skinns, 2005).

44 These were introduced to CDRPs in England in August 2007 and into CSPs in Wales in November 2007.
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Amongst other things, the guidelines suggested that CDRPs/CSPs should operate
within what it called two tier areas, vertically with Local Safety Partnerships and
horizontally with Local Crime and Justice Boards (Home Office, 2007: 67). To support
this new framework it was suggested that CDRPs/CSPs consider joint meetings with
these partnership institutions (Home Office, 2007: 24). The guidelines also suggested that
CDRPs elect their Chair (Home Office, 2007: 31) and hold public meetings through ‘face
the people sessions’ (Home Office, 2007: 44). In sum, the swathe of changes brought
about more local input (rowing), but at the same time significantly strengthening the
Home Office’s steering capabilities over the function of CDRPs/CSPs.
2008: From the Neighbourhood to the National

In 2008, the Home Office publish the Green Paper, "From the Neighbourhood to the
National: Policing our Communities Together’ (Home Office, 2008). In proposing a
number of measures to enhance the local accountability of CDRPS/CSPs, it certainly
contained a discourse of localism. Amongst other things, the paper proposed directly
electing the members of CDRP/CSPs. These ‘Crime and Policing Representatives’
(CPRs), could take over from local council members as the majority on CDRPs/CSPs and
also Chair the partnerships (Home Office, 2008: 32). However, the paper also proposed
making re-offending a priority for CDRPs/CSPs to include in their strategy plans, adding
probation trusts to the list of responsible authorities (Home Office, 2008: 21). Arguably,
offsetting any local power with a consolidation of steering from the centre.45

45 The Police and Crime Act (2009) added probation trusts to the list of responsible authorities and it also
added ‘reducing re-offending’ as a priority within strategy plans.
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Labour: A Post-Script
Overall, it is clear that Labour’s crime and disorder reduction agenda has overseen
considerable changes to crime prevention with the consolidation and institutionalisation
of partnership policing taking place. The CDA (1998) has provided the backbone of this
agenda driving the expansive proliferation of partnership-based initiatives across local
government. The result is 376 separate CDRPs/CSPs operating across England and
Wales, with most areas also operating Local Safety Partnerships in an overarching role
strategically coordinating crime and disorder reduction activities (Home Office, 2007:
25). There are 42 inter-agency Local Crime and Justice Boards operating at the county
level. To add to this infrastructure, April 2008 saw the creation of nine Regional
Improvement and Efficiency Partnerships (RIEPs). Established under the ‘National
Improvement and Efficiency Strategy’, RIEPs are partnerships of councils and public
service providers, which, with a three-year funding package of £185m, have the role of
coordinating efficiency in broad public service delivery of a regional level (LGA, 2009).
Figure 2 illustrates the extent of local partnerships that have proliferated under the
Labour Government in England and Wales. One problem with this expansive partnership
infrastructure is that it promotes a tendency to duplicate workloads. This is brought into
sharper focus when the growing mixed economy in residentially based partnerships is
added (see, Crawford & Lister, 2006; Hughes & Rowe, 2007; Noaks, 2008), and the
plethora of private security at shopping malls, parks and council wardens (Johnston,
2000). Moreover, the surfeit in partnership policing activity only works to limit any
positive outcomes and ultimately places limitations on the model itself (Skinns, 2005;
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2008). Too much partnership, to borrow a phrase from economics, results in oligopolies
of partnership with overlapping and competing aims.

Fiaure 2. The multi-agency partnership landscape in England & Wales
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The need to rationalise partnership structures, rather than keep producing them was
acknowledged (see. Department for Communities and Local Government, 2006). Yet, the
solution, an official strategic linkup between LSPs and CDRP/CSPs to consolidate the
role of LSPs into an oversight role in managing crime reduction strategies, perhaps only
consolidated central control (Department for Communities and Local Government, 2006:
98-100). Furthermore, the introduction of Local Area Agreements (LAAs) to enhance the
role of LSPs (see, Flome Office, 2006a: 26) by establishing contracts between central and
local government again only obligated local councils to deliver on centrally co-ordinated
targets (Hughes & Rowe, 2007: 335).
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In sum, McLaughlin (2006: 477; 2007: 187) has argued that the Labour
government operated something akin to 'managerial mania’ with regard to crime
reduction. In particular, objective setting, performance management and league table
comparisons all reached a 'new zenith’ (Crawford, 2001: 59). In addition, we can add the
preference for national management of the police through national policing objectives. 46
In the clamour to produce figures for measurement it was, however, the overarching
presence of Best Value Performance Indicators and guidance documents that embodied
the Home Office control over local agencies, and resulted in a oxymoron of centrally
managed localism (Gilling, 2007; Loveday, 2006; Matthewman & Pitts, 2001;
McLaughlin, 20 06). 47 Significantly, Home Office claims that CDRPs/CSPs have made a
clear difference in reducing crime (Home Office, 2008: 19) remains a difficult claim to
substantiate (Audit Commission, 2002: I). Indeed, research that has repeatedly indicated
that multi-agency partnership initiatives may not actually deliver any ‘tangible outcomes
in reducing crime’ (see, Ekblom & Pease, 1995; Hope, 2005; Hughes & Rowe, 2007:
323; Myhill, 2006; Walklate, 1999).

2010: The Coalition Government
In May 2010, the Labour government was replaced by a Conservative/Liberal Democrat
coalition Government. In opposition, the Conservative Party replayed the argument that
Labour had presided over ten years of creeping centralisation in management and control

46 The expansion of other centrally coordinated institutions includes the National Policing Board and the
National Policing Improvement Agency (NP1A).
47 For example, http://www.opsi.gov.uk/si/si2007/20071831 .htm. http://crimereduction.homeoffice.gov.uk.
www.respect.gov.uk.www.nighbourhoodpolicing.co.uk.
http://crimereduction.homeoffice.gov.uk/toolkits/p031801 .htm.
http://crimereduction.homeoffice.gov.uk/leamingzone/passporttoevaluation.htm.
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in public policing. In coalition government, their consultation paper. Policing in the
Twenty-First Century: Reconnecting Police and People (Home Office, 2010), included
proposals to re-empower by introducing directly-elected police commissioners, a
requirement for all public police forces to publish crime maps, a promise to ‘do away’
with central targets and hold quarterly beat meetings and replace public service
agreements with ‘milestones’ (see, Home Office, 2010). Again, it is a prescriptive agenda
with promises made about invigorating localism. Yet, history tells us that promises and
proposals regarding localism are rarely matched in practice. It is perhaps pertinent to
leave the final word to Hope (2002: 37) who noted, ‘the ghost of the possibility that in the
end, ‘nothing works’ continues to haunt government in their pursuit of crime prevention’.
Conclusion
This chapter has charted the developmental stages of partnership policing in the UK. It
has delineated how partnership policing has shifted from the periphery of public concern,
prior to the 1960s, to the centre of both public and political consciousness from that
period onwards. The discussion has described a number of key moments in this
development and in providing some assessment of the main philosophical ideas and
concepts that accompanies and underpins partnership policing, has also sought a more
nuanced understanding of the working of partnership policing initiatives. Clearly, what
has taken place over the few last decades has not been the invention of partnership
working in Crime prevention, but rather its emergence as a major focus of public policy,
and as part of the appeal to shift crome control from the periphery to the political centre
(Stenson & Edwards, 2003: 203). We must be cautious, therefore, of exaggerating the
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newness of the changes that have taken place. They are, arguably, illustrative of a return
to traditional policing methods, which have been eroded over the past 150 years of
creeping centralisation of the public police, and its growth as a specialist organisation.
Nonetheless, partnership policing is now central to government-based strategies to
maintain social order and reduce crime.
Following the CDA (1998) partnership policing, as a multi-agency tool for crime
prevention and reduction, now sits as a core policy tool for state intervention in the
reduction of crime. Yet, while it is clear that crime reduction is now characterised by
networks of diverse interest groups, again, we must be wary of the ‘rhetoric of
collaboration’, as the extent to which partnerships have fundamentally re-shaped the
delivery of policing remains unproven. In addition, the fact remains that the extent to
which the CDRP/CSP model has been successful in reducing crime is also unproven, in
that despite managerial performance targets it is hard to measure their impact on local
communities. Moreover, with contradictory elements of ‘rowing’ and steering’ taking
place on a number of different levels, centralisation increasingly co-exists with de
centralisation, with the two increasingly, and perhaps confusingly, interdependent.
In England & Wales, it is clear that Sections 17 and 115 of the CDA (1998) have
seen the public police being forced to share more information with other agencies. Yet,
the dominance of the public police has remained in areas such as crime science
technology like crime mapping and crime pattern analysis (for example see, Manning,
2008).

Indeed, the proliferation of offender profiling and information-based

48 A discussion of crime mapping is undertaken in chapter 5.
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intelligence such as the DNA databases and the National Intelligence Model (NIM) has
enhanced public police expertise and knowledge in the area of crime reduction and
consolidated their role as security experts, therefore, closing down the space for other
participants to enter the market on an equal footing.
Clearly, then, partnership policing has created new alliances and implicated more
agencies in the responsibility for reducing crime, but, the public police still retain a
powerful monopoly in crime reduction. For example, they retain the legal power to arrest,
detain, charge and use force on the behalf of the state (Jones & Newbum, 2002: 133) and
they are bigger and more extensive than they ever were (Zedner, 2006). However, this is
not to say, they should lose their monopoly over the above functions. There is a
continued role for the state as guarantors of ‘good governance’ (Johnston & Shearing,
2003: 35). In this sense, democratically elected governments remain the sources of
legitimacy and regulator of non-democratic power (Rhodes, 1997: 18). Loader & Walker
(2006: 194) emphasise the point when the say the state,

‘..should remain the anchor of collective security provision, but there should be as much
pluralism as possible both, internally, in terms of the constitutional inclusiveness,
representativeness and minority and individual protection mechanisms of the democratic
and administrative processes through which the aspiration of collective security is
reflected and pursued...’

What is clear is that policing, crime prevention and reduction are now multifarious
exercises that incorporate both state organised and private agencies. But on a final note, it
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is also important to comprehend that partnership policing is a political rather than purely
a managerial technical concept. Therefore, partnership policing must be regarded as part
of a broader political appeals to changing ideas surrounding the contours of citizenship
and changing socio-economic environments.
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THE POLITICS OF PARTNERSHIP POLICING AND ITS CONTEXT IN
NORTHERN IRELAND

Introduction
Chapter 1 charted the historical developments of partnership policing in the UK. This
chapter continues the introductory analysis of the thesis by providing the reader with an
overview of historical antecedents that have shaped the extension and policy transfer of
partnership policing to Northern Ireland. Within this context, attention is payed to
definitional matters and considers the shape of the ethno-national divide in Northern
Ireland. Then, the divided society model of policing is introduced, and using a historical
narrative looks at how the model can be applied to Northern Ireland. Section 2 then
discusses the attempts to develop a post-conflict community safety strategy in Northern
Ireland, and importantly considers the changes that have flowed from the Independent
Commission on Policing (ICP) and the Criminal Justice Review (CJR). These together
have provided the motivation behind recent developments in the partnerships and the
policy transfer processes that are considered in the case studies that follow. In this section
the chapter sheds some critical light on the nodal governance perspective, and how it has
been applied to developing partnership policing initiatives, both in Northern Ireland, and
more broadly around a more holistic approach to security governance.

74

Section 1:
Understanding the shape of Northern Ireland as a divided society

There is no doubt that a sense of identity is strong in Northern Ireland. Various identities
are divided on political, social and religious grounds, which, when taken together have
contributed to a stark ethno-national division (see Alcock, 1994; McGarry & O’Leary,
1993; 2004; Ruanne & Todd, 1995; Shirlow & McGovern, 1997; Whyte, 1990). It is
perhaps then, appropriate to provide an overview of this division.
From its constitution on 3rd May 1921, as part of the Anglo-Irish treaty that ended
the Irish War of Independence (1916-1921), Northern Ireland was divided. Then a
majority of the population, 60%, were Protestant whilst 40% were Catholic (Buckland,
1981: 20). 4d Today of a population of 1.685 million, 40.3% describe themselves as
Catholic and 49.9 % as members of one or other of the Protestant denominations.:'<) In
addition, a majority of Catholics consider themselves Irish nationalists, in the sense that
they want to see the unification of Northern Ireland with the Republic of Ireland.
Whereas, the majority of Protestants consider themselves unionist, in the sense, that they
wish to maintain the constitutional link between Northern Ireland and the United
Kingdom (McGarry & O’Leary, 1993; Ruanne & Todd, 1996). 51 Another contention to
consider is that both sides of the ethno-national divide have a sense of minority status.

49 Four of these six held Unionist/Protestant majorities in their population, with the other two having a
substantial Protestant minority (see, Buckland, 1981: 20-21; Fared, 1983): Ulster (Antrim, Armagh,
Londonderry, Down, Fermanagh and Tyrone), and remains so today.
50 Figures taken from 2001 census.
http://www.nisra.gov.uk/archive/demography/publications/Pop_Trends_Nl_Article.pdf
51 For purposes of consistency, in the rest of this thesis the term nationalist is used in the broadest sense to
describe the section of the population that seek an end to the partition of Northern Ireland from the rest of
Ireland.
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Catholics and nationalists, for example, are a minority within Northern Ireland, while
Protestants and unionists are a minority within the UK as a whole. Both, the religious and
socio-political differences are also further marked out through differences in education
and sport (Sugden & Bamier, 1993; Whyte, 1990).52

The Politics of Community

Notions of community in divided societies can be highly contested (Mulcahy, 2008: 118).
Northern Ireland is no different, with the ethno-national divide often described in terms
of ‘two communities’. As Ruanne & Todd (1996: 9) noted, the idea of two distinct
sectarian communities, although reinforcing ‘unreal’ communal divisions is still enforced
through distinctive residential segregation of Protestants and Catholics. Yet, the idea of
community itself is often related to a spatially bounded local territory (McLaughlin,
2002: 75), and imagined boundaries that are unitary, homogenous and essentialist
(Loader & Walker, 2006: 180; Young, 2001). In this sense, community refers to groups
of individuals who share values and norms, cultural meanings and shared histories. This
community is where the informal control tasks are performed and where individuals can
become self-activated as social beings (Etzioni 1995; cited in Gilling, 2007: 42). This
community often has a great deal of nostalgia associated with it, and shows little negative
connotations (Young, 2001: 31). But, at the same time, it conveys a distinct lack of
clarity of what is actually being eluding to. Hence, evoking community is often fraught
with difficulty and, therefore, has to be approached with caution. It is perhaps more the

57 As previously noted above, a full delineation of the divide is to be found at appendix 5.
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case that, although often defined in a homogenous context where common ties abound,
community is more likely to be quite fluid and susceptible to social change.
Where public policing is concerned, ‘community’ has become a dominant and
central ‘referential’ point. As Hughes & Rowe (2007: 317) argue, ‘community continues
to be at the heart of political and policy discussion surrounding policing, security and
community safety’. Bell & Newby (1972; cited in Herbert, 2005), asserted that
‘community tends to be a God word’. Bauman (2001) adds that it has almost become the
holy grail of the modern world. Community is also frequently employed as part of
attempts to re-imagine the public sphere, often in profoundly exclusive ways (Hughes,
1996: 36). The appeal to community that we have seen invoked within the bounds of
community safety is one that appeals to the need for private citizens to assume greater
responsibility for their own security (Stenson & Edwards, 2003: 210). Indeed,
McLaughlin (2002: 76-79) argues, that community plays a central and imaginary role in
the state responses to poverty in inner city areas, in debates about the level of crime, and
problems of the nationhood and the moral decline of society as found in the
communitarian discourse. In these contexts, the two communities of Northern Ireland
have become bound up in the context of another community: The rhetorical quest for
community that came to dominate crime control discourse in the 1980s (Cohen, 1985:
116-127). In the broader UK, a step change in language saw ‘social justice’, ‘social work’
and ‘social problems’ superseded with ‘community justice’, ‘community problems’ and
‘community work’, as if to signify a de-centred, non-state orientated language,
emphasising the local (Johnston & Shearing, 2003: 98). Recent appeals to community,
such as Labour’s civil and neighbourhood renewal programmes and their Respect
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Agenda (Home Office, 2006a) mirror such shifts. Re-hamessed in a moral authoritarian
communitarian guise, community has been re-invigorated as an entrepreneurial and
active space (McLaughlin, 2002: 85; Shearing & Wood, 2007: 49). The public police and
their partner agencies can now work in cooperation with ‘strong, empowered and active
communities’ (Home Office, 2003: 1). Therefore, the active community, as a re
moralising force has retained its place at the centre of policing reform (see. Home Office,
2006a). This appeal to community poses problems for Northern Ireland. It reflects a
paradoxical situation where, on the one hand, there is a community, that in accordance
with their social position and values persistently expect the police to protect and serve
their sectional interests (Protestant in Northern Ireland terms). While, conversely, there is
the loose, transient, lower class community whom the police are expected to control and
keep in order. Gilroy (1987: 235) argued, that community could be as much about
identifying difference as about similarities. The danger here, is that the quest for
community also ignores the implicit threat of violence that might occur within
communities in the form of informal justice (Cohen, 1985: 122). Furthermore, an issue
that has been manifest in Northern Ireland, community can be a place to be ‘policed’ and
a site of resistance to the public police (McLaughlin, 2002: 81-82).
At the broader level, appeals to a narrow homogenous community fail to embrace
the new re-constructions of it that have arisen amidst changes such as globalisation,
urbanisation, industrialisation and post-industrialisation, as well as the rise of virtual
communities. These alternative social spaces resist the conventions ascribed to
conventional geographical bounded communities (Shearing & Wood, 2007: 7; see also,
Crow, 2002; Little, 2002). The result is community inhabitating diverse spaces that
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produces differential moral value systems that offer counter discourses to the idea of
community that is dominant within official discourse (see also, Clarke, 1997; Jordan &
Taylor, 1998; Young, 2001: 40-41). Therefore, the relationship between community and
a crime free society cannot be based on a one-to-one exclusive relationship between the
two. Ultimately then, complexities around exactly what community is will frustrate both
neighbourhood policing programmes and partnership policing activities that appeal to it
(Hughes & Rowe, 2007: 337). Nevertheless, the idea of ‘community’ retains a primary
position with UK policy makers, particularly where crime and disorder reduction is
concerned, where it continues to provide the space for the re-moralisation and re
education of irresponsible and criminal individuals (Hughes, 2002; McLaughlin, 2002:
79). But, also in Northern Ireland where communities remain bound up in the political
symbolism they refract, and the idea of community complies with the territorial aspects
of the ethno-national divide.
It is important that community should not be taken for granted, but it is incorrect
to suggest that community does not exist and when it is made reference to, it is equally
incorrect to accept that it is fixed or spatially bounded. It should be critically examined in
the context of what meanings are being alluded to, such as the ethno-national divide in
Northern Ireland.
Policing in a divided society

A more traditional view of policing holds that the public police function to protect the
citizenry as impartial dispensers of the law, and from which they draw their consent and
legitimacy (see, Critchley, 1967; Emsley, 1996; Reith, 1943; Waddington, 1999). Other
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writers on policing, in taking up a position more in line with conflict theorists, make the
argument that policing only serves to protect the interests of the state. In capitalist
societies this equates to the interests of the bourgeoisie (see, Brogden, 1982; Reiner,
2000; Storch, 1976; Taylor, 1997). Between these two views, Marenin (1982; 1985) has
suggested that these two positions are too polemical, and represent two untenable
extremes. More realistically, as Marenin, (1985: 103) put it, ‘the police sometimes fit
either view or sometimes fit neither view’. Moreover, Weitzer (1995: 4) pointed out, that
policing ‘fits its social context’, and, therefore, ‘we should expect to find patterns in
policing associated with different types of socio-political orders’. Marenin (1996: 10)
agrees, arguing that forms of policing are a reflection of contextual political processes.
Thus, what kind of policing should we expect in a divided society such as Northern
Ireland? It is appropriate to offer a model that is best equipped to explain this situation,
and the ‘divided society model of policing’ provides such a model (see, Weitzer, 1995).
Where a society is divided upon ethno-national lines:
• policing often involves selective law enforcement, which predominantly favours the
dominant socio-political group.
• the composition of the public police will also have a demographic bias towards the
dominant societal group.
• extra-legal powers will often be enshrined by the dominant ethnic group, which will
supply the public police with great latitude to pursue discriminatory practices against the
minority ethnic group.
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• the close relationship between the public police and the ruling elite of the dominant
ethnic bloc will result in the absence of effective and transparent mechanisms of public
accountability.
• a paramilitary style of public policing will often result in a dual role of crime prevention
and control being conflated with state security duties, thus, engendering close operational
links between the public police and the military (source: Weitzer, 1995).
The polarised attitudes towards policing that result out of this style of policing create
profound implications for police/citizen relations. I now discuss the extent to which this
model holds in the historical development of public policing in Northern Ireland.
The historical development of policing in Northern Ireland
As outlined in the introduction, the problems that have characterised Northern Ireland
and consolidated the ethno-national divide can be starkly viewed through the prism of
policing. Clearly, from the historical analysis undertaken by writers such as Crossman
(1996), Ellison & Smyth (2000) and Palmer (1988) the antecedents that framed early
public policing in Northern Ireland were firmly fixed within the colonial model of
policing that had developed in nineteenth century Ireland. Although the development of
the public police over the decades of Official Unionist Party rule had a number of marked
traits in line with the colonial model, it is perhaps better understood through the divided
society model, which provides a more nuanced approach that refracts the development of
Northern Ireland into a deeply divided society.
The Protestant majority transferred, in political terms, to a majority for the
Official Unionist Party in the new Northern Ireland Parliament, situated at Stormont
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buildings in Belfast.

53

Control of all aspects of the political machinery was

overwhelmingly in their hands (see, Aughey & Morrow, 1996; Bew, Gibbon & Patterson,
2002; Ellison & Smyth, 2000; Farrell, 1983; Hennessey, 1997; 2007; Ruanne & Todd,
1996; Tonge, 2002; 2006). 54 This control would be left unbroken, with little interference
from the UK government, until, due to the escalating cycle of conflict, the UK took full
political control of Northern Ireland in 1972 (see, Bew, Gibbon & Patterson, 2002;
Buckland, 1981; Ellison & Smyth, 2000; Hennessey, 2007; Ruanne & Todd, 1996;
Tonge, 2000; 2006). Generally, the Official Unionist Government encouraged a largely
de-centralised power structure with a liassez-faire attitude towards many socio-economic
areas, leaving much decision making to local unionist elites whose allegiance to the
central administration was not in doubt (Ellison & Smyth, 2000: 37). The exemption to
this rule concerned matters of security.
After the partition of Ireland, the Royal Irish Constabulary was disbanded, with
the Royal Ulster Constabulary (RUC) subsequently formed on the 1st June 1922. It was
overwhelmingly Protestant and besides providing routine policing duties it was given the
role of protecting the physical integrity of Northern Ireland. The RUC’s role was
augmented by the Ulster Special Constabulary (USC). The USC was armed and
organised on military lines, it consisted of approximately 32,000 men and was organised
into A, B, C and Cl Specials. The A Specials were full-time auxiliaries, employed in the

53 There was a general antipathy towards Catholics by the Protestant majority and from the outset
nationalists viewed the Northern Irish state with suspicion. Notably, where the majority of the population
was Catholic the local unionist political elite used the process of gerrymandering, where small majorities of
unionist voters were able to elect more councillors than large majorities of nationalist voters (see, Ellison &
Smyth: 35; Farrell, 1983; Tonge, 2002: 21- 29).
54 The Unionist Party was also reflective of the bourgeoisie and the landed classes, thus, embedding a
political system that was based around class as well as sectarian relations (Ellison & Smyth, 2000: 37).
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role of organising checkpoints and roadblocks. B Specials were employed on a part-time
basis, usually one or two evenings a week in support of the A Specials, and the C and Cl
specials were deployed to reinforce other Special units as and when they were required in
local areas (see, Bew, Gibbon & Patterson, 2002; Ellison & Smyth, 2000: 24-30; Farrell,
1983; Hennessey, 1997; Weitzer, 1995: 41-45). A range of extraordinary legal powers
was also provided to the RUC and the USC (see, Farrell, 1983). The Civil Authorities
(Special Powers) Act 1922 provided them extensive powers to seize property without
warrant, demolish property where suspected insurgency activity was taking place, impose
curfews, ban and disrupt public meetings and prohibit the publication of newspapers and
pamphlets (see, Hadden, Boyle & Campbell, 1990; Farrell, 1983: 99; NCCL, 1936). ^
The use of the Act was widely implicated in the suppression of any form of suspected
nationalist activity and political dissent against the Northern Ireland government (NCCL,
1936: 37-39). For many of those arrested, detention occurred without satisfactory
grounds for doing so (NCCL, 1936: 38). The Public Order Act 1951 was used in a
disproportionate manner to suppress nationalist parades (see, Bryan, 2000; Ellison &
Smyth, 2000; Farrell, 1983; Weitzer, 1995: 49-50), and the Flags and Emblems Act 1954
was used discriminately to proscribe nationalist emblems and flags, whilst protecting the
display of the Union flag (Bryan, 2000: 69). 56 By virtue of thier role, therefore, the RUC

55 It was renewed annually until 1928 and then renewed for five years until it was made permanent in 1933.
The report was produced by the National Council for Civil Liberties (NCCL, 1936).
55 Devlin (1981: 7) also illustrates how these powers were used freely against trade unionism, noting how
the Special Powers Act 1921 was used to suppress marches against the Poor Laws and outdoor relief,
which had been particularly marked by their non-sectarian nature.
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and USC were implicated in numerous discriminatory practices against the nationalist
population (see, Ellison & Smyth, 2000: 24-30; Farrell, 1983; Weitzer, 1995; 32). ^
In sum, policing in Northern Ireland was shaped around securing the integrity of
state and managing nationalist dissent (Ellison & Smyth, 2000: 36). Moreover, the
historical ambivalence towards the public police from the Catholic population stems
directly from these experiences. Even from this brief overview, there is evidence to
support the ‘policing a divided society model’ advanced above. For example, there was
selective law enforcement that favoured the dominant ethnic group, the RUC and the
USC also had a demographic bias towards the dominant ethnic group. They used the
extra-legal powers that were given to them to pursue discriminatory practices against
nationalists and the relationship between the RUC and the ruling unionist elite was a
close one. Finally routine policing duties were conflated with state security duties. The
RUC and the USC did carry out routine policing functions but relations between the RUC
and the Catholic/nationalist community only existed because of the RUC’s role in stifling
nationalist dissent (Ellison & Smyth, 2000: 33).
The Civil Rights Campaign

During the period between 1922 and the mid-1960s. Northern Ireland was often framed
as a stable society, absent from conflict and subject to routine policing akin to the
practices found elsewhere in the UK (Ellison & Smyth, 2000: 32-33; Ellison, 2010).
Indeed, the Northern Ireland of this period has been cast as a ‘mythical Eden: relatively

57 Weitzer (1995: 41) found, there was ample evidence to suggest that RUC members, in particular, were
involved in reprisals against Catholics. For example, in an inquiry for two members of the B specials
accussed of bigotry and indiscipline, one of the officers described the Specials as a partisan force involved
in unofficial political oppression of Catholics.
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peaceful, fairly stable, and with generally good relations prevailing between Protestants
and Catholics’ (Ellison & Smyth, 2000: 33). As mentioned in the introduction, by the
mid-1960s, one-party domination and allegations of widespread discrimination against
the nationalist population was challenged through what became the Civil Rights
Movement (CRM) (Ellison & Martin, 2000; Ellison & Smyth, 2000: 53).
The Civil Rights Movement evolved out of a number of interacting forces (Ellison
& Martin, 2000; Ellison & Smyth, 2000: 53; Prince, 2008). In short, grievances from,
principally, but not exclusively, the Catholic population were aired and became more
vocal surrounding discriminatory practices in housing, education, employment, the
political franchise, and the use of special powers and developed into the broader Civil
Rights Campaign.
At the helm of the Civil Rights Campaign was the NICRA and a broader coalition
of groups.

They drew inspiration from the civil rights protests for black emancipation

in the USA, and student protests in France (see. Prince, 2007). They took to the streets in
a series of demonstrations and protest rallies (Ellison & Smyth, 2000: 56; Farrell, 1983:
272; 6 Dochartaigh, 1997; Prince, 2007). The deployment of the RUC by the Unionist
government to quell the demonstrations resulted in a series of high profile and oftenviolent confrontations with the demonstrators. 59 What followed was a political crisis of

58 Prince (2007: 115-117) notes, that Northern Ireland Civil Rights Association (NICRA) was founded
between 1965 and 1967 out of an assemblage of trade unionists, members of the Northern Ireland Labour
Party, the campaign for Social Justice and the Communist Party of Northern Ireland. Other participants
included the Derry City Defence Association, the Homeless Citizens League and the Peoples’ Democracy,
a largely student based group from Queen’s University.
59 The following texts provide a detailed description of these events: Ellison & Martin, 2000; Ellison &
Mulcahy, 2001; Ellison & Smyth, 2000: 56-63; Farrell, 1983: 271-72; Mulcahy, 2006: 28-32; 6
Dochartaigh, 1997; Prince, 2008; Purdie, 1990; Ruanne & Todd, 1996: 125-130; Weitzer, 1995: 60-62.
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legitimacy for the Official Unionist Party government, and the catalyst for a broader
conflict ('the troubles’) to erupt. It led to an unravelling of unionist control and the re
opening of the ethno-national fissures, which had been festering beneath the veneer of a
cordial Northern Irish society. It also drove the RUC to breaking point (Ellison & Martin,
2000; Ellison & Smyth, 2000; Farrell, 1983; Mulcahy, 2006; 6 Dochartaigh, 1997;
Ruanne & Todd, 1996).
Political Responses
In 1969, in a response to the deterioration in social order emanating from the civil rights
demonstrations, the Cameron Commission (1969) 60 gave a damming verdict on the
Unionist Government’s response to the civil rights protests, and described the actions of
the RUC as ‘ill co-coordinated and inept’ (Cameron Report, 1969: Chapter 16; Ellison &
Smyth, 2000: 61-62; Mulcahy, 2006: 28-29; Weitzer, 1995: 60). Another inquiry was
also set up in 1969, this time led by Lord Scarman (1972; see, Mulcahy, 2006: 28-29). It
mirrored much of Cameron, and again criticised the Unionist Government, but made
‘scathing criticisms’ of the role given to the RUC (Mulcahy, 2006: 28). As the
disturbances escalated across Northern Ireland and the ethno-national fissures continued
to open up, the UK government were drawn more directly into the situation, resulting in
the deployment of the British Army in August 1969. 61

60 The Cameron Commission consisted of Lord Cameron, Sir John Biggert and James Campbell were
charged with investigating the sequence of events.. The report was published in September 1969.
61 Operation Banner and would remain in place until it officially ended in July 2007. By 1970, 11,000
British troops were deployed to Northern Ireland.
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The Hunt Report
Also in 1969, in response to the criticisms of policing and under pressure from the UK
Government, the Ministry of Home Affairs at Stormont commissioned The Report of the
Advisory Committee on Police in Northern Ireland (1969) (the Hunt Report) (see, Ellison
& Smyth, 2000: 65-76; Mulcahy, 2006: 29-30; Weitzer, 1995: 63-65), 62 which set out to:

‘examine the recruitment, organisation, structure and composition of the Royal Ulster
Constabulary and the Ulster Special Constabulary and their respective functions and to
recommend as necessary what changes are required to provide for the efficient
enforcement of law and order in Northern Ireland.’
(Hunt, 1969)

The Hunt Report made 47 recommendations (Hunt, 1969: para, 183), including, the
disarming of the RUC and relieving them of all military related duties; changes to their
uniform to reflect neutrality (Hunt, 1969: para: 141); the introduction of a Police
Authority for Northern Ireland (PANI) with membership reflecting the balance of
divisions in Northern Ireland; subjecting the RUC to inspections by Her Majesty’s
Inspectorate of Constabulary; the disbandment of the Ulster Special Constabulary (USC)
and the repeal of the Special Powers Act. Hunt also recommended the introduction of
local police liaison committees, particularly in Derry/Londonderry, which had become
the epicentre of violent confrontations between the RUC and civil rights demonstrators
(Hunt, 1969: para 139), and a Community Relations Unit (Hunt, 1969, para 134). The

62

The Commission also consisted of Sir Robert Mark and James Robertson.
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purpose of these committees was primarily to assuage the uneasy relations between the
RUC and residents’ associations in the city (see Walker, 1990: 121). As a result, the first
liaison committee was formed in 1970 as the ‘Londonderry Public and Police Liaison
Committee’ (see, Walker, 1990: 124; see below).
The Hunt Report had sought to bring the leadership of public policing in Northern
Ireland in line with a similar mode of governance operating in England and Wales.
Therefore it drew on the Police Act 1964, which had been implemented in England and
Wales, and set out the democratic structures of police accountability, premised upon the
allocation of responsibility for police forces between the Home Secretary, the Chief
Constable and the local police authority (Ellison & Smyth, 2000: 71; Mulcahy, 2006: 30).
The Hunt Report was broadly accepted, although it was not implemented in full
(Ellison & Smyth, 2000; Mulcahy, 2006; Weitzer, 1995). The Police (NI) Act 1970
introduced the Police Authority for Northern Ireland (PANI), the RUC Community
Relations Branch was formed and the USC was replaced with a RUC Reserve. However,
by late 1969 the RUC was ‘demoralised, discredited and exhausted’ (Ellison & Smyth,
2000: 62), and appeared to be emasculated of any authority and legitimacy it had
(Gordon, 2008: 138). By the end of the 1960s the reform of the RUC had become one of
the prime objectives of the Civil Rights Movement (Ellison, 2010: 246), as the Catholic
and nationalist population lost confidence in the due process of law or the impartiality of
the RUC (Ellison & Smyth, 2000; Ellison, 2010; Mulcahy, 2006; Weitzer, 1995).
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1972: Enacting ‘Direct Rule’

In what proved to be a disastrous move in terms of its credibility, on the 9th August 1971,
the Unionist Government introduced internment without trial (see, Mulcahy, 2006: 30;
Ellison & Smyth, 2000: 63; McEvoy, 2001; 6 Dochartaigh, 1997). 63 Yet, it did little to
reduce the escalating violence, and faced with an increased paramilitary activity the UK
took over direct rule of Northern Ireland in 1972 by suspending indefinitely the Northern
Ireland parliament. The initial impacts from the imposition of direct rule was that the
machinery of government came under the direct control of a Secretary of State for
Northern Ireland,64 with the day-to-day running of the affairs of Northern Ireland was
given over to the Northern Ireland Office (NIO) (see, Bloomfield, 1994; Cunningham,
2001; Hennessey, 2007; Leavy, 1973; Wallace, 1982; Ruanne & Todd, 1996; Tonge,
2000: 75-76 for a more in-depth account of the period). For the Conservative UK
Government, led by Edward Heath, Direct Rule was seen as a temporary measure and it
was made clear that any restoration of devolved rule would be on a power-sharing basis
(Cunningham, 2001; Ruanne & Todd, 1996; McGarry & O’Leary, 2004).
During 1973, the UK Government introduced the Northern Ireland Assembly Act
1973, 65 in what became known as the Sunningdale Agreement.66 Its subsequent failure
came about through the intervention of a number of key events that occurred during the

63 The policy involved the indefinite detention without trial of hundreds of suspected political activists; the
majority of which came from the nationalist community
64 The Secretary of State for Northern Ireland is a Cabinet post of the ruling political party in London.
65 The Act provided for a devolved 78-member assembly in Northern Ireland with a power-sharing
executive decided through proportional representation (PR) with the UK government retaining powers
over the criminal justice system (see, Cunningham, 2001; Leavy, 1973; Hennessey, 2007; Margesson,
1991).
66 It was named after the venue of talks held at the Civil Service Staff College at Sunningdale in England
and followed the White Paper 'Northern Ireland Constitutional Proposals’ (1973),
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period between 1973 and 1974. As well as the Official Unionist party splitting over
Sunningdale, 67 in May 1974, the Ulster Workers Council called a general strike, lasting
14 days (see, Anderson, 1994: chapter 3).

The strike was instrumental in bringing

down Sunningdale, but it was the role of the RUC during the strike that had severe
repercussions (Mulcahy, 2006: 31; Ellison & Smyth, 2000: 88). The strike highlighted
the RUC’s incapability, or unwillingness to challenge the strikes or take down the
widespread roadblocks and barricades. More crucially, there were only 71 arrests and it
was suggested that the RUC had actually colluded with loyalists to defeat Sunningdale
(Mulcahy, 2006: 31; Ellison & Smyth, 2000: 87; Tomlinson, 1980: 195). The period of
instability that followed the collapse of Sunningdale was increasingly filled with political
violence (Smyth, 1987: 180). The security measures that were introduced in the early
1970s, such as internment without trial and the fallout from the Ulster Workers Strike had
helped expose any momentum towards reform of the RUC offered in the Hunt reforms
(Mulcahy, 2006: 31-32).
1975-1980: Police primacy and law and order

The years between 1971 and 1975 were the most bloody of the conflict, with a peak of
500 deaths in 1972. For the UK government a change in emphasis towards the worsening
security situation in Northern Ireland was provided by the Gardiner Committee, which
was established in 1975 (see, Ellison & Smyth, 2000: 82; Mulcahy, 2006: 48-49;
Weitzer, 1995: 74-75). The Gardiner Committee concluded, that the primary role of the

67 The Unionist Party leader Brain Faulkner resigned as Prime Minister of Northern Ireland.
68 The Ulster Workers Council was highly influenced by loyalist paramilitary groups and key trade union
leaders with loyalist sympathies (Ellison & Smyth, 2000: 87).

90

British army in counter insurgency operations against the increasing Irish republican
threat was failing and should be given back to the RUC (see, Ellison & Smyth, 2000: 81;
McGarry, 2000: 175; Mulcahy, 2006: 32; Smyth, 1987; Weitzer, 1995: 74). In the event,
the policy of police primacy pushed the RUC back into the forefront of countering
political violence and proved instrumental in consolidating the poor relations between the
them and the broader nationalist population (Mulcahy, 2006: 34-35; Weitzer, 1995: 74).
In January 1977, the RUC resumed the chief role in the maintenance of internal security
of Northern Ireland (Weitzer, 1995: 74). 69
Along with changes to the role of the RUC, another fundamental change was
brought about through, what the UK Secretary of State for Northern Ireland called, the
introduction of 'the rule of law’ (Mulcahy, 2006: 32). The policy rescinded both
internment and special category status. All offences, political or otherwise, were to be
tried in criminal courts as criminal offences (see, Donohue, 2008; Haddon, Boyle,
Campbell, 2000; Human Rights Watch, 1997; McEvoy, 2001; McGloin, 2006; Smyth,
1987: 182). 70 Other changes included the introduction of the Northern Ireland
Emergency Provisions Act 1973 (EPA, 1973), which re-conferred expansive powers to
the security forces, including powers to stop, search and detain terrorist suspects for up to
seven days without charge, with a large amount of discretion. These changes, often
described in terms of‘Criminalisation’ and ‘Ulsterisation’, were designed to contain the
tide of conflict in Northern Ireland, through delegitimising and depoliticising political
violence, and placed the conflict in a form of normative discourse by re-constructing it as

69 Regular British Army battalions continued to provide a large presence, particularly in border regions.
70 Non-jury trials, or what became known as the ‘Diplock courts’ (after the Diplock commission of 1972)
were also introduced (see, Donohue, 2008: 42-47).
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a law and order issue (Ellison & Smyth, 2000; Human Rights Watch, 1997; McEvoy,
2001: chapter 9; Mulcahy, 2006; Weitzer, 1995). Expressed differently, they aimed at
presenting a picture, that apart from the activities of a small unrepresentative minority,
Northern Ireland was a stable society (Ellison & Smyth, 2000: 81).
For the RUC, police stations were fortified, police operations militarised,
intelligence-gathering capacities were extended with Special Forces style units, specially
trained mobile public order units formed to carry out counter-insurgency operations
(Weitzer, 1995: 75-76). The RUC were back on the front line regulating political parades
and demonstrations, political funerals, and ethno-national flashpoints. In this role they
became embroiled in a number of events that can be marked down as ‘signal’ events and
are defining moments in relations between the RUC and the broader nationalist
population (Mulcahy, 2006: 133). In this sense, they are events that have become
historical markers of alleged police misconduct and examples where the fulcrum of
resistance to the RUC from the nationalist community has been drawn. 71
Signal Events
Three such events are: the hunger strikes of 1981, the accusations of collusion with
loyalist paramilitaries levelled at the RUC and the parades disputes. Together, they
provide some sense of the politically contentious space that policing inhabits in Northern
Ireland.

71 The idea of a signal event has also been used by Innes (see, Innes, 2004) to descibe the impact of certain
criminal related events on communities. This idea of a signal event is considered in chapter 5.

92

In the hunger strikes, the IRA and other republican groups refused to recognise
the legitimacy of either the legal or the prison system (see, Collins, 1986; Ellison &
Smyth, 2000: 99-104; Paul & Murray, 1981; McEvoy, 2001; Mulcahy, 1995; Smyth,
1987). Overall they succeeded in de-politicising prison policy and transformed the
political dynamics of the conflict, galvanising the political fortunes of Sinn Fein (Bew &
Gibbon & Patterson, 2002; Cunningham, 2001; Hennessey, 2007; McEvoy, 2001: chapter
9).72
Second, the accusations of collusion that surfaced in the 1980s between the
security forces, including the RUC, and loyalist paramilitaries provide another fissure
(Amnesty International, 1994; Human Rights Watch, 1997: 105-110; Mulcahy, 2006:
73). In this respect, members of the security forces are alleged to have directly conspired
with loyalist paramilitaries to carry out acts of violence (including death) or facilitated
there commission (Amnesty International, 1994; Human Rights Watch, 1997: 110).
Third, in the late 1990s, the RUC also became drawn into confrontation with
nationalist residents over a number of Orange Order parades74 through predominantly
nationalist neighbourhoods (see, Bryan, 2000; Jarman & Bryan, 1996). These parades

72 It saw them enter into serious electoral politics where they took an immediate 35% share of the
nationalist vote in 1982 (Smyth, 1987: 187). Overall, the hunger strikes had provoked approximately 1200
demonstrations, involving over 350,000 people and costing over £9 million to police (Doherty, 2004: 162).
In all, 30,000 plastic bullets were fired during the unrest that followed many of the demonstrations directly
leading to eight deaths, three of which were victims under fifteen (Ellison & Smyth, 2000: 103).
7 ’ A number of inquiries into collusion have been undertaken by ex-Metropolitan Police Commissioner Sir
John Stevens (see, Stevens, 1990; 2003), and by retired Canadian Judge Peter Corry (see, Corry, 2003;
2004; 2004a; 2004b; 2004c). Stevens declared that collusion was ‘neither wide-spread nor institutionalised’
(Mulcahy, 2006: 73). But, in his April 2003 report, Stevens noted collusion was apparent at every level and
far beyond his previous conclusions. Corry criticised the UK government in its decision to limit the scope
of the inquiries he proposed, stating that it ‘would make a meaningful inquiry impossible’.
74 The Orange Order, an organisation formed in 1795 to promote Protestantism and takes part in annual
parades on the streets of Northern Ireland. The parades or ‘marching season’ culminates on the 12th July,
the key date in the calendar for Protestants and Unionists where parades take place across Northern Ireland
to celebrate the Battle of the Boyne in 1690 (see, Bryan, 2000; Shirlow & McGovern, 1997; Whyte, 1993).
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began to be openly contested by the residents of those neighbourhoods, with the result of
placing another set of ‘undue demands’ on the RUC (Human Rights Watch, 1997: 95), by
stretching is resources and budgets in what became the staggeringly high cost of
maintaining public order. ^ The parades disputes have also had a profound impact on the
RUC’s external relations. It drew them into new conflicts and direct confrontations with
loyalists and old antagonisms with nationalists, opening them up to accusations of
excessive force and use of plastic bullets against nationalist residents than against the
marchers (Bryan, 2000; Human Rights Watch, 1997: Chapter 4; Mulcahy, 2006: 141143).
Section 2:
Crime prevention and partnership working in Northern Ireland

The social and political divided nature of Northern Ireland had produced a highly
segregated state, particularly in areas such as housing and social space. The conflict, in
particular, had reproduced material depravation, significantly among Catholics; the
Catholic unemployment rate was twice that of Protestants (Smyth, 1987: 181).
As a result of this stark ethno-national divide and the onset of political violence,
the reform of the public services and partnership policing did not evolve in Northern
Ireland to the same extent as it did in the rest of the UK. Public services in Northern

75 The most documented parade of this period, and the scene of the most violent confrontations between the
RUC, members of the Orange Order and nationalist residents, has been the parade from Drumcree church
in Portadown and its passage down the mainly nationalist Garvaghy road. It is often cited as the starting
point of the parades disputes (Bryan, 2000: 1; Cochrane, 1997: 339; Huam Rights Watch, 1997: 33-37; 6
Dochartaigh, 1997: 316-317; Mulcahy, 2006: 141-143; Shirlow & McGovern, 1997: 159). In addition to
Drumcree, other contested parades have included the Whiterock parade in West Belfast and Lower Ormeau
Road parade in South Belfast both of which have led to stand offs between the RUC and both nationalist
and loyalist demonstrators (see, Bryan, 2000; Jarman & Bryan, 1996; Shirlow & Murtagh, 2006: 81).
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Ireland had not been opened up to the same managerialist reforms that had been
witnessed in the rest of the UK during the 1980s, and had resulted in a larger than
average proportion of the labour force being employed in the public sector (Ellison &
O’Rawe, 2010: 3). 76 This is not to say there was no policy transfer. Indeed, part of the
strategy of managing increasing material depravation in some areas and weak economic
growth, successive UK governments did implement numerous social policy initiatives, in
the hope that the material consequences of violence would be reduced (see, Birrell, 1994:
chapter 8; Bloomfield, 1988). 77 Some were reflective of the broader policy of the
Conservative party to regenerate inner cities through private sector enterprise and
entrepreneurship. There was also a modicum of policy transposition of partnership ideas
from the broader UK- it was just the case that they were just often subsumed within the
broader policy to contain the political violence.
From the early 1970s, a strategy to counter the political violence was adopted
based upon the practices of Low Intensity Operations espoused by Brigadier Kitson
(Kitson, 1971; cited Ellison & Smyth 2000: 75). The strategy involved implementing a
range of political, social and economic measures that, it an attempt to gain popular
support would subvert the influence of paramilitary groups (Ellison & Smyth, 2000: 77).
This more holistic approach to the counter insurgency war made a strong case for social
policy initiatives and crime penetrative polices to play a role

76 Figures include 29.1% in Northern Ireland compared to 17.2% in the South East of England (source:
Ellison & O’Rawe, 2010: 3).
77 McEvoy (2001: 258-259) notes that the public servants in the NIO played a different role to the rest of
UK, where in absence of regular attendance by ministers ran the various departments. In addition, any
downsizing of the public sector inNorthern Ireland might prove de-stabalising in a climate of conflict.
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Security Committees
The introduction of Security Committees as a form of police liaison machinery can be
traced back to the Hunt Report (Hunt, 1969), which had recommended them to be set up
in the city of Derry/Londonderry. Following these. Police Authority of Northern Ireland
(PANI) began encouraging the promotion of similar styled committees throughout
Northern Ireland. District councils, therefore, began setting up ‘police liaison and local
security committees’ (see, Hamilton, Moore & Trimble, 1995; Mulcahy, 2006: 43;
Walker, 1990: 124-125). 78 Their aim was to provide local communities with
opportunities to discuss local security and policing matters through their local
councillors. But, as Walker (1990: 124) observes, they became dominated by British
Army commanders, senior RUC officers and pro-unionist councillors. However, they laid
the foundation for CPLCs, which were introduced in the 1980s.
Community Police Liason Commitees
CPLCs had been formalised in England & Wales. CPLCs were initially directed through
Home Office Circular 54/1982 and were formally introduced in section 106 of the Police
and Criminal Evidence Act 1984 (Bowling & Foster, 2001; Crawford, 1999; Morgan,
1987; Reiner, 1991: 24), which statutorily obliged local police commanders to form
liaison committees in their areas (Bowling & Foster, 2001; Crawford, 1999; Reiner,
1991). CPLCs were prescribed to develop partnership activity through locally based
crime prevention ventures, which could renew relations between the police and local

78 The Local Government Act (NI) 1972, which established the current local government system in
Northern Ireland.
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communities (Kinsey, Lea & Young, 1986: 117; Morgan, 1987; Newing, 1987: 37). In
effect, Scarman. despite a trend that emphasised the moral culpability of the offender,
recommended the need for more social responses from the heart of the community
(Stenson & Edwards, 2003: 210).
The statutory basis, however, was only implemented in London, where, in the
wake of Brixton, the Home Secretary used his special powers to insist that the
Metropolitan Police set them up (Morgan, 1987: 88). Still, by 1991, there were up to five
hundred such groups operating throughout England & Wales (cited in Crawford, 1999:
49). Empirical analysis of CPLCs found that they failed to achieve their full potential.
They were supposed to be attended by local politicians and local business and community
representatives and concerned lay citizens. But, meetings were poorly attended,
unrepresentative, made up of disproportionately male, middle class and pro-police civic
leaders (see. Bull & Strata 1994; Edwards & Benyon, 2001; Fyfe, 1992; Morgan &
Maggs, 1985). Agendas were found to be primarily apolitical and non-adversarial
towards policing, and they became vehicles where government sponsored situational
crime prevention initiatives couldbe promoted (Bull & Strata 1994; Morgan & Maggs,
1985). Thus, for others, local community based multi-agency interventions were
paramount to ‘total policing’ (Scraton, 1985: 50), and widened the public police’s
intelligence gathering capabilities (Sampson, Stubbs, Smith, Pearson & Blagg, 1988:
479).
Similarly, in the early 1980s, the PANI looked towards the model in order to
provide a mechanism where better police/community relations could be fostered.
However, membership of Northern Ireland’s CPLCs, like their predecessor Security
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Committees, remained restrictive, dominated by security forces personnel and pro
unionist district councillors, providing 'little meaningful discussion’ (Weitzer, 1995:
229). Those that had directly evolved from the pre-existing security committees, made
little effort to change their membership or outlook (Walker, 1990: 124).
In 1984, the PANI established a working group to look into how CPLCs could be
made more community representative, and, subsequently, proposed broadening their
membership beyond elected officials (Weitzer, 1995: 230). A set of new objectives were
proposed. These included cultivating good relations between the police and the
community, obtaining the views of local people regarding police matters, providing joint
problem solving with relation to providing local policing problems (PANI, 1984; cited in
Weitzer, 1995: 230). The Police and Criminal Evidence (Northern Ireland) Order 1989
transferred the Police and Criminal Evidence Act 1984 (PACE, 1984) to Northern
Ireland, and it held a similar provision to Section 106 of the original Act, which
instructed: ‘arrangements shall be made for obtaining the views of people about matters
concerning policing and for obtaining their co-operation with the police in preventing
crime’ (Police and Criminal Evidence (Northern Ireland) Order, 1989: 82). This
provision drove the PANTs renewed efforts to establish CPLCs in Northern Ireland, and
by 1990, 23 of the Northern Ireland’s 26 district councils had some form of CPLC
machinery in place (Weitzer, 1995: 230; Walker, 1990: 122-123).
Yet, the continuing political violence provided extraordinarily difficult
circumstances in which CPLCs had to operate, which adversely affected their
representativeness. Despite the concerted efforts of the PANI to encourage lay
representation, the Northern Ireland Association of Local Authorities remained resistant
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to extending the membership of CPLCs beyond council members (Weitzer, 1995: 230),
and Sinn Fein and the Social Democratic Labour Party (SDLP) officially boycotted
CPLCs (Mulcahy, 2006: 44; Weitzer, 1992; 1995). 74 Moreover, Weitzer found that
CPLC members were disproportionately male, middle class and middle aged (Weitzer,
1992: 232; 1995: 231). Overall, with their membership restrictive and unreflective of
democratic representation, CPLCs remained lacking in terms of any broader political
representativeness, and, therefore, they failed to foster and maintain any strong
community links. Arguably, they were, ‘small groups of elected elites who are neither
broad based nor anchored in the community’ denuded to discussing ‘mundane issues’
(Weitzer, 1992: 236; 1995: 239).

80 Finally, amidst the political violence, district

councillors refused to open CPLC meetings to the public (Weitzer, 1992: 235; 1995:
232).81
When the Independent Commission on Policing (ICP) began its research in 1998,
CPLCs had grown to number over 100 and many district councils operated some form of
CPLC (ICP, 1999: 34). However, it remained the case that in a number of areas they were
never established. Moreover, only 29% of the respondents to the ICP’s public attitudinal
surveys conducted reported any awareness of CPLCs, and those who did claim awareness
confirmed that they were seen as elitist. As the ICP stated, ‘ordinary citizens were not in

79 As Mulcahy (2006: 44) reported, there was no Sinn Fein representation or no official SDLP
representation on any of the CPLCs; although some nationalists did participate in CPLCs sitting as
independent members (Mulcahy, 2006: 44).
80 One of Mulcahy’s (2006: 44) respondents described such issues as, ‘dogs messing up footpaths, traffic
and people’s pet peeves’.
81 This situation ran counter to the Home Office guidelines, set down for England & Wales that had stated
that CPLCs would only ‘command the confidence from the local community’ if meetings were open to
public participation (Home Office, 1985; cited in Weitzer, 1995: 232).
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practice using, or able to use, the CPLCs as forums for putting across their views’ (ICP,
1999: 34). On the whole, it is fair to say that CPLCs provided little impact on directing
local policing priorities. They did little meaningful multi-agency partnership work and
provided a minimal contribution to the accountability of the RUC (Mulcahy, 2006: 44;
Weitzer, 1992: 232-242; 1995: 229-243; Walker, 1990: 121-127). 82 Thus, they remained
somewhat ‘on the periphery’ of policing priorities in Northern Ireland (Brogden, 2001:
15). They did, however, provide a platform for building a ‘more robust liaison system’
(Weitzer, 1995: 242), as the ICP acknowledged.83
The development of a Partnership Policing architecture
August 1994 saw the advent of paramilitary ceasefires with an immediate decline in
political violence. It provided the momentum for changing the way criminal justice was
delivered, the development of a community safety strategy and the opening up for the
reform of policing structures.84
As if it was an attempt to prolong the life of the RUC and defer reform, the then
Chief Constable, Ronnie Flanagan ordered a Fundamental Review of Policing (RUC,
1996). It set out a post-conflict strategy for the RUC and included projecting the force as
a ‘service orientated’ and community responsive organisation (Bryett, 1997; cited in

82 The system of local government in Northern Ireland exercised less responsibility for delivering social
policies. In the Local Government Act 1972, the new district councils lost powers over social and
environmental services, education, social work and housing planning, retaining responsibility over some
minor environmental and leisure services (Birrell, 1994: chapter 8).
83 The development of CPLCs is taken up again in chapters 4 and 5.
84 As a result of the inertia caused by the continuing insistence by the Major administration and the Ulster
Unionist Party for the IRA to de-commission weapons before Sinn Fein would be allowed into all-party
talks, on 9th February 1996, the IRA exploded a bomb in the heart of London’s financial district resulting in
an estimated £1 bn of damage (Mulcahy, 2006: 7). The bomb marked the end of the ceasefire. The cease
fire was restored on 19th July 1997, which holds to this day. Shortly after Tony Blair’s election victory, as
the new prime minister set about driving the peace process forward.
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Mulcahy, 2006: 111). This had built upon a broader policy that was developed in the late
1980s, which had sought to colour the RUC in a more positive light (see, Ellison &
Mulcahy, 2001; Ellison & Smyth, 2000; Mulcahy & Ellison, 2001; Mulcahy, 1999; 2000;
2006). It had developed around a discourse that worked to project the service ethos of the
RUC, in that it was a force committed to archetypical ‘British’ policing values such as
consent, service and efficiency (see, Mulcahy, 2006: chapter 6). In key documents such
as Professional Policing Ethics (1988) and Statement of Purpose and Values (1992) it
attempted to de-politicise the atmosphere surrounding the force through the neutral
language of managerialism (Ellison & Mulcahy, 2001; Mulcahy & Ellison, 2001;
Mulcahy, 1999; 2000; 2006).
As part of this strategy, the RUC also introduced a number of internal changes.
These included the active policy of engaging in multi-agency activities with other
government departments and community groups, particularly in Catholic/nationalist
areas. At the forefront of this role was the Community Relations Branch (Ellison &
Smyth, 2000: 86; Ellison, 2000: 95-105; Feenan, 2000: 31; Mulcahy, 2006: 128-130). 85
Each RUC sub-divisional area operated a team of Community Affairs Officers, whose
role was advisory in encouraging active crime prevention through liaison with the local
community (Ellison, 2000: 97). It had three broad objectives, to reduce crime and the fear
of crime, improve the quality of life particularly within neighbourhoods and enhance the
relationship between the police and the public (Feenan, 2000: 30-31). Although the
RUC’s community affairs officers operated a range of schemes and initiatives, including

85 Established in 1970, it became the Community Affairs Branch in 1993.
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blue lamp discos, the Duke of Edinburgh award schemes, sports tournaments and police
education programmes (Ellison, 2000: 95-98), much of the crime preventative work they
did often only equated to 'distributing crime prevention literature and holding crime
prevention seminars’ (Feenan, 2000: 30; Mulcahy, 2006: 128). Significantly, Ellison
(2000: 100) found that the majority of Catholics had little or no contact with Community
Affairs Branch. Moreover, for Mulcahy (2006: 127-128), these changes were part of a
‘charm offensive’ mounted by the RUC in order to protect its own integrity and stave off
more extensive reform being imposed upon it.
Towards a Community Safety Strategy
A Crime Prevention Panel was established in 1977 and it consisted of representatives
from the various Northern Ireland Office (NIO) departments, the RUC, and
representatives from the civic and business sectors (cited in CJR, 2000: 256). Its aim was
to ‘indentify concerns about crime and where possible to coordinate partnership
approaches to reducing crime and the fear of crime’ (cited in CJR, 2000: 256). However,
the NIO responded to the post-ceasefire environment with a more serious consideration
of community safety as a policy strategy. As early as 1993, it had published a strategy
paper, ‘Crime and the Community’ (NIO, 1993, cited in Feenan 2000: 14), outlining a
strategy to involve key organisations from around Northern Ireland in community safety
(NIO, 1993; cited in Feenan, 2000: 14). In other developments, District councils also
started to involve themselves in community safety activity (Crawford & Blair, 2000;
Feenan, 2000: 1). Safer neighbourhood schemes such as the ‘Need to Know’ project had
seen the development of locally based partnerships to identify crime prevention and
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community safety issues that were of concern, and focus resources in the appropriate
direction (Feenan, 2000: 15). But, these attempts were often stymied by the limited
availability of consistent and sustainable funding sources (Crawford & Blair, 2000: 25).
Another new institution that was introduced to the post-ceasefire environment was
the Community Safety Centre (CSC) (see, Crawford & Blair, 2000; Feenan, 2000: 1112), which was set up in 1996 by the NIO. The CSC’s mission was;

‘to reduce the impact of crime on communities in Northern Ireland by providing safer
communities through the development of a coordinated approach from the private,
community, voluntary and statutory bodies in response to the means expressed by
communities.’
(cited in Feenan, 2000: 12)

This aim shaped its official role of working with district councils and the RUC to
stimulate more crime-prevention activity that, in part, would illustatre that the NIO was
both responding to the developing post-conflict environment, and, in turn, charactersing
Northern Ireland as a ‘normal’ society with the normal problems of routine crime
(Crawford & Blair, 2000: 11). It would be wrong to say that routine criminal activity did
not exist in Northern Ireland (see, Brewer, Lockhart & Rodgers, 1997; Human Rights
Watch, 1997; McEvoy, Gormley & Mika, 2002). Political violence had also manifest as
vandalism, theft and criminal damage to property and had contributed to rising rates of
juvenile delinquency (McEvoy, Gormley, & Mika, 2000: 184). The boundaries, therefore,
between ‘ordinary’ and ‘political crime’ were increasingly blurred (McEvoy, Gormally &
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Mika, 2002: 183).

oz.

Crucially, however, there has been a somewhat distorted picture of

crime rates in Northern Ireland, with many statistics showing consistently low crime
figures when compared to the rest of the UK (Brewer, Lockhart & Rodgers, 1997;
Human Rights Watch, 1997; McEvoy, Gormley, Mika, 2002: 185-186; Mulcahy, 2006:
75). There was an expectation that a reduction in political violence would be matched by
a rise in routine crime.
The CSC attempted to encourage the development of community safety initiatives
and forge links with community groups and district councils (cited in CJR, 2000: 255).
The role of the CSC, however, reflected in the fact that senior members of the
management board of the CSC were carefully selected by the NIO and that it was devoid
of its own budget, was carefully steered by the NIO (Crawford & Blair, 2000: 19). This
lack of independence also perhaps lent itself to the charge that it was denuded to the role
of ‘information broker’ and only encouraged partner agencies to adopt NIO policies (see,
Crawford & Blair, 2000: 23). By 1999, an approach commensurate with the one flowing
from the Crime and Disorder Act (1998) was also being offered, encouraged and
reinforced by New Labour ministers at the NIO (Feenan, 2000: 14). However, the
generation of new network-based architecture was also highly influenced by the signing
of the Belfast Agreement 1998 and the reforms that flowed from it.

86 In many areas, paramilitary groupings, on both sides, took on the ‘responsibility’ to deal with anti-social
behavior and crime in their neighborhoods (Brewer, Lockhart & Rodgers, 1997; McEvoy, Gormally &
Mika, 2002: 183-190). The product of this intervention saw ‘community punishments’ such as ‘kneecappings’ and ‘tar and feathering’ being carried out by paramilitary groups (see, Feenan, 2002; Monaghan,
2002).
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1998: The Belfast Agreement
Since the failure of the Sunningdale Agreement, a succession of political initiatives
slowly edged Northern Ireland towards a political settlement.

Following intense

political negotiations, on the 10th April 1998, The Belfast Agreement was finally
brokered between the main political parties in Northern Ireland and the governments of
the UK and Ireland (henceforth in this chapter: the BFA). The BFA did not establish
peace per se; rather it offered a route map for the peaceful transformation from the
conflict.

It also has had a profound impact on policing, and the development of the

partnership policing architecture. On this basis, it set the terms of reference for a
commission to review policing arrangements (BFA, 1998: 27), and a review into the
broader criminal justice system (BFA, 1998: 29).
1999: The Report of the Independent Commission on Policing for Northern Ireland

‘An independent Commission will be established to make recommendations for future
policing arrangements in Northern Ireland including means of encouraging widespread
community support for these arrangements within the agreed framework of principles
reflected in the paragraphs above and in accordance with the terms of reference at Annex
A. The Commission will be broadly representative with expert and international
representation among its membership and will be asked to consult widely and to report no
later than summer 1999.’
(BFA, 1998: 27)

87 The Anglo Irish Agreement was signed in 1985 (O’Leary, 2004), followed on by the Downing Street
Declaration in 1993 and the Joint Framework Documents in 1995 (see, Hennessey, 2001)
88 Appendix 6 provides a brief overview of the main points of the Belfast Agreement.
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Under the terms set down in the Agreement, the ICP was established under the Chair of
Chris Patten. It reported in 1999.st) From June 1998, members of the ICP (1999) held
focus groups, private and public meetings, invited public submissions and analysed
public opinion surveys (see, Ellison & Smyth, 2000: 178-184; Mulcahy, 2006: 151-152).
The final report made 175 recommendations for changes to policing in Northern Ireland
across a number of key thematic areas (see, Beime, 2001; Brogden, 2001; Ellison, 2007;
Ellison & Mulcahy, 2000; Ellison & Smyth, 2000; Hillyard & Tomlinson, 2000;
McGarry, 2000; 2004;

McGlion, 2003; Mulcahy, 2006; O’Rawe, 2003; Tomlinson,

2000). 90 The ICP’s research confirmed the opinion that the experiences of policing in
Northern Ireland were indicative of the picture of a divided society, with views further
polarised and shaped by the experiences of three decades of conflict and the impact of
counter insurgency policing (ICP, 1999: 3). For example, for the majority of Catholics,
the RUC had little legitimacy and its role was viewed with suspicion. For Protestants, the
role of RUC was viewed in a more positive light (see, ICP, 1999: 13-16). Underlying its
recommendations, the ICP (1999: 3) acknowledged that the practice of policing had to be
concerned with winning the consent of, and involvement of, the people at all levels of
society, rather than appearing to be the arm of a remote and authoritarian central state. It,
therefore, set out a stall that could apply not only to police forces emerging out of
conflict, but also those that were in any developmental stage who seek to conform to

89 Former Northern Ireland Minister and Governor of Hong Kong. The report has become commonly
referred to as the Patten Report The other members of Commission were: Dr Maurice Hayes, Dr Gerald
Lynch, Kathleen O’Toole, Prof. Clifford Shearing, Sir John Smith, Mr Peter Smith, Mrs Lucy Woods
90 The key areas being: Human Rights, Accountability, Policing a Peaceful Society, Policing with the
Community, Public Order Policing, Management and Personnel, Use of Technology, Structure of the
Police Service, Size of the Police Service, Composition of the Police Service, Recruitment, Training,
Education and Development and Culture, Ethos and Symbols.
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principles of democratic accountability and seek to become more representative in terms
of ethnicity and gender diversity (Bayley, 2008: 235). The ICP recommended new
democratic accountability structures for public policing. It stated:

‘Accountability involves creating a real partnership between the police and the
community, government agencies, non-governmental organisations, families, citizens; a
partnership based upon openness and understanding; a partnership in which policing
reflects and responds to the communities needs’.
(ICP, 1999: 8)

It included a discourse that made frequent reference to notions of community,
empowerment of ordinary citizens, and locality. This refered both to involvement by
community groups in the process of crime control and the need for the agencies tasked
with crime control to be responsive to local opinion. It also recommended, therefore,
changes to policing practices that would see the incorporation of a more holistic multi
agency framework (ICP, 1999: 28-29). These would offer a ‘different style of policing,
with the police working more directly in the community and in partnership with the
community to solve safety problems together’ (ICP, 1999: 11). In this latter respect, the
idea of a nodal perspective to broader security governance was put forward as a ‘golden
thread’ of the ICP (Shearing, 2001: 3). As Shearing (2001: 3-4) asserted, ‘within this
conception, effective and efficient governance requires the mobilisation of a network of
capacities and knowledge’s located within variety of institutional nodes’. It is important.
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therefore, to divert from analysis of the ICP and provide some detailed analysis of the
nodal perspective.
Partnerships as networks and nodes

It is network theory that provides us with a framework from which to evaluate the
consequences of the post-hierarchical models of governance that are now commonplace,
particularly in the advent of globalisation and the expansion of neo-liberal forms of
governance into the socio-political landscape (see, Castells, 1996; 1997; 1998; Dupont,
2004: 75-76; Edwards, 2006; Johnston & Shearing, 2003; Shearing & Wood, 2007).
Furthermore, within the bounds of network theory, the nodal governance perspective
provides us with the explanatory framework from which to understand how the many
separate actors with different and opposing interests are coordinated together within
partnership working. Burriss (2004; cited in Shearing, 2006: 27) makes the point that the
nodal approach is ‘intended to enrich network theory by focusing attention on and
bringing more clarity to the internal characteristics of nodes, and, thus to the analysis of
how power is actually created and exercised within a networked system’. More
specifically, Burris, Drahos & Shearing (2005: 33) define the nodal governance
perspective as, ‘an elaboration of contemporary network theory that explains how a
variety of actors operating within social systems interact along networks to govern the
systems they inhabit’. Power is distributed evenly across the networks through the
different nodes (Shearing, 2006: 27; Johnston & Shearing, 2003: 145).
According to advocates of nodal governance (see, Dupont, 2004; 2006; Fleming,
2006; Fleming & Wood, 2006; Grabosky, 1994; Johnston & Shearing, 2003; Shearing,
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2006; Shearing & Wood, 2003; 2007; Wood, 2006; Wood & Dupont, 2006), the theory
is well placed to capture the complexity of the growing pluralisation of security
governance and criminal justice. In this contexts, this literature provides an explanatory
map of recent shifts in security governance (see, Shearing, 2006: 25), and recognises the
limited capability of the public police in controlling crime (see, Mulcahy, 2008: 118). 91
Moreover, in addition to forwarding nodal governance as an explanatory map,
these writers also argue that nodal governance can provide a theory of how networks in
public service provision could be sufficiently harnessed for the public good (see, Wood &
Dupont, 2006; Shearing & Wood, 2007). On this basis, the nodal account is useful as 'a
descriptive framework and as a frame within which to imagine possibilities for re-shaping
the governance of security’ (Shearing & Wood, 2007: 11). Furthermore, Shearing &
Wood (2003: 400) have also argued, that the ‘main virtue of nodal governance, namely,
the emphasis on local capacity and knowledge can be retrieved, re-affirmed, and re
institutionalised in ways that enhance the self-direction of poor communities, while
strengthening their collective capital’. Indeed, if organised correctly nodal governance
can democratise policing and security and empower communities (see, Johnston &
Shearing, 2003: 148; Shearing, 2006; Shearing & Wood, 2003). One pertinent example of
the positive harnessing and empowering potential of the nodal governance perspective is
the Zwelethemba project, undertaken in South Africa (see, Johnston & Shearing, 2003:

91 More specifically, Johnston & Shearing (2003: 145) consider the shifts from government to governance
in the context of security governance (of which public policing is a part) where they analyse the dispersal
of policing functions to the private sector. In this sense, ‘security’ equates to the security and safety for
people to live and work (Johnston & Shearing, 2003: 9-13). Also, Bayley & Shearing, (2003: 1) use the
term ‘multi-lateralized’ to describe the host of non-governmental agencies now partake in providing
security services.
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151-160).,2 Overall, the model underpinning the project distributes security in a plural
manner and empowers those in disadvantaged communities by giving them choice in
providing solutions to their own security and justice issues (Johnston & Shearing, 2003:
153-154). This promotion of locally owned security governance through self-direction
and empowerment stands, in contrast, to a homogenous model that dominates state-led
criminal justice systems (Johnston & Shearing, 2003: 156-157). The argument is made
that the nodal perspective provides a more nuanced approach towards local capacity
building that harnesses the positive aspects of plural working by utilising local public
resources, which then enables poor communities to reduce crime themselves rather than
be left to the behest of externally driven market forces. In this sense, the nodal
perspective is situated as a Left Hayekian conception in that it seeks to supplement the
state through deliberative local capacity building (Burris, 2006: 206; Loader & Walker,
2004: 225; 2007: 134; Shearing, 2006: 23-24). In this sense, priority is given to the
collective distribution of goods, rather than neo-classical competitive distribution of
goods (Burriss, Drahos & Shearing, 2005: 32). 93 Rather than competition, the flow of
information and knowledge between nodes is reciprocal, equitable, and based upon
mutual need (Dupont, 2004; Johnston & Shearing, 2003; Wood & Dupont, 2006a).
In sum, the nodal perspective demonstrates how the delivery of security to local
communities can be undertaken by non-state agents with trust and egalitarian outcomes
preserved (Johnston & Shearing, 2003: 145-150; Loader & Walker, 2007: 131-135;

92 It is appropriate to note, however, that the ‘success’ of the Zwelethemba project has not been supported
by other academic research.
93 see Hayek (1948; 1977).
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Shearing & Wood, 2007: 20). However, it also provides a useful analytical tool that
serves as an insight into how partnership policing initiatives operate.
Nevertheless, for the nodal approach to succeed there is a requirement for equal
power relations to exist within the network and for the articulation of knowledge to flow
in a reciprocal and an equitable manner (Dupont, 2006; Grabosky, 2004). This premise
negates the unequal possession of knowledge and power, particularly by the state nodes,
such as the public police, who as some have noted, remain experts in crime control (Jones
& Newburn, 2002; Loader & Walker, 2007; Zedner, 2006). In fact, for Jones & Newburn
(2002: 131-132) advocates of the network approach over-emphasise the end of the
monopoly of policing by the public police. Rather, pluralism is a re-formulation of the
policing with some functions being re-assigned to other agencies (Jones & Newburn,
2002: 132). Furthermore, the position between the two contentions of the nodal
perspective, in providing an explanatory map and its utilisation as an empowerment tool,
is not so clear. As McLaughlin (2007: 94) stated, ‘throughout their analysis Shearing and
his colleagues have been extremely careful not to register approval or disapproval of the
emergence of neo-liberal forms of governance’.
Clearly, Zwelethemba serves as one example of the nodal perspective in action.
But, the influence of Clifford Shearing as a member of the ICP was also instrumental in
creating a blueprint for reform to policing structures in Northern Ireland that were also
underpinned by the nodal perspective (see, Shearing, 2001). Observers agree, that the ICP
was framed with the idea that the rich network of community-based organisations in
Northern Ireland could be harnessed so the nodal governance perspective could take root
(Ellison & O’Rawe, 2010: 2; Mulcahy, 2008; Johnston & Shearing, 2003; Shearing,
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2000; 2001). What was proposed, therefore, to achieve such an aim was a new policy
architecture where different partner agencies could contribute to the broader policing
effort with capacities of their own.
In this light then, as well as specific recommendations to provide for the 50/50
recruitment of equal Catholics and non-Catholics (ICP, 1999: rec 121), a Northern
Ireland Policing Board (NIPB) as a replacement for the Police Authority for Northern
Ireland was recommended (ICP, 1999: rec 8). The idea of a policing board and not a
police board was deliberate, and was intrinsically part of creating a new ‘nodal’ based
‘policing’ environment (ICP, 1999: 29). As the ICP (1999: 29) stated, ‘we see the role of
the new body going beyond supervision of the police service itself, extending to the
wider issues of policing and the contributions that people and organisations other than the
police can make towards public safety’. In this sense, it was envisaged that the policing
board would perform a role whereby it coordinated ‘a network of participating nodes’ in
policing (Ellison & O’Rawe, 2010: 8). In addition, partnerships in the form of District
Policing Partnership Boards (DPPBs) were recommended for purposes of engendering
greater accountability to be ‘advisory, explanatory and consultative’, and would operate
in every council district as a lower tier of accountability below the NIPB (ICP, 1999: 35).
It was envisaged that DPPBs, operating as sort of mini-policing boards within each
district, could fund themselves by increasing local council rates by up to 3p in the pound
to ‘purchase additional services from the police or other statutory agencies, or from the
private sector’ (ICP, 1999: 35). These partnerships are discussed in detail below.

112

Reception to the ICP
The ICP was not without criticism. In short, Bierne (2001: 298-300) argued that, human
rights issues such as the use of plastic bullets, collusion and the mistreatment of suspects
in holding centres were not satisfactorily dealt with in the report (see also, McGloin,
2003; O’Rawe, 2003). The response of unionists’ crystallised around the symbolic
changes, which had included recommending a change the name of the police to the
Northern Ireland Police Service (ICP, 1999: rec 150) and changing the emblems and
uniform of the new service. In addition, others claimed the ICP had failed to recognise
the sacrifice the members of the RUC had made during the conflict (Daily Telegraph,
1999). In particular, the fact that 302 officers were killed in the conflict remains a
sizeable figure when compared to 11 IRA members killed by the security forces. The
prospect of DPPBs being able to fund themselves from local taxes caused alarm in
Unionist political circles, where it was feared additional ‘service providers’ could come
from ‘paramilitary organisations’ (Ellison, 2007: 13-14; Mulcahy, 2006: 171). Although
nationalist politicians reacted more favourably, some doubts were raised over the fact that
the ICP did not recommend that RUC officers who had abused their positions in the past
would lose their jobs (see, Adams, 2000; Atwood, 2000; Fitzgerald, 2000).
The Implementation of the ICP
The implementation of the ICP has taken place in stages. In brief, after a period of
consultation, the UK government announced that it had accepted the ICP in principle
(Mandelson, 2002; cited in Mulcahy, 2006: 169). Shortly afterwards, the Police
(Northern Ireland) Bill was published to immediate criticism, not only from politicians on
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both sides of the divide, but also from academics and significantly from several of the
Commissioners (Beirne, 2001; Brogden, 2001; Ellison & Mulcahy, 2000; Hillyard &
Tomlinson, 2000; Mulcahy, 2006: 169; McGlion, 2003; Tomlinson, 2000). Hillyard &
Tomlinson (2000: 410) argued that the Bill, watered down and rejected the ICP’s core
project. O’Leary (2000: 1) argued, that the report had been ‘eviscerated’, while Clifford
Shearing (2000: 1) claimed it had been ‘undermined everywhere’.
However, after completing its passage through parliament, the Police (Northern
Ireland) Act 2000 (as amended) implemented those recommendations that required
changes in law. The key points of the Act confirmed the name change of the police, with
the Police Service of Northern Ireland (PSNI) finally settled upon; the symbols of the
PSNI were changed and provisions for the 50/50 recruitment of equal Catholics and nonCatholics were implemented. However, two important points of interest are of concern
here. First, was the new institutional framework to oversee policing, and second was
Section 5 of the Act, which made it a requirement for the PSNI to pay regard to economy,
effectiveness and efficiency. In the first respect, the Act made provisions for the
establishment of the Northern Ireland Policing Board (NIPB), as a replacement for the
PANI. The NIPB was given oversight to set the objectives, priorities and performance
targets for Northern Ireland, as per ICP (1999: 31). However, the powers of the NIPB
were reduced in the Act, and substantially extended the range of circumstances that the
Secretary of State might refuse a report and, therefore limiting the powers of the NIPB
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(Mulcahy, 2006: 170). 94 Because of section 5, the PSNI are now subject to Best Value
Inspection reports by Her Majesties Inspectorate of Constabulary (see, HMIC, 2007),
which is more in line with the regimen of oversight adopted for other UK police services.
Although these new regimes are clearly intended to drive up performance, they have had
profound, and sometimes detrimental effects, on the new partnership institutions that are
considered further in the case studies that follow.
Where DPPBs were concerned, the Act introduced them as District Policing
Partnerships, omitting the term board, which has been attributed to the fact that the UK
government viewed the term DPP as having a less executive tone, and making DPPs
more consultative in their capacities (Ellison, 2007: 13; Mulcahy, 2006: 171). Secondly,
the Act failed to give DPPs power to raise funds from the local rates, due to the fear that
councils would buy in their own security, which might fall into the hands of paramilitary
groups (see, Ellison, 2007; Mulcahy, 2006).
The recommendations that did not require changes in the law to be implemented
were set out in the Report of the Independent Commission on Policing for Northern
Ireland: Implementation Plan’ (NIO, 2000) published in June 2000. In addition, the PSNI
established a ‘change management team’, and the Oversight Commissioner, appointed in
November 2000, reported yearly on the progress of the changes. Notably, as Mulcahy
(2006: 188) asserts, the process was ‘persistently described in official statements as
‘change’ rather than ‘reform’. Indeed, Mulcahy (2006: 193) states that, ‘every single

94 For example, the scope of the NIPB to instigate enquiries was limited. In this respect, the Act changed
the wording from ‘sensitive personnel matters’ to ‘sensitive personal matters’, and also any requests for a
report had to be referred to the Secretary of State.

115

significant proposal that sought to open up policing to greater public scrutiny was,
initially at least, resisted and significantly watered down'.
The Northern Ireland Policing Board was established in September 2001 and
assumed its role in November 2001. The recruitment process for independent members of
DPPs began in September 2002, and DPPs began work in March 2003. In July 2001 a
series of talks between the main political parties and the UK and Irish Governments 95 led
to a second (updated) implementation plan, 96 which was published in August 2001.
Subsequently, amending legislation was introduced in December 2002 and became the
Police (NI) Act 2003. The Act provided an exception to the 50/50 recruitment provisions
to allow for the recruitment of constables with specialist policing skills. Significantly,
however, the Act extended the functions of the DPP sub-groups in Belfast, and it
removed the criminal disqualification provision for independent members of DPPs, thus,
allowing ex-combatants to sit as independent members. Chapter 4 is devoted to a full
analysis of DPPs where the structure and composition of DPPs is considered in greater
depth.
Criminal Justice Review 2000
The Criminal Justice Review (CJR, 2000) also stemmed from the Belfast Agreement
(1998), which set out its terms of reference in Annex B:

95 Held at Weston Park in Shropshire.
96 "The Community and the police service' (NIO, 2001).
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Taking account of the aims of the criminal justice system as set out in the Agreement, the
review will address the structure, management and resourcing of publicly funded
elements of the criminal justice system and will bring forward proposals for future
criminal justice arrangements (other than policing and those aspects of the system
relating to emergency legislation, which the Government is considering separately)
(BFA, Annex B)

The members of the review group were made up of four civil servants representing the
Secretary of State for Northern Ireland, the Lord Chancellor and the Attorney General,
and five independent assessors. However, the lack of an independent membership has led
to charges that the review group was effectively ‘Government led’ (Jackson, 2001;
McEvoy, Mika & Gormley, 2002). Nevertheless, Jackson (2001: 165) argues, that the
CJR remains the most comprehensive review ever to take place into criminal justice in
Northern Ireland. The Review group held over 45 days of meetings, to discuss the
reforms of criminal justice arrangements in Northern Ireland (other than policing) were
discussed. They subsequently made 294 recommendations for change. 97
All the CJR recommendations were accepted by the Northern Ireland Office and
the first Criminal Justice Review Implementation Plan was published in November 2001
(NIO, 2001a) with an updated Implementation Plan published in June 2003 (NIO, 2003).
Subsequently, the Justice (Northern Ireland) Act 2002 and the Justice (Northern Ireland)

97 These recommendations included: changes in how appointments to the Judiciary and Magistracy are
made, proposals for the re-organisation and supervision of the prosecution process; new measures to
improve the responsiveness and accountability of the Criminal Justice System, measures to improve lay
participation in the Criminal Justice System, mechanisms for addressing law reform and provision of a
framework to provide co-operation between the Criminal Justice Agencies (CJR, 2000: 4).
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Act 2004 implemented those changes that required alterations in the law. A Justice
Oversight Commissioner was also appointed as recommended in the Review for a period
of three years and was responsible for overseeing the implementation of the 293
recommendations (CJR, 2002: 345).
Overall, McEvoy, Gormley & Mika (2002: 197) have argued, that the
recommendations remain ‘reflective of a mindset which fears genuine community
involvement and ownership in the process of justice, particularly when the communities
may be one traditionally alienated from the state structures’. In this respect, issues such as
trials without jury and the extensive number of infractions against human rights were not
dealt with in any great depth (Jackson, 2001; McEvoy, Mika, Gormley, 2002). The
important element of the review for this thesis, however, was recommendation 196,
which proposed the establishment of Community Safety and Policing Partnerships.
Eventually, Community Safety Partnerships (CSPs) were set up, drawing their
membership from the statutory, voluntary, community, business and faith sectors. A
detailed exposition of them is offered in chapter 6. Notably, the CJR was conducted
largely in isolation from the ICP, which has resulted in DPPs and CSPs functioning side
by side with often overlapping remits (Ellison & O’Rawe, 2010). 98
2006: St. Andrews’ Agreement
Although the police reform process had continued at more or less its own pace, it
ultimately remained inextricably linked to a final political settlement, which, since the

98 This point is discussed in chapter 6.
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Belfast Agreement, had been a stop/start process. Finally, the St. Andrews’ Agreement
2006, which was the result of a new series of negotiations to re-establish the power
sharing Northern Ireland Executive, was signed. It covered three key areas: power
sharing, human rights issues and significantly policing. 99 The St.Andrews’ Agreement
committed all political parties to support policing arrangements and institutions (St.
Andrews, 2006: para 5-7). Sinn Fein, whom had hitherto refused to take up their seats on
the NIPB and DPPs, held a special Ard Fheis and approved a motion supporting the PSNI
and policing institutions (see, Adams, 2007). Consequently, Sinn Fein appointed
representatives to the NIPB and DPPs.
2010: The devolution of Policing and Criminal Justice: The Hillsborough
Agreement
After another period of inertia, the Hillsborough Agreement between the political parties
in Northern Ireland was made at Hillsborough Castle on 5th February 2010 (The
Hillsborough Agreement, 2010). It prompted the devolution of policing and criminal
justice, which was affirmed on the 12th April 2010. 100 The result of the agreement was
that a single, locally accountable. Justice Minister, elected by a cross community vote in
the Northern Ireland Assembly, took charge of the Department of Justice.
David Ford, the leader of the small non-aligned centrist party Alliance Party
became, for the purposes of neutrality, the new Justice Minister. The new Department
was officially established under the Department of Justice Act (Northern Ireland) 2010,
and has the power to legislate for policing and justice- the Minister replaced the Secretary

99 A power-sharing executive was set up on 8th May 2007, and the subsequent assembly elections of 2008
consolidated the positions of Sinn Fein and the DUP as the two largest parties.
100 The other departments in the Northern Ireland executive had been restored to devolved power when the
power sharing administration was restored on 8th May 2007.

119

of State for Northern Ireland in the tripartite structure of policing governance. Under
these new arrangements, the PSNI Chief Constable remains operationally responsible for
directing and controlling the police, but the Department of Justice and the Policing Board
have power to set policies and objectives. The Department is responsible for five other
agencies, 101 and was supported by an initial allocation of £800m. Nevertheless, it was
made clear by the NIO prior to the devolvement of justice, that the new arrangements had
to provide ‘good value for money’, with ‘resources are targeted at front line delivery’
(NIO, 2010: 12). In the first piece of legislation to be published by the Department, the
Justice (Northern Ireland) Bill 2010 sets out a number of changes to the criminal justice
system, and is considered further in chapter 6. In commenting on the Bill the Minister of
Justice commented,

‘The Bill is a major stepping stone in the devolution of policing and justice. It makes
important changes to the way we deliver our justice system, that seeks to improve
community safety and reminds us of the importance of victims in the justice process’
(David Ford, 2/11/10)102

101 Northern Ireland Prison Service, Northern Ireland Courts and Tribunals, Service Compensation Agency,
Forensic Science Agency and the Youth Justice Agency. The Community Safety Unit has also been
brought under the Departments remit.
102 http://www.doini.gov.uk/index/media-centre/ford highlights significance of justice
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Conclusion
This chapter has covered a great deal of ground. The chapter has introduced the context
of the thesis and charted the development of partnership policing in Northern Ireland, and
in doing so has explained the contentious nature of policing in Northern Ireland, and,
why, therefore partnership policing has faced different challenges to the rest of the UK. It
outlined the definitional boundaries of the divide in Northern Ireland and then presented
the idea that policing in Northern Ireland is best understood from a divided society
perspective. Following on from this premise, it elucidated some of the key developments
in policing in Northern Ireland, with particular attention paid to developments in
partnership and community safety. This made the argument that the establishment of
partnership policing was restricted in Northern Ireland by a number of factors. These
included: the ethno-national division in society, the onset of political violence, the special
powers the RUC were given commensurate with sustaining such a role, the historical
animosity towards the RUC from the Catholic/nationalist population and their
maintenance of a hierarchical and military organisational structure. The chapter closed
with analysis of the ICP, and its implementation, which has provided a substantive
programme of reform. In this regard, the ICP has advanced the idea of creating a more
networked approach to policing in Northern Ireland, based upon partnership policing to
make policing more innovative, accountable, responsive and efficient. In this context, the
chapter provided a brief analytical overview of the nodal perspective, how it extends our
understanding of partnership policing and its role in the reform process in Northern
Ireland. The chapter also introduced the CJR, which was conducted in separation from
the ICP and led to the creation of CSPs, which are discussed in chapter 6.
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On the whole, since the introduction of the ICP marked changes have occurred in
policing, and suffice to say, the PSNI are a more progressive police service. However, it
is arguable whether ten years in to the process that any substantial shifts to a fully
comprehensive nodal framework of policing, involving a coherent partnership
architecture has occurred (Ellison & O’Rawe, 2010: 1). The case studies that follow take
up this proposition in more detail.
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RESEARCH METHODS

Introduction
On consideration, the idea of ‘research methods’ can be somewhat abstract and distant
from the phenomena the researcher intends to investigate. Therefore, it is important to
tailor the methods of data collection and analysis specifically to answering the research
aims and questions (Silverman, 2005: 109-111). As Miles & Huberman (1984: 42) note,
‘knowing what you want to find out leads inexorably to the question of how you will get
that information’.103 With these propositions in mind, the purpose of this chapter is to
describe how the methodological framework for this thesis was established how the
procedures were chosen in order to conduct the empirical research and how the data was
collected and analysed.
The chapter is set out as follows. Section 1 describes how the topic of the thesis
was selected and, in doing so, explores the rationale behind the thesis. Section 2 explores,
and delineates, the methodological framework that was employed in the thesis. Section 3
explains how and why the research instruments were chosen. Section 4 describes the
sampling choices that were made, and how the primary data was collected. Section 5
considers the adoption of an ethical framework. Section 6 describes the procedures
undertaken in the analysis of the gathered data, and considers the inferences that have
been made from it.

'“Emphasis in the original.
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Section 1: Selecting the Topic
Beginnings
It was a cold weekday evening early in 2006 when I visited my first District Policing
Partnership (DPP) meeting.104 After arriving a few minutes late to a plush harbour side
hotel, situated in the seaside town of Bangor, the main town in the North Down district
council area, and about 13 miles east of Belfast, I was directed to the conference room
venue and took a seat in a row of plastic chairs. These chairs, specifically set out for the
purposes of seating the public, faced forwards to the front of the room, where, the
members of the DPP were seated at tables, which had been set up in a ‘U’ shaped
formation to face the public audience. At one end of the ‘U’ sat three uniformed police
officers. As 1 took my seat, one of the police officers was standing and addressing the
DPP members. The officer, it seemed, was explaining the rises and falls in a number of
crime statistics, which had been prepared and set out in information packs, placed on
each seat. The audience was not large. In fact, there were only seventeen people present.
Moreover, there were only thirty-six chairs, so a large audience may not have been
expected in the first place. To place the attendance figures in some context, the total
population of the North Down District represented by the DPP is approximately 78,900.
105

At the end of this presentation, the officer invited the DPP members to ask
questions and, thus, a short period of debate began. This debate lasted for about half an
hour, in which the DPP members queried various issues relating to the statistics, such as

104 The description that follows is taken from preliminary field notes/North Down-14 March 2006.
105 The figures are a mid-year estimate for 2008 from the Office for National Statistics at
http://www.statistics.gov.uk/default.asp .
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how were they collated and why there was an x% rise in such and such or x% fall in so
and so. Throughout the debate I observed that the audience remained somewhat detached
from the proceedings, some of them talked amongst themselves, whilst others tried to
follow the debate by thumbing through their introduction pack in an attempt to find the
relevant statistics. When the statistical analysis was finally exhausted, the debate was
opened to the floor; however, the audience sat in silence. Finally, one citizen asked a
question about the mis-use of local disabled parking zones. The Chair of the meeting
quickly responded by telling the questioner that this is not the appropriate time for
general enquiries and they will have to ask their question again at the end of the meeting.
No more questions were raised. The Chair then moved on to ask if there were any general
questions from his colleagues sat at the table, or from the public audience. The previous
questioner repeated his question, to which a police officer politely gave the response that
the issue will be ‘looked into’. No other questions were asked and the meeting was
brought to a close.106

Shaping the project
A week before this meeting a leaflet had been posted through my door inviting residents
to attend the meeting and I had decided to go along and see what they were about.

107

As

a result of the meeting, three things came to occupy my thoughts. First, why was the
audience so sparse? Second, what was the intention of the public meeting? Third, was

106 The implications of this format are evaluated in detail in chapter 4.
107 At this time, I was reading around issues of police reform in Northern Ireland as part of an MSSc
module in Criminology that I was undertaking at Queen’s University Belfast.
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that intention met in practice?108 Further reading and investigations alerted me to the
paucity of empirical analysis, not only of District Policing Partnerships, but also of other
locally based partnerships in which the Police Service of Northern Ireland were now
engaged with, such as Community Safety Partnerships (CSPs) for instance. At this time.
Partners and Communities Together (PACT) had not been established. It is from these
tentative ideas that the project was conceived. Having broadly decided the project area,
thinking turned to the research questions and eventually the research aims that are
outlined in the introduction were generated. All that was now required was a
methodological approach that was reflective of achieving these aims.

Section 2: Establishing the Methodological Framework
It is the job of social scientists to make distinctions between the natural world and the
social world (May, 2001: 8; Smith, 1998: 3-5), and, in this sense, it is the social practices
of human beings that mark out the social world as significant (May, 2001: 8). Therefore,
great emphasis is placed on the role of the individual in articulating social practices
(Denzin & Lincoln: 2000: 8-10). Putting the idea in perspective, Giddens (1997: 12)
states,

‘unlike objects in nature, humans are self-aware beings who confer sense and purposes on
what they do. We can’t even describe social life accurately unless we first grasp the
concepts that people apply to their behaviour’.

Again, I evaluate these issues in chapter 4.
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In these respects, then, it is through the empirical investigation of social practices and
human agency that a deeper understanding to their context, formation and outcomes can
better understood (Denzin & Lincoln, 2000; Gilbert, 1993; Giddens, 1997; Lofland &
Lofland, 1995; May, 2001; Silverman, 2005; Smith, 1998). Empirical investigations are
undertaken by collating, analysing and interpreting primary research data. Thus, in
seeking to understand the role of the partnership policing in Northern Ireland and to
interpret the roles of the different models in operation, the decision was made to conduct
an empirical research project.
On first consideration, it would have been easy to employ a social survey (see,
Sapsford, 2001), which could have gathered a broad spectrum of views of those involved
in the various partnership initiatives. The Northern Ireland Statistics Research Agency
(NISRA), 109 for example, conducts a number of surveys on behalf of the Northern
Ireland Policing Board (NIPB) (see, NIPB, 2004; 2006 2008). Surveys such as these
produce a whole range of statistics delineating a broad range of public opinions, in this
case, opinions on District Policing Partnerships. In addition, the 1980s and 1990s saw the
deployment of large-scale attitudinal surveys to determine levels of community support
for the Royal Ulster Constabulary (RUG) (Mulcahy, 2006: 67). 110 Such attitudinal
surveys were often used by the RUG and the NIO to illustrate legitimacy for the RUG
amongst Catholics (Mulcahy, 2006: 67). In most cases, however, they over represented
Catholic/nationalist support for the RUG (Ellison, 2000: 88-111). Moreover, these

109 http://www.nisra.gov.uk/
110 For a recent and broader analysis of the role of attitudinal surveys see Bradford, Stanko & Jackson
(2009).
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surveys failed to capture the deeper cultural and subjective attitudes towards public
policing and they told us little about how the points of view were generated.
Surveys have also been employed in other parts of the United Kingdom (UK),
particularly by the Home Office Research Unit as an evaluation tool (see, Maguire, 2002:
327-333). As Hughes (2006a: 155-156) argues, the main focus of this research relates to,
‘the measurement of the extent to which stated goals and objectives of policies and
programmes are being, or have been met’. On another level, the privileging of
quantitative analysis, with its basis in empiricism, tends, particularly when used as a
means of evaluation to take ‘the ‘rightness’ of laws for granted’ (Sapsford, 1996: 269).
These surveys also take the efficacy of institutions as largely unproblematic and therefore
can produce research that is largely denuded of meanings and contexts (see, Maguire,
2002: 322-375). Additionally, these surveys generally provide broad overviews that
generate percentages of participation rates or percentages of approval which, as Denzin &
Lincoln (2000: 10) assert, are often remote from contexts (also see, Bradford, Stanko &
Jackson, 2009; Hillyard & Gordon, 1999; May, 2001: 80-87). In other words, little
consideration is given to how the actions of participants help generate the conditions that
shape social processes that are being reported in the survey data (Charmaz, 2006: 20).
Moreover, such surveys do not take into account how power is distributed and wielded
within institutional forms of governance. Quantitative approaches, then, are more attuned
to seeking measurements of phenomena, correlations between two variables and to
provide statistical data (Sapsford, 2001).
One must also account for the fact that working in partnership involves actors
from organisations, who bring different meanings to the partnership initiatives of which
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they are a part; also partnerships are often ‘open’ public environments where social
interactions continuously evolve and develop. Therefore, with the purpose of getting a
closer and more in-depth analysis of partnership policing initiatives it was decided to
employ a qualitative methodology.

Section 3: The Choice of Research Instruments

The following research instruments that were used to collect the data.
Interviews
In his study of Chief Constables, Reiner (1991: 39) suggests,

‘The best way of finding out about people is by talking to them. It cannot guarantee the
truth, especially from people well practiced in the arts of discretion. But it is superior to
any alternative way of discovering what they believe and do.’

In light of such thinking, I decided to conduct semi-structured interviews with the
participants of the various partnership initiatives under consideration. As May (2001:
121) elaborates, interviews yield rich insights into peoples’ biographies, experiences,
opinions, values, aspirations, attitudes and feelings. Furthermore, interviewing allows for
what may seem a relatively standard range of themes to be addressed with different
participants, who may apply different understandings to the same issues.
Another dynamic arose, in that the interviews I was intending to conduct would
involve interviewing elites. Marshall & Rossman (1999: 113) notes that elites include,
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‘those considered to be influential, prominent, and/or well-informed people in an
organisation or community; and are selected for interviews for their expertise in areas
relevant to the research’. In other words, elite interviewees are valuable in that they can
provide specific information, sometimes insider information, which is not publicly
available. Moreover, the knowledge elites hold takes on another level of importance
when they have positions of authority and power within the institutions one wants to
know about. In the case of the partnership policing initiatives under consideration here, it
is the elites, such as senior police officers and political participants that have been given
the significant role in guiding, directing and shaping the effectiveness of partnerships.
As I noted above, the interviews were semi-structured. In this sense, each
interview was approached with ten ‘prepared’ questions. Although, these were not a
tightly structured set of questions the method provided me with what Lolland & Lofland
(1985: 84-86) call a ‘flexible format’ to direct the conversation and provide themes for
further exploration of the topic (see also, May, 2001: 123-124). 111 As I set out to conduct
each interview a fresh copy of the guide was used with a number of minor changes to the
questions, specifically tailored to each respondent depending on who they were and what
position they held (Lofland & Lofland, 1985: 87). On the whole, the semi-structured
format allowed the respondents to provide direct answers to the questions, but on their
terms, as well as providing a certain latitude to expand on the issues raised (May,
2001:123). Each of the interviews was digitally tape recorded and transcribed for
analysis. As Noaks & Wincup (2004) assert, tape recording interviews provides the

111 Appendix 3 provides an example of one of the interview frames.
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advantage of providing a more detailed and accurate record of the interview. Although,
Arkesy & Knight (1999: 105) remind us to be mindful that ‘taping’ might also increase
nervousness or dissuade frankness. In this case, during the research, once the interviews
began the presence of the tape machine seemed all but forgotten and all of the
respondents were more than happy to provide detailed and informed answers to the
questions that were put to them.
Observations
Although this project is not an ethnographic study, in order to support the data collected
from the semi-structured interviews, it was also decided to draw upon the ethnographic
method and utilise observational work (May, 2001: 147). Before explaining the reasons
behind this choice, it is appropriate to describe briefly what is meant by observational
work. Although, founded in social anthropology as a method of getting as close as
possible to the societies the researchers wanted to investigate (see, Malinowski, 1954:
397-398), observational work has also been frequently used in broader qualitative social
research. In such contexts, observational work was pioneered in the work undertaken by
the scholars of the Chicago School of Sociology (see, May, 2001:147-148; Muncie, 2006:
284).
Observational work seeks to provide the researcher with a better understanding of
interactions within the social setting itself (see, Lofland & Lolland, 1985; May, 2001). In
ethnography the practice involves participant observation and involves the researcher
seeking ‘deep immersion’ into the social setting by participating in the day-to-day affairs
of the research subjects (Emerson, Fretz & Shaw, 1995: 2; Hammersley & Atkinson,
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1995; May, 2001: 153; Payne & Payne, 2004). As Payne & Payne (2004: 71) highlight,
such observations produce, ‘highly detailed accounts of how people in a social setting
lead their lives, based upon systematic and long terms observation of, and conversations
with informants’.
In this project, observations were utilised on a number of levels. First, they were
used to analyse, though direct and detailed observations of first hand interactions between
participants at partnership meetings, the behavioural patterns within the partnership
situation. Second, observations provided a means of analysing the differences in the
demographic aspects of participation in the partnership initiatives. In other words, they
provided an insight into who was attending public meetings, as well as enabling me to
build a profile of how participation differed from area to area. Third, observations also
helped provide a better understanding of some of the information that was given in the
interviews. In this sense, observations provided an interpretive bridge between what
actors said in the interviews and how they behaved in practice. Fourth, observing the
machinations of partnerships at work in the public arena, such as public meetings, shed
light on the fact that such meetings are socially constructed gatherings that involve staged
managed dramaturgical performances. 1 return to this issue below.
The record of the data taken from the observations was gathered in the form of
field notes, which consisted of noting down the explicit descriptions of venues,
attendances and assumed demographics of the audiences, and logs of conversations I had
with participants at public meetings. Overall, a total of 15 public meetings of DPPs and 4
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meetings of PACT partnership public meetings were visited between 2006 and 2008. 112
Field data from the observations was also compared with meeting minutes of the various
partnerships in order to assess any irregularities in the reporting of the proceedings. In
this respect, I was comparing, my inferences to an official record of partnership meetings,
although, the information given in the published minutes is minimal and reduced to bare
factual accounts. Expressed differently, as textual records they lose the atmosphere of the
meeting, such as the energy of debate and audience responses that observations and
experience of actually being there generates. They also do not stand as objective facts,
but rather represent what their publishers glean to be objective representations of the facts
of each meeting, and, as such, they were treated as constructed representations of
partnerships.
Some limitations of applying a qualitative methodology
It is appropriate to conclude this section by briefly noting some of limitations of the
methodology being outlined here. Qualitative research, on the whole, is concerned with
the quality and texture of the research subjects’ experiences, rather than with the
identification of cause-effect relationships. In this sense, the ‘variables’ and ‘samples’ are
purposive and defined by the researcher before the research process begins. In this case, I
was interested in the meanings attributed to events by the research participants
themselves. Perhaps the main problem here, relates to the imposition of my meanings
pre-conceived ideas and my own sense-making on the phenomenon under investigation

112 A full list can be found in appendix 2.
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(The imposition problem). Unless one is reflexive in being aware of this imposition issue,
the data can be accused of bias interpretation and over-subjectivity. Strauss & Corbin
(1998: 43-44) argue that this kind of problem asserts itself as a contest between
maintaining objectivity and developing a nuanced sensitivity to ones research subjects.
As they note,

‘during the analytic process, we are asking researchers to set aside their knowledge and
experience to form new interpretations about phenomena. Yet, in our everyday lives, we
rely on knowledge and experience to provide the means for helping understand the world
in which we love and to find solutions to the problems we encounter’
(Strauss & Corbin, 1998: 43).

The key to the problem, as outlined by Strauss & Corbin (1998: 43) is not to control the
variables or close the system, as in quantitative research, but to ‘give voice to
respondents’ and record as accurately as possible what they have to say. One of the ways
the research documented here addressed this issue was to employ the robust grounded
theory-based data analysis that is delineated below.

Section 4: Data Collection
Selecting the Sampling Frame
Data collection involved a linear process of selecting the units of analysis (the specific
partnership initiatives that were going to be investigated); the geographical areas in which
the initiatives were to be examined and observed; and which respondents from within
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each initiative were to be interviewed. Because the information that was being sought
needed to be directed to the aim of the research and the research questions, random
samples were an inadequate method of selection, and, therefore, sampling, on all levels,
was purposive. It is appropriate to begin a delineation of these procedures with a
consideration of the units of analysis.
Case Selection: Selecting the partnership models

As part of the institutional framework of partnership policing that has developed in
Northern Ireland, flagship initiatives include DPPs (chapter 4), PACT (chapter 5) and
CSPs (chapter 6). In addition, a multifarious mix of low level and locally based
partnership initiatives also exist. For analytical purposes, I decided to investigate each of
the flagship initiatives as a separate unit of analysis, and they are presented here as three
separate case studies. In relation to the smaller initiatives there was not enough time or
space within the bounds of the project to conduct an in-depth analysis of many of them.
However, some of these initiatives were investigated and analysis of them is presented in
chapter 6.
The idea of the ‘case study’ or ‘caseness’ is based on the idea that by taking a
closer examination of a single case, one will produce a broader understanding of the
phenomenon at hand (Becker, 1970; cited in Manning 2008: 271). In this instance, each
of the flagship partnership initiatives was taken as a case on its own as this would build
up a broader picture of each initiative in its own right and also illustrate how each one
contributes to the broader partnership policing landscape in Northern Ireland. Moreover,
this case approach also allowed a detailed examination of how existing issues and
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tensions within the attempt to establish a broader policing landscape are manifest within
each initiative. Manning (2008: 271-272) notes, how the case study approach is utilised
to compare different models, in order to seek out differences and similarities between
cases. In other words, separating the models into case subjects was undertaken to sketch
out and examine the merits of the partnership qualities of each model.
Selecting the geographical area sample
The second consideration was to decide on which geographical areas the research was to
be conducted. In making this decision, the main factor that was considered was the social
geography of Northern Ireland, such as the differing political, ethno-national, and
geographical characteristics, for example, differing urban/rural contexts and inner
city/outer city demographics. On this basis, the cities of Belfast and Derry/Londonderry
and the districts of Magherafelt and North Down were chosen as it was felt that taken
together they provided a good representation of these characteristics.
The main partnership initiatives, such as DPPs and CSPs are organised along
district council boundaries where as PACT partnerships operate at the more micro-level
within council ward boundaries. In Belfast the city is divided into two PSNI districts. A
District commands the north and west of the city and B District commands the east and
south of the city. Both districts are commanded by a Chief Superintendent and each
distinct is sub-divided into areas, with each area divided into mini-commands headed by
a Chief Inspector. 113 Belfast has a single DPP representing the whole of the city, but,

113 These being, Old Park, Tennent Street and Antrim Road.
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there are also four sub-groups representing each parliamentary constituency in the city.
As part of the DPP case study, each DPP sub-group was examined separately. The
Belfast CSP, which has responsibility for the whole city was also examined and each
council ward in Belfast has a PACT partnership. Two of these were chosen for study.
This decision was based on ease of access and practical implications such as time and
expense to undertake the research.
In addition to Belfast, the city of Derry/Londonderry is part of G District of the
PSNI, and is administered as part of Derry City council, a separate PSNI area command
covers the city itself under the control of a Chief Inspector. The city is represented by the
Derry District Policing Partnership, and Derry City Council also operates a CSP that was
formed in June 2003, which has responsibility for overseeing community safety
initiatives in the city. At the time of the research Tondonderry did not have any PACT
partnerships in operation.
Thirdly, Magherafelt District Council represents a largely rural area, which is also
part of the PSNI's G District. The boundaries of the council area are also concomitant
with a PSNI command area, under the authority of a Chief Inspector. It is also
represented by a DPP and operates a CSP. Again, there were no PACT partnerships
operating in the council area at the time of the research. Finally, North Down is a semiurban area that forms an area command that is part of C PSNI District. North Down
district also has a DPP and a CSP. The area also has a number of small Community
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Police Liaison committees (CPLCs) that were, at the time of the research, in the process
of converting to PACT partnerships. 114

The respondent sample and gaining access to the field

In addition to a sample of geographical areas, decisions were made regarding which
respondents to interview. In this respect, it was essential to get the broadest range of
views and representativeness of the main participants within the partnership initiatives.
Sampling was, therefore, done purposively, tailored to the specificities of data collection.
Using a snowballing sampling method 23 semi-structured interviews were undertaken.
The snowballing method, or chain referral sampling, involved asking the research
informants with whom I was already in contact with, or had interviewed to refer me on to
other people who could potentially contribute to the study. More generally, snowball
sampling is often used to find and recruit hidden populations, that is, groups not easily
accessible to researchers through other sampling strategies (see, Salganik & Heckathorn,
2004).
In the first instance, 1 approached individual PSNI officers; these included senior
PSNI officers such as district and area commanders who play central leadership roles in
the work of the various partnership initiatives. Initially, 12 potential PSNI respondents
were emailed, of which 6 gave an immediate response. The non-replies were followed up
through direct contact via telephone. The result of this effort was 9 interviews with the
following police officers: one Assistant Chief Constable of the PSNI, two

114 Chapter 5 explains this process of transition in further detail. Full demographic profiles of these areas
can be found in appendix 7.
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Superintendants and five Area Commanders of the PSNI, all of Chief Inspector rank. The
second stage involved contacting political and independent members of DPPs. This
process was undertaken via direct contact by telephone and by introducing myself after
public meetings. As the interviews got under way a snowball effect started whereby
respondents would introduce me to other partnership members or give me contact details
of other potential respondents. In total, 5 political members and 3 independent members
of DPPs were interviewed. As DPPs are 'overseen’ by the NIPB I also contacted and
interviewed two executive civil servants at the NIPB.
The third stage of the work involved attempting to gain access to CSPs, which
proved to be a more complicated exercise. As meetings of CSPs are closed affairs, it was
necessary to seek permission to attend CSP meetings. I approached Belfast and
Londonderry CSPs, but entry to both CSP meetings was denied so another route of access
was sought. The main concern for the officials I received a response from was that they
felt it was inappropriate to allow me into these meetings as they were places in which
political disagreements would be open to scrutiny, and this was not in the best interests of
the partnerships. I then emailed the CSP mangers within the relevant districts and again
followed up the emails with telephone calls. I received no enthusiasm to allow me entry
to CSPs. As CSPs are centrally coordinated through the Community Safety Unit (CSU),
officials at the CSU were also contacted, and again, access was restrictive.
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A senior NIO official, whom I finally went on to interview, exclaimed,

You know there is lots of survey data available for you, I think it provides an adequate
appraisal of how partnership models such as DPPs are performing, and in addition
according to the data it is clear that they have broad support. I do not really understand
the purpose of your interviews?
(Senior NIO Official)

However, perseverance paid off and eventually the head of the CSU provided an
interview and access was given to emailed questions to CSU officials, in which one
member of staff provided me with some extensive answers to my questions. Eventually, a
lengthy semi-structured interview was undertaken with a CSP manager. In the final part
of the empirical work, observations were conducted at DPP and PACT public meetings,
which were open to the public. These observations were supplemented with
conversations I had with a PACT chairperson and two PSNI officers at PACT public
meetings, which were logged as written field notes.

Section 5: Ethical Issues

Getting the Research approved
The empirical work was undertaken within a clear ethical framework. Mason (1996; cited
in Silverman, 2005: 127) notes that, for the qualitative researcher, research practice ‘often
involves intimate engagement with the public and in the private lives of individuals’ and
‘the changing directions of interest and access during a qualitative study mean that new
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and unexpected ethical dilemmas are likely to arise during the course of research’. Thus,
before embarking upon the fieldwork approval was sought and granted by the Queen’s
University School of Law Ethics Committee. The process of ethics approval involved
having a fieldwork proposal peer reviewed by two academic members of the Queen’s
University Law School and submitting an ethics approval form with these reviews
attached to the Ethics Committee. The basis of the ethical framework I proposed was
based on a number of ethical issues, codes and principles that have been generally
ascribed, and applied, to a broad range of social research areas (see, Hammersely &
Atkinson, 1995: chapter 10; Israel & Elay, 2006; Silverman, 2005: 257-258), which are
now described in more detail.
Informed consent and privacy

With regard to informed consent, Silverman (2005: 258) states, that it involves, ‘giving
information about the research which is relevant to subjects’ decisions about whether to
participate’. In other words, participation should be voluntary and based on a full
understanding of the research motives. In view of this standpoint, I informed the
interview respondents at the start of each interview about the nature of the research and
asked them to sign a consent fomi, which contained a full description of the nature and
efficacy of the research. 115 This consent form covered the rationale of the project and the
policies with regard to the use of the documentary transcriptions and the storage of the
recorded material. It also confirmed to them that the project would adhere to the Data

115

See appendix 3.
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Protection Act (1998) and Human Rights Act (1998) and it informed them that they had
the right to withdraw themselves, or their data from the project.
However, observing public meetings involved a certain amount of uninformed
consent. As Hammersley & Atkinson (1995: 264-265) suggest, when conducting
observational work it is often difficult to explain to everyone who might be exposed to
the research, the nature of the work one is undertaking. Therefore in order to not change
the behaviour of those being observed, it is important to observe social settings in a
natural a way as possible (Hamersley & Atkinson, 1995: 265). Thus, ‘even when
operating in an overt manner, ethnographers rarely tell all the people they are studying
everything about the research’ (Hammersley & Atkinson, 1995: 265). 116
In the case of this project, the public meetings that were attended were are open
public situations with no restrictions on entrance. Thus, I did not require gatekeeper
permission to attend them for purposes of research. When visiting these meetings, I sat at
the back, usually alongside local journalists, thus, ensuring my field-note writing would
not appear out of place. Nevertheless, as my interview schedule got underway, the
respondents that I had already interviewed became aware of my presence at meetings and
the fact I was a researcher. However, even when my ‘cover was blown’ it was clear that
my presence was of little significance and did not affect the behaviour of those I was
observing. This was mainly related to the fact that the meetings were themselves in
public and open to public and journalistic scrutiny, which was enough in itself to change

116

Emphasis in the original.
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the behaviour of the actors involved. Indeed, such changes in behaviour proved a core
part of the analysis.
Where the issue of privacy is concerned, the main implications here relate to the
maintenance of the protection of sources and the anonymity of respondents. These issues
pertained to the anonymity of individual respondents; primarily in the information they
gave, its use and the storage and disposal of the recorded material and transcripts. The
issues have been dealt with in accordance with the data protection guidelines. In sum, the
fieldwork adopted a policy of giving as much informed consent as the realities and
practicalities of the project allowed, but also ensured maximum confidentiality,
pertaining to data and identities of all of those who were exposed to the research
(Hammersley & Atkinson, 1995: 264-268).
Harm and Exploitation

Not adhering to the principles of privacy and informed consent may lead to the potential
harm of participants and lead to exploitation (Hamersley & Atkinson, 1995: 269-275).
Ensuring qualitative researchers are aware of the potential harms and exploitation of their
work is indicative of, what Israel & Hay (2006) call the ‘ethics of care’. However, it is
clear that the impact of these notions differ from case to case. Indeed, researching
vulnerable adults or children, for example, provides more potential for harm than
researching elites, as in this case. Nonetheless, where this project was concerned the
implications of potential harm and exploitation did have its own implications. This was
mainly due to the involvement in the project of local political elites, which involved
collecting data that potentially could have held certain political value or sensitivity, such
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as views expressed to me in the interviews, for example, that might have contradicted the
policy of their particular institution. In this respect, then, there is a duty of care to protect
any information that could bring respondents into conflict with their superiors in the case
of police officers, or affect their professional integrity in the case of all respondents.
However, as it has turned out this was not an issue and all of my respondents who took
part gave full consent to the ethical framework that was presented to them.
It has been acknowledged that within all research there is an element of
exploitation (Becker, 1964 cited in Hammersley & Atkinson, 1995: 273-274; Israel &
Hay, 2006). Howard Becker (1964 cited in Hammersley & Atkinson, 1995: 275) noted,
that ‘there is an irreconcilable conflict between the interests of science and the interests of
those studied’. Becker was clearly over-emphasising the issue in order to bring attention
to the power relationship between researcher and the researched. Bringing the issue into
some focus, Israel & Hay (2006: 125) also argue, that ‘principal researchers need to
ensure that fieldworkers do not exploit research participants’. What is being alluding to
here is the fact that in most cases, as Hammersely & Atkinson (1995: 273) note,
respondents often ‘supply information which is used by the researcher and get little or
nothing in return’. In this sense, all participation in research then, whether voluntary or
otherwise, remains part of the production of the research. The situation is summed up in a
more direct fashion by Benyon (1883; cited in Hammersely & Atkinson, 1995: 273), who
was asked by one of his participants whether he was just ‘another bloke getting a degree
on our backs’. Clearly there is an inequality in the researcher/respondent relationship;
making the key aim that of minimising harm to participants (Hammersely & Atkinson,
1995: 273; Israel & Hay, 2006).
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With these concerns in mind, a policy was adopted that was fully congruent with
the principles of informed consent and ensured the project would not result in any
exploitation of the respondents. In practice, this involved keeping the key respondents up
to date with research progress and consulting them on any issues in the project as it
progressed that might affect them. Because of this policy, I have stayed in contact with a
number of my respondents, who in the course of writing up this thesis report have
maintained correspondence and answered my many further queries and clarifications.
Overall, the ethical dimensions to the project were considered at every stage of
the research. Ultimately, the ethical framework was set out to seek a balance between
pursuing the research in a consensual and ethical way, by providing respondents with a
full understanding of their involvement in the project, whilst at the same time deriving
worthwhile data. Having set out the methods, techniques and procedures that I carried out
to collect the data, the next sub-section now explains how the subsequent data was
analysed.
Section 6: Data analysis
Clearly, whatever the methods of data collection, the data is only useful if it is subject to
rigorous analysis (see, Silverman, 2005: 149-170). As the data was not quantitative or
based around testing a theoretical model or hypothesis, data analysis was not governed by
hard and fast rules often characteristic of quantitative analysis (Dey, 1993: 9-17; Yates,
2004: 188-189). Yates (2004: 188) argues, that by the end of data collection, qualitative
research generates a large body of text, which contrasts greatly with statistical data
produced from quantitative research. In this case, data analysis involved transcribing and
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analysing the interviews and writing up field notes. This process started from the
beginning of the fieldwork, thus, enabling each stage of the fieldwork to inform the next.
This kind of procedure has been described as an inductive or data led approach
(Charmaz, 2006: 2-3). To guide this process I drew upon the ideas of Grounded Theory
(see, Charmaz, 2006; Strauss & Corbin, 1998). Charmaz (2006: 2) suggests, that
Grounded Theory is a set of ‘systematic but flexible guidelines for collecting and
analyzing qualitative data’ and, therefore, offers a method for data analysis that can
‘direct, manage and streamline’ the analysis of any large corpus of qualitative data
(Charmaz, 2006: 2).
The idea of Grounded Theory was introduced to the social sciences by Glaser &
Strauss in their landmark publication. The Discovery of Grounded Theory, (1967) .
However, it was introduced into a social scientific environment that was dominated by
empiricism and positivism. As Charmaz (2006: 5) notes, it was an environment where the
quest for ‘valid instruments, technical procedures, replicable research designs and
verifiable quantifiable knowledge’ was overarching. For quantitative researchers
qualitative research was seen as ‘impressionistic, anecdotal, unsystematic and biased’
Charmaz (2006: 5). For Glaser & Strauss, qualitative research was key to understanding
the ‘real social world’ and provided a ‘powerful argument that legitimised qualitative
research’ (1967; cited in Charmaz, 2006: 6). Thus, Grounded Theory offered a method of
analysing qualitative data that was both systematic as quantitative data, but, also could
‘develop theories’ and interpret unstructured data such as interview transcripts and field
notes (Glaser & Straus, 1967; Strauss & Corbin, 1998). What Glaser & Strauss (1967)
offered then, was an approach to data analysis that went a great distance to legitimising
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qualitative data collection and analysis in a period where quantitative research designs
were in the ascendant. Although Glaser & Strauss parted company with both moving on
to develop their own versions of Grounded Theory, all subsequent variants of Grounded
Theory retain a number of common assumptions (see, Charmaz, 2006: 8-9). First, is the
aim to provide a robust and systematic approach to the analysis of qualitative data.
Second, is to propose that the process of analysis is not a separate stage from data
collection, indeed, it is ideally conducted simultaneously (Charmaz, 2006: 5).
However, Grounded Theory is not without criticism. For example, some have
argued, Glaser & Strauss (1967) had a tendency to reduce data analysis to simplistic
inductivism (see, Gubruim & Holstein, 1997; Yates, 2004). In other words, as Yates
(2004: 189) notes, ‘grounded theory approach takes on board the philosophical model of
the research process associated with positivist ideas’. For Charmaz (2006: 7), it was
Glaser’s influence that in particular ‘imbued grounded theory with a dispassionate
empiricism’, with Glaser’s (1979) late work remaining restrained within an empiricist
framework (Charmaz, 2006: 8). Also, the original model neglects the importance of
transcription itself and, in doing so, the insights that might be inferred from the process of
listening to recordings and transcribing the data (Charmaz, 2006). These might include
the irregularities of talk, like pauses and repetitions, which as conversational analysts’
argue, can also provide important insights into what the interviewee might be thinking
(Charmaz, 2006). Also, for Bottoms (2000: 42-44), although Grounded Theory based
analysis encourages an inductive approach to data it still has a propensity to produce
theory neutral facts. More positively, Charmaz (2006: 5-7) does acknowledge that Strauss
and Corbin’s (see, Strauss & Corbin, 1998) work has drawn more on the symbolic
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interactionism founded in the legacy of the Chicago School’s ethnographic work
(Bulmer, 1984; Charmaz, 2006: 7), which has contributed to shifting Grounded Theory
analysis towards a more interpretivist stance.
The interactionist or interpretivist perspective (see, May, 2001: 40-41) focuses on
the interactions between individuals, and how these interactions create outcomes through
interpreting structures within their own actions (Jupp, 2006: 221-222). These have been
called, ‘peoples’ subjective experiences (May, 2001: 41) and entering the ‘participants’
worlds’ (Charmaz, 2006: 19). The strengths of this perspective lies in the weight given to
micro-interactions, awareness of contexts and participants’ articulation of structures and
culturally based antecedents (Jupp, 2006: 221-22)
My main reason for using grounded theory was because of its adaptability,
particularly in how it encourages line-by-line analysis of the large corpuses of data. In
this context, I took the view of Charmaz (2006: 9), which holds that Grounded Theory
provides a set of principles and practices rather than prescriptions, and I drew on the
strengths of Grounded Theory such as coding, memo writing and comparative analysis of
the data sets (Charmaz, 2006; Strauss & Corbin, 1998). In this respect, the interview data
and field notes were analysed using what Grounded Theorists’ call ‘the concept-indicator
model’ (Charmaz, 2006: chapter 3). Using this technique, any consistencies (and in
consistencies) were identified across the data set through careful reading of the data and
organised into categories. The process allowed complex linkages to be made, both,
vertically and horizontally within the data, and, therefore, within the case studies of
partnership initiatives. Following on, the categories were coded through attaching labels
to segments of data for further consideration. Once coded in this way the manageable
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chunks of data were collated together into memos (Charmaz, 2006: chapter 4; Strauss &
Corbin, 1998). Finally, these memos were gathered together and drafted into sections of
findings, from which the data for each of the following chapters emerged. Once in memo
form I sought to make linkages between the emerging data and the narrative of my
analysis took shape. Thus, the decision to employ a Grounded Theory method was based
upon the fact that it could provide a general set of principles rather than formulaic rules
(Charmaz, 2006: 2).
In sum, the process of data analysis was therefore an iterative and inductive one,
which entailed extensive comparative analysis across the data set. On a final point, the
validity, reliability and precision of the findings reported in the case studies that follow
are grounded in this data analysis. The use of observational and interviews together
allowed for each methodological component to compliment and support the other, thus,
effectively enhancing the validity of the findings (Strauss and Corbin, 1998: 159).
Validation was also consolidated through constantly checking the inferences made with
the raw data set and ensuring that the findings reflect the voices of the research
informants (Silverman, 2005: 210-212; Strauss & Corbin, 1998: 159). In this case, the
reliability of the account is founded in the variations repeated across partnerships and
within partnerships in different context and locale and between actors differential framing
of their role. The focus of the context of the research also creates generalisability issues,
particularly due to the reliance on forms of micro-interactions. The limitation to
generalise qualitative findings to other locales beyond the research context is a moot
point (Silverman, 2005: 210). But, suffice to say, the large corpus of ‘rich’ qualitative
data combined with systematic and explicit data analysis offers a reflexive and in-depth
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appraisal of partnership policing models and does provide inferences that can be taken
beyond the context of Northern Ireland.

Interpreting the Data set
As Silverman (2005: 39) notes, research is never just about techniques or theory absent
induction, what is also required is a theoretical framework from which the data can be
made sense of, and the conclusions inferred. Expressed differently, it is theory that gives
a research report purpose and direction (Sapsford, 1996: 268). The data analysis followed
an inductive process where as the emerging ideas where linked together to form common
themes.
As the themes emerged I sought out various theories and concepts that might help
me interpret what 1 was finding. On this basis, two levels of analysis emerged. In the first
instance I began to find that the policies and legislation that initially established the
partnership institutions, and often set the parameters for their role, were in fact affecting,
and in many ways restricting, their work. Secondly, I discovered that the day-to-day
working practices within the various partnerships were shaped by the lower-level micro
interactions between the various actors within them. For the first aspect, the emerging
themes were clearly linked to ideas around mangerialism and its influential role in
reorganising public institutions. What I found was that the imperatives of managerialism
where overarching and often stifled the more egalitarian outlook set out for partnership
work, as promoted by the nodal perspective. A main part of the analysis in the following
case studies reflects this fissure.
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However, at both levels, the emerging data directed me to a connection between
the symbolic role given to partnership policing initiatives and the working practices that
are carried out within them. To interpret these findings 1 sought out some theoretical
concepts I could use as tools that could help provide a better understanding of the data.
On one level, I looked at the dramaturgical perspective based upon a version of symbolic
interactionism 117 that utilises the work of Erving Goffman (1959; 1963; 1967) and Peter
Manning (1977; 1988; 2008). In this respect, the argument that is advanced puts forward
the idea that the working practices of public policing involves a range of symbolic
practices (Manning, 1977; 2008), which shape partnership policing through the
dramaturgical performances that takes place in partnership settings. In these terms, the
interpretation of partnerships policing initiatives under consideration here, involve social
practices and social interactions, as they exist in open social environments, which provide
them with added complexity and unpredictability.
The dramaturgical perspective introduces the idea of the dramaturgical metaphor.
A brief description of it helps illustrate how it is utilised in chapters 4 and 6. By
definition, the dramaturgical metaphor recognises how the expressive aspects of human
behaviour, such as verbal and non-verbal communication and physical actions, are used
as mediums of symbolisation, which can be read and interpreted (Black, 1978: 569). For
Manning (1977: 13), who applied it to understand the working practices of routine police
work, it is a perspective most often applied in face-to-face interactions. As he suggests,

117 Symbolic interactionism is a theoretical tradition that is founded in the writings of George Mead (Mead,
1934), and is mainly concerned with the explanation of social actions through the meanings that are
attached and produced through them.
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‘in their everyday work the police, although they intrinsically possess great dramaturgical
potential, must also dramatise the appearance of control’ (Manning, 1977: 17). In what
others have called, ‘image work’ (see, Mulcahy, 2006: 17), the public police engage in
contextually constructed and representative practices that serve to enhance their
legitimacy,

which in turn requires what Manning (1977: 34) has termed, ‘dramatic

discipline’ in order to reproduce appearances and synchronise actors to achieve this goal.
Much of this kind of work takes place at the micro-level in citizen/police encounters and
police/political interactions, which, as exchanges between actors of different social status
and different positions of power, places actors in positions that they have to be both
defensive and protective of their social position, and therefore ‘face’ often has to be
maintained (Goffman, 1967:14).
It is Erving Goffman’s (1959; 1963; 1967) analysis on ‘face work’ and the
maintenance of ‘public face’ that also provided me with an influential reference point
here. To emphasise the point made above, for Goffman (1963: 99) face work is used
when ‘encounters are organised by means of a special set of acts and gestures comprising
communication about communicating’. When individuals have a need to maintain public
face, ‘they must ensure that a particular expressive order is sustained’ (Goffman, 1967:
11). This order regulates the flow of events, both large and small, ‘so that anything that
appears to be expressed by them will be consistent with his face’ (Goffman, 1967: 11).
This kind of face work is not only confined to individuals, but can also be undertaken by

118 Representative in this context refers to the way ‘symbols’ or ‘images’ are presented to be the
embodiment of something (Williams, 1976: 269).
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cohesive groups (Goffman, 1959: 84). In the context of this face work, face is maintained
through dramaturgical performances that are tailored to different situations.
Performances can refer to all the activity of an individual, which occurs during
any period where the individual is present before a particular set of observers. The
performance enables the individual to assert some influence over observers (Goffman,
1959: 32). Goffman called these performances ‘discrepant role-playing’, and may involve
the practices such a staging talk, team collusion and impression management (Goffman,
1959: 168). They may also involve, devices or ‘props’ that are utilised by the actor to
maximise the potential of the impression and, therefore, convince the audience of the
nature of the actor’s motives and intentions (see also, Manning, 1977: 26). These
inferences provided me with some key tools in seeking an understanding of the
relationships between the different actors at DPP meetings. Manning’s (1982: 223-242)
work on symbolic communications and the police was also a useful analytical tool. In the
sense that it helped me understand how dramaturgical performances are used to
consolidate the strategic positions of either individuals or groups such as the police
within micro-settings like DPP meetings and the back room negotiations such as those I
discuss in chapters 4 and 6.
One of the themes that emerged from data analysis was the clear symbolism that
was being attached by participants, particularly the PSNI and politicians, to their
partnership work. Within the context of this symbolism, it also became clear the
participants’ need to emphasise the importance of their role in the partnership, which was
substantiated and consolidated through dramaturgical performance and image work.
As Goffman (1959: 32) argued.
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‘It will be convenient to label as ‘front’ that part of the individual’s performance which
regularly functions in a general and fixed fashion to define the situation for those who
observe the performance.’

This performance accentuates certain matters and conceals others. The failure to regulate
the information acquired by the audience involves possible disruption of the projected
definition of the situation (Goffman, 1959: 74). The front stage/back stage analysis is
used to understand how DPP meetings in public are used as platforms to advance
symbolic and political face, whilst real issues are negotiated behind the scenes. As well as
front stage and back stage, I also required a tool that could help me evaluate the
dramaturgical performances that take place in PSNI presentations at public meetings. I
therefore looked towards the encoding and decoding metaphor.
Encoding & Decoding

Encoding refers to the process where texts 119 are translated to audiences in a
comprehensible form, with the intention of purveying to the receiver ‘preferred or
dominant meanings’ of the said texts (Hall, 1980: 136; Lidichi, 1997: 166). In addition,
Stuart Hall’s (Hall, 1980: 136) notion of ‘preferred meaning’ relates to the meanings
contained within texts, such as those that the presenter is seeking to encode in the minds
of the audience. Conversely, decoding refers to how the receiver of the texts, in the case

119 When referring to ‘texts’ Hall and others (see, Lidichi, 2397: 166) conceptualise texts as ‘not only
written words, but, fabrics of knowledge that can be used as reference, including oral text, social text and
academic text. These perform the same function, they facilitate interpretation’. In this chapter, I examine
oral texts, in the form of PSNI oral and orally supported visual presentations.
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the audiences receive, ‘decode’ and, potentially, ‘re-code’ these meanings in a certain
way. A receiver of texts will render what is unfamiliar to them in a more comprehensible
and understandable form, thus, establishing their own understandings of the text (Lidichi,
1997: 166). However, interpretations of a text may well be articulated, both, actively or
passively. In other words, the coded message or ‘preferred reading’ may not be
axiomatically adopted by the receivers and may well be different to the preferred reading
(Hall, 1980: 136). 120
The use of the encoding and decoding metaphors have been utilised previously
within policing scholarship. For example, Hall, Critcher, Jefferson, Clarke & Roberts
(1978) provided an analysis of the role of the media in the encoding of meanings around
‘criminal’ activity, which led to the creation of moral panics. In addition, Loader &
Mulcahy (2003: 57) used the encoding/decoding metaphors to illustrate how the
historical narratives of British policing have been represented through texts. Furthermore,
Manning (1977: 279-280; 1988) has provided a more nuanced use of the decoding
metaphor to illustrate how symbolic communicative practices are articulated and
interpreted throughout the public policing practices. The police, like other public
institutions, exist on the basis of the consent of the public they serve. In this context, to
gain public support, they will, to some degree or another, conceal the less glamorous
facets of their actual mission. In the case of the public police such concealment is
manifest in public relations exercises in an effort to forge public acceptance and consent
(Manning, 1977: 22). The argument advanced in this thesis relates to the idea that the

120 According to Hall (1980: 136-138) texts are often ‘open’ to both, ‘negotiated readings’, where the reader
broadly accepts the preferred reading, but sometimes resists and modifies it or ‘oppositional readings’,
where the message is decoded in a way that is oppositional to the preferred reading.
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practices that take place within partnerships are part of the broader symbolic and cultural
practices of public policing. The work of Manning (1977; 1988), Bittner (1970) and
Skolnick (1972) for example, have made inferences in the work of public policing as
symbolic organisations (see, Manning, 1982: 223). As I emphasise throughout this thesis,
the work involved in partnership policing is political, expressive constructed, and most of
all it is symbolic.

Conclusion
The data utilised in this thesis is taken from primary empirical research. This chapter has
set out the methodological framework that underpinned this research. It was a
methodology that was formulated with the purpose of providing the most effective way
of answering the research questions. In this respect, the approach that was chosen
provided a qualitative based set of data collection tools that was supported by a coherent
and systematic method of analysing the data through adopting the principles of Grounded
Theory. In these contexts, this chapter has set out the procedures undertaken in data
collection, selection of the case studies and respondents and in data analysis and has been
concerned with the practical aspects of the methodology.
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PART 2:
CASE STUDIES
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DISTRICT POLICING PARTNERSHIPS

Introduction

This chapter presents a timely insight into District Policing Partnerships (DPPs) in
Northern Ireland. DPPs are bespoke institutions that having been first recommended as
District Policing Partnership Boards (DPPBs) in the Independent Commission on
Policing (ICP), provide a local layer of democratic accountability for policing. DPPs
were made a statutory requirement through the Police (Northern Ireland) Act 2000 (as
amended) and they came into operation in 2003. There is a DPP in every district council
area in Northern Ireland; equating to twenty-six in total. Through their role in monitoring
the effectiveness of local policing and holding the PSNI to account, they are seen as
instrumental in the development of police/community relations in Northern Ireland (CAJ,
2005; Byrne & Monaghan, 2008: 97; Ryan, 2007). They have been cited as the one of the
most substantial achievements of the ICP, 121 and as one senior Police Service of
Northern Ireland (PSNI) officer exclaimed, they have become ‘an integral component of
the PSNTs community policing strategy’.

122

121 Speech by Des Rea (ex-Chair NIPB) on 18 Sep 2008 NIPB public forum on DPPs, Kings Hall, Belfast.
122 Interview with PSNI Chief Superintendant from PSNI headquarters/ September 2006.
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The chapter is based on extensive interviews with DPP members and senior PSNI
officers, which were supported by extensive observations of DPP public meetings.
The chapter is divided into three sections: Section 1 details the organisation and
management of DPPs. Section 2 considers some of the main challenges relating to the
working practices of DPPs from a policy perspective. Section 3 examines the issues and
challenges arising from the operation of DPPs in Northern Ireland’s post-conflict political
environment and considers the role of social interactions within DPPs.
Section 1:
The Organisation and Management of DPPs
Family Origins: From CPLCs to DPPs

Before providing an in-depth exposition of the organisation and management of DPPs, it
is perhaps appropriate to begin by reminding ourselves of the origins of DPPs, by
locating them within the broader context of the historical development of local
accountability structures for public policing in Northern Ireland.
The idea behind DPPs can be found in Community Police Liaison Committees
(CPLCs) in Northern Ireland (ICP, 1999: 34). Chapter 1 discussed the role of CPLCs in
respect of England and Wales and Chapter 3 briefly examined their role in Northern
Ireland. Although, recognising the weaknesses in the existing CPLC framework, it was
noted in chapter 3 that the ICP still felt there was a need for ‘constant dialogue at local
levels between the police and the community’ (ICP, 1999: 34). Therefore, it
recommended that each district council in Northern Ireland should establish District

,2j 15 DPP meetings and forums were attended between March 2007 and February 2009. A detailed list can
be found in Appendix 2.

159

Policing Partnership Boards (DPPBs) (1CP, 1999: 34). The ICP set out the following
terms for their establishment: The role of DPPBs was to be in a decentralised one, sitting
beneath the Northern Ireland Policing Board (NIPB) as local institutions for democratic
accountability. To carry out this function, it was recommended that they should have a
majority of elected members, supported by independent members who should be selected
to represent business and trade union interests and provide community safety expertise.
In the words of the ICP,

‘The function of the DPPBs should be advisory, explanatory and consultative. The boards
should represent the consumer, voice concerns of citizens and monitor the performance
of the police in their districts, as well as that of other protective agencies such as the fire
service, environmental protection, public health and consumer protection authorities.’
(ICP, 1999: 35).

In this role then, the ICP saw DPPBs considering ‘policing in its widest sense’ (ICP,
1999: 35), and promoting a nodal perspective towards security governance in Northern
Ireland (Shearing, 2001). Therefore, as well adding another layer of democratic
accountability- DPPBs would ‘supplant those existing CPLCs which are based on district
councils and operating at that level’ (ICP, 1999: 35). The ICP envisaged DPPBs as
institutions where arrangements for the ‘collective delivery of community safety’ could
be coordinated (ICP, 1999: 35). 124

124Some CPLCs remain in place and some have become Partners and Communities Together, these
partnerships are considered in chapter 5.
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District Policing Partnerships
In the event, it was District Policing Partnerships, not District Policing Partnership
Boards that were established under the auspices of the Police (Northern Ireland) Act 2000
(as amended). As I discussed in chapter 2, this was undertaken with a number of notable
omissions from the original recommendations, such as the omission of the term ‘board’
and the failure to allow them to raise up to 3 pence in the pound from local taxes.
The Structure and Responsibilities of DPPs
On a practical level, DPPs are partnerships between the local council and the community
(NIPB, 2008a: 6). Although Northern Ireland’s 26 district councils have responsibility for
maintaining a DPP in their respective areas, overall responsibility for DPPs remains with
the NIPB (Police (NI) Act, 2000 (as amended): 15). The management of DPPs is
undertaken by the NIPB, and is set out in three documents: the Code of Practice (NIPB,
2008a), the Financial Guidelines for DPPs (NIPB, 2007a) and the DPP Monitoring
Framework (NIPB, 2009). The funding of DPPs is split between the NIPB, who provide
75% of financial support, and district councils who supply the other 25% from their own
budgets. In addition, an independent accountancy firm, who reports directly to the NIPB,
conducts annual audits of DPPs (NIPB, 2007a). Notwithstanding, it is the Code of
Practice that acts as the NIPB’s main management tool. The first Code of Practice was
issued by the NIPB, in accordance with Section 19 (1) of the Police (Northern Ireland)
Act 2000 (as amended), in 2003. Presently, DPPs are subject to the most recent Code of
Practice issued in 2008 (NIPB, 2008a). The Code of Practice 'details the arrangements
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District Policing Partnerships are required to make in fulfilling their statutory
responsibilities’ (NIPB, 2008a: 3), which are set out in Table 2.
Table 2: The Responsibilities of District Policiim Partnershins (N1PB. 2008a: 3) 12’

• To provide views to the District Commander, and the Northern Ireland Policing
Board, on any matter concerning the policing of the district.
• To monitor performance of the police in carrying out the policing plan.
• Make arrangements for getting the views of the public on matters concerning the
policing of each particular district and gaining their cooperation with the police in
preventing crime and
• Act as a general forum for discussion and consultation on matters affecting the
policing of the district.

As statutory requirements, these four responsibilities inform every aspect of the function
of DPPs and the NIPB instructs DPPs to draw up standing orders setting out these
requirements (NIPB, 2008a: 16). A DPP manager

placed the role of these documents

in perspective, arguing,

That they do not guide DPPs in what they can and cannot do; they tell DPPs exactly what
they can and cannot do [and] how they should go about doing it.
(DPP manager/ October 2008)

I25These responsibilities mirror Section 16 of the Police (Northern Ireland) Act 2000 (as amended).
126 A DPP manger is employed by each district council to manage the day-to-day administration of DPPs.
The manager has a small team of staff and is present at DPP meetings where their role is to ensure meeting
protocols are adhered to.

162

The success of DPPs is specifically measured against whether these four responsibilities
have been successfully met.
Schedule 3 of the Police (Northern Ireland) Act 2000 (as amended) set out the
terms for the composition of DPPs. DPPs are composed of 15, 17 or 19 members,
dependent on the size of the district council. This membership is comprised of elected
members, who reflect the balance of party political representation of the council, and
independent members, who should represent business and trade union interests and
provide expertise in matters pertaining to community safety (see, NIPB, 2008a: 7-8; as
recommended ICP, 1999: 28).127
To ensure DPPs are democratically reflective of their locale, the elected members
out number independent members by one, with the Chair of the DPP also selected from
the council section of the membership.128 Because of its disproportionate population size,
the ICP recommended that Belfast required its own dispensation (ICP, 1999: 34).
Consequently, four DPP sub-groups were formed, representing North, South, East and
West Belfast respectively.129 The sub-groups are made up of six political members and
five independent members with at least one member taken from each of the four main
political parties comprising Belfast City Council (NIPB, 2008a: 27). The Code of
Practice (NIPB, 2008a) also sets out the main objectives that each DPP should aspire to,

127 The selection process for independent members organised by district councils and operated by the NIPB.
128 See, www.districtpolicing.com/print/index/int-what-are-dpps/int-mebership.htm.
129 The Police (Northern Ireland) Act 2003 extended full functionality to these sub-groups, effectively
making them mini-DPPs in their own right.
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in order to meet the statutory responsibilities. At this point, it is appropriate to digress
slightly and introduce, due to the primary role it plays in achieving these responsibilities,
the Local Policing Plan (LPP).

Local Policing Plans
The Local Policing Plan (LPP) is the primary tool from which the performance of local
policing is monitored, and therefore, sets out the main policing priorities for each PSNI
district. Section 22 of the Police (Northern Ireland) Act 2000 (as amended) instructed that
each PSNI district commander should publish a LPP. Moreover, in producing the LPP,
the legislation stipulates that the district commander should, ‘take account of the views
expressed’ by the DPP (Police (NI) Act, 2000 (as amended): sec 22.3). This wording,
however, also provides the district commander with a great deal of latitude regarding the
content of the LPP, particularly on matters that have been put forward by DPP members.
As Hillyard & Tomlinson (2000: 403) argued, it is a premise that leaves PSNI district
commanders firmly in control of the process. Nonetheless, as a senior PSNI officer
inferred, the LPP remains the main monitoring instrument from which DPPs hold senior
officers to account, thus, making it in their interest to take the views of the DPP seriously.

All of the operations in my area are directed by the content of the local policing plan. I
have to agree on this plan with the DPP. I then have to regularly report on the progress of
the plan to them.
(East Belfast Area Commander/ September 2008)
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It is the local policing plan that completely guides my priorities. It is set down here what
targets I have to accomplish over the given year.
(South Belfast Area Commander/October 2008)

The local policing plan absolutely shapes everything I do. It is important to recognise
this, I cannot forget it. I have to agree to an annual performance review and the biggest
thing that is picked up on is whether my area has reached the targets in the local policing
plan.

(West Belfast Area Commander/November 2008)

However, as I discuss later in this chapter, the process of formulating the LPP is not as
straightforward as the legislation instructs. Also, since the original provisions were set
out in Section 22 of the Police (Northern Ireland) Act 2000 (as amended), a number of
structural changes have taken place that has affected them.
First, in June 2002, Northern Ireland’s devolved ruling executive ordered the
Review of Public Administration (RPA), which was undertaken between June 2002 and
March 2006 and, amongst other things, recommended reducing the present 26 district
councils in Northern Ireland to 11 (see, Knox & Carmichael, 2006; 2006a).130 This
1 T 1

reorganisation is set to take place in May 2011.

It has also been made clear, by officials

from the NIPB that DPPs will also be re-organised in accordance with the RPA to mirror

130 http://www.rpani.gov.uk/index.htm
131 At the time of writing this process, due to political negotiations, is in doubt and yet may be postponed.
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the new district council boundaries.

If the RPA goes ahead it will remove DPPs from

their existing localities, by making them larger, and, therefore, covering larger areas.
However, the current proposal is a merger of DPPs and Community Safety Partnerships,
which I discuss in chapter 6.
However, in anticipation of the RPA, and as part of a rationalisation of its
operational structure, the PSNI re-organised its own divisional command structure,
amalgamating its previous 29 district commands into 8 new district commands in April
2007. One immediate effect of these changes is that each district commander has more
than one DPP within the breadth of their command and, there remains a requirement to
produce 29 local policing plans. In response, each PSNI district was further sub-divided
into areas, with each area mirroring the current council boundaries and the respective
DPPs operating within each district. Consequently, the responsibility for publishing and
delivering the LPPs to the DPPs was delegated to the new area commanders, of Chief
Inspector rank. District Policing Plans, as referred to in Section 22, now represent an
amalgamation of the respective LPPs for the whole district. Figure 3 illustrates an
example of the structural format of the LPP for North Down area command.
The LPP sets out the broad objectives the PSNI hope to achieve in that particular
area. Additionally, it sets the performance indicators, which relate to the set of objectives
to be achieved. Lastly, the LPP outlines the specific targets that are linked to achieving
the respective performance indicators. All DPPs publish their LPPs in this style, with the
only deviation being the content.

132 Information given by the Deputy Chair of the NIPB at a DPP public information forum held at Queen's
University, November 2006.
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Figure 3: Extract from North Down Local Policing Plan

North Down Policing Plan

liflilllliflimi! • llolHlMilf
l.ln partnership with the
community and other
agencies to make
communities and
neighbourhoods sate and
feel safe

1.2 The level of more
serious violent crime

1.2.2 To reduce the level of
assaults (1,2)

1.3 The number of domestic
burglaries

1.3.2 To reduce the number
of domestic burglaries in
line with service targets (3)

1.4 The availability of illegal
drugs

1.4.2 To increase the
number of illegal Drug
seizures (4)

1.5 The number of Incidents
of anti-social behaviour

1.5.1 To reduce the number
of incidents of anti-social
behaviour to ensure a 15%
reduction by 31/3/2011 (4)

1.6 The number of recorded
incidents of criminal
damage

1.6.2 To reduce crimes of
criminal damage recorded
in line with service targets
(3)

1.7 The number of people
killed or seriously injured on
the road

1.7.1 To contribute to
reducing the number of
people killed or seriously
injured on the road (1)

24
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The LPP plays a dominant role within the operation of DPPs. Specifically, for example,
the Code of Practice directs that DPPs should consult and engage with the public as a
means of identifying local policing priorities that they can then provide to the district
commander to help inform the production of the LPP (NIPB, 2008a: 10). The Code of
Practice (NIPB, 2008a) devotes a large amount of space to ‘guiding’ DPPs in how they
might successfully carry out such consultation, such as conducting surveys, hosting
meetings and ‘networking’ events (NIPB, 2008a: 9). From the fieldwork undertaken, it
was clear that the main form of interaction that DPPs had with the public was the use of
public meetings. DPPs hold three types of meeting: private meetings, public meetings and
themed meetings. Firstly, private meetings are held for the purposes of negotiation of the
LPP and to consider administrative matters regarding the operation of the DPP. A DPP
manager stated.

We have two types of meeting, one in private and one in public. Although I personally
think that all meetings should be held in public, the general feeling is that the strategic
planning should be kept in private, as the arguments between members, if they take place,
should not be seen in public. The publicly held meetings are there as a transparency
mechanism so the public can see the progression of the LPP.
(DPP Manager/October 2008)

Second, in accordance with the Code of Practice directive, DPPs hold four meetings, at
quarterly intervals, in public (NIPB, 2008a: 11). These public meetings are specifically
structured for the respective PSNI area commanders to present a progress report on the
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LPP. Third, the Code of Practice also instructs that DPPs to hold two themed forums per
year (NIPB, 2008a: 14). The aim of the themed meetings is to engender public discussion
and promote more consultation on local policing issues, outside the structured boundaries
of the quarterly public meetings. They also provide a stage for the PSNI and community
groups, ‘not traditionally engaged with the policing’, to give lectures and presentations
(NIPB, 2008a: 3). As one DPP manager noted,

As a response to low attendances at the meetings in public, we were told by the policing
board to start conducting themed meetings where we can discuss specific issues that
people might be interested in.
(DPP manager/Magherafelt/ October 2008)

We often ask other statutory agencies and voluntary groups that are active in the local
area to come in and do presentations at themed forums on what they are doing in the local
community. They are informative for both DPP members and for the public also.
(East Belfast DPP Political member/Alliance Party/ May 2009)

The Constitution of DPPs
Before moving on to analyse the operation of DPPs in more detail, it is necessary to
mention the constitutional arrangements of DPPs. When DPPs were established in 2003,
it was made clear in the Northern Ireland (Police (Northern Ireland) Act (as amended),
(2000: 3.1) that they would be reconstituted congruently with local elections, therefore,
keeping DPPs reflective of the political representation on each district council. Under this
policy, DPPs were first reconstituted in December 2005, after the Northern Ireland local
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elections of May of that year. Nevertheless, because of the continued boycott by Sinn
Fein of policing structures, many DPPs remained politically unreflective of district
councils. In view of the agreement by Sinn Fein to take their seats on the NIPB and DPPs
following the St. Andrews’ Agreement (2006), a further reconstitution of DPPs was
undertaken in March 2008. Subsequent to, ‘determining the political condition’ of each
DPP, the NIPB reconstituted 23 of the 26 DPPs (see, DPP News, 2007: 3). However,
postponement of the 2009 Northern Ireland district council elections until 2011, in
anticipation of the Review of Public Administration (The Postponement of Local
Elections (NI) order, 2009), means that the post-2008 reconstitution composition of DPPs
will remain in place. Influenced by the Police (NI) Act 2003, which gave a clearer role
for the Belfast sub-groups (see, NIPB, 2008a: 26), the NIPB also used the reconstitution
to reorganise the Belfast sub-groups. Prior to the re-constitution political members sat on
both sub-groups and the main Belfast DPP. The NIPB ended this practice. The political
members of the four sub-groups are no longer also members of the main Belfast DPP.
Having set out the organisation and management framework from which DPPs
operate, the discussion now turns to report on the working practices of DPPs. The next
section begins this analysis by reporting on how in particular the imposition of
performance targets and the strive for budgetary efficiency have had a profound influence
on the working practices of DPPs. The problem, as the discussion illustrates, is that these
issues work to stifle the nodal perspective that DPPs were founded upon (Shearing, 2001:
3).
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Section Two: Managerialism and DPPs
Countervailing forces: central control versus local autonomy
This section brings together evidence from this research which suggests that one of the
main challenges facing DPPs is an underlying imbalance between the broad central
control of DPPs, fostered through tight structural frameworks, particularly those fostered
by the NIPB, and any relative local autonomy bestowed upon DPPs themselves by their
members. In this respect, the fieldwork identified two issues, both reflective of broader
managerialist concerns highlighted in chapter 1. These being: the issues of budgets and
targets.
The issue of budgets
It is noteworthy to begin by reminding ourselves what the ICP recommended with regard
to police budgets:

‘We recommend that district commanders have fully devolved authority over
the deployment of personnel (officer and civilian) within their command,
devolved budgets (including salary budgets), authority to purchase a range of
goods and services, and to finance local policing initiatives.’
(ICP, 1999: 58-59)

To understand why budgets are an issue for DPPs, two factors need to be considered.
First, it is important to understand how the PSNI manages and subsequently allocates its
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overall budget.133 Second, following on from this process, it is necessary to consider the
implications of these financial arrangements within the context of the relationship
between the PSNI and DPPs.
The management of budgets in the PSNI is centrally controlled and coordinated
through the Operational Support Unit, which is located within PSNI headquarters.134 It is
from this department that each PSNI district is allocated a proportion of the central
budget. The district budget is then subsequently divided accordingly between the various
areas within the respective district. As a result, each area commander is allocated a slice
of the district budget that can be utilised at his/her discretion, and is used to pay for
everything from office stationery to the maintenance of vehicles. However, the biggest
portion of the budget goes to pay for officers’ over -time. As PSNI area commanders
explained, most of the targets appearing in the LPPs are best addressed through specific
and pre-planned operations, which prove costly in over-time terms. These have to be
balanced against maintaining an operative response-policing component, which remains
the mainstay of everyday police work, and involves responding, as and when required, to
emergency and routine calls for police assistance.
The implications of this process being, that each area commander must balance
between planning operations, directly aimed at meeting the targets set out in the LPP and
maintaining effective response policing. The allocation of any extra finances that area
commanders might require to achieve this balance is acquired through a competitive

133 At the time the research was undertaken the PSNI budget for 2007/08, the PSNI’s total budget was
£745.9million (source: http://www.psni.police.uk/annual budget plan 0708.pdf). However, recent reports
indicate future cuts in the PSNI budget (BBC, 2009),
http://news.bbc.co.Uk/l/hi/northem ireland/8235002.stm
134 See, http://www.psni.police.uk/index/about-us/departments/about_operational_support.htm
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bidding process at the district level, and is ultimately decided upon by the respective
district commander. As some explained:

If I want to do specific operations I have to put a bid in to the District Commander for
extra hours. It is a bidding process. Let’s say there is a target to meet and I want to run a
specific operation, I go along to the District management meeting and put my case
forward and bid for hours to run the op.
(Area Commander, East Belfast/October, 2008)

1 mean I have a certain amount of latitude within the resources I am given and I can bid
for hours. But, you can only do so much.
(Area Commander, South Belfast/October, 2008)

There is, however, a certain amount of heterogeneity within this process, with
arrangements differing between district commands. But, autonomy remains at the behest
of each district commander. Some district commanders work within a management team
structure where all decisions are made on a team basis, whilst others are more autocratic,
resulting in area commanders having little say over any allocation of extra financial
resources.

Now in our district we are very lucky we have a boss who allows lots of autonomy,
although we are probably not allowed the autonomy that we actually have. In this area, I
have, unless I do something totally stupid or start acting in an irrational manner, like
spending lots of money, total autonomy concerning local issues. What I do not have is a
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devolved budget, which allows me to prioritise, so therefore I have to balance my
priorities against budgets. I still have to bid for resources to take my operations forward.
(Area Commander, North Belfast/ Tennent Street/September 2008)

The following extracts from three area commanders sums up the overall financial
situation.

Fiscally it’s complicated. It is an organisational issue. Budgets need to be devolved more.
My budget is set and I have no autonomy really over how much I can spend. That is
decided by HQ [Headquarters]....! am given my budget. That is set, the number of
officers I get is set, the number of civilian staff I get is set. We have to work within these
restrictions.
(Area Commander, Derry/Londonderry/ October, 2008)

We have a finite budget and a reducing number of personnel over a number of years. So
really we have to do more with less, so we have to be more efficient and a lot more
effective. Because you have these restrictions in place you have to be more focused on
what your priorities are. If you don’t prioritise you will spread your resources too thinly
and you will not achieve anything worthwhile.
(Area Commander, South Belfast/October 2008)

I have a small number of resources, which restrains what I can do. When resources are
finite one has to choose carefully between whether to give overtime to NPT
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[neighbourhood policing team] or response. But response is dictated by demand and we
are very busy, that is my priority. Usually 1 can only put six or eight officers on
neighbourhood work.
(Area Commander, North Belfast/Oldpark/ September, 2008)

The budget also has to stretch to cover contingencies. For example, the need to keep
vehicles and equipment serviceable:

If a car gets wrecked our budgets do not appear to take account for that. We have a very
high cost of maintaining vehicles and a very high cost of maintaining basic policing
duties
(Area Commander, North Belfast/Tennent Street/September, 2008),

Overall, then, local policing is a fiscally restrained exercise, and for area commanders,
strong operational autonomy is offset by weak budgetary autonomy. The way the PSNI
allocates its budget also has a number of implications for DPPs. First, while LPPs shape
the focus of all operations, they still have to be designed with budgetary efficiency firmly
in mind, which was found to be unpopular with DPP members. But, for area commanders
such opinions are driven by a ‘solve everything’ attitude.

I have found in these planning meetings with the DPP, they [the members] have
particular agendas on things they want addressed. But they have no idea about the costs
of policing
(Area Commander, East Belfast/October, 2008)
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Some members come to meetings saying we want this we want that but we have to say
no. I have to tell them we do not have the money, which is one of my leads.
(Area Commander, South Belfast/ October, 2008)

This attitude was the cause of a professed frustration for area commanders towards DPP
members who they saw as failing to understand the finer details and implications of the
financial arrangements of the PSNI. For their part, a typical response from DPP members
included:

It’s about using resources correctly, we know the police have resources issues and
therefore cannot keep up with everything. But, they need to be more proactive in using
what they have.
(Independent DPP member/Community worker. North Belfast DPP/October, 2008)

Most DPP members who were interviewed had less concern over budgetary efficiency

per se, but more concern over how budgets were spent and the fact they remain centrally
controlled.
1 understand police resources are finite, but the main point is still about the style of
policing, the nature of policing, the character of policing. It’s about allocation yes, but it’s
also about use. Give us, give the local commanders fiscal autonomy and we will be able
to address the right issues.
(Political member. Alliance Party, East Belfast/ May, 2009)
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Thus, under the current system:

Having no control over how policing budgets are spent means it reduced our local control
over the priorities that go into the LPP.
(Political member, Alliance Party, East Belfast/May, 2009)

We have, therefore a conundrum where there are competing views on how budgets
should be managed and dispensed. It is perhaps the case that if DPPs are to fulfil the role
set out for them, budgets need to be devolved to the lowest possible level.
Nevertheless, PSNI Area Commanders, although committed to listening to local
public concerns, felt, that in their experience, the general public had little appreciation of
what it means to police within budgetary efficiency. One area commander described their
predicament,

Whenever I go to DPP meetings I am sitting there with an ever decreasing finite set of
resources, in which 1 have to maintain order and meet their expectations. If for example I
have to constantly deploy resources to other priorities and it will ultimately be my core
targets areas that will suffer...It’s all about resource management.. It’s just an everdecreasing circle of matching budget with expectation.
(Area Commander, North Belfast/Old park/ September, 2008)

The system of budgetary management within the PSNI has a significant impact on how
local policing priorities are shaped. But, the way crime targets themselves are developed
and managed is also a pressing and interconnected concern.
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The issue of targets
DPPs were given the statutory obligation to monitor local policing. In accordance with
this function area commanders are held to account by the specific performance indicators
and targets set out in LPPs. The research found a number of concerns surrounding the
role of these targets.
The first concern stems directly from how the targets are prioritised within the
LPP. Of particular concern is that the system appeared to favour centrally driven
priorities above local ones. The problem arises out of the fact that area commanders find
themselves subject to an array of centrally set targets set down in the Northern Ireland
Policing Plan (NIPP, 2009), which they must somehow incorporate within the framework
of the LPP. As area commanders explained:

By the time I sit down to draft the LPP, I already have dozens of targets to start with,
some times over a hundred across the board... These priorities come down from the NIO
[Northern Ireland Office], the Policing Board and the Chief Constable’s office and even
from the British Crime Survey. Everybody seems to have a say in them. So what comes
out in the local policing plan is somewhat different to what local people want. What they
want just gets lost.
(Area Commander, Derry/Londonderry/October, 2008)

As I said before the DPP and local policing plan completely guides the priorities. But, a
lot of priorities are set down by the Policing Board. For me, their priorities are my
priorities. I will look at first what the policing board have set down and that is the
strategic direction that I will take my lead from. If for example the reduction of Burglary
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is the number one target then I have to go to the DPP and argue for that as the number
one priority in the local plan.... If they [the NIPB] want something that is not at the top of
the agenda, they always win out...their targets simply guide where I put my resources. I
have no choice but to meet their targets.
(Area Commander/South Belfast, October 2008)

In a similar vein to Hillyard and Tomlinson’s concerns, some DPP members complained
that area commanders often turn up to meetings with their ideas for the plan already set in
place. A DPP manager responded to the issue stating:

When we sit down in January to discuss the LPP it is made clear to us that the LPP has to
mirror the Northern Ireland plan; the majority of targets have already been fixed by the
policing board. The result is that we are left with little wriggle room for negotiation of the
LPP.
(DPP manager, Magherafelt/ October, 2008).

In a process that is reminiscent of the one set out for CDRPs in England, performance
targets therefore perhaps stymie the inclusion of many local issues. To provide a clear
understanding of this issue it is worth scrutinising the origins of the Northern Ireland
Policing Plan.
The Northern Ireland Policing Plan
The Northern Ireland Policing Plan (NIPP, 2009) sets out the benchmark policing
priorities for the whole of Northern Ireland for the period between 2009-2011. It aims to
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identify common themes for policing that can be applied to the whole of Northern Ireland
and sets targets that can be measured. It is published by the NIPB and is produced jointly
by the PSNI’s senior management team, headed by the Chief Constable, and the NIPB.
Although the production of this plan includes consultations with DPP members, the
construction of the Northern Ireland Policing Plan (NIPP, 2009) also includes the
Secretary of State for Northern Ireland’s ‘long term policing objectives’ (see, Police (NI)
Act (as amended), 2000: sec 24.1), the UK’s National Policing Plan and the UK National
Audit Office recommendations (NIPP, 2009: 2).

Along with the Northern Ireland

Crime Survey (see, NIO, 2008; 2008a; 2009b) and the crime statistics collected by the
PSNI, the Northern Ireland Policing Plan also pinpoints priorities using data taken from
its six-monthly Omnibus surveys (see, NIPB, 2008b; 2009a) and bi-annual, DPP
Consultation Surveys (see, NIPB, 2004; 2006; 20 08).137 The Omnibus survey is an
altitudinal survey specifically designed to chart public levels of satisfaction in Northern
Ireland towards policing in general. Correspondingly, the first DPP Consultation Survey
took place in June 2003 with the aim specifically to fulfil the NIPB’s statutory
responsibility, as set out in Section 3.3d of the Police (NI) Act 2000 (as amended), to
‘assess the level of public satisfaction with the performance of the police and DPPs’
(NIPB, 2008: 4). The results are published both for Northern Ireland as a whole and for
each DPP (for examples of the latter see, DPP, 2006; 2006a; 2006b; 2006c).

135 The current Northern Ireland Policing Plan sets out the objectives, performance indicators and targets
for the period 2009/2011.
136 At the time the research was undertaken, and in relation to the current plan.
137 It is noteworthy that the response rates for the 2008 DPP survey was as little as 17%.
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In light of the sheer volume of sources that goes into the plan, the concern is
raised that the current performance target structure is prioritised in such a way that a
system of targets are produced that runs in contradiction to what ICP (1999) proposed.
The ICP had stipulated that the District Policing Plan should inform the preparation of the
annual policing plan for Northern Ireland. It appears the case that this is the reverse. One
area commander summed up the situation.

I firmly believe the NIO and the government should back off a little and allow us [area
commanders] to consult locally and provide a real local plan that feeds into a ‘national’
plan and not the other way around.
(Area Commander, Derry/Londonderry/ October, 2008)

A second concern, which directly stems from the previous issue, is that many of the
performance targets, therefore, prioritise the reduction of volume crimes, such as
burglary, assault, criminal damage, drug offences and theft. Such offences, although
important, were in many cases not the issues causing the most anxiety within local
neighbourhoods.

Targets from the above pull us in one direction, and 1 am expected to achieve them. But
the community who we are supposed to be policing with more often than not raise quality
of life issues, social issues, for which we do not have all the answers and are not
measurable in targets nor do we have the resources to deal with them. We are being
pulled in different directions.
(Area Commander/North Belfast/Oldpark/September 2008)
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There is an enormous amount of pressure on me for example to stop the burglary or catch
the burglar. But, if there is a burglary in your street that affects you, it might also affect
the person either side of you. But it doesn’t affect the whole street. If there is anti-social
behaviour it affects everybody. What is more important to us is not always important to
them. There is a serious disconnect here.
(Area Commander/Derry/Londonderry/October 2008)

I documented in my field notes the most common issues that were raised during some of
the DPP public meetings. These issues included: drinking in public places, urinating in
the street, illegal dumping, noisy neighbours, stone throwing, littering, harassment of
local

shopkeepers,

physical

intimidation

congregations of large groups in public places.

of shoppers,

blocking

entrances

and

These issues, which are often brought

under the rubric of anti-social behaviour, are returned to again in later chapters, where
some recent policy responses proposed to address them are considered. However, the
point of concern is that the dominance of anti-social behaviour issues at DPP meetings is,
in many cases, not reflected in LPPs, which during the period of the research were
dominated by targets to reduce volume crimes. An area commander reflected:

In my area I have a core element of about 30-40 youths who lack parental, social or
community control. They have allegiance to no-one. They drink at shop fronts, throw

138 Data recorded at various meetings of the Belfast sub-groups between February 2008 and March 2008,
and from meetings of the North Down DPP in March 2008 and Magherafelt DPP in August 2008.
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stones as passing traffic and are a general nuisance. It dominates the bulk of response
calls to this area.
(Area Commander, North Belfast/Old park/ September 2008)

Another respondent explained,

The thing is with anti-social behaviour is that it is not confined to Protestant or Catholic
areas it seems to be an endemic problem that cuts across both our inner cities and small
rural towns alike.
(Political Member, DUP, West Belfast/ March 2009)

The issues surrounding the behaviour of young people are not confined to urban areas,
such issues cause the same amount of consternation among rural audiences as young
people hanging around local shops does for residents in urban areas. For example,
problems surrounding youths driving their cars around late at night, in a rural small town
was brought up at one DPP meeting:

Field Note: A councillor exclaims: there is no control of young people- it is like the ‘wild
west’ they are ‘out of control’ in these cars. ‘More regulation by the police is needed’.

Field Note: Strong feelings are voiced from across the board about anti-social behaviourparticularly in cars with ‘boy racers’ appearing to be a problem across the district
(Fieldnote extracts: 11/08/08/ Magherafelt DPP meeting)
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Anti-social behaviour was also raised at other DPP meetings that I visited.
Field Note: Again- strong feelings now being voiced from across the floor about anti
social behaviour and the PSNPs lack of ability to deal with it
(Derry/Londonderry DPP meeting/ 25 February 2009)
Field Note: Yet another question is raised relating to the efficacy of the police to deal
with under-age drinking and anti-social behaviour. The police are arguing back that they
have a youth diversion officers and this policy seeks to divert youths away from criminal
proceedings. ‘They do not want to criminalise the young for the sake of doing so’
(Fieldnote extract: West Belfast DPP meeting 25/09/08)

Such evidence is supported by recent survey data from an inner city area of Belfast,
which found that 53% of respondents felt that the PSNI were not effective in tackling
issue surrounding anti-social behaviour, which was a serious contributor to the fear of
crime (Ellison & Shirlow, 2008: 3). I39A community worker and independent DPP
member said of the situation, in response to a question regarding her views on public
confidence in policing:

Different things annoy different people and you can’t please everybody. I know people
give the police a hard time. But something like constantly kicking a ball against a wall
can put some people over the edge. 1 do have sympathy for the position the police are
often put in.
(Independent DPP member, North Belfast/ October, 2008)

1'i' It is also noteworthy that evidence from recent NICS (2008) survey data that reported that 68% of
people living in areas with a high level of anti-social behaviour exhibit a low confidence in policing.
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For the PSNI, it is the failure of the public and politicians to understand how they are
constrained by the exigencies of the law that is frustrating; in that, many of the acts of
vandalism or anti-social behaviour are not witnessed, and therefore, the police are often
unable to anything but ‘move them on’.

People often call citing intimidation brought about though noise, verbal abuse, stone
throwing, drinking in public and raucous behaviour of the youths. But, when police turn
up and it’s just youths talking loudly outside someone’s house, there is little we can do
except move them on.
(Area Commander, North Belfast/Old park/ September, 2008)

Yet, at DPP meetings, such explanations do little to appease sometimes angry audiences,
which in some cases results in vocal outbursts of public anger.

Field Note: how does reaching your targets stop my window from getting stoned every
night.
(shouted by an audience member, North Belfast DPP/ Field note extract/February 2008)

There is then, a certain over expectation from many residents who turn up to DPP
meetings of what the PSNI can lawfully accomplish, with high expectations placed upon
the PSNI to solve ‘all social ills’ in some inner city areas, which works to undermine
confidence in the PSNI (see also, Byrne & Monaghan, 2008: 105-106). Clearly though,
many of the targets that make it into LPPs appeared increasingly abstract from the real
experiences of those living within local neighbourhoods.
185

Figure 4: extract from East Belfast District Policing Partnership 9 Month report: Feb 2009 (DPP. 2009: 2)

Section 1} Progress towards achieving targets in the Loca! Poiicing Plan for 2008/2009
Domain: Tackling Crime
LPP Target

%
Change

Apr-Dee
07/08

Apr-Dee
08/09

3738

4055

8.5%

1147

1164

1.5%

274

327

19.3%

X

19.3%

16.3%

-3%

X

-

6

-

-

3.1.2 To reduce the number of crimes
recorded by 2.6%
3.2.1 To reduce the level of violent crime
3.3.1 To reduce the number of domestic
burglaries by 3.5%

4.1.1 To increase the clearance rate by 5%
4.2.2 To increase the number of significant
seizures of drugs
Strategy

Target Comment on reasons for change in performance

X
X
Burglars are targeting insecure houses, new houses and
houses being renovated. There has also been an
increase in burglaries where the householder is on
holiday

Significant means lOOg of cocaine, cannabis or
amphetamine; 5g of heroin; 100 ecstasy tablets
Impact

Assaults
> Get Homesafe

The Get Homesafe campaign has been implemented
in East Belfast to address alcohol related assaults
and other related crime

Domestic Burglary Strategies:
> Focused operations in Hotspot areas
1. Op Surge - anthcrime ops
> Leaflet drops
> Bail Strategy is in place to oppose bail for prolific offenders
> Prolific Offenders Strategy - Offender Management Unit Set Up
> Mandatory tasking of CSI Officers
> Maximum use of media

Numerous important arrests made including
suspected Holiday Burglary Suspect and Distraction
Burglary Suspect
In the 6 years to the end of 2008 Domestic Burglary
has reduced by 49.7% (from 650 to 327)

1
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A third concern regarding targets relates to how they are actually reported at DPP public
meetings. An example from the research will serve to illustrate the issue. Figure 4, above,
shows an extract from the 2008/2009 9-month report of the East Belfast Area. In figure 4
each of the targets are listed in the left hand columns. The changes in recorded offences
for each domain are then presented in both real terms (actual crimes recorded) and in
percentage terms. The significant column is the fifth column entitled ‘target’. When these
visuals are presented the crosses are colour coded. A cross is bright red signifies a failure
to meet the specified target. However, a bright green tick signifies the PSNI have met
their target. In this case, the column shows four crosses. Regardless of a change, in either
percentage or real terms, it is the cross that became the focal point of attention. It
signifies that the PSNI have failed to meet the target. The use of this imagery has a
profound effect on the dynamics of DPP meetings, and produces some interesting points
of analysis. Area commanders described the implications of a failure to achieve a green
tick:
For our critics a cross provides enough ammunition to illustrate our [the PSNI’s]
incompetence. In my opinion they have set up in this way. We could go in and face five
green ticks and two red crosses and it will be the two red crosses that they will pick up
on. Soon as they see a cross they home in on it.
(Area Commander, Derry/Londonderry/ October, 2008)

We could go in there and have 13 green ticks and two red crosses. What are they going to
concentrate on; the two red crosses. They could be about something not too important or
for that matter less important than the ticks. But that’s the way it is.
(Area Commander/ West Belfast/ October 2008).
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Another area commander put the issue more metaphorically:

The tick boxes they can provide the stick to hit us [the PSNI] with! They shape the whole
meeting and can make it a painful process.
(Area Commander, North Belfast/Old Park/ September, 2008)

During the course of the fieldwork I observed numerous occasions when an inordinate
amount of time was spent pouring over the finer details of a statistical aberration, such as
a minor change in clearance times, illustrated in figure 4 at point 4.1.1.
As one area commander elaborated:

In my opinion, and 1 know my fellow commanders feel the same, these long drawn out
debates over the small rises, in real terms, of one crime or another makes a nonsense of
the [DPP] meeting. It might be the case that lets say burglary increased by nine and only
one or two are solved, this difference might equate to a large percentage change when put
into stats
(Area Commander, South Belfast/October, 2008)

Moreover, evidence from observing DPP meetings leads me to suggest that some DPP
members either fail to register the differences between percentage rises and rises in real
terms or simply do not understand the system. A DPP member noted:
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I know some of my colleagues just pick up on the bad statistics, they think that is the way
to hold the police to account. But it’s a short term view and they are failing to understand
the complexities of the situation.
(Political Member, Alliance, East Belfast/ May, 2009)

A further point of consideration relates to the extent that these statistics can be differently
interpreted. For instance, the comparisons made in figure 4 are not direct comparisons to
the previous nine-month period, they are comparisons of the same nine-month period in
the previous year. Let us take the domestic burglary target at 3.3.1 (figure 4), in stark
contrast to the 19.3% rise in burglaries reported here, which compares to the
corresponding nine-month period, consider the box entitled ‘impact’, situated in the
bottom right comer in figure 4. The bottom line indicates that over the last six years there
has been a 49.7% reduction in burglaries, which is running contrary to the previous
figure. Despite PSN1 efforts to highlight the 49.7% reduction in burglary it was the
‘target’ illustrated at figure at 3.3.1 that was, in this case, debated by the DPP
membership. 140 As an area commander put it:
Consider the figures for my area, which show that we a reducing crimes such as burglary
year on year, but the targets remain the same. We have to keep reducing the same in
percentage terms each year. This system misses a consistent downward trend. We are
picked up as failing if the percentage fall is not the same as the percentage target is not
met from the previous quarter. A downward reduction is missed.
(Area Commander/North Belfast/Oldpark/September 2008)

140 East Belfast DPP meeting/ February 2009.
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Therefore, decisions about which statistic to focus upon can tell two different stories with
area commanders persistently questioning the merits of how the figures that are presented
in the LPP reports. In particular it is how they do not compare directly to the preceding
months. Most argued, that comparing one nine-month period with another fails to track
long-term trends, as is highlighted above, in the case of the reduction of domestic
burglary. Therefore:

It reduces the reporting of the LPP to a tick box exercise.... a few rises in the rate of
burglary in statistical terms might not increase the likely hood to be burgled any further
than it was before, as they might be dispersed over periods of time and area.... a burglary
might be low key and not affect a whole neighbourhood, alternatively, anti-social
behaviour does affect whole neighbourhoods having more impact in producing negative
social relations within those communities and increasing the fear of crime.
(Area Commander, Derry/Londonderry/ October, 2008)

The interesting point it raises is that although burglary might have a high impact on the
households that it affects, but graffiti, litter or young people hanging around at night has
far wider impact on an area (see, Barnes & Eagle, 2007: 162). Targets, then, are
sometimes disconnected with the matters of most concern in local areas.
In sum, when the targets are not met, no matter how narrow or wide the gap, it is
the cross in the box that becomes the only significant image, and thus, styming any useful
debate of any other public safety issues that might be of concern. Put differently, the
system has the capacity to create an illusion that crime is rising more rapidly than it
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actually is, and reduces meetings to a battle of interpreting statistics, which takes the
premise away from what real problems might be facing these communities. To emphasise
the point, also consider figure 5 (page 192). In this case, an extract from the quarterly
report of the LPP as it was presented to the North Belfast sub-group onl6 Sep 2008 is
illustrated. On the last line of figure 5 (at point 3.3.2) it shows that in real terms domestic
burglaries increased by 32 actual burglaries in real terms. In comparison with the same 3month period in the previous year: a percentage terms rise of 23%. Arguably, the latter
figure looks and sounds far worse than the former. Figure 6 (page 193) illustrates another
example from the same report. This example illustrates the converse, a positive outcome
for the PSNI. In this case, an increase in searches from 8 to 18 searches in real terms,
equating to a startling 125% rise in percentage terms. Thus, stark connotations can be
made between the two figures. It begs the question whether such percentages should be
cited when the whole numbers are so low.
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Figure 5: extract from North Belfast District Policing Partnership 3 Month report: Sep 2008 (DPP,
2008:2')

North Belfast District Policing Partnership 3 Month Report
[April 2008 - June 2008]

Section 1) Progress Towards Achieving Targets in the Locai Policing Plan for 2008/2003
Domain: Satisfaction and Confidence
LPP Target

Apr-Jun
07/08

Apr-Jun
08/09

-

-

2 2.1 To carry out a programme of dip sampling to
ascertain the level of victim satisfaction with police,
in relation to domestic violence and domestic
ourglary.
2 2.2 To carry out a programme of dip sampling to
ascertain the level of customer satisfaction (nonvictim) with police.

-

-

% Points
Change

-

-

Target Comment on reasons for change in performance

X
X

‘Atnle domestic burglary monitoring commenced in June
2008. domestic violence monitoring did not commence
until July 2008. Analysis for both will be available in the
next report.
A pilot for non-victim sampling is scheduled to commence
m September 2008.

Impact

Strategy
•
•

Analysis will be available in the next report

To capture public perceptions of the service provided by police within A’ District
To use the information obtained to help develop our service to the public.

Domain: Tackling Crime
LPP Target

Apr-Jun
07/08

Apr-Jun
08/09

%Change

Target Comment on reasons for change in performance

3.2.ITo reduce the level of violent crime.

3.3.2 To reduce the number of domestic
burglaries in line with Service targets.

601

696

+ 16%

X

142

174

+23%

X

The increase in Violent Crime is attributable to an
increase in Offences Against the Person, in particular
Assaults. May 2008 recorded a notable rise and this may
have been linked to the warmer weather and increase in
socialising during the month
The increase can be attributed to a rise in reports of
burglaries involving plasma TVs, game consoles and
copper piping..... .........
..
.

North Belfast District Policing Partnership 3 Month Report
[April 2008 - June 2008]
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Figure 6: extract from North Belfast District Policing Partnership 3 Month report: Sep 2008 (DPP, 2008: 3)

North Belfast District Policing Partnership 3 Month Report

[April 2008 - June 2008]
4.2.2 To increase the number of premises
searched.
4,2.2 To increase the number of drug seizures.

8

18

+125%

<✓

53

49

-7.5%

X

£19.839

£1.011,353

+4997%

<✓

-

£21.430.00

N/A

4.2.2 To increase the value of those seizures.

4 3.1 To increase the number of assets seized
and recovered and report on their value, in
accordance with the Proceeds of Crime Act.

Approximately 1,500 cannabis plants and cultivation
equipment was seized following a number of searches in
the Old Westland Road area of North Belfast. The plants
have an estimated value of £750,000. One male and one
female have been charged with possession of a class C
drug, possession of a class C drug with intent to supply
and cultivation of a class C drug. Intelligence led
operations and co-operation within the community have
led to other seizures.

Impact

Strategy
•
•
«
•
•
•

Hot spots identification
Bail checks
RAID Control Strategy
High visibility patrolling in hot spot areas
Op Converter
Urban Region burglary operation (update in next report)

• Improved allocation of resources
• Bail conditions adhered to
• Reduced opportunities for re-offending
• Improved security at commercial premises
• Deterrence
• 25 suspects chargedtreported for burglary as a result
of forensic evidence

Domain: Promoting Community Safety
LPP Target
5.1 2 To increase the number of seizures of
alcohol from minors.
5 1 3 To increase the number of minors referred
to the Youth Diversion Officer for consumption of
alcohol.

Apr-Jun
07/08

Apr-Jun
08/09

%Change

-

317

N/A

22

174

+691%

Target Comment on reasons for change in performance
✓

Targeted operations focusing on youths and adults
drinking alcohol in public places.
Police work with local off licenses emphasising their
responsibilities.
The use of ABCs and ASBOs for prolific offenders

North Belfast District Policing Partnership 3 Month Report
[April 2008 - June 2008J

3
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It is noteworthy, however, that it is not only the PSNI who are uneasy with the system.

I have to say at the beginning I was very disgruntled with what was happening at DPPs. It
seemed to me that it was a process that involved the continuing leafing through statistics
that were being used very imaginatively. I mean what does a 14% reduction in burglary
mean to people, when they are facing a gang of people at the bottom of their street.
(Political Member, Sinn Fein, East Belfast/March, 2009)

It is perhaps appropriate to note, however, that some area commanders were less negative
about targets. Although, agreeing that the system has fundamental flaws, they argued that
the PSNI have to be made accountable in some form or another and the use of targets
provides a simple benchmark test.

I know there is a lot of emphasis put on targets, but they are important. They focus the
attention of the police officer, and they do create responsive attitudes within the PSNI.
They are a mechanism where we can compare performance, which is important. The
difficulty with targets though remains the amount of time, effort, money and
administration that goes into keeping the figures up to date.
(Area Commander, South Belfast/October 2008)

Performance targets also provide genuine benchmarks, which can be construed as valuefree that are not, for example, related to contentious issues like the political violence of
the past.
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Lastly, it is noteworthy that the PSNI often neglect to inform the audiences about
the process of how statistics are accumulated, constructed and produced. The audience
have to take the statistics represented at face value. This is not a new phenomenon. As
Manning (1977: 138) asserts, ‘agencies control crime statistics, they control notions and
knowledge of crime and its threat, and as gatekeepers are manufacturers of official
wisdom’. Thus, in this respect, the PSNI simply fail to ask who are those committing
burglary? Why are they committing burglary? What can be done to lessen the potential
for people to commit burglary?
To conclude this part of the discussion we can see that there is a clear gap
between the way targets are prioritised in LPPs and the many issues that are raised by
local DPP audiences. The research identified that this problem primarily stems from the
centrally directed focus of the targets and the trend to direct targets towards the reduction
of volume crimes. In this respect, although performance targets provide some form of
visible accountability, the top-down nature of their imposition restricts the prioritisation
of local issues. When combined with the restrictions that surround the allocation of
budgets, they raise important questions for DPPs. The particular concern is that an
increased central focus and reliance on managerialist concerns diminishes the capacity of
DPPs to serve local interests, which ultimately was the sprit in which was originally
recommended (ICP, 1999: 34).
Achieving appropriate public consultation: A problem with public meetings?
Section 1 of this chapter outlined the three different formats of DPP meeting. For clarity,
it is worth repeating that the Code of Practice instructs DPPs to hold four of its meetings
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a year in public (NIPB, 2008a: 11). However, data taken from observational work
undertaken at DPP meetings, and from interviews with DPP members, suggests many
members of the public attend DPP meetings believing they are at a public forum. In this
sense, I conceptualise public forums as spaces where the public can debate local policing
issues and question the police on items that concern them. In other words, there is a
constant two-way information flow, with everyone entitled to express opinions and share
perspectives and concerns. In DPP public meetings, this is not the case.
The problem and public misunderstanding relates to the role of DPP public
meetings. At DPP public meetings the role of the public is only to observe the PSNI
commander making his/her report to the DPP. This procedure is seen as extending the
transparency of DPPs (NIPB, 2008a: 11). A DPP member explained:

The role of the public meeting is so that people can scrutinise the activities of the
partnership [DPPs] and are not for the public to get involved in the debate
(Political Member, Alliance, East Belfast/ May, 2009)

Describing the format of DPP public meetings will provide a better understanding of the
issue.
The format of DPP public meetings
All of the DPP public meetings visited during the research had the same format. They
unfolded as follows: They are structured around the same procedures undertaken for
district council meetings (see also, CAJ, 2005: 11). Members of the DPP were seated at
the front of each venue, at tables assembled in a ‘IT shape facing the public audience.
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Any members of the PSNI who were present sat at one end of the ‘U\ The public sat in
aisles towards the membership. The importance of the setting, such as the furniture, the
decor, the physical layout, and thus, the reason for describing it here, was identified by
Goffman (1959: 33), in that it provides the background items which supply the scenery
and stage props for the ‘spate of human action played out before, within or upon it’.
Each DPP meeting began with the respective area commander presenting the
‘quarterly’ report of the LPP, after which DPP members were invited to question the area
commander on issues relating to the LPP. The area commander was then invited to
answer any written questions that had been forwarded to the DPP prior to the meeting.
These questions are given to district/area commander eight days before the meeting
(NIPB, 2008a: annex a), thus, providing time for the answers to be pre-prepared. DPP
meetings are scheduled for two hours and were, on experience, rarely allowed to overrun.
It is only after the written questions and time permitting, that members of the public are
allowed to raise questions, which can only pertain to the LPP. 141 The formulaic structure,
as previous critics have highlighted, promotes a ‘stage-managed’ format (CAJ, 2005: 16).
From a dramaturgical perspective, this provides the assurance for actors of a stage from
which to perform the pre-scripted answers. This research reinforces this finding. Indeed, I
found that there was little scope for issues not on the pre-set agenda to be raised at public
meetings.
The standardisation of the structure is designed to bring a semblance of order to
proceedings. But, these formulaic arrangements promote an ‘air of formality’ that

141 During my fieldwork 1 only witnessed two exceptions to this rule. Both of these took place at the West
Belfast sub-group where the police commander and the DPP Chair have agreed to put aside some time at
the end of the meeting for general audience questions. (Field notes: 12 March 2008; 25 September 2008).
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inhibited open debate and stifle spontaneity. Undoubtedly, as well as encouraging
boredom on behalf of the public, the level of discussion that ensued over even the most
abstract statistical point would have tested the level of concentration of the most
enthusiastic researcher or journalist. For the public in attendance it resulted in high levels
of frustration. For example, at one public meeting, analysis of the LPP or more
specifically a debate concerning the same statistical point on response times took up the
whole of the allotted two hours. It was only after one member of public shouted out
‘when will we get our turn’, that a reluctant DPP chair extended the meeting for public
questioning.
•

•

142

Field Note: The meeting was brought to a close at 2115 (15mins behind schedule). Two
things are of note. There was no time from questions from the floor within the allotted
time and the police rushed through the remaining written questions and there is a point of
order made about the questions from Sinn Fein that the police had failed to answer. The
reason made was due to the lateness of the submission to the police.
(Fieldnote extract: Meeting of the North Belfast DPP meeting/February 2008)

As another member of the same audience complained to me afterwards:
Field Note: It’s a bloody ridiculous way of doing things; 1 have spent two hours of my
time here for nothing.
(Field note extract: conversation with an audience member, North Belfast DPP meeting/
February 2008).

142 Meeting of the North Belfast DPP meeting/February 2008.
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As one DPP member commented,
The structures are very frustrating. Our meetings are not public meetings they are
meetings in public. I am of the view that committee meetings are not a good spectator
sport. It is hard to convince the public that they actually have no role. People think they
are coming to a public meeting. They are in fact a committee meeting held in public view
to allow the public to scrutinise our activity.
(Political Member, Alliance, East Belfast/May, 2009)

Others stated:
You know, I have realised that meetings in public are not designed for the public to get
involved. This has not been made clear and I see how it frustrates members of the public
who turn up expecting something different. I feel a lot of people are turned off by their
experience of public meetings...! find them myself too stuffy; too top table.
(Political Member, Sinn Fein, West Belfast/March, 2009)

And,
There is no room for broad public debate around any of the issues. The statistics that are
presented are complex and the format of the meetings is tedious....there is no enthusiasm
for any diversion away from the format fixed by the policing board. You know, some of
us put some new ideas together and sent them to the policing board but we did not even
get any recognition of our input.
(Independent Member, North Belfast/ October, 2008)

Overall, this analysis illustrates not only the sheer tedium of public meetings for those
members of the public who attend them, but the restrictions placed on DPPs to stick with
the prescribed format had deleterious effects on the consultative capacity of DPPs.
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Themed Forums

Although they are specifically constituted to foster more consultation (NIPB, 2008a: 14),
themed forums did not seem to fare much better than public meetings. In a marked
difference to the public meetings, themed forums allow more discussion to take place that
enables community members to engage more with DPPs (NIPB, 2008a: 14). Here, the
DPP membership sat with the public, and only those making presentations are at the front
facing the audience. For the PSNI, they provide places to pass on knowledge and
showcase some of their specialist departments. In this respect, PSNI officers attend
themed meeting armed with texts, policy documents and statistics and, from
observational experience, provided detailed presentations.

Field Note: The first presentation is being given by a sergeant-North Down's ‘Minority
Liaison Officer’. Her presentation was about the issue of hate crime in North Down. She
places an onus on Northern Ireland as a diverse society- this diversity includes ethnicity,
gender identity, nationality, religion and sexual orientation The presentation provides a
definition of hate crime and what the PSNI within North down are doing to tackle and
prevent hate crime. This coalesced around statistics on reports of hate crime-the number
of incidents and where they took place- what the police response will be and what their
policy is and how is the policy is enforced.
(Fieldnote extract: North Down Themed forum on hate crime/ 31 March 2008)

From observational experience it was clear that PSNI officers were engaging in
expressive and presentational strategies to illustrate and ‘self the ‘mandate and mission
of the organisation’ (Manning, 1977: 34). I discuss these strategies in more detail in
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chapter 5, but, suffice to say, presentations that were witnessed were well rehearsed and
given with full dramaturgical effect. The reason for these dramaturgical displays are put
into perspective by Goffman (1959: 32) who stated, that The audience can be so
convinced in such a way that the performance becomes the realness of reality, what is
presented is real not a performance.’ It is perhaps, then, not surprising to find that area
commanders were enthusiastic about the role themed forums, seeing them as spaces
where their officers could engage more with the public. As well as the police, other
organisations, such as governmental agencies and voluntary and community groups,
regularly made presentations at themed forums. But I, as perhaps other members of the
audience might have found, was not convinced that these forums were genuinely
extending public consultation as they set out to do. Overall, they were rather contrived
affairs. The presentations were almost always pre-planned, with the content often
instructive rather than consultative.
Attendance issues
Although DPP public meetings and themed forums were premised as the main
instruments for public engagement, attendances across both were uneven. In this context,
single figure attendances have been a regular feature in both media and academic reports
since the establishment of DPPs (see, Belfast Telegraph, 2006; 2009; Byrne &
Monaghan, 2008: 102-105; CAJ, 2005; Mulcahy, 2006: 174; Topping, 2008: 11). Indeed,
low attendances have often been cited as evidence that DPPs are failing in their
responsibility of obtaining public views or even having any public support at all (Byrne
& Monaghan, 2008: 102; Topping, 2008: 11). According to one Belfast Telegraph (2007)
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report, 11 meetings took place between 2003 and 2006 where there were no members of
the public present. More recently, it was reported that a meeting in South Belfast only
attracted 2 members of the public {Belfast Telegraph, 2009).
Interestingly, data from DPP consultation surveys continues to show that public
awareness of DPPs remains high, starting at 59% in 2003 (NIPB, 2004: 09) and rising to
76% by 2008 (NIPB, 2008: 39). However, in 2008, 70% also reported that they did not
know whether DPPs were doing a good job (NIPB, 2008: 43). A rise of 3%, when
compared to 2004, where it stood at 67% (NIPB, 2004). More telling was the fact that
only 12% reported in 2008 that they knew who their local DPP members were (NIPB,
2008). Clearly, based upon this evidence, although the public might know what DPPs are,
they perhaps remain unsure about their role. Combined with low attendance figures then,
one could also make the argument that the public are somewhat apathetic about DPPs.
These figures certainly lend weight to the argument that there is a weakness in the way
DPPs consult and engage with the public.
The research here suggests, however, that although public attendances at DPP
meetings in public remain generally low, there is a clear differentiation regarding public
attendances between rural and more affluent areas and some inner city areas, with a
marked difference between areas, with nationalist areas providing the highest
attendances. For example, one rural DPP meeting that I visited during the course of the
research attracted an attendance of just 12, including two local journalists and myself. 143
This figure was somewhat indicative of other meetings that were visited outside Belfast,

143

This figure equates to 0.05% of the total population of the district.
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where attendances rarely rose above single figures. 144 The general view amongst area
commanders was that poor attendances ultimately pose questions over the credibility of
DPPs as barometers of consent for local policing operations.

I had a DPP meeting recently and there was a dozen police officers, a dozen in the
audience, a couple being reporters, and a few left during the meeting. I was left with six
people. As I said this is South Belfast, the busiest area in Northern Ireland, and therefore
are they representative?
(Area Commander/South Belfast/October 2008)
This lack of interest in DPPs in these areas can be contrasted to attendances in other
urban areas, such as North and West Belfast for instance. Here, attendances were more
likely to be larger, more vocal and often boisterous. For example, at meetings that I
visited in these areas I witnessed attendances approaching 100 or more. 14:1 Higher
attendances seem to manifest in areas where public policing has been most contentious
and legitimacy traditionally weak. It appears the case that in these areas people want to
engage with policing, where previously they either did not want to engage or were
restricted from doing so.

144 Field notes: DPP meeting North Down March 2008; Magherafelt DPP on August 2008 and October
2008.
145 One of the meetings that were visited during the course of their research that was held in West Belfast
attracted over 200 members of the public. 12 March 2008.
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I come from a background of not engaging with the police in any shape or form and are
thus by my nature less enthusiastic to do so. Many of my constituents feel the same,
however, they and I want answers to anti-social behaviour, drug abuse and violence.
They are taking these questions to police now we have a place to take them
(Political member, Sinn Fein, West Belfast/ March 2009)
I return to this issue in the next section.
A DPP manager argued that although attendance is important, and increasing figures at
meetings certainly should be given priority, they should not be made the barometer from
which to judge DPPs success (see also, Byrne & Monaghan, 2008: 104).

Even if nobody turns up, at least there is somebody monitoring the police. 1 come from a
nationalist background, and I know it’s a lot better than anything we have had before
(DPP manager, Magherafelt/October, 2008)
A DPP member also supported this view:

even if there is a small number in attendance it does not mean the meetings are not
constructive. People still come to DPPs with particular and pertinent issues.
(Political Member, Alliance, East Belfast/ May, 2009)

Thus far, issues surrounding the allocation of budgets, the prioritising of targets and
concerns the public consultation have brought into question whether DPPs can claim to
represent local views regarding crime and disorder issues. Therefore, raising the question
of whether DPPs actually offer an effective partnership between the district council and
the local community.
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The issue of differential attendances, which are markedly higher in nationalist
areas, brings me to another set of issues. Northern Ireland provides us with the added
dimensions of the legacy of political violence and the historical policing antecedents
attached to violence continue to cast a shadow over DPPs.

Section 3: Adapting to a New Political Dispensation: DPPs as Post-Conflict
Institutions

I think its politics, I think a lot the issues are linked to the political situation within
Northern Ireland, and I mean we have spent thirty years creating divides within
communities we can’t expect to mend overnight.
(Area Commander, North Belfast/Tennent Street/ September, 2008)

Assuaging the legacy of political violence
Issues surrounding the legitimacy and accountability of policing in Northern Ireland have
been previously well-documented (see. Brewer & Magee, 1991; Ellison, 2000; 2007;
Ellison & Smyth, 2000; Ellison & Mulcahy, 2000; Human Rights Watch, 1997; Mulcahy,
2006; Smyth, 2002; Weitzer, 1995; Wright & Bryett, 2001). In this context, as I noted in
chapter 2, DPPs have become institutions that signify the new beginning to policing that
has evolved in the post-ICP era, where they have ‘helped transform the culture of
policing in Northern Ireland’ (Bradley, cited in Mulcahy, 2006: 174). However, this
research found that ethno-national division and the legacy of political violence remains
instrumental in shaping attitudes towards DPPs. It provides the context from which they
have to operate, particularly the historical and ideological hostility to policing that still
resonates in many nationalist/republican neighbourhoods and competes in these areas
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with concerns about crime. Such tensions, which were clearly evident at DPP public
meetings, have hindered the effectiveness of DPPs.
The early years of DPPs took place within a difficult political context. From the
outset, many DPP meetings in nationalist areas were regularly subject to demonstrations
and at the extreme, numerous death threats were made against nationalist members of the
DPPs by dissident republicans elements (BBC, 2003). Furthermore, the decision by Sinn
Fein to take their seats on DPPs has not seen an end to such demonstrations and attacks
(see. An Phoblacht, 2007; Irish News, 2008; Belfast Telegraph, 2009a; 2009b). Indeed, a
number of such demonstrations were witnessed during the course of the fieldwork. As an
example from my field notes illustrates:

Field Note: Turned up 15 mins before the meeting. Quite intimidating. A heavily armed
police presence and a highly vocal demonstration, seems to be a dissident republican
group, are trying to block the entrance, All members and the public are being barracked
as we enter the building.
(Field notes: meeting in West Belfast on 29/11/08) 146

An area commander made the following point:
In Strabane, many nationalist politicians including Sinn Fein members are under threat
because they take part in DPPs and other partnerships with us. It is a challenging
environment. We have been also been getting a lot of demonstrations at meetings lately.
(Area Commander/Derry/Londonderry/October 2008)

146 Another demonstration was also witnessed at an East Belfast meeting attended on Monday 18 June
2009.
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Moreover, although Sinn Fein may be engaging with policing at a political level, on the
streets of some nationalist areas attitudes towards the police remains poor, particularly
among the young, and attacks on PSNI officers remain a frequent occurrence.147
The first concern in this section is linked to these continued political tensions, and
advances the argument that DPP meetings are prisms where these tensions can be played
out, which restricts the activity of DPPs in fulfilling their statutory role. Despite the UK
government establishing inquiries such as the ‘Bloody Sunday’ inquiry (see, Saville,
2009) and the Corry Collusion enquiries (Corry, 2003, 2003a; 2004; 2004a; 2004b;
2004c) or the PSNI establishing the Historical Enquiries Team to look into cold case
deaths from the conflict, the legacy of political violence continues to reverberate. A
pattern emerged in some areas where these legacy issues filled the content of written
questions to the PSNI and oral queries from audiences at DPP public meetings. The
following list is an indicative list of some of the issues that can be placed under the rubric
of legacy issues and colour the work of DPPs:

• Why is there no withdrawal of Police Land rovers in nationalist areas?
• Why do police continue to employ plastic bullets?
• When will there be complete de-militarisation of police stations?
• What is the role of Special Branch, MI5, and MI6 in North Belfast/West Belfast/ East
Belfast/ South Belfast?
• How many fluent Irish speakers are employed by the PSNI?
• How many informant have the PSNI recruited in nationalist areas this year

147 In 2009/10, 3,289 officers were assaulted. In 2008/09 the figure was 2,912, rising to 2,940 in 2008/09.
The area with the most attacks was North Belfast with 373, followed by south Belfast which had 311, then
the Foyle district with 283. http://www.policeoracle.com/news/PSNI-Officer-AttacksIncreasing 24231 .html
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• How many PSNI staff in West/South/East/North Belfast are former members of the
RUC?
(List compiled from field note extracts)148

The all too familiar pattern that emerged was twofold. First, such questions dominated
many of the meetings in the nationalist areas that I visited during the course of the
fieldwork. Second, there was a frequency and repetitiveness to the questions. In other
words, more or less the same questions were reappearing in consecutive meetings. This
phenomenon suggests that there remains an enduring scepticism and suspicion of public
policing in these areas, particularly whilst the PSNI continue to police these areas
routinely armed, travelling in armoured Land Rovers and conducting stop and search
operations.

Some in the community I represent don’t see any improvement in the way they are being
policed. They still report to me that they experience bad policing practices and habits,
such as stop and searches. These have increased in parts of the North of Ireland. I know
nationalists who still say to me they have had bad personal experiences with the PSNI, in
the way they have been spoken to or have been treated aggressively.....There is a history
of conflict and total and absolute mistrust in the police.
(Political member, Sinn Fein, East Belfast/ March 2009)

148 West Belfast 21/11/07; 12/03/08; 25/09/08; North Belfast 18/02/08; East Belfast 27/11/08;
Derry/Londonderry 25/02/09.
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For their part, area commanders argued, that in many nationalist areas they have to
respond to an ever-increasing dissident republican threat (see, Daily Telegraph, 2008;
The Guardian, 2009; The Independent, 2010). 149 Thus, there is a situation where the
PSNI are caught between providing security for their officers against stone-throwing and
petrol bombs and providing ‘normal’ policing.

[The dissident threat] It is a massive issue for me at the moment. I cannot stress that
highly enough, a massive issue. We are at the stage where we have gone from stab vests
back up to full body armour...We have never gone away from Land Rovers, but we had
started with armoured cars. I have had to stop that now.
(Area Commander, West Belfast/ November 2008)

But, on the other hand,
When you are driving around in annoured plated cars in flak jackets with heavy calibre
machine guns, armed to the teeth, I can understand why people are not convinced about
the PSNI’s motives. Is that community policing?
(Political member, Sinn Fein, East Belfast/ March 2009)

These issues were never answered to the satisfaction of the audience, and in the case of
many of the topics, area commanders at DPP meetings did not have the authority to
provide answers. However, a number of DPP members interviewed during the research,
argued that the constant retort to legacy issues is frustrating. For example:

149 Field notes: a response to a question from an audience member in east Belfast concerning the reason for
maintaining armoured Land rovers in the Short Strand.
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Holding the police to account is not just about being negative and criticising the police
because what they might have done in the past was wrong...there are those who just come
along and talk about collusion and the RUC. These issues are well and good but they do
not relate to the real local issues that people want resolved
(Political member, Alliance, East Belfast/May, 2009)

As a unionist DPP member argued:
Nationalist politicians return to their old habits. They criticise the police at any chance..it
has not been a matter of establishing new relationships, it has been about establishing one
-sided structures bent towards appeasing republicans
(Political Member, DUP, West Belfast/March, 2009)

However, as a Sinn Fein DPP member argued, such issues should be expected if,

You have to consider the fact that the nationalist community have never had such an open
opportunity to question PSNI officers directly.
(Political Member, Sinn Fein, East Belfast/ March, 2009)

Indeed, it also seemed to be the case that these issues also contribute to the markedly
higher attendance figures in some nationalist areas.
Overall, then, far from being a platform for expanding debates around crime and
disorder reduction in some areas, the debate remains trapped around the legitimacy of
public policing. The prevalence of these reverberating legacy issues directs us to a second
concern, the continued dissatisfaction with the performance of the PSNI, which again was
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particularly higher in predominantly nationalist areas. An incident that was witnessed
during the fieldwork provides an appropriate example.
In response to a question from a DPP member enquiring what the PSNI were
prepared to do to raise satisfaction levels in the area, the West Belfast area commander
responded by making reference to a figure that had been included in the LPP report,
which highlighted that overall public confidence in the PSNI stood at 83%. However, on
closer scrutiny, this figure was based on data taken from the 2008 Omnibus survey
(NIPB, 2008b). In this sense, the figure relates to PSNI satisfaction ratings from across
Northern Ireland and not directly to West Belfast. Indeed, the most recent Omnibus
survey also recorded an overall 87% confidence rating in the PSNI (NIPB, 2009a: 6).150
By contrast, Ellison & Shirlow’s (2008) survey data, taken directly from the
predominately nationalist New Lodge area of North West Belfast, found that 52.6% of
respondents reported that the PSNI were doing ‘a poor or very poor job’.151 Moreover, if
the type of atmosphere I witnessed at some of the public meetings I attended in West
Belfast were indicative one would tend lean towards the latter finding than the assertions
made on the basis of NIPB survey data.
Although, full responsibility for dissatisfaction shown towards the PSNI in these
inner city areas cannot be ascribed completely to the legacy of political violence, the

150 It is noteworthy that omnibus surveys have a history of showing a high approval for both the PSNI and
the RUC. Previous studies have also alerted us to the misinterpretation of altitudinal surveys and their use
to legitimise consent for the RUC (see, Hillyard & Tomlinson, 2000; Mulcahy & Ellison, 2001; Ellison,
2000; Weitzer, 1995).
151 Interestingly the Northern Ireland Crime Survey (NIO, 2008a: 4) also reports a 76% confidence rating
for the PSNI among catholic respondents.
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research did find that the over expectation on the capabilities of the PSNI was more acute
in nationalist areas. It also appears linked to fragile community confidence.

The community confidence issue is a big deal. Although 1 see crime figures coming way
down all you need is one old person in one street to get robbed and it falls through the
floor. I think it is mainly due to the fact that in the old days- pre-Patten-nothing was
reported to us; nobody talked to us. And, we all know what went on instead: punishment
beatings and the rest of it.
(Area Commander, West Belfast/ November, 2008)

Although I want to remain cautious about over simplification or reductionism, it is
important to reconsider reactions to the fear of crime in areas such as West Belfast and
Derry/Londonderry in the context of what the public in these areas were used to during
the conflict. In this sense, some crime management and informal social control was
undertaken by paramilitary organizations (see, Brewer, Lockhart, Rodgers, 1997). As
previously noted, it has been suggested that Northern Ireland has had a traditionally lower
rate of crime than other parts of the United Kingdom (see, CJR, 2000; NIO, 2008; PSNI,
2002, 2007; 2008). The reasons given for this phenomenon have included both the lack of
reporting of crime to the RUC and the interconnected ‘alternative justice’ that filled the
policing vacuum carried out by paramilitaries in some areas, in the absence of political
acceptance of the RUC (Brewer, Lockhart, Rodgers, 1997; Feenan, 2002; Human Rights
Watch, 1997).
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In contrast, it is now argued that in nationalist areas in particular, the reduction in
community punishments and the move by Sinn Fein to encourage people to report crime
to the PSNI has led to the incidence of reported crime in these areas to increase
substantially.

Now though people are reporting more stuff to us. And, it is Sinn Fein, to my knowledge
who are asking people to tell us about crime and get it reported. They seem to be sayingIf Sinn Fein can talk to the police so can we- The amount of calls has certainly gone up
here.
(Area Commander, West Belfast/ November 2008)

I have noticed myself the volume of calls in the area has substantially increased since
Sinn Fein gave the rubber stamp to policing. There has been a massive drive by their
councillors to get people to report incidents to the us. I have clear evidence that this is
happening. 1 cannot tell you on the tape, but you have to take my word for it, it is
happening.
(Area Commander/ Derry/Londonderry/October 2009)
Another commander commented:

But 1 do think the community is frustrated and gets frustrated: they would like to see the
paramilitaries making more of a response because when the paramilitaries were there so
and so would not have got away with that would have been dealt with. For them the
police are not effective enough.
(Area Commander, North Belfast/September, 2008)
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It is perhaps not the case that crime is rapidly rising then, but that more crime is being
reported to the police, where before it might not have been reported or dealt with through
informal mechanisms. Official reports are somewhat contradictory however. Although, it
has also been reported that crime in Northern Ireland doubled between 1997 and 2001/02
(NIO, 2003a: 10), the Northern Ireland Crime Survey (NIO, 2009b: i) claims that the risk
of being a victim of crime has been constantly falling since it started recoding
victimisation figures in 1998 (Figure 7 below provides an illustration of this trend). And,
it still remains lower in Northern Ireland (13.8%) than it does in England and Wales
(21.15%).
Figure 7: The risk of being a Vitim of Crime in Northern Ireland (1998-2008'), Figures taken from NIO
(2009b: it

victimisation
rate
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This research found that these contradictions contributed to audience perceptions and
anxieties over the amount of crime in their area. The PSNI were often harangued at DPP
meetings about crime issues that were either non-existent or very low in number, often
fuelled by peoples’ fears over crime rather than fact.
Interface Violence
Another issue stemming from the legacy of political violence and ethno-national division
is the problem of interface violence. In this respect, although much overt violence in the
form of armed conflict has disappeared from the streets of Belfast, the city itself remains
highly segregated (see, Shirlow & Murtagh, 2006). Thus, parts of inner city Belfast are a
patchwork of interfaces where nationalist and Protestant/loyalist neighbourhoods are
situated ‘cheek-by-jowl’ with each other, but physically demarcated by perimeter fencing
and walls (see, Byrne, 2006; Jarman, 2005; Jarman & O’Hanlon, 2000; Shirlow &
Murtagh, 2006). These interfaces have been characterised by sectarian-based violence
and in many areas of Belfast physical barriers or ‘peace walls’ separate neighbourhoods.
As Ellison and Shirlow (2008) recently found, 36.2% of respondents living at interfaces
in North West Belfast felt insecure compared with 18.5% insecurity rating for those who
did not live at interfaces; with 71.1% of their respondents reporting that interface
violence was a priority issue. Shirlow and Murtagh (2006: 62) reported that, based on
Northern Ireland Housing Executive records, there are twenty five physical barriers in
Belfast. Moreover, seventeen of these barriers are situated in the top 10% of socially
deprived electoral wards in Northern Ireland (Shirlow& Murtagh, 2006: 65; Shirlow,
2003). To put the importance of interface areas into some perspective, Shirlow (2003: 82)
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noted that a third of victims of politically motivated violence during the conflict were
murdered within 250 metres of an interface. As a senior PSNI officer noted.

These physical barriers or interfaces are pertinent reminders of the scars of division that
still dominate in areas such as these
(Deputy District Commander, North Belfast/Antrim Road/September, 2008)

A typical interface that featured at a DPP meeting that I attended during the research

is

situated in West Belfast and separates the loyalist/unionist enclave of Springmartin with
the predominantly nationalist Springfield road.153 The interface is best described as a 5metre high wall and fence that runs from the junction of Springfield Road and
Springmartin Road, parallel with Springmartin Road for a distance of 1000 metres. A
short return fence runs at right angles to either the end of the main barrier and there is a
substantial buffer zone on either side of the wall.
The reported cases of violence at this interface, witnessed during this research,
predominately involved young people gathering at interface points and ‘harassing’ the
residents living on the opposing divide through stone throwing, shouting and vandalism.
In this regard, I found that no matter how minor the infraction, the issues carried high
social impact value. The concern for this research is that any failure on behalf of the
PSNI to deal with incidents satisfactorily adds to the dissatisfaction towards the PSNI at
DPP meetings. As an area commander exclaimed,

152 Field note data: meeting of the West Belfast sub-group/ March 2008.
153 Interface number 21 on the Northern Ireland Housing Executive listing (Shirlow & Murtagh, 2006: 63).
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Sometimes whatever we do we are criticised in public. You are damned if you do and
dammed if you don’t with regard to interface issues. If you go in hard on one side or soft
on the other you are accused either way. If I send officers into the Bogside too hard I am
criticised. I am equally criticised if I do not do enough to stop the trouble.
(Area Commander, Derry/Londonderry/ October 2008)

What I found at DPP public meetings was that they provide another space from which the
political dynamics emanating from this segregated space can be played out in public. In
areas such as North and West Belfast and in Derry/Londonderry, although crime rates are
of equally high importance, issues connected to the legacy of political violence remain
high on peoples’ agendas. They compete for time and space at DPP meetings and
although they have to be recognised, they also need to be managed in such a way that
they do not to completely colonise DPPs. However, as well as drawing the work of DPPs
into legacy related dilemmas, interface problems illustrate another locally pertinent issue
that is often absent from centrally led performance targets.

DPPs as intermediaries: ‘Front stage’ and ‘Backstage’ relationships

DPPs are racked with politics. They are a stage where politics are played out
(Political Member, Alliance, East Belfast/May, 2009)

While aiming to achieve their statutory responsibilities, the legacy of the political
violence still provides an extraordinary set of circumstances from which DPPs have to
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operate. However, legacy issues run deeper than just asking police questions about past
events at DPP meetings and assuaging tensions at interfaces. Over the course of this
research, another dilemma, which was directly related to the legacy of political violence,
came to the fore. This came in the form of tension between some area commanders and
some politicians at DPP meetings. On further investigation, however, it also became
evident that beneath the surface of some of these tense relations there was a more
complex interplay at work between senior PSNI officers and these political members,
particularly members of Sinn Fein. It also illustrated that micro-social interactions are an
important factor when regarding to the performance of DPPs.
Let me explore further the idea that DPP public meetings are staged managed
affairs. In this regard, the main stage in the interplay is the public meeting, but a
backstage interplay is also taking place, which runs contradictory to what we witness in
public. The work of Erving Goffman provides a useful tool of explanation to elaborate
these machinations, particularly his work on face-to-face interactions (1959; 1963; 1967).
In this context, the main phenomenon that is of interest is Goffman’s ideas relating to the
front stage (Goffman, 1959: 32) and back stage (Goffman, 1959: 114) aspects of social
interaction. Front stage performances can refer to:

All the activities of an individual which occur during a period marked by his continuous
presence before a particular set of observers and which has some influence on those
observers .
(Goffman, 1959: 32)
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In this context, the public meetings offer such an environment. Indeed, the physical
organisation of meetings, as set out previously, elevates members to a stage that provides
a platform that elicits certain behaviours from some DPP members. As one member
admitted,

DPPs have become a platform for some politicians, a place for performance, particularly
around election time where they [meetings] provide a space where they [politicians] can
challenge the police to become popular with the public.
(Political Member, Alliance, East Belfast/May, 2009)

For some politicians it appeared that positioning themselves in opposition to the PSNI
was the de-facto obligatory position. However, the PSNI also used public meetings for
self-promotion. The social performance of the PSNI at public meetings is always
outward, with officers speaking to audience even when they are in fact addressing the
DPP members. 154 One area commander agreed when he commented:

‘Our body language is of paramount importance when we are trying to get our message to
the public across’
(Area Commander, South Belfast/October, 2008)

As Goffman (1963: 16) noted, ‘Individuals will guide at least some of their conduct
according to the perceived identity and initial response of their audience’. Clearly, then.

154 Field note data: North Down 31 March 2008.

219

DPPs do provide a space where the PSNI can raise their profile, present a ‘public face’, to
promote their ethos and justify their actions.
To understand what is happening on the front stage it is also important to
understand what is occurring on the back stage. Indeed, as all of the PSNI area
commanders interviewed argued, all the best work takes place backstage. In reference to
‘back stage’ relations, Goffman (1959: 114) argued that,

A back region or back stage may be defined as a place, relative to a given performance,
where the impression fostered by the performance is knowingly contradicted as a matter
of course.... the back region will be the place where the performer can reliably expect that
no member of the audience will intrude.
(Goffman, 1959: 114-116)

In this context, for the PSNI, backstage relationships are seen as imperative if operations,
particularly in nationalist areas, are to be successful. As one area commander added:

It's about communication...But, what is very effective for me are the private relationships.
I have a couple of members in my DPP who I can phone for help to deal with matters. I
have one SDLP and one Sinn Fein who I phone... They will phone me as well, to
complain about policing issues, ask me about individual incidents and give me the heads
up on matters that will arise at the public meeting. They have my mobile phone number,
they even phone me at home know.... But, what serves me best is my hotline to Sinn

Fein.
(Area Commander, West Belfast/November, 2008)
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These metaphorical ‘hotlines’ are used to inform political representatives of impending
police searches particularly ‘early morning raids’ that have previously caused community
tensions and at worst police/community confrontations.

There are senior members of Sinn Fein in the city that I can pick up the phone to and say
right, in the morning I am sending officers into x area and searching x number of houses
because of this and that.
(Area Commander, Derry/Londonderry/ October, 2008)
As Weitzer (1995: 236) notes, such a state of affairs is nothing new, the SDLP always
spoke with the police backstage, whilst boycotting CPLCs. In a similar vein Sinn Fein are
now marked out as participants in these backstage relations. As an area commander sums
up the situation:

Sinn Fein members, for example are hard-nosed in public. All the cooperation with them
stays in the background. Individuals from Sinn Fein will not shake my hand in public.
They will not come out in public and say that I am doing a good job, even when they
have just said so in private. Sometimes they will not even acknowledge you. But they
show a softer underside in private. In the background there is a lot of communication and
good relations. Flowever, that’s where it stays.
(Area Commander, Derry/Londonderry/ October 2008)
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Overall, then:
These new relationships are key to building trust and confidence. We [the PSNI]
obviously cannot tell them [DPP members] everything about an operation. But, we try to
give them enough info to assure the community.
(Area Commander, East Belfast/September, 2008)

DPPs, then, are instrumental in providing space for these relationships.

I would not have had this level of contact if it was not for the DPP. The DPP has
joined up bits and pieces of contact.
(Area Commander, West Belfast/November, 2008)

Arguably, without DPPs, where the PSNI commanders and Sinn Fein representatives
met, these new working relationships would not have been built. However, it was
reported that these ‘backstage relationships’ are not popular for all. Below the
management

level,

shift

sergeants

and

constables

in

the

PSNI

and

some

nationalist/republican community workers for instance are unsupportive of these
‘backstage’ communications, particularly if they feel they are not being fully informed
about them. When asked if she had sceptics in her own ranks, one area commander
replied:

Absolutely- people who would have served with me when I was last here in 1988 are still
here and are still constables, policing the same area. Over the summer months they would
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have seen top IRA men coming up to my office and be given a cup of tea and discuss
with me how I am going to police the next parade. 1 have colleagues who accuse me of
having ‘cosy office chit-chats with ex-IRA men’. The point is, I have got him in here to
try and make the street around here a better place and more peaceful. So, we can all go
home that night and not be stuck up here for three weeks....but, there is trouble
communicating these priorities to the officers on the ground. They answer call to call.
What does it all mean to them; it is hard to get the broader priorities, the bigger picture,
over to them.
(Area Commander, West Belfast/ November 2008)

Similarly, Sinn Fein politicians also suggested difficulties in some nationalist
neighbourhoods convincing constituents, who accuse them of ‘cosying up to the
police’.1^ Sinn Fein representatives do have to consider the resurgence of dissident
republicans and the prospect of their core support defecting to the dissident cause. To
offset such intensive criticisms the extent of backstage relations remains hidden and
offset by active antipathy towards each other in the public realm where relations, at times,
remain brittle.
In sum, the differences between ‘front stage’ and ‘backstage’ social interactions
contribute to a paradoxical position, whereby, in public the PSNI are subject to vibrant
displays of vocal dissent, particularly by nationalists in order to challenge their authority.
On the other hand, backstage, relationships are more cordial and have been essential in
fostering important lines of communication, particularly between senior PSNI officers

155

Sinn Fein DPP member/ March 2009.
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and, Sinn Fein politicians, that not so long ago may have been unthinkable. Meanwhile,
these new partnerships are not greeted positively by all and remain often offset by the
terse relationships played out in the public gaze. It is clear, however, that DPPs are
forums and focal points where the real politic of the new beginning to policing in
Northern Ireland is being grappled with.

The politicisation of DPPs?
In a final issue, I want to raise a concern regarding the role of the independent
membership of DPPs, and the extent to which they are safeguarding the political
independence of DPPs. The official view holds that independent members bring both a
fresh voice and importantly a non-political voice to DPPs that helps make them more
representative of the district as a whole (NIPB, 2008a: 6). The ICP had proposed that
independent members be representative of business and trade union interests, but also
representative of the district in terms of religion, gender, age and cultural background
(ICP, 1999: 34). 156 Thus, the thinking behind ensuring that half (less one) of the DPP
membership is independent is that, as well as reflecting local democratic characteristics
in the ownership of local policing, the rights of minorities or those at the political margins
can be both represented and their rights safeguarded. As Ellison (2007: 14) pointed out, it
is often the reality that ethnically divided societies produce deep schisms that are often
reflected in the partisan nature of local democracy (Neild, 2001; cited in Ellison, 2007:
14). Given Northern Ireland’s continuing sectarian demography, the often partisan and

156 The Police (NI) Act 2003 extended independent membership to include paramilitary ex-combatants.
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overly tribal character of local politics, and the unyielding segregation of housing and
social space that is still to be found in many areas of Northern Ireland (see, Shirlow &
Pain, 2003), there is a skewed political composition on many district councils. Therefore,
majoritarainism becomes a particularly concerning issue. The recommendation to have
both political and independent representation on DPPs was a means of deliberately
guarding against such a problem arising and ensuring a more representative membership.
Byrne & Monaghan (2008: 100) reported that between 2006 and 2007
independent members attended 80% of DPP meetings compared to a 41% rate for their
political counterparts, therefore, highlighting the positive contribution independent
members bring to DPPs. However, this research found that there was a creeping
politicisation of the independent membership on some DPPs. Actually, it was found that
political parties and organisations with political affiliations put forward their own
members as independent members of DPPs, with a view to consolidating their own
agendas. The prevalence of this activity led to more than one interviewee to claim, that in
effect, there is an active politicisation of the independent membership. The independent
membership of the Belfast sub-groups, in particular, was awash with politically affiliated
representatives.
A PSNI area commander remarked:

All my DPP independents are Sinn Fein connected. 1 wish there was a broader
representation from others. I would love to see more ordinary people off the street on the
DPP.
(Area Commander, West Belfast/November 2008)
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One independent member commented:

Independents are chosen on the basis of the resources they can bring to the process. It
seems to me people are picked because of their contacts. The community worker is best
placed and most of them, I know, are politically affiliated
(Independent Member, North Belfast/ October, 2008)
Indeed, one may argue, that it is perhaps an inevitability that in areas with strong
republican and loyalist affiliations the community-based organizations, and for that
matter any person from these areas with an interest in ‘civic duty’ will be highly
politicised in their thinking. An independent member made a further point, adding that
the situation is encouraged by the nature of the selection process for independent
members, which is overseen by the NIPB.

To get through the process of selection one needs to be either fairly well educated or
receive some good guidance and coaching on getting through the relevant procedures.
This raises the pertinent issue of inclusivity, through potential lay participation from
being precluded. Indeed, what of applicants from the poorest neighbourhoods who may
lack the social capital to get through the procedures. There is a clear deficiency in the
representativeness of DPPs from what one respondent called ordinary persons, indeed
DPPs lack representation from young people, ethnic minorities and disabled people.
(Independent member, North Belfast/October, 2008)

Finally, one independent member openly admitted to their political affiliation.
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My role is an independent member of East Belfast DPP. 1 also have a role to give a voice
to members of the local community. 1 am also an Alliance constituency member.
(Independent Member, East Belfast/ September, 2008)

The concern here, is that a heavily politicised independent membership skews the
representativeness of the DPP, which stifles the voice of both minorities and broader
interest groups and sets agenda in favour of the political majority. Not only does it
question the efficacy of whether DPP are meeting their statutory requirements to provide
representative consultation in their respective local areas, it also draws policing itself into
the broader political machinations of post-conflict politics in Northern Ireland.
Ultimately, policing could be taken over, or at least manipulated, to the benefit and
interests of dominant political groups. Leading to a situation where the neutrality of
policing could be compromised, which is contrast to the spirit of the ICP’s blueprint for
policing and what the independent membership was established to subvert.

Conclusion: The Future of District Policing Partnerships
In drawing together the strands of the preceding analysis it is fair to conclude that DPPs
remain a work in progress. Considering the state of affairs prior to their existence, when
there was little in the way of local democratic accountability structures in policing, they
have provided a step change in opening up local policing to public accountability. Based
upon the evidence here, they have been successful in many areas. They have brought the
PSNI and political actors together in relationships that not so long ago would be virtually
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non-existent, and have had a significant impact on the public by forcing the PSNI to
expand their thinking beyond the narrow confines of security.
However, a number of issues remain. For example, they do not fulfil the full
potential originally set out for them as hubs of local knowledge, particularly in the nodal
sense that Shearing envisaged (2001: 13-14). By contrast, they have become tightly
managed by a top-down framework, where managerialist concerns such as fiscal
restraint, value for money and performance indicators are prioritised. These issues are
evident in the way budgets and performance targets are used, which together ensure the
police remain the key drivers in developing LPPs. They also promote an attitude within
the PSNI that concentrates on achieving targets at all costs, to the detriment of
partnership working. Although targets produce a prescriptive neutrality, and there are
some merits in maintaining central control over policy issues, they neglect pressing local
issues such as interface violence.
When asked what they thought about the future role of DPPs, interviewees across
the board agreed on a number of factors. First, the statutory framework from which DPPs
operate requires reappraisal. Of particular concern was the notion that the existing
statutory framework is all encompassing, which, as I have just noted, is fixed around a
managerialist framework, and works to thwart the local focus of DPPs. Most interviewees
therefore argued, that more power should be devolved to local DPPs, particularly where
control of finances are concerned. By devolving power DPPs would be more innovative,
which would encourage a more ‘bottom up’ approach rather than a centrally led
mangerialist one. At the top level, a view holds that, with the right institutions in place
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and a tight set of rules governing them, appropriate and just accountability and good
governance will automatically follow.
Equally significant, is the way DPPs interact with the public through the medium
of public meetings and public forums, which also needs to be reconsidered. The current
system, regardless of low attendances, which remains an issue, excludes the public from
participation and works to encourage the politicisation of DPPs. Most interviewees
agreed that there needs to be more local engagement, with more emphasis placed on
public input. One solution put forward would be to make public meetings less formal and
do give more scope for public interaction. Indeed, as I ended the research, there appeared
to be a clear shift in this direction. Some DPPs, such as the West Belfast sub-group and
Derry/Londonderry have become more heterogeneous in their innovative thinking, and
refining the content within LPPs away from central targets to include more local related
issues within the LPPs.157 In another recent shift, some DPPs have taken to holding
special meetings to discuss specific issues affecting that specific area. These meetings
show that there is interest in local issues that affect people’s daily lives or, in some cases,
legacy issues from the conflict.

However, this independent thinking is occurring

despite structural constraints placed upon them and, at the time of writing, these subtle
changes remain a minority phenomenon.

157 For example, West Belfast has also attempted to apportion more time to public interaction with
questions given over to the public at the earliest possible stage/ Field note data: West Belfast Meeting 25
September 2008.
158 One such example is the recent meeting of the east Belfast sub-group that held a meeting to discuss the
prospective closure of a local police station, situated in the middle of a nationalist enclave. Field note data:
June 2009.
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PARTNERS AND COMMUNITIES TOGETHER (PACT)

Introduction
This chapter turns its focus to the partnership policing initiative known as Partners and
Communities Together (PACT). In Northern Ireland, PACT partnerships are embryonic
initiatives involving the Police Service of Northern Ireland (PSNI) and various
representatives from local communities. Their primary aim is to provide a mechanism
whereby the community can potentially shape local policing priorities, through direct
consultation with local police officers: thus providing another level of accountability- i.e.,
to the community. Although the Independent Commission on Policing (ICP) did not
recommend them, they follow from the spirit of the ICP, which did recommend that:

‘Below district level, local communities and police should be encouraged to develop
consultative forums on lines that suit them and their neighbourhood. We recommend that
it should be the aim of every police beat manger to have such a forum in his or her patrol
area.’
(ICP, 1999: 35)

The PACT model is also an example of efforts by the PSNI to ensure compliance with
the pivotal recommendation 44 of the ICP, which stated, ‘policing with the community
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should be the core function of the police service and the core function of every police
station’ (ICP, 1999: chapter 7). PACT partnerships are also seen to be promoting a more
nodal approach to local police decision making by engaging with a more diverse range of
groups and harnessing the knowledge of local agencies to solve crime and disorder
problems within PACT panels.
Figure 8: The position of PACT in relation to DPPs

Macro
Northern Ireland Policing Board

m
Intermediate
District Policing Partnerhsips

Micro
Partners and Communties Together

Figure 8 presents a simple illustration of the relationship between PACT and District
Policing Partnerships (DPPs). The Northern Ireland Policing Board (NIPB) sits at the
macro-Northern Ireland level, overseeing policing activity, DPPs operate at the district
council or intermediate level, and PACT partnerships are situated below DPPs, within
district council electoral wards. The main purpose of this chapter is to offer some initial
reflections on PACT partnerships in Northern Ireland, both in relation to the efficacy of
the model in broadening participation in policing within their role as part of the
neighbourhood policing strategy of the PSN1 and as a method of accountability. In these
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terms, the chapter considers the structures, practices and outcomes of the PACT
partnership model, and advances a number of arguments: First, the PACT guidance
documents provide an overarching presence for PACT partnerships and help maintain
control from the centre. Central control is also consolidated by the financial arrangements
that surround the PACT model, in that, the partnerships are reliant on the PSNI to fund
them, and are subsequently not independent bodies. Second, although the model provides
highly symbolic currency for the PSNI, in showing they are complying with the spirit of
the ICP, it in fact is having little tangible impact in broadening policing or changing
practices. Third, the chapter also illustrates, that PACT public meetings, the primary tool
that PACT partnerships utilise are constructed social situations where symbolic and
expressive practices take place. In section 2, I utilise some semiotic-based analysis of
PACT public meetings by way of the metaphorical concepts of encoding and decoding.1^9
This method is used to analyse presentations given by PSNI officers at PACT public
meetings, and helps support the argument that PSNI officers engage in dramaturgical
performances, in an attempt to encode certain messages to the assembled audiences. 160
The crux of these messages is that they provide the PSNI with a stage to embed the
importance of reducing certain volume crimes, which appear in their performance targets,
such as in this case burglary. However, a second proposition is made, that these
‘preferred readings’ became open to negotiation by the audience in the decoding process.
The data utilised in this analysis was drawn from field notes taken from detailed
observations of interactions between the police and the public at PACT public meetings

159 As described in detail in chapter 4.
160 Primarily undertaken through statistically based presentations and lectures.
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and from interviews with participants before and after public meetings. This fieldwork
was undertaken at two PACT partnerships within South and East Belfast. 1(11 It is
appropriate to begin the chapter by providing an understanding of the structure of PACT
partnerships.
Section 1:
The role and structure of the PACT partnership model in Northern Ireland
The role of PACT partnership initiatives in Northern Ireland is to provide a police/public
liaison mechanism in small geographic areas. These areas are often discussed in the
language of ‘neighbourhoods’. The idea of the ‘neighbourhood’, however, is a malleable
concept, which often remains unqualified. Thus, before moving on, it is worth clarifying
what might be considered a ‘neighbourhood’ in such contexts.

Areas and Neighbourhoods
More broadly, the Audit Commission (2006: 7) has suggested that, ‘a neighbourhood
may be defined by the people who live in it, as a street, an estate, part of an estate or an
area incorporated into a local government ward’. In a similar tone, Herbert (2005: 1)
defined a neighbourhood as a small scale, shared space, most often characterised by
spatially bounded residential housing (Herbert, 2005: 12-13). For Northern Ireland,
however, the idea of the neighbourhood, like visions of community, is often fraught by
sectarian division and territorial boundaries, particularly, but not exclusively, in urban
areas. Belfast provides a salient example, whereby the city continues to exhibit explicitly

161

These being, Victoria PACT and Ballynafeigh PACT partnerships.
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bounded ethno-national geography; segregation remains high, particularly in working
class communities (see, Jarman, 2005; Shirlow & Murtagh, 2006; Shirlow & Pain, 2003).
For the purposes of PACT partnerships in Northern Ireland, the idea of the
‘neighbourhood’ is defined within the context of district council wards, with each PACT
initiative providing a single point of contact for the public within their respective council
I

ward.

In this context, PSNI engagement with PACT partnerships is undertaken by

Neighbourhood Policing Teams (NPTs),

where they sit alongside the roll out of the

NPTs across Belfast. And again, before embarking on analysis, it is perhaps appropriate
to provide some definitional clarification.
The

PSNTs NPTs were established in April 2003 (PSNI, 2003) as a direct

response to the ICP, which asserted that, ‘we recommend that every neighbourhood (or
rural area) should have a dedicated policing team with lead responsibility for policing its
area’ (ICP, 1999: 43). The ICPs other terms of reference included,

‘Neighbourhood Policing Teams will form the core of policing in Northern Ireland, and
they will ‘be empowered to determine their own local priorities and set their own
objectives, with the overall annual policing plan and in consultation with community
representatives’.
(ICP, 1999: 44)

162 It is noteworthy to mention, that during the period of this research, PACT partnerships became well
established in many council wards in Belfast. Nevertheless, while they are increasing, PACT meetings
remain sporadic outside the city boundaries of Belfast.
163 PACT ‘60 second briefing’ pi.

234

However, the idea of neighbourhood policing has a wider history. In the broader UK,
NPTs were an attempt to insert the police back into the community (Savage, 2007: 204).
They were rolled out under the auspices of the Neighbourhood Policing Programme
(2006-08) as part of the Labour government’s policing reform programme. The Home
Office committed itself to ensuring that each ‘community would have a NPT’ by 2008
(see. Home Office, 2005, 2008; McLaughlin, 2006: 482). 164
In these terms, recommendation 7 of the 25

Neighbourhood Policing

Recommendations (NIPB, 2008c) set out by the Northern Ireland Policing Board (NIPB)
states that, ‘each defined geographic neighbourhood must have a dedicated and
identifiable officer or team of officers allocated ownership and responsibility for that
defined geographic neighbourhood. As chapter 4 explained, the PSNI is organised on
District and Area commands. Each area command now operates several NPTs, with each
council ward having both a PACT partnership and a simultaneous NPT. 165 According to
the PACT guide this is a set up that should deliver effective community engagement by
co-ordinating community priorities and gaining a better understanding of what residents
feel are the most important issues to improve their neighbourhood’. 166 The official PACT

164 The idea ofNPTs is perhaps less radical than the Labour government proposed (Savage, 2007: 212) in
that it was founded in the idea of ‘team policing’, first developed in Los Angeles, in the 1970s, under the
police chief Edward Davis (Bennett, 1990: 26: Herbert, 2005; Harrison-Moore, 1999). As Bennett (1990:
26) notes, Team policing is ‘based upon the allocation of a small team of officers to small neighbourhood
areas to deal with problems arising from that neighbourhood’. Where NPTs are concerned they are
deployed on the premise that ‘active consent and legitimacy can be constituted from regular interactions
between officers and citizens’(McLaughlin, 2006: 483).
165 For example, the two PACT partnerships where I conducted my fieldwork, Victoria PACT and
Ballynafeigh PACT, represent Victoria and Ballynafeigh council wards respectively. See appendix for
details.
166 PACT ‘How to Guide’ p3
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guidance documents167 disseminated to

PSNI district, area and neighbourhood

commanders, puts the PACT partnership model forward as the ‘overarching and
minimum expected standard means of community engagement’ for the PSNI. In line
with PSNTs neighbourhood policing priorities, the PACT partnership model is promoted
i z: o

as a ‘neighbourhood focused’ and ‘neighbourhood owned’

mechanism that gives

focus to ‘community’ concerns and encourages ‘communities’ and ‘neighbourhoods’ to
identify and solve problems alongside the PSNI.169 This role is analysed later in the
chapter, but at this stage, it is pertinent to set out the structure of PACT.

The Structure of the PACT partnership initiatives
PACT partnerships operate through public meetings and PACT panels,

170

both of which

take place together at two monthly intervals. The emphasis on ‘neighbourhood focus and
ownership’ is reflected in the primacy given to public meetings, which, therefore,
provide the core unit of analysis here. As the guidance notes propose, the public meeting
format provides NPT officers the ‘opportunity to communicate with local people’ and
‘enable low level, localised policing issues to be addressed together, through partnership
with communities.’

171

In contrast to the DPP public meetings, PACT public meetings are

based upon an ‘open’ format, which places emphasis on encouraging public discussion
and where issues can be raised by the audience, prioritised and taken forward to the

167 The two documents being the PACT ‘How to Guide’ and the ‘PACT 60 second briefing’. Both
documents are internal PSNI papers, which were provided to me by one of my respondents a PSNI area
commander.
168 PACT ‘60 second briefing’ pi
169 PACT ‘How to guide’ pl2
170 PACT ‘60 second briefing’ pi
171 PACT ‘How to Guide’ p2
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PACT panel (which 1 discuss below), which assembles after the public meeting. In this
sense, PACT public meetings are structurally closer to the beat meetings, popular in the
United Sates.

It is also noteworthy, that there has been a resurgence in the use of

public meetings in England and Wales, where public meetings in the form of CDRP/CSP
‘face-the-people’ sessions, as well as PACT partnerships in some areas are being utilised
in order to make policing more accessible and accountable to the public (Home Office,
2008: 45). 173
The PACT public meetings that were visited during the fieldwork took place
primarily in community and church halls. According to the guidelines, these meetings
should be Chaired by a member of the public. 174 The rationale being that PACT public
meetings should not be seen as ‘police initiatives’.17^ However, in some of the PACT
public meetings that I visited during the course of the fieldwork, in cases where the Chair
is not present a member of the NPT did Chair the meeting. In the cases under scrutiny
here, the Chair was selected through a vote amongst the PACT panel members. The role
of the chair is to manage the meetings, encourage the participation of the audience,
maintain momentum and resolve any arising problems.

172 Here members of local neighbourhoods can offer their views unregulated on issues that concern to them,
direct to local police officers (Herbert, 2005; Skogan, 2006).
I7j The public meeting has in fact been one of the primary engagement methods, advocated by the Home
Office under the Labour government, which also include surgeries, face-to-face surveys, environmental
visual audits and post cards, as hallmarks for community engagement (Home Office, 2007a).
Environmental visual audits involve local police officers and representatives from statutory agencies such
as environmental health and housing officers, inspecting high crime areas, such as housing estates for signs
of vandalism and degradation and to pinpoint areas where situational prevention measures might be of use.
For example see, http://neighbourhoodpolicing.devon-comwall.police.uk/BCU-1558/Sector-1569/NB157 l/News/Pages/eva2.aspx.
174 PACT ‘60 second briefing’ pi.
175 PACT ‘How to guide’ p5.
176 PACT ‘How to guide’ p2.
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In one PACT public meeting that was visited during the fieldwork, 177 about
twenty members of the public filled half the capacity of the seating in a sparsely
furnished church community hall, where a large white screen projected: ‘Welcome to
Partners and Communities Together’. Proceedings began with the audience being invited
to discuss their concerns about crime and disorder issues in the area. Each issue raised
was placed on a board at the front of the hall, where at the end of the meeting each
attendee was invited to place a post-it note next to the issue that they wanted prioritised.
178 Based upon the rank order of the issues, the audience were then informed which of the
issues will be taken forward to the PACT panel. This formula is prescribed in the
guidance documents and is seen to provide the community a voice and ownership of the
process. The format was repeated at other PACT meetings that were visited during the
fieldwork.

PACT partnership panels
After each PACT public meeting a PACT panel assembles to discuss the matters arising
from the meeting. The PACT panel is made up of members of the local PSNI NPT, a mix
of local community representatives, representatives of local statutory agencies and local
politicians, who in some cases were also members of the local DPP. In theory, PACT
panels promote co-operative relationships between local agencies by seeking to harness
the local knowledge and capacities to strengthen the role of local community organisation
in problem solving local crime issues, in a way that the likes of Shearing (2001: 3) saw as

177 Field note data: Victoria PACT/ 24 November 2009.
178 PACT ‘60 second briefing’ pi.
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the golden thread of the ICP. In contrast to the public meeting, the PACT panel is closed
to members of the public.
Figure 9: The PACT partnership process

r 1
L
pACT Publi
meeting

c

’

J

r 1
L J
p ACT pane>1
(private)

'

PACT
outcomes to
be carried
forward

The role designated for the panel to ‘allocate tasks and actions arising out of the
identified priorities’.

I did not gain access to PACT panel meetings, but I was

informed PACT panels are also Chaired by a non-police representative. On this basis, the
PACT panel members decide upon how the issues that have been brought forward from
the public meeting should be prioritised. This is done in the meeting, based upon the
efficacy, reasonableness and operational viability of the issues proposed. They are then
proceeded upon in accordance with the guidance that states actions should be ‘joint
action or be organisation specific’.

The PACT guidance document makes it clear, that

‘the role of partners on the PACT panel is not to make decisions on behalf of their
organisations but rather to ensure that the right person takes the right action’. 181
However, the membership of PACT panels immediately raises a concern; in regard to the

179 PACT ‘60 second briefing’ pi
180 PACT ‘60 second briefing’ pi
181 PACT ‘How to guide’ p2
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members they have clear sectional interests, who may not be representative of the whole
community.
A final point that is worthy of note regarding the structure of PACT partnerships
is that they have no independent funding, currently the local DPP provides funding for
the hire of venues, but any other monies for literature and advertising are provided by the
PSNI area command budget.

This situation raises a number of issues. Firstly, it

questions the independence of PACT partnerships if they are reliant on external budgets,
particularly those of the PSNI, which imbues a certain amount of managerial control over
them. Also, if added to the prescriptive role being played by the guideline documents, it
brings into question the whole efficacy of the notion that the PACT model is a
partnership, if control is skewed in one direction. These issues are re-considered further
later in the chapter.

Section 2: The development of the PACT partnership model
Early Origins of the model
As a local police/public engagement initiative, the PACT model has antecedents that
reach beyond Northern Ireland. PACT partnerships have proliferated under the crime and
disorder reduction agenda during Labour's recent tenure in office (see. Home Office,
2008-2011).

But, the PACT model has a broader historical lineage, particular within

the context of the developing moral authoritarian communitarianism that can be traced

182 Fieldnote/ record of conversation with Victoria PACT interview with PACT Chair.
183 PACT partnership initiatives were first introduced to England & Wales, for example,
http:/7www.kent.police.uk/about us/neighbourhood policing/partners.html
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back to the re-invigoration of community in the United States (US). These propositions
are now considered.
In the mid-1990s, particularly during Bill Clinton’s presidential administration
(1992-2000), a community activist agenda arose that was closely connected to the
communitarian ideas of Etzioni (1993; 1995), Putnam (1993; 1995; 2000) and Bellah,
Masden, Sullivan, Swidler and Tipton (1985; 1991; 1996) (as outlined in chapter 1). In
such contexts, Putnam (1993: 113) argued, that only through the invigoration and
enhancement of social capital amongst the citizenry, by encouraging them to participate
in civic life could the reinvigoration of what Etzioni called ‘community spirit’ be
achieved (Etzioni, 1995: ix). In other words, ‘community’ is at risk when citizens lack a
shared common purpose. In these contexts, the partnership ideal that is envisaged in
concepts such as the PACT model can be utilised as a tool that could invigorate locally
based participative democracy and encourage civic participation, particularly through
increasing opportunities to engage in social networks (Putnam, 1993: 83-120; 2000:
19).1X4 Against this backcloth, the solutions raised by these communitarian ideas have
gone a long way in influencing the theoretical thinking that lies at the centre of
introducing the PACT partnership model in the UK. Although, the basis of the model has
been ‘imported’ from elsewhere, this is only one part of the story of how PACT
initiatives have become to be utilised in Northern Ireland.

184 Herbert (2005) provides a discussion of the impact of communitarian thinking on policing practice in the
United States.
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The Development PACT initiatives in Northern Ireland
Overall, from the discussion undertaken with senior PSNI officers it was made clear that
there is enthusiastic support for PACT initiatives within the higher echelons of the PSNI.
In this regard, PACT initiatives fulfil a commitment set out in the ICP to replace low
level Community Police Liaison Committees (CPLCs) that stipulated,

‘There are however, dozens of other CPLCs operating at various levels down to small
neighbourhood areas and single estates...below district level local communities and
police should be encouraged to develop consultative forums on lines that suit them and
their neighbourhoods.’
(ICP, 1999:35).

Although there has been no statutory obligation placed on the PSNI to attempt to replace
CPLCs with PACT, it is noteworthy, that of the current PACT partnership initiatives
operating in Belfast, most have been direct conversions from already existing low level
CPLCs. As one area commander confinned to me, it is generally taken as given that all
local level structures such as CPLCs should be ‘actively encouraged’ to turn into PACT
partnerships, and that PACT partnerships should be ‘encouraged’ wherever possible. As I
was informed,

We have all been told to implement PACT where we can and try to change pre-existing
mechanisms into the PACT format.
(PSNI Superintendant, Lisburn/May 2009)
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This contention is supported in recommendation 18 of the 25 Neighbourhood Policing
Recommendations (NIPB, 2008c), which states, ‘a neighbourhood consultative forum, in
keeping with the PACT model, should be established within each neighbourhood.
Existing community engagement should be reviewed to establish if they meet the needs
of each defined geographic neighbourhood". Clearly, there is a great deal of symbolic
appeal in PACT partnerships for the PSNI, as they are partnerships that have the potential
to make officers accountable to the community itself. They also have a practical appeal
for area commanders, in that, they provide a tool that can be utilised to respond to the
pressure placed upon them to achieve the performance targets set out in the Local and
Northern Ireland Policing plans. In this respect, PACT partnerships can be regarded as
managerial innovations in the drive to achieve these targets and rationalise callmanagement systems. The following extracts provide a flavour of the PSNI attitudes
towards the PACT partnerships:

Field Note: They (PACT partnerships) are very welcome, they are helping us (the PSNI)
to communicate with local people and keep them informed with what we are doing in
their locality.
(Field note data-taken from interview with NPT officer/November 2009 )

If I am honest, I would place them (PACT) as far more important than the DPPs, so yes, I
place a lot of importance on the PACT initiatives.
(Area Commander, East Belfast/September, 2008)
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The PACT partnership model? It’s great, particularly the public meetings, they allow us
(the PSNI) to assure, inform, consult the public on issues relating to crime in their areas.
(Area Commander, South Belfast/September 2008)

Enthusiasm for PACT is also illustrated by responses from other participants in the
model:

Field Note: They (PACT partnerships) certainly allow our community reps to meet the
police officers who can best serve their needs on a regular basis
(Field note data- from an interview with a PACT chairman/November 2009)

Field Note: I think, to put it simply, PACT provides an example of a local community led
partnership that is addressing community problems and delivering mutually agreed
programmes of intervention.
(Field note data-from conversation with a member of a PACT panel/November 2009)

PACT is helping scope out problems and priorities of the local communities...in the case
of Victoria PACT, in my constituency it has certainly helped direct police response to
neighbourhood concerns and provided a way of directing resources, allocating decisions
and ensuring that these are driven locally.
(Alliance Councillor, Belfast/May 2009)

However, there is a modicum of dissent with regard to whether PACT will work or
whether the community actually understand its role.
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PACTs are okay in theory, but I don’t think they will work over here, we have too much
going on already. We are still struggling to get DPPs right. They are just another good
idea from England
(PSN1 Superintendant, Lisburn/May, 2009)

As regards to Police and Communities Together, see, I keep getting the name wrong, yes
its partners not police. It may well be police as they are the only ones who bother to
come. Also, the community are just confused by the language that is used. They actually
want visible, recognisable police officers to communicate with on a daily basis. PACT?
Most of those in my community do not understand what it means
(Community Worker, West Belfast/October, 2008)

A number of factors, then, have driven the enthusiasm for PACT partnership initiatives in
Northern Ireland. Primarily, however, despite some dissent, the appeal of the model for
the PSNI and other participants alike, are framed in line with the nodal perspective, in
that this provides a gateway where a broader community orientated, de-centralised, and
more accountable local policing can be fostered. This view is particularly salient in the
context of Northern Ireland where there is a history of circumspection about the aims of
public policing and debates surrounding the legitimacy of public policing prevail. The
following section now explores a number of key concerns that emerged from the
fieldwork undertaken at PACT public meetings in the Belfast city council area.
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Section 3: Concerns and Limitations:
Assessing PACT partnership initiatives in Northern Ireland

Assessing PACT public meetings
In beginning the critique of PACT public meetings it is important to set out the case put
forward for these public meetings and why so much emphasis has been placed upon
them. It was a commonly held view amongst PSNI respondents to this research that
PACT public meetings, in line with support for the model as a whole, provides an
opportunity for the PSNI to engage directly with other agencies and the public, and, thus,
opening up the PSNI to more public scrutiny.
In addition, PACT public meetings potentially provide a local network hub, in a
nodal sense, for what might otherwise be disparate organisations, agencies and citizens,
who are now able to meet to discuss solutions to local crime issues. For example, I noted
in my field work that organisations such as Women’s Aid, restorative justice based
organisations, the local housing executive and local council representatives, such as the
roads service and local politicians, were present at different PACT meetings. Based upon
these potential benefits, respondents were asked if they considered whether public
meetings were success.

Field Note: PACT is an experiment, I can say for one thing, it is not about coming here
and scoring points against the police, we are trying to build a genuine partnership....Our
aim is to look at issues affecting the community and tackle them head on....we want to
develop a real partnership. They’re good, we have a base from which to build positive
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relationships between the police and the community...what we are doing here is providing
effective neighbourhood focused action plans and locally based solutions to solve real
issues
(Field note data-interview with PACT Chair/November 2009)

In addition, a NPT officer, explained,

Field Note: Of course, these public meetings are places where we can address some of the
problems brought up at DPP meetings... we can get things done at PACT and co-ordinate
the outcomes of PACT partnerships across the district
(Field note data-interview with NPT officer/November 2009)

However, it is also important to consider the proposition that PACT public meetings also
provide a source of criminal intelligence gathering for the PSNI. In this respect, the PSNI
are fully incorporated into the National Intelligence Model (NIM), and utilise a number
of crime mapping technologies to augment this function.

While perhaps seeming

innocuous, there are some interesting implications at play here. For one, crime mapping
enables law enforcement agencies such as the police to identify neighbourhoods that
require ‘resources put in’. In other words, it orders the prioritising areas of high crime
that require particular police attention. The work of Manning (2008: 4) provides us with a
well-informed articulation of the concept:

185 As I have explained elsewhere the UK police service, including the PSNI cooperate within the context
of NIM. For the PSNI, ‘District command units must ensure that neighbourhood concerns and community
intelligence area central component of their NIM process’ (recommendation 21, NIPB, 2008).
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‘Crime mapping is a family of techniques designed to gather information on the temporal,
spatial and social aspects of crime (offenders, victims, and their social characteristics
such as race, class, age and gender)...and directs police resources in order to reduce the
levels of crime shown.’

Crime mapping has allowed police services in the UK to assemble intelligence data from
the different partners involved in crime reduction and to improve targeting and resource
1 OZ"

deployment (see, Home Office, 2005a).

A good example of the crime mapping

technologies at the disposal of UK police services is the Vulnerable Localities Index
(VLI), which according to the Jill Dando Institute of Crime Science,187 is a composite
measure that enables the identification of neighbourhoods and communities worst
affected by the breakdown of social order and vulnerable to high instances of anti-social
behaviour and disorder. All of which, helps collate crime data for identifying
neighbourhoods requiring ‘attention’ from police resources. Thus, as part of a more riskbased analysis of crime the increasing use of crime mapping is very much reflective of
the way policing has become information driven (Crawford & Lister, 2006: 174; Ericson
& Haggerty, 1998). This function is particularly salient now with the influence of the
NIM, which coordinates intelligence across the UK police services.

186 The technological side of Crime Mapping and subsequent analysis involves consulting a wide range of
methods, including computer software such as COMPSAT, developed by the New York Police Department
in 1995 (see, Manning, 2008: 42).
187 http://www.jdi.ucl.ac.uk/crime_mapping/mapping_nim/index.php
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In the language of crime mapping, areas are designated as ‘hot spots’, which
refers to any visible clusters of high crime (Manning, 2008: 18). However, the idea of hot
spots perhaps relegates crime to matters of technicality as these areas and the crimes
associated with them become devoid of the reasons why the crime might occur or why
they might be cluster within certain areas. The PSNI have incorporated the ‘hot spot’
concept into their everyday language, and frequently utilise the term in their statistical
presentations at PACT public meetings. The effect of highlighting ‘hotspots’ as risk laden
areas, are that wards are consequently divided into geographical ‘good’ and ‘bad’ areas,
based solely on the prevalence of crime; again without consideration of why crime might
be high in those areas.

These areas can become identified as geographical areas of risk

to outsiders, and result in the labelling and stigmatisation of all those who reside in these
neighbourhood as troublemakers (see, Terpstra, 2009: 156-169).
Therefore, while the police remain highly dependent on information from the
public in order to investigate crime successfully, public meetings offer a useful tool from
which information on crime can be gathered providing a valuable stream of information
to help towards identifying potential problem areas. If used appropriately, and to its full
potential, crime mapping can, as Manning (2008:18) argues, identify problems in local
neighbourhoods, and provide NPT officers with a guide to pin-point local crime and
disorder issues. It enables, therefore, more efficient tactical decision making to assign
officers to appropriate areas. However, if used erroneously, it can evoke police saturation

188 Indeed, in policing terms, such geographical specification of crime is not new. As Manning (2008) and
others have noted, geographical crime maps were first used in nineteenth century London and, were more
frequently utilised in Chicago form the 1920s. Moreover, in Northern Ireland, the RUC also utilised a
mapping system to chart areas of high concentrations of sectarian conflict, areas were designated, white,
grey and red areas, with red being the most hostile areas for police presence.
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and result in the displacement effect of pushing crime into other areas (for example see,
Maher & Dixon, 1999: 503-505). Therefore, whilst the police remain highly dependent
on information from the public to investigate crime successfully, the role of public
meetings, can prove vital alongside other technological aspects of crime mapping
(Manning, 2008:170).

A Consideration of PACT Panel Outcomes
Figures 10 and 11 present extracts from published minutes of PACT partnership panels
and illustrate the kind of issues that were raised at these meetings. As well as providing
such a window, these visuals direct us to some interesting points of discussion. In the first
instance, the preoccupation with ‘quality of life’ but perhaps prosaic issues is striking. In
some cases, these issues runs against the grain of the issues that are represented in
performance targets. Besides the issue of domestic burglary, which is identified at point 5
in figure 11, the main issues involve damage to a substation door, damage to a gate,
school children smoking and dog fouling. Similar outcomes have been repeated at PACT
partnerships in other parts of Belfast (see, Belfast Telegraph, 2009).
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Figure 10: Published minutes from a Victoria PACT meeting (Sep, 2009)
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Figure 11: Published minutes from a Victoria PACT meeting (Sep, 2009)
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Let us consider further the issue of ‘school children smoking’ and what this example
alerts us to with regard to matters concerning local neighbourhoods, particularly those
citizens attending the public meetings. Innes (2004, 2004a; 2005) work on ‘signal crimes’
can provide an important point of reference here. It alerts us to how people’s perceptions
shape what constitutes crime and disorder within their neighbourhood, in particular what
they mark out as high-impact crimes. It also shapes the community’s broader view of
how well the police are doing their job (Barnes & Eagle, 2007: 161-162). It also helps
explain how in some areas higher levels of disorder are tolerated, but in other areas low
levels of disorder or isolated incidents are seen as intolerable (Barnes & Eagle, 2007:
165). The example given here, also highlights a gap between the importance given to low
level signal crimes such as, in this case, children smoking, and the onus placed upon the
police on something like burglary that might be prioritised for reduction within
performance indicators. Barnes & Eagle (2007: 162) reiterate a point that was made
earlier, where a burglary may only affect one household, low level disorder impacts on
dozens and its visibility impacts on wider perceptions of safety.
Therefore, PACT partnerships are particularly well placed to identify ‘signal’
issues in particular areas, and offer solutions to some local issues, particularly for those
who partake in the public meetings (an issue I come to below). In this sense, PACT
provides a forum or outlet whereby the public can identify the local issues affecting their
feelings of safety in their daily lives. Also, public meetings provide the PSNI, through
allowing access to NPTs, an forum where they can implement solutions and reassure
people.
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The above examples also illustrate that the PSNI are often placed in the position
of offering ‘security solutions’ to these minor problems of disorder, which in any other
circumstances might otherwise be dealt with by other organisations. It striking from
figures 10 and 11, that the PSNI provide the majority of solutions, implicating them as
the main provider of solutions within the PACT panel, suggests they are the main power
broker at PACT panels. This is not an isolated phenomenon, the police, as an
organisation project a reputation as a problem solving organisation and have built up a
large franchise as ‘specialists’ in the control of crime and disorder (Bittner, 1975;
Manning, 1977). They also are the main collectors of crime statistics and have a well
organised intelligence network in the form of the National Intelligence Model (Skins,
2008: 314). It raises the question, therefore, that are we really extending partnership
policing across local communities or just extending public policing into ‘owning’ more
issues. Moreover, does this situation contribute to the alienation of other participants? An
area commander noted,

you know, when the council haven’t fixed the street lighting or cut back the hedgerows
or the housing association have not boarded up empty houses it’s us they call.
(Area Commander, North Belfast/September, 2008)

Also, PACT public meetings are the only regular public forums that take place on such a
micro-local level. If the police dominate these meetings then solutions formulated
through the lens of security are an inevitable consequence.
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As a respondent put it.

As I said before, the PSNI are the only ones who come to the meetings on a regular basis,
yes others come, but only when it suits them. I have to hand it to the police they do come
and are appear keen to get involved
(Alliance councillor, Belfast/May, 2009)

The lack of representativeness is an issue for public meetings. Yet, we also have to
remember that in the continuing precarious security climate in Northern Ireland, it
remains the case in some areas that only the PSNI have the capacity and capability to
enter areas with security and safety, through their use of armoured vehicles and public
order equipment. It may also be the case, however, that the PSNI do not want to
relinquish control over policy and security matters. So, we must remain alert to the fact
that security and crime prevention can become the central ‘catch all’ concepts, where a
host of problems can be viewed and potentially solved. From such a perspective, one can
readily view environments as crimineogenic where the tendency is to over police, rather
than seek to address other underlying causes of social breakdown, which as Scraton &
McDonagh (2009: 2) noted, might be amplified in the shadow of political violence.

The Representativeness of PACT partnerships
A concern with PACT public meetings was that participation at them was found to be
invariably unreflective of the demographics of the respective council wards where they
took place. Based upon evidence taken from the field notes, participation at PACT public
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meetings, audiences, were only representative of a small fraction of the local populations.
189

The meetings I attended were lacking in young people, under forties and women.

Field Note: Observations-First, the demographic of the audiences was quite telling, in
that they all appear over fifty. Hardly any women either. Furthermore, considering the
dense population of the ward it was a sparse turnout. The audience is clearly

not

representative of the area.
(Field note extract: Victoria PACT meeting/ November 2009)

Like CPLCs they tend to be attended by well meaning middle class people who simply
want a better quality of life. It is my experience that the vast majority of them do not
come from interface areas; none whatsoever. Those who attend are really unaware of the
wider issues in the area.
(Area commander/North Belfast/Oldpark/September 2008)

The issue highlights a current limitation in the model. For example, the issues raised at
public meetings, on behalf of the ward, are only the concerns of those who participate.
They do not take into account the perspectives of under-represented minority groups for
example. 190 Do those who participate represent the community? Thus, can accountability
to the ‘community’ be claimed in such circumstances? Secondly, if the attendances at
public meetings are only reflective of an active few do they only serve a narrow interest?

189 Skogan (2006) the most prominent exponent of public/police liaison mechanisms in North America
consistently finds that participation in such mechanisms is consistently skewed towards middle class males,
(see also, Terpstra, 2009).
190 See, Sampson, Stubbs, Smith, Pearson & Blagg (1988: 487-488) for an extended debate on some of the
consequences of this phenomena in previous studies.
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Therefore, rather than representing a diverse range of views, public meetings might only
serve as a section of narrow, often sectional, views within these neighbourhoods. We
might be in danger of condoning narrow minded anger towards a select disruptive
minority, who are accused of lacking responsibility and respect for their community (see,
Scraton, 2007: 127-132; Terpstra, 2009: 162-163). Although, for some, the presence of
the police in their neighbourhoods does provide a feeling of security in what Crawford &
Lister (2006:185) have called 'bonding capital’, where public meetings unite and "bind
together’ those with similar interests and mindsets. In sum, one could argue, that while
public meetings do provide a sense of what the social ills and security issues are in
particular neighbourhoods, questions need to be asked concerning whether public
meetings are representative of these concerns.

Preventing Burglary in your Home
A final critique of PACT public meetings can be made through considering an example
from the fieldwork: A PSNI presentation made at a PACT public meeting. The subject of
the presentation centred upon highlighting the threat of predatory burglars, and what
steps the public could take to reduce the opportunities for burglary. The following field
note extract illustrates some of the examples that were given:
• Lock your cat flaps, there are ‘Pagin’ type characters that use children to do burglaries,
and who will crawl through the flaps’
• Do not place your name and address on your holiday baggage, these ‘types’ are going
to airports, reading your baggage labels and then going and robbing your house.
• Do not leave your sat nav holders in your car.
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• Do not leave your car running, de-icing, whilst you go back in the house, as ‘they’ will
steal your car.
• Do not leave your keys near the front door, thieves are using fishing rods and coat
hangers to fish them off key hooks.
• Do not allow postman to leave parcels in your garden.
(Taken from field notes at a Victoria PACT public meeting/ November 2009)

These examples were accompanied by a tightly managed staged performance from a
PSNI officer, who attempted to convey an explicit message to the audience. But, the
meanings conveyed in the message are also derived, in part, from the way the audience
decodes the text (Manning, 1977: 28). For example, audiences develop complex beliefs
about crime from direct and indirect images, which play an important role in shaping how
they react to future events and acts, even if they have no direct experience of them
(Skogan, 1986: 168). In trying to unravel the underpinning rationale for this presentation,
a number of inferences can be made. First, the audience are expected to believe the truth
in what was being conveyed. They are given no supporting evidence to substantiate any
of the examples given, nor was any attempt made to educate the audience about the
underlying causes of crime or why it might happen. Second, presentations such as these
may attempt to re-responsibilise the citizenry into looking after themselves, and,
therefore, be less reliant on the public police. Third, it is clear that the PSNI want to keep
the public concentrated on volume crimes and the importance of their reduction. But, the
main issue that I took away from the experience, particularly from regarding the faces
and expressions of the other members of audience, was that by highlighting these scenes
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of burglary seemed to exacerbate the fear of crime in the audience. The examples given
were all quite ‘scary’ and portray a grim portrait of crime. The audience looked shaken
by the stories, which purveyed a sense that falling victim to burglary or property theft is
an everyday and regular occurrence. Heightened anxieties regarding the fear of crime are
also not isolated. Indeed, 65% reported to the Northern Ireland Crime Survey (see, NIO,
2008) that they believed levels of crime had risen in Northern Ireland.
By contrast, as figure 7 in chapter 4 (page 175) illustrated, according to Northern
Ireland Crime Survey (NIO, 2009b) figures, the risk of being a victim of crime has been
consistently falling; a trend that is congruent with the rest of the UK. 191 Moreover, the
risk of being a victim of crime in Northern Ireland remains lower at 13.8% than in
i England and Wales where it stands at 22.1% (NIO, 2009b: i). Although, we must remain
cautious of the use of any statistical evidence regarding crime rates. 192 There is a
difference, therefore, between the likelihood of becoming a victim and potential fear of
becoming a victim (see also, Ellison & Shirlow, 2008: 11-12).
The need to close this gap was given a priority in the Home Office’s National
Reassurance Programme, which began in 2003 (see, Millie & Herrington, 2004; Quinton
& Tuffin, 2007). The programme gave a primary role to identify and prioritise local
crime and disorder issues through co-production between the public police and partners
in local neighbourhoods. It is in these circumstances that the PACT model is also about
reassurance.

191 A claim that is supported by the British Crime Survey, whose data, 1995-2005, illustrates that crime has
halved (Audit Commission, 2006: 14).
192 More broadly see, Hillyard & Gordon 1999; Manning, 1977: 290; Maguire, 2002; Uglow, 1988: 65; also
Ellison & Shirlow (2008: 10) reported, 55.69% of crime went unreported in the inner city area of Belfast
they surveyed.
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To complicate matters further, as hotspots suggest, crime is dispersed unequally;
differences exist in levels of crime between towns and cities, and within them (see,
Kinsey, 1984; Jones, Maclean & Young, 1986). Northern Ireland exhibits similar unequal
dispersals, where the chances of becoming a victim of crime is often concentrated in
small neighbourhood areas, that often report far higher levels of crime and victimisation
than officially collected survey data (Ellison & Shirlow, 2008: 26), which might also
provide some foundation for the PSNI to premise such a presentation.
However, the point to taken from this brief discussion is that it is clear that the
chances of becoming victim to opportune thief or predatory burglar, such as in the
examples given in the presentation, is subject to an array of complex variables, which
were simply not conveyed in the presentation. However, PACT partnerships and
Neighbourhood Policing Teams do have an important role to play in reassuring nervous
communities about local crime issues, rather than just conveying information about the
prevention of volume crimes. But, with the PSNI facing a pervasive performance target
regime, particularly to reduce volume crimes such as burglary, which are easier to
measure, these presentations provide an easy opportunity to emphasise the pressing need
for their reduction. But the problem here is that by asserting measurable volume crimes
shifts the emphasis away from ‘local solutions to local problems’ (Gilling, 2007: 88).
Nonetheless, as the research was concluded, the PSNI were responding to issues
such as anti-social behaviour, as illustrated in its rising in prominence within the key
community safety and policing targets. For instance, the PSNI now have the target of
reducing incidents of anti-social behaviour by 5% in the 2007-2011 policing plan (NIPP,
2009). Moreover, anti-social behaviour is now a priority in the Public Service Agreement
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(PSA) targets for 2008-11, which seeks a reduction of anti-social behaviour by 15% over
this time period (NIO, 2008b: 21). But, the direction of flow remains placed on reducing
volume crimes such as burglary, perhaps for the reason that they might be easier to
measure. In addition, the problem of attaining even something like a 5% reduction is
hampered by the fact that anti-social behaviour is an ‘ubiquitous’ and ‘elastic’ concept
(Scraton, 2007: 134).
Rather than being one of reassurance the NPT officer’s presentation potentially
encodes a picture of a grim and scary world, where burglary and theft are premised as
regular occurrences. The key message that is conveyed through the dramaturgical
emotional appeals of the NPT officer, is an emphasis on predatory criminals and how
they might go about obtaining access to people’s property. In this respect, the
presentation was about prioritising the key performance targets such as reducing burglary
in the minds of the audience, but it gives little consideration was given to how audiences
might decode them. From my inferences, the elaboration of these incidents seeks to
create a sort of myth making, where constructed images, narratives about crime and
dominant assumptions around the imagery of criminality are enforced. On another level,
imagery of criminal types are portrayed, situations and areas become identified as places
of risk resulting in the labelling and stigmatisation of all those discussed, such the young
or economic migrants for example (see, Terpstra, 2009: 163). The scenarios presented in
the example given above can be regarded in what Manning (1977; 2008) termed,
‘expressive communication’; where situations are made significant and meaningful in
order to convince audiences of its truthfulness (Manning, 1977: 23-24). As Manning
(1977: 326) argues, the police often see themselves in an advisory role to the public- co261

opting friendly elements into fighting crime with them and establishing the symbolic
rationale of ‘crime fighting’. Goffman (1959; 1963; 1967) asserts that culturally based
scripts guide social encounters, and, it is they, that establish the ground rules for
interaction.
In sum, the emphasis placed upon protecting oneself from the predatory criminal
also takes the mind of the receiver away from the other, perhaps more pressing local
issues. If we reconsider figures 10 and 11„ burglary did figure, but, other more mundane
disorder related issues took preference. Also, by highlighting the dangers of becoming a
victim of volume crime such as burglary, the PSNI should consider that it may work in a
paradoxical manner, and possibly heightening the fear of crime by dramatising extreme
case studies. The point I have made in this section is that concentrating on burglary
impresses the priority of volume crimes. As a political representative noted:

To me the PSNI do not seem to see any worth in working in a real partnership. It seems
to me to be about presentations and illustrating what they are doing and why they need to
do them.
(Political member, Sinn Fein, East Belfast/ March 2009)

Conclusion: Reflecting upon the PACT partnership model
The PACT partnership model offers the PSNI a forum where through direct face-to-face
interactions with the public and other local groups they can discuss local crime and
disorder issues. Through the role given to PACT panels in assessing local issues, PACT
partnerships promote a more plural approach to police decision making that is set more in
a nodal or networked framework (Shearing, 2001). They are situated in a clear attempt to
262

shift the emphasis away from conflict related priorities and broaden engagement with
policing in local neighbourhoods and extend police accountability to the community. In
this respect, throughout the research for this chapter, the general feeling that was
conveyed from the PACT partnership public meetings was that this type of police/public
engagement is fully commensurate with the vision and spirit of the ICP (ICP, 1999:
chapter 6).
Based upon the evidence presented here, the support for the PACT partnership
model emanating from the upper echelons of the PSNI coalesces around its symbolic role
in illustrating that changes are occurring policing practices. But, they appear to offer
nothing more substantial than either a managerial innovation to guide the work of NPTs
or a crime-mapping tool to gather information on local crime. They remain constrained
by budgets and the overarching presence of the guidance documents. Therefore, where
PACT partnerships are concerned we have to question the extent of their impact on the
everyday practices of the PSNI.
The chapter did illustrate that the public meetings at PACT partnerships provide a
forum whereby the public can identify and communicate to the PSNI low level disorder
or ‘signal crimes’. In this sense, the meetings act as a space where information and
knowledge is exchanged and reassurance by PSNI NPTs can be given. By regarding the
published minutes of a PACT panel it was noted how many of the issues that are brought
up at public meetings are rather prosaic and hard to measure issues that are, in most
cases, not issues prioritised in the performance targets set for the PSNI. The problem
highlighted here, however, is that the PSNI are often brought in to deal with these kinds
of issues that could be dealt with by other authorities.
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The chapter also argued that low attendances at PACT public meetings meant the
problems brought to public meetings are ones that are not necessarily representative of
local neighbourhoods. Therefore, based upon the evidence here, it is insufficient to rely
on public meetings alone to act as a barometer of consent for police action within small
locales. If it is the case that they are, more imagination is required to ensure the PSNI
•

canvass the wider community for their views in an as inclusive a manner as possible.

193

Finally, the chapter also provided an example of how a PACT public meeting was
used to potentially encode a preferred reading by the PSNI in the importance of reducing
domestic burglary, and the role the public can play in its reduction. In order to illustrate
this point I detailed a PSNI presentation, which, as I argued, involved a substantial
dramaturgical performance. The point of this example was to examine the potential that
public meetings provide for the police to make impressions on audiences and utilise their
expertise in security to prioritise key crimes, in this case domestic burglaries. I also made
the argument, however, that despite what was intended this process possibly produces a
paradoxical problem, whereby the presentation also exacerbated audience anxiety about
the fear of crime and perhaps affirmed common assumptions about the nature of
criminality. Much of what has been reported here has some parallels with other work that
has been researched in other jurisdictions (for example see, Kinsey, Lea & Young, 1986;
Morgan & Maggs, 1985; Skogan, 2004; 2006; Terpstra, 2009; Weitzer, 1995).
Nonetheless, it should be added, that despite the concerns reported here, some senior

193 One might consider, for example, community TV networks, particularly in health centres, public
buildings and even in supermarkets and petrol stations to advertise and encourage engagement (see, Chess
& Purcell, 1999:2688-2690).
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PSNI officers, as well as some politicians I interviewed saw the model as both essential
and beneficial to policing in Northern Ireland. They claim the fact that as such meetings
are ‘open’ to all is enough to establish them as an accountability mechanism for local
police operations. In drawing a final conclusion, the PACT partnership model remains in
a developmental stage in Northern Ireland, and in these early days one has to be cautious
of pigeon holing PACT in the ‘nothing works’ category.
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COMMUNITY SAFETY AND MULTI-AGENCY PARTNERSHIP POLICING IN
NORTHERN IRELAND

Introduction
This chapter considers the introduction of the multi-agency partnership policing to
Northern Ireland, and the role it takes in providing the collective delivery of crime and
disorder reduction initiatives. The former security minister for Northern Ireland summed
up the importance that is being placed on such initiatives when he stated,

‘policing in partnership with the local community can make neighbourhoods safer and
help reduce the level of crime....effective partnership working is about working in
partnership with local statutory and voluntary groups; it’s about listening to and
responding to the concerns of local communities.’
(Coggins, 2008; cited in NIO, 2008c)

This chapter seeks to get beneath the veneer of such public pronouncements and provide
a critical analysis of multi-agency partnership working. The chapter breaks down into 3
main sections. First, section 1 offers some reflections on Community Safety Partnerships
(CSPs) in Northern Ireland. The section assesses the impact of CSPs within the context of
the broader policy to reduce crime and disorder in Northern Ireland. In doing so, it
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considers whether they have imbued a broader ‘policing’ model, which is less reliant on
the primary role of the public police.

However, 1 argue that CSPs face difficulties

primarily due to the onus placed on performance targets, but also due to ongoing tensions
around the legacy of political violence. Section 2 reports on the function, organisation
and role of some of the lower level community safety-based initiatives that are operating
beneath CSPs. Section 3 consolidates the chapter by elucidating on some of the recent
proposals to enhance multi-agency activity in Northern Ireland, and reflects upon the
changes being considered since the devolvement of policing and criminal justice to the
Northern Ireland executive and the new Department of Justice. |l)4

Section 1: Community Safety Partnerships in Northern Ireland

The Structure of CSPs in Northern Ireland
The internal infrastructure of CSPs is based upon a three-tier system (NIO, 2003a: 4144). This system is illustrated in figure 12
Figure 12: The three tier system of CSPs

194 http://www.dojni.gov.uk/.
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In figure 12, the strategic tier oversees and approves all of the functions of the CSP.
Membership of the strategic tier is set aside for senior members of the partner agencies
and district council members (NIO, 2003a: 42). Below the strategic tier, the operational
tier devises and implements the local action plans, with membership consisting of the
middle managers of partner organisations, from statutory, voluntary, community and
business sectors; who within their parent organisations would normally have
responsibility for everyday operational planning. Representatives of the rescue services
also attend the operational tier (NIO, 2003a: 44). On the third tiers of CSPs, sit the task
groups, which are assigned to deliver the specific strategies within the local action plans.
These might include, anti-social behaviour officers or community safety wardens. In
addition, each PSNI district has designated community safety officers or team, most often
part of the Neighbourhood Policing Teams (NPTs) who work as part of the task groups.
The responsibility for the everyday operational management of CSPs is given over to the
Community Safety Partnership Manager (CSP Manager) and his/her staff. It is their role
to ensure all participants are sharing the same values and goals, seeking the same
outcomes, which is essential for such a partnership to work successfully.

The development and establishment of CSPs in Northern Ireland
The establishment of CSPs has added another dimension to the crime and disorder
reduction jigsaw in Northern Ireland. In considering their development, it is worth
reminding ourselves of the key points, previously made in chapters 1 and 2 on the
broader development of the multi-agency format, which is summed up in the following
quote from Skinns (2008: 312),
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‘Partnerships between the police and other agencies are considered to contribute to the
managerialist goals of efficiency and effectiveness; they are believed to provide a way of
doing more with less. Thus, partnerships contribute to a more effective means of tackling
the causes of crime.’
(Skinns, 2008: 312)

In these contexts, the multi-agency format was prioritised as part of the general project of
de-monopolising the role of the state within the delivery of public services, including
policing, which sought to engender less state dependency on these services (Crawford,
1999: 299; Gilling, 2007: 4; Hope, 2005). Moreover, as chapter 1 explained, partnership
policing has been recently consolidated, under the terms of the Crime and Disorder Act
1998 (CDA, 1998), which made a statutory requirement for local authorities and police
forces to form multi-agency partnerships. The CDA (1998) has also had an influence on
the introduction of CSPs in Northern Ireland and was considered as a model in the CJR
(CJR, 2000: 256). However, it is also important to consider previous attempts to
introduce multi-agency strategies into Northern Ireland.

Early Developments of community safety in Northern Ireland
In contrast to the development of community safety in the rest of the United Kingdom
(UK), chapter 2 illustrated how the prospects for any parallel developments in
community safety being established in Northern Ireland were overshadowed by internal
ethno-national divisions and three decades of political violence. As a result, partnership
policing, in the form of multi-agency working remained largely underdeveloped. As a
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reminder of some of the points made in chapter 2, attempts to develop multi-agency
working can be found as far back as the establishment of a Crime Prevention Panel in
i 1977, but, much of the work of the panel went little further than advising local businesses

on situational crime prevention methods. Indeed, as Feenan (2000: 1) notes, prior to the
1990s, the term community safety did not appear in any official discourse. Crawford &
Blair (2000: 25) also noted how attempts by district councils to introduce community
safety initiatives themselves were stymied by the lack of any sustained funding.
However, the post-ceasefire environment offered a huge space to implement
change, the developing peace process encouraged a change in direction, and the Northern
Ireland Office (NIO) (see, NIO, 1993) began to promote a multi-agency approach, in part
I to illustrate that Northern Ireland had moved beyond political violence. This shift was
particularly illustrated in the establishment of the Community Safety Centre (CSC).
Moreover, the large base of neighbourhood and civic groups that developed in Northern
Ireland over the period of the conflict have potentially provided a solid base for the
development of multi-agency working (Crawford & Blair, 2000: 33; Feenan, 2000: 63;
McEvoy, Mika, Gormley, 2002: 197). Yet, the situation in Northern Ireland, at the point
the Criminal Justice Review (CJR, 2000) was commissioned is summed up by the
assertion that, ‘the absence of a clear framework of responsibilities for community safety
has not facilitated the development of community safety in Northern Ireland’ (Crawford
& Blair, 2000: 5).
In the advent of the Belfast Agreement (BFA), the momentum was provided for
the introduction of a new approach to policing and criminal justice more broadly. The
BFA set the terms of reference for an Independent Commission on Policing (ICP) and a
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Criminal Justice Review (CJR). The ICP led the way in the reform of policing structures,
and it promoted the merits of a community safety approach:

‘The arrangements we have proposed in the preceding chapter on accountability provide
mechanisms whereby the community can express its concerns and priorities to the police
and the police can explain and report on their conduct and performance. We have also
encouraged close cooperation between these accountability mechanisms and other
agencies involved in aspects of community safety.’
(ICP, 1999:44)

However, it was the Criminal Justice Review (CJR) (CJR, 2000: chapter 11), 195 that
made a specific recommendation for Northern Ireland to adopt a distinct community
safety strategy (CJR, 2000: chapter 11). The CJR (2000: 265-266) argued, that ‘in light of
its history of state centred public policing in Northern Ireland an approach premised upon
multi-agency working could encourage a new progressive approach towards policing’. In
this light, section 11 of the CJR (2000: 253) recommended, ‘the development of
partnership approaches to reducing the level of crime, reducing the fear of crime, and
enhancing community safety both locally and nationally’. The CJR (2000: 256-265)
recommendation was founded upon extensive research, which carried out an assessment
on community safety structures across a number of jurisdictions, including France, The
Netherlands, Canada, New Zealand, Scotland, The Republic of Ireland, South Africa and

195 Refer to chapter 3 for a brief exposition.
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England and Wales (see, Crawford & Matassa, 2000). On this basis, the CJR (2000: 269)
recommended two new institutions, which between them would produce and deliver a
community safety strategy for Northern Ireland. In the first instance. Community Safety
and Policing Partnership (CSPPs) (see, CJR, 2000: 273) would have multi-agency
working at their core, to direct and deliver community safety, and, significantly, it was
recommended that they take on the monitoring role of DPPs. Also, a ‘Community Safety
Unit’ (CSU) would oversee these partnerships and coordinate the broader community
safety strategy for Northern Ireland (CJR, 2000: 274).
Following the CJR, Sections 71 and 72 of the Justice (Northern Ireland) Act 2002
(JNIA, 2002) set out a statutory framework for the implementation of a community safety
strategy for Northern Ireland. In this context, they prioritised the ‘reduction of actual and
perceived levels of crime and other anti-social behaviour in Northern Ireland’ (JNIA,
2002: sec 72. 2). Overall, however, the JNIA (2002) had no equivalent of the CDA’s
(1998) responsible authorities, rather section 72.3 stipulated that CSPs should consist of
those organisations who exercised ‘statutory functions’ in Northern Ireland. The vision
was that these organisations would include district councils, health trusts, education and
library boards, probation and prison services and housing associations. One deviation
from the CJR (2000) regarded the name and structure of the partnerships. In this sense,
Section 72 of the Justice (Northern Ireland) Act 2002 instructed that the partnerships
were to be called ‘Local Community Safety Partnerships’. In addition, they would be
stand-alone institutions that would not incorporate DPPs into their framework (an issue
dealt with below). In the end, the NIO, under the direction of the Secretary of State for
Northern Ireland, decided to name the new partnerships Community Safety Partnerships.
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Significantly, there was no specific requirement, as per section 17 of the CDA (1998), for
any authorities to make crime and disorder reduction a core activity in their everyday
operations. An equivalent section 115 (CDA, 1998) that would compel agencies to share
information was also absent, which has implications in that it might encourage agencies
to hoard information, particularly the police who have domination over information about
crime. These two issues are considered in detail below.
To date, section 72 of the JNIA (2002) has not been implemented, and the recent
Justice (Northern Ireland) Bill has proposed new structures, which 1 also detail later in
the chapter. Instead, agencies were ‘invited’ to form CSPs by the NIO in their local areas,
and most CSPs were formed across Northern Ireland in 2004. Currently, all twenty-six
district council areas have formed a CSP.

An Assessment of CSPs
The problem of a ‘Legislative Vacuum’
In conjunction with issues surrounding political violence and ethno-national division, the
contributing factor that was highlighted in previous failures to engender robust multi
agency partnership policing in Northern Ireland was the lack of statutory instruction to
compel agencies to partake in partnerships (Feenan, 2000: 20). With regard to the current
CSPs model, the Northern Ireland Criminal Justice Inspectorate (CJI, 2006: 21) noted,
that that the decision not to enforce section 72 of the JNIA (2003) ‘raises some
difficulties’ for CSPs (CJI, 2006: 21). The main contentions being that the lack of a
statutory framework encourages piece-meal contributions to CSPs by partner agencies
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and poor attendance at meetings by representatives of these agencies (CJI, 2006: 21). The
issue therefore, is worthy of exploration.
The Northern Ireland Office (NIO), with the Review of Public Administration
(RPA) due to be implemented in 2011, and, at the time of the research, negotiations over
the devolvement of justice ongoing, thought it premature to implement these parts of the
Act.196 However, views on the benefits of statutory support were somewhat
differentiated. A respondent from the CSU argued, that on the one hand, the non-statutory
basis has allowed for flexibility where partner agencies can respond, within individual
CSPs, to different strategies as and when required.

Our experience has been that the fact that members of CSPs willingly give of their time
often means that they are committed to making a difference in their area beyond any
monetary reward.

It is difficult to see how constitution of CSPs on a statutory basis

would have made our communities safer.
(Head of Partnership Development and Projects, CSU/October, 2008)

Certainly, there is some merit in this argument, as chapter 4 reported. Indeed, the
statutory framework that has been set out to govern DPPs, by forcing compliance with
broad aims and objectives, provides for a certain rigidity and homogeneity that ultimately
stymies local decision-making. Nonetheless, a CSP manager argued that CSPs operate
despite the lack of statutory instruction based on ‘goodwill’ or ‘civic duty’ rather than
statutory obligation:

196

Answer to written email question to member of the Community Safety Unit.
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what we have is a situation where we do not have an equivalent Act like the Crime and
Disorder Act, which means we don’t have anything to make prospective partners engage.
(CSP Manager, Magherafelt/ October 2008)

The implication made is that some CSP partner agencies only sent representatives to CSP
meetings so they could ‘tick the box’ that they were engaging. They have their own areas
and workloads to cope with and do not see CSPs as a priority. Put more starkly, the same
CSP manager continued:

Basically, it boils down to personalities. If you have someone who can see the benefits of
partnership working on community safety issues it makes a big difference compared with
someone attending the meeting to tick a box.... in most cases it is the individuals or
organisations that realise that partnership working or CS can benefit them are the most
active...CSPs are still voluntary, there is no obligation on any agency to partake in the
CSP and thus it is hard to measure contribution officially.
(CSP Manager, Magherafelt/October 2008)

An area commander noted:

The problem faced by us [PSNI] is convincing other agencies to see the benefits for them
working in partnerships. They always want to see an advantage for them. Our other
partners are in silos. They protect their own budgets and they are protective of their own
constituencies. I am better off going to individual agencies and get someone to solve the
issue direct. In the end partners are not committed to the CSP.
(Area Commander, Derry/Londonderry/October 2008)
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Another senior PSNI officer who sat on the strategic tier of Belfast CSP also commented:

The NIHE [Northern Ireland Housing Executive], for example, do not have to appear at
public forums to answer for their failure to act... there appears to be no willingness to
exchange knowledge, the expectation is that the police will provide, solve and deliver.

(Superintendent, North Belfast Community Safety Commander/Antrim Road/ September, 2008)
A political member of Belfast CSP argued:

It is hard to install a sense of responsibility with some agencies. They do not see crime as
their domain. 1 say this as an elected politician; some organisations do not understand
how that simply changing a light bulb in the street regularly can have a great impact on
community safety.
(Political Member/Alliance Party/ May 2009)

Therefore, it is not surprising that the idea of making CSPs statutory is well supported, as
the legislation would compel other agencies to take their responsibilities seriously. It
perhaps might take the pressure off the PSNI to solve issues that alone they are simply
incapable of solving.
If it is the case that the PSNI are the only agency to take their commitment to
CSPs seriously, this then poses the problem that CSPs become police led, and the PSNI
only engage on their terms. However, although we have to be careful not to claim there is
a police takeover of CSPs, there are fertile grounds for them to co-opt other agencies into
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their way of thinking. The problem, therefore, is not so much the absences of clear
guidelines, but the lack of statutory framework from which agencies can be forced to
engage, which creates uncertainties among participants about roles and responsibilities.
However, forcing partners to engage in multi-agency partnerships could be a somewhat
self-defeating exercise, as such a move would only open the door to accusations of
central control- as is the case with DPPs. Nonetheless, despite the difference in views, the
head of Partnership Development and Projects at the CSU maintained the stance that
partner agencies are fully on board and referred me to the fact that CSPs,

had successfully delivered over 300 successful local projects and that must be seen as a
success
(Head of Partnership Development and Projects, CSU/October 2008)

Although commendable, can the success of CSPs be so easily ascribed to the fact that
they exist? Official discourse lauds the contribution made by CSPs towards the reduction
of crime. For example, in recent papers the NIO claimed that a 15% reduction in overall
crime in Northern Ireland for 2003-2008 is directly attributable to CSPs (NIO, 2008b: 2).
Also, the NIO have claimed that CSPs were directly implicated in contributing to a
23.9% decline in rates of recorded crime since 2003/4 and a 2.6% decrease in anti-social
behaviour since 2006/07 (NIO, 2009: 6). However, little evidence is provided by the CSU
or the NIO in tangible qualitative evidence of how CSPs have directly contributed to
these figures.
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Central control and local agency: The role of the Community Safety Unit
In accordance with the recommendation made in the CJR (2000: 274), the Community
Safety Unit (CSU) 197 was formed to oversee all aspects of community safety in Northern
Ireland, and has the responsibility of ensuring that all of the priorities of the Northern
Ireland Community Safety Plan (NICSP) are delivered accordingly. The CSU:

Provides a strategic framework for the delivery of community safety initiatives across NI. The
Unit co-ordinates a cross-Governmental approach to tackling community safety and works
closely with the Youth Justice Agency (YJA), the Domestic Violence Forum (DVF), the Assets
Recovery Agency, the Organised Crime Task Force and the Northern Ireland Policing Board

(Head of the CSU/September 2008)

In their inspection on CSPs, the Criminal Justice Inspectorate (CJI, 2006: 18-20) found
that there were a number of concerns surrounding the role of the CSU and its relationship
with CSPs. For instance, it was reported that there was considerable confusion about the
role of the CSU, and in some cases it was ‘too hands on’ in its dealings with CSPs (2006:
18). Similar issues were also raised within this research.
Reflecting Section 72 of the JNIA (2002), the community safety strategy for
Northern Ireland was initially set out in the document, ‘Creating a Safer Northern

Ireland through Partnership' (NIO, 2003a). It set out a five-year community safety plan
for Northern Ireland. Interestingly, much of what is evidenced within the paper lends a

197

www.communtysafetni.gov.uk. The CSU is now part of the new Department of Justice.
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striking resemblance to the Home Office green paper ‘'Building Safer Communities

Together’ (Home Office, 2003). 198 For example, the paper established community safety
as the conceptual vehicle from which crime and disorder could be reduced in Northern
Ireland. In addition, CSPs would be the conduits for achieving the three thematic
objectives set down in the Northern Ireland Community Safety Plan, ‘to reduce the
instances of crime, to reduce instances of anti-social behaviour and to reduce the fear of
crime’ (NIO, 2003a: 7). Within this context, the paper set out nine key issues that would
be ‘targeted for improvement'199 (NIO, 2003a: 18), which CSPs are expected to
incorporate into their local strategies. These themes are reflected in the performance
targets set through Public Service Agreements (PSA). A CSP manager explained that
CSPs are measured against whether their initiatives have met the Public Service
Agreement (PSA) targets set down in the Northern Ireland Community Safety Plan. In
this context, these targets are set for a three year period (NIAO, 2009: vi), and are
included in the Northern Ireland Community Safety Plan for 2008-2011. J)() For example,
both the PSA targets and the Belfast City council corporate plan (Belfast City Council,
2008) shape the Belfast Community Safety Plan (2008/2009). On one hand this
overarching use of targets perhaps stops dis-consensus among partner agencies, in a

198 In particular, as it took on board the CDA (1998) definitions of community safety and anti-social
behaviour as its lead.
199 The key areas that were indentified were car crime, domestic burglary, business and retail crime,
offences against individuals, including domestic violence and assaults, youth offending, hate crime, drug
and substance abuse, anti-social behaviour and crimes against older people (NIO, 2003a).
200 Public Service Agreements were introduced into England and Wales in 1998 and are an integral part of
the UK government’s framework for public expenditure. They set out the governments key priorities for
each national department and ensure ‘value for money’ (Audit Commission, 2006: 73).
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similar way that a statutory framework might. However, it also discourages local
discretion in what priorities to pursue.

Each CSP has PSA targets, namely to reduce anti-social behaviour and violent crime. We
can add additional targets, such as reducing the fear of crime, but they have to link to the
overall targets. Our Community Safety Plans have to mirror them.
(CSP Manager, Magherafelt/October 2008)

The role of Public Service Agreements then, links directly into the debates surrounding
central and local control of CSPs. Their pervasive influence ensures that, even without
legislative support, a large amount of central control is firmly administered over CSP
planning to ensure the performance targets are met. CSP community safety plans are
motivated towards addressing these targets and less by dealing with local issues.
Besides the use of central targets, the CSU also exerts an amount of control over
CSPs through its oversight over the funding arrangements for CSPs. In this sense, CSPs
remain accountable to the CSU for all the money they spend (CJI, 2006: 21). CSP
managers must run all of their particular partnership’s proposed initiatives by the CSU
for funding approval. As long as CSPs are engaged in initiatives that seek to address
Public Service Agreements there are few issues.
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Strategies have to be signed off by the CSU and if they are not happy with them come
back for a rewrite. The CSU will then assess again the content of the plan and the PSA
targets and report them to the minister [NIO security minister]
(Community Safety Manger, Magherafelt/October 2008)

CSPs, then, despite a lack of statutory oversight, still remain closely centrally managed.
Their operations are bound by PSA led performance targets, which operate to often stifles
locally-based initiatives. Moreover, as others note, mangerialist-based frameworks often
foster competition not cooperation between partners (see, Rhodes, 1997: 3; Skinns, 2006:
181).

Tensions in Accountability and Visibility of CSPs
Another finding was that there is little awareness of CSPs among members of the public,
which can be partly explained by the absence of public meetings.

The difficulty is that CSPs are distant from the public. 1 sit on the strategic tier and we
have no interaction with the public. We can pick and choose which safety issues to
deliver without public consultation.
(Political Member/Alliance Party/ May 2009)
This lack of visibility raises questions of the accountability of CSPs. To make the point
clearer, it is worth considering an institutional comparison with the accountability
framework set out for DPPs (see Chapter 4). In this respect, DPPs are mainly held
accountable on three levels; institutional oversight undertaken by the Northern Ireland
Policing Board (NIPB) in the form of financial audits, through the fact that DPPs have a
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majority of elected councillors within their membership, and through holding their
meetings in public, and, therefore being open to public scrutiny. CSPs, on the other hand,
are not beholden to the same parameters. First, unlike the NIPB, the CSU has neither
independent legal status nor any democratic representation. On the contrary, it is staffed
wholly by civil servants, which suggests an absence of accountability to the democratic
process; the only democratic input within CSPs themselves is at the strategic tier and
even at this point, the available evidence suggests there are ongoing issues surrounding
representativeness and attendance of members (see, CJI, 2006: 21). As found elsewhere,
even a statutory obligation to attend does not necessarily mean agencies will attend
(Skinns, 2006: 181). Moreover, as the Criminal Justice Inspectorate (2006: 19) noted,
there is a high turnover of staff within the CSU, which results in there being a declining
expertise in community safety issues. Taking data from 24 of the 26 CSPs, the CJI (2006:
11) report provided a breakdown of CSP membership and it illustrated that the statutory
sector accounted for 50% of all members of CSPs, elected members and the voluntary
sector 20% each, with the community and private sectors 3% each and finally trade
unions 1% (CJI, 2006: 11). In addition, the CJI (2006: 26) also noted that the elected
membership was not selected using the d'Hondt system of allocation, making CSPs,
unlike DPPs, un-reflective of the political balance of district council, again highlighting a
democratic deficit in CSPs. Accountability, therefore, rests within the oversight of the
CSU by the Minister of Justice through upon the internal oversight mechanisms within
individual partner organisations. It perhaps leads us towards the question that the
Committee for the Administration of Justice (CAJ) {Just News, 2009: 3) recently asked:
where is the community in CSPs? The low profile of CSPs has been acknowledged by the
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CSU. One example is the free delivery to households of the news sheet Safety Matters,
which, amongst other things included a contact list of all CSP managers.
CSPs and the legacy of political violence
There is little doubt that the backcloth of the conflict in Northern Ireland and the political
violence that accompanied it provides a peculiar setting that is different from the rest of
the UK and the Republic of Ireland. As I noted in chapter 4, a great deal of the cultural
ethno-national and ideological baggage stemming from Northern Ireland’s divisions
remain salient in local communities. The political violence and the priority that was given
to maintaining public order had stymied attempts that were made to develop multi-agency
approaches to crime reduction. I reported in chapter 4 that issues relating to the legacy of
political violence often came to the fore at DPP meetings and continue to colour attitudes
towards policing. These same issues are also having an impact on CSPs. The argument
holds that CSPs were developed to provide a more holistic community safety based
approach to crime reduction in Northern Ireland, but they also have a contribution to
make in assuaging some of the legacy issues surrounding policing in Northern Ireland,
through bringing perhaps previously estranged partners into working together. In this
respect, there is a spill-over effect, however, whereby the broader legitimation debate that
surround public policing also colours the broader community safety strategy.
Clearly, the social and political climate in Northern Ireland has shifted
significantly from one where civil unrest was the dominant socio-political issue to one
where more ‘mainstream issues’ such as crime, poverty, housing, health and education
are taking precedence (McEvoy, Mika, & Gormley, 2002). However, as I noted above, it
is still the case, although to a lesser extent, that in the ten years since the ICP (1999) and
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CJR (2000) were published, the PSNI continues to operate in a climate where they have
to consider the potential of terrorist attack. PSNI stations remain fortified, armoured
vehicles still routinely patrol many areas of Northern Ireland, PSNI officers remain
routinely armed and recently they have returned to wearing protective body armour.
These remaining vestiges of conflict do provide for a different environment from which
multi-agency working can be embedded. To reiterate the point made earlier:

The terrorist threat in Derry is as high now as it has been for the last ten years. It
is a shadow in the background in everything we do. We have to consider every
call we get. We are likely to be attacked in certain areas.
(Area Commander, Derry/Londonderry/ October 2008)

Hence, in some neighbourhoods, the PSNI remain the only institution with the ability and
physical capabilities to deliver policing, which they do from the safety of armoured
vehicles. As reported in chapter 4, many local issues, particularly in urban areas, remain
connected to the legacy of political violence, such as sectarian and interface violence,
which are not to be found in PSA targets.
Overall, then, these concerns produce a complex environment in which CSPs
operate. In one context, CSPs have a clearly defined role and mandate set out for them by
the CSU, to deliver community safety initiatives. However, this mandate faces difficulties
with the shadow of political violence and ethno-national conflict still apparent in many
areas.
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DPPs and CSPs together: Separation or Amalgamation?
The Justice (Northern Ireland) Bill 2010 is currently at the committee stage in the
Northern Ireland Assembly. It proposes the amalgamation of CSPs with DPPs. The
debate that has brought us to this situation has oscillated around the fact that CSPs and
DPPs both operate at a district council level, a situation that as some noted, means the
two institutions have increasingly overlapping remits (CAJ, 2005; CJI, 2006). The CAJ
(2006) report sums up the issue:

A situation, which has created confusion and inefficiency at the local level, is the
establishment by government of Community Safety Partnerships, which unfortunately are
not seen as working to complement the DPPs, but in some regards, are seen as almost a
threat to the very existence of DPPs.
(CAJ, 2006:19)

One argument proclaims that DPPs and CSPs have clearly complementary functions.

CSPs and DPPs have distinct but complementary functions. At the highest level there is
a commonality of purpose with both contributing to the delivery of improved outcomes in
the policing and community safety field; less crime, less fear of crime, less anti-social
behaviour etc. There are many examples of joint best practice. Having said that it is
recognised that the roles of CSPs and DPPs, while distinct, are perceived to be related
and have the potential to cause confusion.
(Head of Partnership Development and Projects, CSU/October 2008)
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The basis of the argument is that the primary role of CSPs, by virtue of having a remit to
pursue strategies, is significantly different from the rationale of the DPPs, whose role is
firmly established in a monitoring and consultative one.

The extent of existing co-operation
| Cooperation between the two has progressed on two fronts. First, was the development of
a memorandum of understanding between the NIPB/DPPs and CSU/CSPs, which came
: into practice in March 2006 (CJI, 2006: 15). Second, is the discretion given to CSP
Managers for, ‘maximising cooperation between the two institutions’. Third, is the fact
that some district council members sit on both the strategic tiers of CSPs and on DPPs.

The question of amalgamation
There appears to be a swell of support for amalgamating DPPs and CSPs. While the NIO
initially opted to disregard the C.lR’s (2000: 273) recommendation of an amalgamated
model, in 2007, the Northern Ireland Office established a Review Group, incorporating
officials from Belfast City Council, Department of the Environment, Northern Ireland
i Housing Executive, Northern Ireland Policing Board and Police Service of Northern
Ireland to consider the future of Community Safety Partnerships (CSPs) and District
Policing Partnerships (DPPs). The consultation paper, 'Local Partnership Working on

Police and Community Safety: A Way Forward’ (NIO, 2009), illustrated their support for
amalgamation.

As the paper noted, ‘the creation of a new, integrated partnership,

201 The CAJ criticised the approach taken by the NIO towards amalgamation, primarily for not consulting
beyond NIO key stakeholders, they also profess support for amalgamation {Just News, 2009: 3).
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performing all function of the current CSPs and DPPs would be the Governments clear
preference’. Byrne & Monaghan (2008: 107) also found support for amalgamating the
two partnerships. However, there is an awareness of the need to maintain a strong and
separate scrutiny role.

I fear that amalgamation would relegate the importance of the monitoring function
undertaken by DPPs, consuming it within the CSP infrastructure that would be a disaster.
(CSP Manager, Magherafelt/October 2008)

I do support the idea of one partnerships. I believe we do not need two bodies. But the
shape and form needs some serious consideration, as they do two different things. The
issue for me is maintaining the monitoring and accountability of policing.
(Superintendent, North Belfast Community Safety Commander/Antrim Road/ September, 2008)

The CJI (2006: 8) argued for a single management institution from which CSPs and DPPs
operate separately beneath it, but with more cooperation and synergy. Responses to the
consultation paper showed that opinions remained divided on the matter of
amalgamation. In March 2010, the NIO launched another 8-week public consultation.
Local Partnership Working on Policing & Community Safety: A Consultation Paper,
(NIO, 2010) on proposals to create new Crime Reduction Partnerships in Northern
Ireland. The new partnerships would bring together the existing functions of DPPs and
CSPs, and in doing so reduce the current joint total of 52 DPPs and CSPs, to 11 single
partnerships coterminous with the context outlined in the

Review of Public

Administration (RPA). Amalgamation is also seen to be fiscally efficient. It is presumed
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that the amalgamations will free up resources for frontline delivery and the new
partnerships will have a bigger impact on the ground and resulting in better local delivery
and accountability (NIO, 2010: 6). Thus, the economy and efficiency in the use of
available resources was also paramount in the thinking behind these amalgamations
(NIO, 2010: 6). As the paper argued, CSPs administrative costs account for
approximately £1.15m out of their total budget of £3.28m, and approximately £3.5m out
of the total budget of £4.1m for DPPs. In the proposed new arrangements a reduction in
these overhead costs is required (NIO, 2010: 12).
On his appointment the new Minister of Justice, David Ford extended the
consultation by four weeks until 3 June 2010. Based upon the results of the consultation,
the Department has concluded that there is a clear consensus to move to a single
partnership model. However, there was no overall consensus on the future shape of
amalgamation. Three models were proposed. In all three the Department of Justice and
the Northern Ireland Policing Board (NIPB) would jointly set regional priorities, which
along with a consideration of the local council’s priorities, will shape local partnership
plans. Model one offered a fully integrated single partnership where the actions which
would be delivered by multi agency task groups monitored by the strategic tier of the
Crime Reduction Partnership. Responsibilities of the partnerships will include overseeing
public engagement and consultation to identify local issues of concern. The Partnership
would also be required to hold regular public meetings. Model Two, however,
incorporated a separate monitoring group for local policing. In addition, delivery groups
will be responsible for ensuring that overall partnership plans are met. Model Three also
proposes separate monitoring, consultation and delivery groups. Project delivery would
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be taken forward by a separate delivery group with police monitoring and community
engagement and consultation under the control of two further sub-groups (see, NIO,
2010: 15). However, it was a model close to model two, and illustrated in figure 13, that
has been decided upon.
Figure 13. A proposed model for DPP/CSP amalgamations.

Model Two
Single Partnership with Separate Monitoring Group on Policing

t-—»___«

Crime Reduction Partnership

Elected
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On closer examination a number of reservations can be made about this model. Firstly,
the complexity of the model is clearly evident, which might potentially cause confusion
among the participants. Moreover, such complexity and confusion might well obstruct
the very ethos of partnership working itself. But, importantly, the model potentially
undermines the current role of DPPs in their monitoring function and cornerstones of
local democratic accountability. 202 Also we face the risk that police monitoring could be
denuded to an “add-on” to the main Partnership.
Part 3 of the Justice Bill, now in its committee stage, sets out the terms for the
establishment of Policing and Community Safety Partnerships (PCSPs) based on figure
13. It is proposed that it will consist of a single statutory partnership comprising local
councillors, independent appointees and representatives of designated organisations (both
statutory and voluntary). Within this partnership the core monitoring functions will be
inherited from the DPPs and maintaining reporting on these matters to the NIPB. The
work of the whole partnership will report to local council. Department of Justice and the
NIPB. A joint committee will be established comprising representatives from the Policing
Board and the Department of Justice. The working title of ‘Policing and Community
Safety Partnerships’, not ‘Crime Reduction Partnerships’ will be adopted. The current
four DPP sub-groups in Belfast are to become DPCSPs. The functions of PCSPs are
outlined in Section 21 of the Bill. It is envisaged that they will

inherit the statutory

requirement of DPPs (see table 2, chapter 4: page 176) as well as new functions derived
from the functions of CSPs, such as preparing action plans for reducing crime and

202 Notwithstanding the criticisms I made in chapter 5.
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enhancing community safety in the district (Justice Bill, 2010: para 20f). However, in
making it a statutory duty to identify targets or other indicators, and the extent to which
those targets have to be addressed by action taken in accordance with any such plans a
mangerialist regime remains in place.
Once the Bill has be ratified, there will be a statutory duty on local councils to
establish the new partnerships. Elected members will be nominated by local councils
proportional to their party representation. Statutory members would be nominated by
their respective organisations and, as proposed, they should be of a sufficiently high rank
to be able to take decisions on behalf of their organisation and to implement actions on
behalf of the partnership (NIO, 2010: 22). It is envisaged that the new partnerships will
be in place by May 2011 in inline with the RPA.
It seems then, with the Justice Bill at the committee stage, the direction of travel
towards amalgamation seems confirmed. However, to bring this section to a close, we
might raise the question of whether these new arrangements, proposed in the Justice Bill,
might be solely based on efficiency grounds rather than the provision of best service.
Will amalgamation result in more centralisation, more steering, through having the ability
to combine and better control a performance target agenda? Will amalgamation also leave
us with less locally based institutions- more distant from the community, as the new
partnerships will serve larger areas and be more remote from local communities?
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Section 2: Community Based Multi-Agency working

During the research, I was exposed to a number of smaller community safety orientated
initiatives. These initiatives are most often in vertical relationships with CSPs.

Figure 14: Hierarchy of relationships in Multi-agency partnership working in Northern Ireland
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Figure 14 illustrates the relationship between low level partnership formations and the
CSPs. We can see from the diagram that CSPs, like District Policing Partnerships operate
at the intermediate district council level. The smaller partnership forms operate beneath
this level at the micro-level, but unlike Partners and Communities Together (PACT), they
are not fixed around a system such as the council ward system. Their size, membership
and reach are differential and ad-hoc. The following examples, are illustrative of this kind
of low-level partnership working.
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Upper Springfield Safer Neighbourhood Forum
In January 2007, West Belfast politicians and community representatives met with the
NIO justice minister to discuss the worsening crime and disorder situation in the
Springfield Road area of West Belfast. The result of these meeting eventually led to the
Upper Springfield Safer Neighbourhood Forum (CJINI, 2009: 9). The forum is a
partnership of community representatives, local elected representatives, the PSNI and
representatives from statutory agencies. It is aimed at seeking solutions to crime and
disorder issues in an area that has been beset by high crime and social depravation. The
forum itself operates with a modicum of independence. It has harnessed local politicians
and community representatives to promote better relationships between residents and the
PSNI, particularly with regard to problem solving around local issues. In particular,
problems in and around anti-social behaviour and neighbourly disputes have been dealt
with.
The forum has also informed a larger offshoot in the form of the West Belfast
Community Safety Forum, which was launched with a great deal of publicity (see, NIO,
2008c), and has been seen to make a positive contribution to the delivery of community
safety in this part of Belfast (CJINI, 2009: 5). 203 It is intended that this partnership will
eventually subsume the USSNF (CJINI, 2009: 10). With regards to USSNF:

The place where I am getting real issues solved is the Upper Springfield Safer
Neighbourhood Forum, there is no focus on the policing plan or measures and statistics.

203 The CJINI (2009) report on this partnership. I chose too analyse USSNF as it was refered to in my data
set.
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It is just about real day-to-day issues and solving them. The public prosecutions service
send a representative for example who can explain to people how the courts system
works, even the housing executive turns up; I go down there quite often with my
neighbourhood team....It was set up because there was an acknowledgement amongst
those at the forefront of the community that something needed to be done about broader
safety issues such as anti-social behaviour and that knowledge and information should be
exchanged between the different agencies.
(Area Commander, West Belfast/November, 2008)
A local councillor stated:

I know the Springfield partnership is a good model, from what 1 have seen, it is multi
agency working properly. Everyone is enthusiastic, everyone is getting involved
(Sinn Fein Councillor/March, 2009)

On the positive side, the forum is clearly one example where the harnessing of local
knowledge capacities and bringing together local nodes has been successful. It is
certainly closer to what Shearing and colleagues on the ICP envisaged, where local
decision makers are together ‘in the room’ providing solutions to local problems.
Although many regard the launch of the partnership as positive, others have been more
critical.
The SDLP are suspicious of the forum. They are not getting involved, they have told me
privately that its Sinn Fein led and is organised on their terms. I know they have not been
invited to take part.
(Area Commander, West Belfast/November 2008)
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A number of issues can be problematised. First, is the question of funding? The forum is
funded through the NIO, Belfast City Council, the Belfast CSP and the PSNI. Therefore,
the forums independence remains somewhat beholden to these funding streams, which in
turn complicates the lines of accountability. In addition, without democratic or statutory
oversight, the politicisation of partnership working remains a concern; is it another forum
for controlling the community (CJINI, 2009: 23)? On the whole, however, such forums
provide an added value in that they focus the outlook of statutory agencies towards the
needs of the local community.

The use of multi-agency working in conflict management
There is also one other group of ad-hoc partnerships; a variety of community based
initiatives that have established themselves across Northern Ireland to assist in the
maintenance of public order and inter-communal conflict (Jarman, 2005: 31). These
partnerships also take multi-agency form, as they all have, in part, a networked or nodal
structure. In addition they form part of the growing trend to promote a more holistic and
bottom up approach to problem solving community-related conflict. These include
conflicts revolving around demonstrations, parades and the interface violence. In this
context, they are concerned with both ‘intra’ and ‘inter’ community relationships. All
these partnerships are based upon networks of community activists who are primarily
placed to monitor and respond to local tensions and disorders (Jarman, 2005: 33). These
networks have now extended to include statutory agencies and the PSNI. It is perhaps
appropriate to engage in some scene setting.
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The shift to peace has provided a fertile environment for the growth of these
partnerships (Jarman, 2005: 37). The tendency to promote areas of non-conflict, as a sign
that Northern Ireland is moving forward from political violence, has resulted in some
neglecting ongoing tensions surrounding post-conflict issues such as interface violence.
For example, by drawing attention to the role of these partnerships alerts us to a
paradoxical point of contention, in that although peace may have been brokered at the
macro level, where peace negotiations did provide institutional fixes to cement a broader
peace (Shirlow & Murtagh, 2006: 32); disputes and violent confrontations centred on
neighbourhood based sectarian tensions have continued in some areas unabated. In some
areas, violence has increased since the paramilitary ceasefires were called in the mid1990s (see, Byrne & Monaghan, 2008; Jarman, 2005; Shirlow, 2003; Shirlow & Pain,
2003; Shirlow & Murtagh, 2006). For example, according to a Belfast City Council
public consultation survey, sectarian and religious tensions ranked second on their list of
‘worst things about living in Belfast’, at 9% of respondents (Belfast City Council, 2008:
7). 204 Since the Belfast Agreement in 1998, it has been the case that a great number of
low level partnerships have formed to regulate these conflicts and build and sustain new
partnerships between antagonistic communities (Byrne & Monaghan, 2008: 7). As I
noted above, there is a tradition of civic engagement and community participation in the
voluntary sector that can be drawn upon to provide a buffer between fractious
communities (Jarman, 2005: 31-41). Thus, although many of these partnerships emerged
during the post-conflict environment, many are built upon pre-existing frameworks.

204 Although this figure of 9% does not seem particularly high it was the second highest figure behind anti
social behaviour at a 24%.
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Disputes at the micro-level are often manifest themselves in the form of violence
at interface areas and disputes over parades (see, Jarman, 2005: 31; Shirlow & Murtagh,
2006: 75-81). One problem that appears to be ever-present is the perpetuation and
reproduction of religious segregation in many inner-city areas (Shirlow, 2003: 77). In
previous chapters it has been noted that DPP and PACT partnerships have made some
contributions in providing outlets for issues to be aired. However, in many cases, whether
it is for political expediency, or because of the primacy of managerialist concerns such as
attaining performance targets, or the fact that these partnerships do not have the
capability to address such issues; these matters have been marginalised to the periphery
on the agendas of these partnerships. However, for these low-level partnerships, it is
these issues that they seek to address.
Therefore, a mixed economy of forums have arisen, including groupings of
interface intervention monitors and neighbourhood-based liaison groups at interface
areas, independent human rights observers, restorative justice groups and several
hundreds of people and groups who act as marshals, stewards and peace brokers at
parades, protests and other public events (Jarman, 2005: 31-38). In this context, the
appeal of such partnerships, for both the PSNI and community workers alike, is that they
are more representative of community concerns and often due to their independence from
central control have no restrictions on who can get involved, and unlike CSPs, for
example, they are not subject to top-down performance targets or Public Service
Agreements. Although, sources of funding to LPIs originates from such programmes
such as the Community Empowerment Fund, the Local Community Fund, the PSNI
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community-policing fund and NIO grants can act as an indirect source of control by
ensuring ‘steering’ by the funding bodies.
Access to fundingoften requires accitation before it is granted. In some respect,
accreditation is essential in that it enforceiinimum standards of service, and protects
participants from fraudulent practices (Stung, 2009: 26). In this case, the PSNI, in
particular, remain wary of any individuabho have been associated with paramilitary
structures (Jarman, 2005: 38).

Accredibn also acts as an oversight mechanism,

particularly for partnerships such as paradtarshals or interface workers, who might be
transient in their membership, and where lelative oversight might be weak.

Issues and Concerns: ‘Front stage’ and ‘ckstage issues’
These low-level partnerships are active anften involve multi-agency based strategies
that work to limit low-level disorder conned to ongoing inter communal tensions and
in this role they exhibit a great deal of synlic value. To continue a common theme of
analysis that has also helped shape our undianding of other partnerships the idea of the
dramaturgical 'backstage/front stage’ mphor can be utilised to analyse these
partnerships, in particular, by shedding se light on the way the relationships have
developed within the context of the operatiof these partnerships.

205 Although the main basis of these funding sois has been focused towards social economic and
environmental transitional issues (Shirlow & MurU2006: 161), along with the PSNI community fund
many of these partnerships have access to such fundsources.
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Backstage relationship building
The success of reducing inter-communal tensions and maintaining order, be it at
interfaces or politically contentious parades, finds success in the backstage or ‘out of
sight’ negotiations that take place between the conflicting parties. As most area
commanders, in areas afflicted with these tensions, attested to me, there have been many
occasions where their offices were used for bi-lateral and multi-lateral meetings for these
negotiations to take place. The crux of success in these negotiations often relies on a
useful role played by the PSNI in their use of diplomacy to persuade other key statutory
agencies, such as housing associations and health and social services, to provide
assistance (see, Jarman, 2005: 33). In this sense, therefore, the PSNI provide an
intermediary role in generating ‘partnership activity’ by facilitating meetings among
potential adversaries. However, facilitating such a role is not without its problems. As
one area commander noted:

1 think we are taking on roles as community mediators that we are not trained to do. I am
not a trained mediator 1 am a police officer and I will deal with certain things...! think
there is a level of mediation, but I think, also there is level of a need for realistic
expectations from communities in Northern Ireland
(Area Commander, North Belfast/Tenent Street/September, 2008)

However, more often than not, due to the high profile given to inter-communal tensions
in the local media, the work of low-level partnership activity often takes place on the
‘front stage’.
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The Front Stage
On the front stage, low-level partnership work is often hindered by ongoing political
tensions and posturing by political actors, in much the same way as was described with
regard to DPPs in chapter 4. The PSNI, therefore, place some importance on their role in
assuaging inter community tensions in the ‘backstage’. Consider the following example,
illustrated in Figure 15 (page, 301) under the heading ‘North Queen street/Duncairn
Gardens Interface strategy’. Here we see how Neighbourhood Policing Teams (NPTs) are
being utilised in an interventionist way in engaging in community-based peace building
activities, rather than just crime preventative work. Although the two are interlinked as
crimes such as criminal damage and assaults often manifest in interface areas. What can
we discern from this example? Firstly, the example provides evidence to show that
‘backstage’ interventions are being taken ‘out of the office’ and brought onto the ‘front
stage’, and in this case, as part of the presentational strategies of the PSNI that further the
: ‘policing with the community’ narrative. Secondly, the example along with the inferences
made above about ‘in the office’ negotiations illustrate that the PSNI remain important
power brokers within local neighbourhoods and at the micro-level.
However, not all of the interventions undertaken by the PSNI are greeted with
harmony. As one area commander commented, Sinn Fein, for example, regularly and
publicly question active police initiatives. One example taken from the fieldwork
concerned the PSNI getting involved with youth groups through the employment of youth
diversion strategies in West Belfast.
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Figure 15: Three Month report of the Local Policing Plan of North Belfast DPP sub-group

North Belfast District Policing Partnership 3 Month Report
[April 2008-June 2008}

Section 4) Policing with the Community
Strategy and/or progress under Policing with the
Community
Neighbourhood Watch Schemes fNHW)
There are currently 3 schemes in operation namely
Waterloo, Upper Lansdowne and Upper Cavehill. There
are currently 4 new applications in the district.

Impact
NHW aims to promote safer communities, develop
community spirit, promote co-operation between police and
the community, help to detect and prevent crime and to
reduce the fear of crime. Visible signs are also placed in
the relevant areas indicating that the people residing in the
particular area are part of the scheme.

Partnershio Strateav with Yorkaate Manaaement/Securitv
Comoanv
The strategy continues to be developed which aims to
reduce crime in the complex; reduce YCA in nearby
interface and introduce crime prevention measures in
complex and also training for security staff.

Monthly meetings are held to review crime trends in area
and actions required. Vast majority of staff have received
training by district trainers in reporting period. Close liaison
over preceding months to reduce impact on customers and
YCA in area. Local community representatives are
engaging with shopping complex to assist in reducing YCA
and the impact of interface incidents on complex. This has
lead to improved communication on the ground and closer
links between Yorkgate and the local community.

North Queen Street/Duncairn Gardens Interface Strateav
Given the long history of public disorder at this interface the
Neighbourhood Policing Team are concerned that recent
activities by young persons in this area may lead to serious
injury or loss of life. As a result the Neighbourhood Team
have engaged with stakeholders for this area in an attempt
to draw up a practical and effective long term strategy to
progress policing and community efforts to reduce problems
within this area. Meetings have taken place with the Youth
Justice Agency and also Yorkgate Management.

Over 25 persons charged and reported for public order
offences in area of Limestone Road/Duncairn Gardens and
meetings continue to develop youth projects on a cross
community basis. Full engagement with youth workers
from both New Lodge and Tigers Bay and will be continuing
throughout the next number of months.

North Belfast District Policing Partnership 3 Month Report
[April 2008-June 2008}
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An area commander complained that the motives of the PSNI were being publicly
questioned by Sinn Fein on the basis that these activities are only undertaken to ‘groom
informants’:

Policing with youths in this area is progressive, but, Sinn Fein is still suspicious of our
motives when we propose youth projects. We have offered, for example to fund youth
projects, which behind the scenes has been accepted. Flowever, in , Sinn Fein in
particular, have actively discouraged youths from attending schemes with overt police
involvement
(Area Commander, West Belfast/November, 2008)

Flowever, one Sinn Fein respondent did suggest that, the police are letting off young
offenders in return for information, in what he called ‘ten pound touts’.

The PSNI will say that they have put in place new practices regarding informant, but, ten
pound touts are still being used to gather information on republicans like me.
(Political member, Sinn Fein, East Belfast/ March 2009)

To a certain degree then, the political context of conflict management and police
legitimacy remain intertwined (Jarman, 2005: 33). While senior PSNI officers, in some
respects are seeking to find long-term strategic plans to reduce crime in these area,
solutions to traditional enmities are also required. Contested relationships between the
PSNI and republicans that are a product of historical factors still resonate.
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Some just do not see changes in practices. The PSNI have to engage more in trust
building. Collusion and the recruitment of informants are still there to a large degree.
(Political member, Sinn Fein, East Belfast/ March 2009)

A police officer engaging with tenants over a cup of tea may not yet be a regular
occurrence, if at all, on the streets of West Belfast. Nevertheless, on the backstage,
relationships and partnerships are being built to solve local problems.
This low-level partnership activity and the resolutions they produce are firmly
embedded in the front stage and back stage political machinations of political landscape
in Northern Ireland. The visible presence of parades and demonstrations and the
resolutions over routes and regulations applied to them are often negotiated in intense
‘behind the scenes’ efforts. In these efforts, the PSNI play an increasing mediation role.
However, it is a role that is often peripheral to the primary concerns of economy and
efficiency prioritised in policing through the pressure to achieve targets and keep within
budgets. The key to success then, of micro-level partnership policing remains set in
balancing ‘state’ provision of public policing, security and citizen safety with elements of
citizen and community involvement.

Section 3: The future of Community Safety in Northern Ireland
In October 2008, the NIO published a consultation document, 'Together, Stronger, Safer:

Community Safety in Northern Ireland' (NIO, 2008b). Amongst other things, the
document proposed a new five-year community safety strategy for Northern Ireland
starting in 2008 (NIO, 2008b: 3), which prioritised making Northern Ireland a ‘safer
place to live, work and socialise’ (NIO, 2008b:4). This goal would be achieved through
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the, ‘cross cutting themes’ of ‘creating safer communities’, ‘families and young people’,
‘building strong and confident communities’ (NIO, 2008b: 5). Whilst having clear
similarities with the crime and disorder reduction agenda developed by the Labour
Government for England and Wales, the paper proposed a number of direct changes to
CSPs that are reflective of the CDRPs/CSP model.
First, the paper proposed a new clause, reflective of section 17 of the CDA (1998)
that would place ‘a duty on statutory agencies ‘to consider the impact of their functions
on crime, disorder, community safety and anti social behaviour’ (NIO, 2008b: 35).
Secondly, the paper proposed that a set of national standards, from which ‘each CSP will
be required to comply’ (NIO, 2008b: 38). Thirdly, the paper made a proposal to compel
information sharing, reflective of section 115 of the CDA (1998) (NIO, 2008b: 38-39).
However, a CSP manager informed me that he felt the imposition of these principles
might also require the statutory implementation of section 75 of the JNIA (2002).
The document also set out a number of proposals that would enhance the power of
CSPs. For example, the paper proposed new out of court disposals to deal with ‘graffiti,
litter, fly posting’ (NIO, 2008b: 6). This would sit alongside the recent introduction of
ASBOs to Northern Ireland in 2004, through the Anti Social Behaviour (Northern
Ireland) Order 2004. First, the PSNI would be given power to close down premises that
are at the centre of anti-social activity and hand out fixed penalty notices for anti-social
behaviour related offences (NIO, 2008b: 22). Secondly, the paper proposed enhancing the
power of district councils to target anti-social households and to allow the appropriate
agencies to intervene in problem families, in a way that will ‘require individuals to accept
support’ and ‘encourage parental responsibility’ (NIO, 2008b: 28). Lastly, CSPs would
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be given the power, with the agreement of senior PSNI officers in that area to identify
and designate ‘dispersal zones’ (MO, 2008b: 41). Within these designated zones, the
PSNI will have the power to disperse two or more persons whose officers have
reasonable grounds to believe is likely to result or has resulted in anti-social behaviour
(NIO, 2008b: 41). In all, these proposals build upon the Criminal Justice (Northern
Ireland) Order 2008, which amongst other things, supplied the PSNI with new powers to
seize vehicles that were/are being ‘used in an anti social manner’ (NIO, 2008b: 22).
Subsequently, in July 2009 the NIO published a response paper to the
consultation document (see, NIO, 2009a). First, the paper confirmed that the NIO, would
be proceeding with legislation compel CSP partners to share information more readily
(NIO, 2009a: 10). The paper also confirmed the intention of the NIO to draft up
legislation to ‘embed community safety in the activities of all responsible agencies’
(NIO, 2009a: 11). Furthermore, the paper confirmed legislation would be drawn up,
similar to the Clean Neighbourhoods and Environment Act 2005 for England and Wales,
that will empower district councils in Northern Ireland to deal more robustly with graffiti,
litter, abandoned vehicles, dog mess and fly tipping (NIO, 2009a: 11). Although, the NIO
confirmed that it would introduce some new powers to close premises which ‘are causing
significant, persistent and serous nuisance to local communities’ (NIO, 2009a: 10) in the
face of opposition, the NIO acknowledged it would stop short of implementing dispersal
zones and family intervention orders.

However, managing crime and disorder in

Northern Ireland faces different challenges to the rest of the United Kingdom where

206 This decision was made amidst ‘alarm and resistance’ (NIO, 2009c: 10). But, consultation on the
matters continued and is now in the hands of the Department of Justice.
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criminal justice in Northern Ireland has, and remains, contextually entwined within the
context of ethno-national division, which is glaringly absent from these proposals. Also,
all these proposals will have to be re-assessed in light of the devolution of policing and
criminal justice to the new Ministry of Justice and the proposed amalgamation of DPPs
with CSPs in the new Justice (NI) Bill 2010.207
A final issue relates to the expansion of other multi-agency partnership forms in
Northern Ireland since the devolution of the other ministries in the Northern Ireland
executive. For example, 26 Local Safety Partnerships were set up in each district council
area, with an available budget of £78m, to coordinate the Peace 2: EU peace and
Reconciliation Programme. The programme provides funding to projects concerning
economic and social development in Northern Ireland. Considering the development of
LSPs in the rest of the UK, it may be inevitable that the role of LSPs in Northern Ireland
will eventually expand further and link up with the newly proposed amalgamated
CSP/DPP partnership model. In England & Wales for example LSPs have developed a
similar remit to CSPs and the problem of overlap has become an issue (Skinns, 2008:
182).
In addition, back in June 2003 the Department for Social Development (DSD)
launched a Neighbourhood Renewal Strategy for Northern Ireland with the aim of closing
‘the gap between the quality of life of the people who live in the most deprived
neighbourhoods and the quality of life of the people who live in the rest of society’
(DSD, 2003). The strategy involved targeting 35 deprived areas and NRPs would start

207 At the time of writing, the Department of Justice have extended the consultaion period on the NIO
proposals.
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working alongside CSPs in delivering local projects (DSD, 2003). As part of this
strategy, a Neighbourhood Renewal Unit (NRU) and Neighbourhood Renewal
Partnerships (NRPs) were formed (see, DSD, 2003; 2006).
There are also a myriad of Area Partnership Boards (APBs) and Rural Area
Partnerships (RAPs) operating across Northern Ireland, coordinating urban and rural re
generation projects. These partnerships are developing cross-community relations and the
social redevelopment of towns and neighbourhoods. The membership of these boards
includes local community and voluntary sectors, elected councillors and representatives
of key public agencies. In the main, this expanding partnership landscape brings attention
to the potential difficulties practitioners face in understanding the role of each partnership
institution. It is a complexity that serves to further blur lines of accountability, both
vertically and horizontally between the different partnerships.
Conclusion
The evidence here has considered the development and role of community safety in
Northern Ireland. In particular, the chapter has produced a timely assessment of CSPs in
Northern Ireland. In this sense, it is clear that what we have seen in Northern Ireland over
the last decade, particularly since 2002, has been a slow evolution of an emerging CSP
model. On this basis, the chapter raised a number of concerns surrounding this model.
These concerns included the lack of a statutory framework for CSPs, which through the
imposition of mangerialist based performance indicators and targets has meant that CSPs
are not motivated to assess pressing local issues but the interests of funding and achieving
the target base. Along with the ever-present role of the CSU in this regime and the low
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visibility and the lack of a robust accountability framework for CSPs, it is the case that
CSPs are perhaps nothing more than a collection of loosely collaborating agencies rather
than a tightly operating network. The chapter also made the argument that CSPs face
problems stemming from the legacy of political violence emanating out of the conflict.
The main contention here being that the transposition of a model originally designed for a
relatively stable society onto a post-conflict society is fraught with potential anxieties and
pitfalls. A situation has proliferated therefore, where despite a pervasive agenda
orchestrated by the CSU, CSPs have struggled to make a meaningful impression on the
public in many local areas. Finally, the chapter made the argument that we are in a period
of uncertainty because of the prospective amalgamation of CSPs with DPPs.
Section 2 discussed the diverse array of low-level community safety partnerships
that are operating beneath CSPs at the neighbourhood level, particularly in
neighbourhood areas. These local partnership initiatives mainly take the form of conflict
management partnerships. Whereas CSPs are centrally coordinated and PSNI led, and
arguably denuded to a symbolic role without any power to influence their own strategic
direction, the low-level partnerships noted here, such as the Upper Springfield Road
Neighbourhood Forum are providing a more positive and a truer local based approach
more akin to perhaps what was envisaged in the ICP. Where these other low-level
partnerships are concerned, they operate at a relatively low cost to the state and are
effective in reducing the violence at flashpoints such as interfaces and parades,
particularly through their exemption from centrally driven performance indicators and
targets.
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The chapter finished with section 3 contemplating the future proposals outlined
for CSPs by the NIO in the period prior to the devolvement of policing and criminal
justice to the Northern Ireland executive. It is clear from these proposals that there is a
concerted effort to introduce aspects of the crime and disorder reduction agenda that has
taken root in England and Wales to Northern Ireland. There are reasons to be cautious
here, firstly, district councils in Northern Ireland do not have the same powers and scope
as their UK counterparts (Crawford & Blair, 2000: 33). Secondly, and more broadly, we
should be careful not to cede too many more powers to the public police, as this, once
transferred into technical expertise, may result in police manager taking more control
over the way partnerships operate, and, therefore, confound the efforts of other
organisations to get a foothold in decision-making.
Overall, the argument that has been put forward in this chapter is a simple one.
Although the CSP model has some inherent shortcomings, particularly in the way CSPs
are managed by the CSU and are beholden to mangerialist concerns such as performance
targets, it would still however, be wrong to conclude that the CSP model is fundamentally
Hawed, they perhaps require more input from local partners. By contrast, some of the
other partnership initiatives considered in the chapter illustrate that a more bottom up
approach to multi-agency working can be successful.
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CONCLUSION

This thesis has provided a detailed account of partnership policing initiatives within
Northern Ireland. The role set out for these partnerships has largely flowed from the
Independent Commission on Policing (ICP), which sought to embed a more plural and
networked approach to policing in Northern Ireland. The three main partnership
initiatives that have been established in order to realise this aim are District Policing
Partnerships (DPPs), Partners and Communities Together (PACT) and Community
Safety Partnerships (CSPs). These flagship initiatives have been put forward by the
Police Service of Northern Ireland (PSNI), the Northern Ireland Office (NIO) and the
United Kingdom (UK) Government as examples of how policing in Northern Ireland is
now more accountable to the citizenry, and is indicative of a more plural and networked
approach (see, Shearing, 2001: 2-5). The thesis presented a case study on each of these
partnerships. These case studies centred on examining the differences between the
symbolic and expressional commitment to change in their operation and whether such
changes have become part of routine policing practices. In this respect, three levels of
analysis were offered: a detailed description of the new architecture of partnership
policing in Northern Ireland, an examination of the role of these initiatives within the
policy of reforming policing, in light of post-conflict transition in Northern Ireland, and,
finally, to seek a more nuanced understanding of partnership policing more broadly. This
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latter proposition took place through an examination of the micro-interactions that take
place within the social environments of partnership meetings.
Based upon the evidence presented here, partnership policing in Northern Ireland
faces a number of shortcomings. However, the situation is more nuanced and complex
that it first appears. On the whole, I conclude that three main concerns, in the form of
managerialism, the symbolic reproduction of partnership, and the legacy of political
violence, work together to hinder the shift towards a plural policing environment based
upon real partnership. In particular, the importance of dealing with the past and how this
impacts on engendering partnership work is of paramount concern. In addition to
uncovering specific shortcomings surrounding the architecture of the three initiatives, the
thesis has also contributed to the debate concerning nodal governance perspective, and, in
particular, its application in post-conflict societies.
Managerialism

The ICP prompted a new chapter in policing in Northern Ireland. While its extensive set
of recommendations have been largely implemented, reform has also taken the form of a
pervasive mangerialist agenda. In this respect, the PSNI are now subject to a swathe of
mangerialist oversight, which aim to maximise their economy, efficiency and
effectiveness (PSNI, 2007: 3). The PSNI has been streamlined through a reduction in
police officers, the hiving off of some ancillary functions, such as the security of police
stations to private companies, and administrative and training tasks that have been given
over to a civilian support team. In addition, the PSNI are now subject to detailed best
value inspections by Her Majesty’s Inspector of Constabulary (HMIC) in order to ensure
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the service is maximising its effectiveness and efficiency (see, PSNI, 2007: 17-18). As
chapter 4 illustrated, the entrenchment of a framework of top-down performance
indicators and targets subjects local policing to a pervasive regime, where they have to
incorporate these targets in local policing plans. The overarching presence of these
targets stymies any efforts by local commanders and DPPs to create truly locally based
policing plans. This has resulted in the strengthening of the control of policing from the
centre. A similar finding was illustrated in chapter 6, where it was found that CSPs are
also subject to stringent budgetary controls and auditing procedures that restrict the scope
for planning by local partners. In this respect, local community safety plans were stifled
by the overarching presence of centrally led performance indicators, in this case the
priority being given to Public Service Agreements (PSAs) and targets from the NIO and
CSU.
This is not to say that routine scrutiny and audit by national or central bodies is
always bad practice. Rather, it is the pervasive role given to achieving central targets and
goals that stifles local decision-making resulting in local PSNI commanders becoming
managers, nothing more than centrally directed ‘rowers’ of crime reduction. Thus, an
environment has been created where the central informs the local and not vice versa, and
where the importance of local knowledge and capacity is either relegated to the sidelines
or lost completely. It appears then, that reform through mangerialism has re-centralised
policing and crime reductive activity rather than de-centralised it, and largely neutralised
any progress that has been made through partnership policing initiatives. The trend has
been to concentrate on inward/internal reform rather than outward looking solutions such
as engaging in productive partnership activity. Therefore, the current trend of partnership
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policing has to be reconsidered within the context of the long-term process of
mangerialisation in policing in Northern Ireland. In chapters 4 and 6 for example, the
reliance on performance indicators as measurements of efficiency or success has a
paradoxical outcome of ensuring that institutions focus their energies solely towards
achieving these aims and often to the determent of the broader aims of partnership
working.
An important point to conclude this segment on the influence of managerialism
upon partnership working is the importance of the excision of the ICP’s recommendation
to allow DPPs to raise their own funding (up to 3%). The original decision to omit this
provision resulted in reducing the sovereignty of DPPs. However, this decision can be
viewed with renewed importance when considered in light of the budgetary constraints
faced by DPPs, as reported in chapter 4. In this respect, discussions with both political
and independent members shed light on some common frustrations among members
about the lack of financial independence given to DPPs and how in working within the
budgetary constraints of the PSNI only serves to curtail local autonomy in policy
direction. In sum, DPPs lack of financial independence (of which the precedent was set
in the excision of the 3% tax), waters down their pivotal role as hubs of local
accountability in the ‘new’ policing architecture. The implications of managerialism for
meeting the nodal governance vision is discussed in detail later.

The symbolic reproduction of partnership policing
Another finding that came to the fore in this research, was the level on which partnership
activities are symbolically reproduced. In this respect, partnership initiatives are

313

advocated as signifiers of change, in that there is high symbolism attached to them. In
this sense, Ellison & O’Rawe recently noted that there is an ‘official rhetoric valorising
and claiming local community participation in the aftermath of the ICP reforms’ (2010:
4). Chapters 4, 5 and 6 presented evidence of similar issues. In chapter 5 in particular it
was demonstrated that partnerships such as PACT are much lauded as signifiers of
change. In this regard the emphasis is placed upon the fact that partnerships exist rather
than upon any real changes to working practices that the partnerships are making.
However, reform is an evolving process, and we cannot just presume new institutions
will work because they exist or that they have the right structural support in place. We are
reminded of Young’s (1999: 130) argument, that there are no instant cures or quick fixes,
despite the attractiveness of such a proposition.
Thus, the symbolic reproduction of partnership initiatives takes place within the
media and through the publications of the various governing and state institutions.
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Amongst the claims that are made is that partnership initiatives are indicative of a new
policing environment, in that they are contributing to falling crime rates and they allow
the public to actively participate in policing activities. Nevertheless, the sparse and
unrepresentative audiences at some partnership public meetings (see, chapter 4 on DPP
meetings) only serve to devalue such claims. Moreover, little empirical evidence is given
to substantiate many of the claims that are made. As chapter 5 illustrated it is the realty
that partnerships such as PACT are used to prioritise target crimes that are highlighted for
reduction by the PSNI, while also embedding the PSNI as experts in crime. In fact,

208 For example, the Northern Ireland Policing Board, the Northern Ireland Office, the Community safety
Unit and the PSNI.
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partnerships are far from the plural nodal networks envisaged by Shearing (2001). In fact,
they remain public police centred and heavily reliant on state sponsorship (I discuss this
in more detail below).
Consequently, there is a gap between rhetoric and practice. The rhetoric projects
accountability and equity with the community, while in reality, the impact on the
practices of public policing is minimal. In fact, where practices have been changed, it
seems to be the case that partnership activity has only served to extend the reach of the
PSNI into the private sphere. On this latter note, there is increasing evidence of an
overspill of the moral communitarian agenda that has been promoted by elsewhere in the
UK by consecutive UK Governments. This agenda has taken the form of a controlled and
state orchestrated re-responsibilising and re-moralising agenda. The citizenry are being
cajoled into participation to challenge, and get tough, on the elements of anti-social
behaviour that is blighting some areas of Northern Ireland. The problem with this
scenario is that such state intervention is more often than not couched in terms of ‘moral
renewal’ rather than equitable partnership (Scraton, 2007: 147). Thus, the kind of
partnership activity that is found in the partnership initiatives analysed here is not value
free, nor are partnerships neutral technical tools to deliver community safety, they are in
fact laden with complex social meanings.
In sum, there is a situation in Northern Ireland whereby, in Ellison & O’Rawe's
(2010: 2) words, crime reduction continues to be colonised and regulated by the state, or,
to use Loader & Walker’s (2007: 35-73) analogy, the state continues to meddle. More
critically, one could argue that there is a situation developing where not only are we, in
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Simon’s terms (2007) governing through crime, but we are witnessing a moral renewal
through a pervasive law and order agenda (Scraton, 2007: 146).

The legacy of the political violence
Where progress is being made to de-centralise and harness local knowledge another issue
arises. Despite a number of concerted efforts to deal with the legacy of political violence,
in the form of various inquiries, chapters 4, 5 and 6 all highlighted that issues still
reverberate around continued anxieties surrounding political violence in certain
communities. I argue in these chapters that partnership policing initiatives often act as
prisms for continued ethno-national Tissues to display themselves. For example, in
chapter 4, 1 illustrated how DPP public meetings have often become spaces where the
difficulties some have towards accepting the legitimacy of the PSNI are voiced. Indeed,
DPP meetings continue to be sites where demonstrations are held to highlight continued
community grievances, to the point that some have remarked that DPP meetings are
being hijacked by republican groups to exercise their dissent (see, Belfast Telegraph,
2009a). Another point that I made was that DPP meetings are being politicised. For
instance, by politicians using DPP public meetings to further their political capital and
politicise the independent membership of DPPs. On reflection, there is no doubt that DPP
public meetings provide forums for ethno-national politics to be played out. In light of
this situation, a number of conclusions can be drawn.
First, while partnership activity is a useful way of establishing a plural
environment, this is being stifled by the continued dissatisfaction on behalf of some
communities towards the role of the state in the conflict. The tensions are highlighted in
316

communities that continue to be disrupted by the material inequalitieshat are woven into
the fabric of society in Northern Ireland. This situation raises an iiportant issue. The
importance of dealing with the past so that is does not interfere witlthe ‘real’ focus of
partnership work, particularly the work aimed at crime reduction amcommunity safety.
The question that arises is how we deal with this issue. The various searate commissions
such as the inquiries into collusion undertaken by Judge Corry, for sample, have done
little in some quarters to assuage the mistrust some still have of the’SNI. Some of the
problems of dealing with the past is found in the inherent difficulties f finding sufficient
evidence to make concrete conclusions (see, Human Rights Watch, 997: 142). Perhaps
the solution is a separate institution, such as a bespoke truth comnssion based set of
institutions that might operate meetings and partnership-based forumsn local areas. This
would allow for these issues to be exorcised in a forum in their owrright. However, in
many cases the demonstrations and disruptions witnessed during thi research occurred
specifically because of the PSNTs public and overt presence in tradionally republican
areas. It might be the case that the meetings themselves be extended nd certain time put
aside to deal with these enquiries and bring in those with the authrity to answer the
queries raised.
Second, the PSNI are now faced with a new threat to securityn Northern Ireland
by renewed political violence by dissident republican groupings, 209 ad, therefore, there
remains a mistrust by some within the PSNI towards some commuity representatives,
particularly those who have past links to past political violence. Thhmistrust has led to

209 For example, on Saturday 21st November 2009 a dissident republican group left rtOOlb device outside
the office of the Northern Ireland Policing Board.
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an inertia on behalf of state agencies, such as the PSNI, to fully engage with, and give
responsibility for policing to some communities.
But, there is also a refraction of a homogenous and ‘imagined’ community, as
discussed in chapter 2. To remind ourselves, the socio-political aspects of the wider
appeal to partnership policing is closely associated with concomitant appeals to active
citizenship and moral authoritarian communitarianism, which, in themselves, are closely
linked to the idea of ‘community’. The community, in this sense, is a place where the
responsibility for crime reduction can be shifted away from the state. As the problem of
the ‘two communities’ issue in Northern Ireland illustrates, community cannot be
divorced from its social context. It is fair to conclude then, that despite efforts at policy
transfer of partnership initiatives that are premised upon the ideals of moral authoritarian
communitarianism and active citizenship, such as PACT (chapter 5) and CSPs (chapter
6), we need to continue to acknowledge the idiosyncrasies of community in post conflict
societies such as Northern Ireland.

Community driven partnership
Notwithstanding the criticisms made above, chapter 6 shed light on some situations
where multi-agency partnerships are being harnessed in a more ‘bottom up’ approach at
the local level to solve pressing issues in a more equitable manner. Two distinct types of
partnership were highlighted. These were partnerships that had community safety issues
as a priority, and, in this sense, were seeking to deal with local and pressing crime issues
occurring in particular neighbourhoods. These partnerships have problem solving as their
main priority and bring together the main agencies and community workers to solve the
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various issues at hand. In this context, they are closer to the model espoused in the ICP
(1999: chapter 7; see, Shearing, 2001). In chapter 6, one of the reasons that was proposed
for the success of these partnerships was their semi-autonomous status, where they are
accordingly not restricted by the pervasive managerialist regime.
Another set of partnerships that were highlighted in chapter 6 were those
partnerships that have been formed to deal with conflict management, such as the
policing of parades, interface violence and demonstrations. Again, these partnerships are
not obliged to work within any performance management framework. It is not to say
however, that these partnerships are not without problems. It is clear that the PSNI
continue to play an increasingly and important role, and in many ways through funding
and accreditation schemes are maintained in a position of power. But in some cases their
role is not welcome. In some respects, it is a role that, although willingly taken on,
continues to neglect the legacy of political violence and the mistrust that exists in some
communities (Moore & O'Rawe, 1998: 81).

Assessing the Nodal Perspective
Bringing the three factors noted above together provides the opportunity to offer some
reflections on aspects of the nodal governance perspective itself. Taken together the
managerial regime, the symbolic harnessing of partnerships and the legacy of political
violence all work to maintain the PSNI in something of a privileged role within
partnership policing. In some cases, partnership networks are specifically harnessed to
serve their interests, in others non-state partners simply do not have the capital to enter an
equitable partnership with state nodes. In many cases, the lack of capital is an
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insurmountable obstacle for other partners such as health, transjind private agents to
become equal nodes. Of course, as Loader & Walker (2006; 20(ive argued, there are
cases where the state (and the PSNI or public police being rep;tative of the state in
the cases here) should not be removed or stripped of its power, mtrast to neo-liberal
thinking that protests that a strong state is a threat to liberty, theue for the ‘necessary
virtue of the state’, where the state remains the guarantor of eqie security provision
and protector of the vulnerable (Loader & Walker, 2007: cha7). In this sense, if
decisions are left solely to the market, and in absence of adeqmgulation, those with
the highest resources will prevail and non-consumers are disregl (Loader & Walker,
2006: 179; 2007: 225-227). In other words, the state has a roleefending the ‘public
interest’ in market-based societies (Loader & Walker, 2006: . Loader & Walker
(2006: 179) pose the question then, of, ‘how one can create thd of rights-regarding
constitutional state that is needed to encourage and facilitate loccurity practices that
are consistent with democratic values such as equity and human 5.’
This discussion is more pertinent is a society such as Nrn Ireland, which is
both based upon a market system of economics, but is also ng out of a conflict
where the state was implicated in a partisan position against oneof an ethno-national
divide. On one hand, the state or in this case, more specificall)PSNI (as the public
police), simply cannot disregard its responsibilities in areas ate security and the
maintenance of domestic order (Bayley, 1994; cited in Marks <Sdsmith, 2006: 150).
Indeed, transitional societies are particularly vulnerable to situat where citizens need
reassurance from a capable state to ensure that private ‘nodes’ d(degenerate into rent
seeking, self interested and discriminatory behaviour at odds w.e enhanced security
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of all and respect for constitutional and human rights obligas (Marks & Goldsmith
(2006: 163). Furthermore, any large withdrawal of the star areas of security and
safety, which could lead to complete fragmentation, may cnthe space for organised
crime to expand and take advantage over weak nodes (McLalin, 2007: 94). It is the
case then, that creating a fully equitable and networked based nership architecture is a
problematic proposition. For instance, in Northern Ireland state still occupies and
retains control over vast areas of security and crime preverve resources. Expressed
differently, the PSNI remain in control of the 'means of pntion’ where partnership
working is concerned. They hold the budgets, the infrastruc and the personnel and
equipment, which ultimately maintains them in a positioi the power brokers in
partnership work. One could make a strong argument that the / idea of partnership is a
misnomer and that partnership only exists in name only. Thise of affairs continues to
exist because of a number of reasons.
In one respect, it does so because of a lack of suffic security or trust in the
community that will allow the PSNI to give up its sovereignt non-state nodes, which
will provide them with the freedom and space to grow. Nover, there is a certain
amount of inertia, as mentioned above, on behalf of state nosuch as the PSNI, to let
go of control over areas of security and crime reduction. Eh & O’Rawe (2010:10)
attributed this to the state ‘compartmentalizing’ security spand institutionalising it
within state nodes. In addition, as this thesis has discussed, tlis insurmountable body
of knowledge and expertise within state nodes. Indeed, it is case that the knowledge
and expertise in areas such as crime prevention and crimincstice continues to grow
both public and private. However, the public police, and in Ease the PSNI, continue
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to harness new technology advancements more readily, as they maintain the
infrastructure and expertise already at hand to do so. Local community-based nodes
simply do not have the same economies of scale to enter the market- or ‘partnership’- on
an equal footing. It is perhaps the case that because of the continued growth in state (most
often the public police) expertise in policing and crime reduction there will never be the
space for true and equitable partnerships to evolve. Furthermore, it might be the case that
we will have to settle for some partnership architecture in the forms we have, but agree
that equity in these partnerships, particularly between state and non-state nodes, will not
happen. Perhaps the situation we will have to settle for is one that, between the arguments
of smaller state nodes and large powerful state nodes, we should be seeking, and perhaps
settling for, more just and accountable state nodes. Finally, although, in one sense, the
partnerships analysed here were framed in the guise of networked governance, the
managerialist implications that colour them, through the influence of top-down
performance indicators, as discussed above, adds an extra obstacle for them to run
smoothly in accordance with the nodal vision. But, the conundrum remains that the
although partnerships are not reciprocal networks, the public police are not able to reduce
crime alone, nor are they, in many areas trusted to do so.
Concluding thoughts: The future of Partnership Policing in Northern Ireland
The challenge of this thesis has been to develop a more nuanced understanding of the
contribution being made to policing in Northern Ireland by partnership policing. In this
context, the thesis has probed deep beneath the surface and veneer of partnership policing
in Northern Ireland. In doing so, it has attempted to produce a developing analysis of
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some of the flagship partnership policing initiatives and has tested their contribution
towards the creation of a plural and more networked policing environment as envisaged
by the ICP. On the evidence presented, although many of the individual
recommendations of the ICP have been implemented, it appears that a equitable and
partnership based policing framework is still to be fully achieved in Northern Ireland. On
a final note it is important to recognise that policing and security remains affected by any
number of factors. While the dissident threat remains the PSNI will retain a strong
security based role, and the means of production to carry out that role, which will
ultimate stifle the harnessing of any potential community-based networks to their full
potential. Therefore, as I have discussed above, the PSNI will, for the foreseeable future
at least, remain in a dominant position within partnership structures; with their expertise
and knowledge base in crime control remaining a difficult hurdle for other agencies to
surmount.
Nevertheless, with the new Department of Justice now in place the future
developments in Northern Ireland will be directed further more by local politicians.
Already the Department of Justice, through the Justice (Northern Ireland) Bill is already
flexing its muscles by advocating the amalgamation of DPPs and CSPs. However, the
role of the new partnership forms remian still uncertain for many. The future, however,
will certainly see more emphasis being placed on partnership working. The key to its
success will rely on a willingness from all prospective partners to share both power and
responsibility for crime reduction and policing. However, partnership policing should not
be seen as a panacea to engendering community participation in policing in Northern
Ireland. It is true that we need some of these structures to remain. DPPs for example
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remain vital, particularly their monitoring and accountability component, as this remains
key in maintaining a break from past policing experiences in Northern Ireland. With
regards, to broader crime reduction and the evolving community safety architecture, a
balance has to be struck between national and local priorities. With the onset of an
increasingly austere financial environment this balance will be harder to find. There is
justification, on Northern Ireland’s past experiences alone, to retain, a surfeit in
partnership structures. Nevertheless, in the financial climate and the increasing overlap of
many of these initiatives there does need to be some streamlining. Whether the
rationalisation of structures that is proposed in the new Justice Bill is the correct direction
of travel remains doubtful, as the partnerships that have been proposed may become even
more aloof from the communities they purport to serve. Amalgamations of partnership
structures is certainly a worthwhile proposition, but this needs to take place without
lifting the infrastructure further away from the local level. Finally, although partnership is
in many respects a break from the past it is essential that it be considered with a critical
eye to what it is actually being achieved, as partnership policing remains a side issue with
real policing taking place elsewhere.
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Appendix 3: Consent Form
CONSENT FORM FOR QUALITATIVE RESEARCH INTERVIEWS
Mark Brunger is undertaking research for the submission of a PhD thesis at Queen’s University
Belfast. This research involves an investigation of the role of policing through partnership in
Northern Ireland. In this context, the work seeks to understand how District Policing Partnerships
and Community Safety Partnerships work as constructive tools for the legitimacy and consent of
the PSNI; two issues which have been questioned in the recent history of policing in Northern
Ireland.
One element of this work involves conducting individual interviews with those involved
with the working of these partnerships. These interviews will entail asking salient questions about
experiences of, opinions about, and relationships with these institutions. The purpose of this
consent form is to ensure you are willing to be interviewed by Mark. It is important though that
you are aware that you do not need to answer any particular question, you may stop the interview
at any time and you may request to have your data withdrawn from the research at any time.
The interview will be digitally recorded and the contents of the recording will be kept
under password protection by Mark. No other individual, other than Mark will have access to the
recording. The recording or parts of it may be transcribed for purposes of analysis, of which you
can avail of access on request. Any personal details and references will be fully anonymised. In
addition I acknowledge the issue of copyright, ie, that you as the interviewee owns half copyright
of your interview. The findings may be included in un-published works such as the thesis for final
submission as well as published works, such as academic journal articles. The nature of‘included
data’ may involve quotations from some of the interviews, including yours. Neither your name
nor any other personal details will be associated with these quotations. The research will be fully
informed by the Data Protection Act 1998 and the Human Rights Act 1998. If you agree to
participate in a research interview and for your interview transcript to be used in the findings
please confirm by signing this form. I confirm I have freely agreed to be interviewed for this
project and that the recorded interview or extracts from it may be used as described above

SIGNED:
NAME:
ORGANISATION:
DATE:
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Appendix 4: Interview guide
DRAFT INTERVIEW GUIDE

1.

Could you please tell me what area you cover and with regard to your local
District Policing Partnership what are your responsibilities?

2.

Can you tell me some of the issues that are pertinent to your operational
area?

3.

Are DPPs effective monitors of the PSNI?

4.

What issues are specific to West Belfast? Does the DPP sub-group create a
more consensual climate for the policing in West Belfast?

5.

In this respect, has the re-constitution of DPPs made a difference, with the
input of Sinn Fein?

6.

How does the DPP produce and shape your local priorities?

7.

How important is the local policing plan in guiding these priorities?

8.

Is there too much emphasis on targets within the LPP? Does the attention
given to clearance rates for example obstruct attention from other issues?

9.

What do you personally think of DPPs and the role they play?

10.

How does the role of other partners help you in policing your area? What is
the extent of your relationships with other bodies?
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Appendix 5: The Ethno-National Divide in Northern Ireland
Nationalism & Republicanism
Irish nationalism is divided politically. Broadly speaking, one the one hand, moderate Irish
nationalists are opposed to political violence and promote Irish unity through constitutional
methods, or at the very least, seek a greater input into the governance of Northern Ireland by the
Republic of Ireland. In political terms, moderate nationalism has been traditionally dominated by
the Social Democratic and Labour Party (SDLP). Formed in 1970, out of remnants of the
Northern Ireland Labour Party, and various nationalist oriented socialist groups, the Party takes a
stance of combining Irish nationalism and social conservatism with more traditional social
democracy, with regard to economic matters. Based on this latter stance, SDLP party members
take up seats in the UK parliament, and when elected, sit alongside UK Labour Party members
(Alcock, 1994: Chapter 2: Tonge, 2000; 2003: 47-48).
On the other hand, Irish republicanism traces its origins back to the armed resistance
movements who took up armed conflict against British colonialism (see, Ellison & Smyth, 2000;
McGarry & O’Leary, 1995; Palmer, 1988; Ruanne & Todd, 1996). For republicans, the armed
struggle represents a legitimate form of resistance and, in this sense, republicans establish their
credentials along a historical line of continuity dating back to these early movements. A number
of armed groups, such as the Irish Republican Army (IRA), the Irish National Liberation Army
(1NLA) and more recently, the Continuity and Real IRA, are representative of that struggle. Sinn
Fein,210 from its starting point as the political wing of the IRA, is the largest political republican
party. 211 However, since the peace process began in the mid-1990s the distinct boundaries,
between nationalism and republicanism have become increasingly blurred, as Sinn Fein moved
towards constitutional politics, and, in doing so, their policies do not differ immensely from those
more often associated with the SDLP (see, Bean, 2007; Murray & Tonge, 2005). Where Sinn
Fein were once an electoral minority within the context of the broader nationalist electorate, they
have now become the largest party within this electorate.212 This rise in electoral support for Sinn
Fein is due to the party winning over moderate nationalism, by shifting their position towards

210 Sinn Fein translates as ‘Ourselves alone’.
211 The Irish Peoples Liberation Organisation (IPLO); 32 Sovereignty Committee; Provisional Sinn Fein
and the Irish Republican Socialist Party are small political republican groups.
212 In the 2007 Northern Ireland Assembly election Sinn Fein received 26.16 % of first reference votes
compared to SDLP 15.24 %.
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constitutionalism, and taking the ground ocapied by the SDLP, rather than the nationalist
inclined population, as a whole, becoming moc republican minded (see, Bean, 2007; Murray &
Tonge, 2005; Wolf, 2003).

Unionism & Loyalism
In contrast to nationalists, unionists want Nortiern Ireland to remain a constitutional part of the
United Kingdom (see, Alcock, 1994: chapter 2:Cochrane, 2001: Shirlow & McGovern, 1997). In
political terms, although unionism has a propeisity to be politically fragmented, two main parties
continue to dominate. Firstly, the Ulster Unionst Party (UUP), which until recent elections was
the largest unionist party; it evolved out of the Official Unionist Party that ruled as the main bloc
of political representation in Northern Ireland uninterrupted from 1921 to 1972. Secondly, the
Democratic Unionist Party (DUP) that was, mtil recent electoral breakthroughs, the second
largest unionist party. Founded by Ian Paisley ind Desmond Boal in 1971, the DUP was formed
largely out of opposition to the Civil Rights Campaign and the policies of the then, governing
Unionist Party (see, Cochrane, 2001; Pattersm & Kaufman, 2007; Ruanne & Todd, 1996;
Shirlow & McGovern, 1997). The DUP strongl/ opposed the Belfast Agreement (1998) and over
the ten-year period since this Agreement, there has been a shift in electoral support towards the
DUP from the Ulster Unionist Party. The DU* is now the largest unionist party. A recent and
marked change witnessed the DUP take up thei role in the Northern Ireland executive, which has
meant power sharing with Sinn Fein.
On the other hand, loyalism, like republicanism, accepts the use of violence as a
legitimate expression of self-determination. Oyalist self-determination is shaped through their
fierce opposition to a United Ireland, their sispicions of the motives of the UK government
towards Northern Ireland and their role as defmders of Protestant culture in light of republican
violence (see, Weitzer, 1995: 114-115). In the cise of loyalist violence, the loyalist groupings that
emerged during the conflict justified themsdves as protectors of working class Protestant
enclaves, particularly from possible republnan attack. For example, the Ulster Defence
Association (UDA) evolved out of the civl-defence associations in predominantly urban
Protestant housing estates. Indeed, the UDA b<asted thousands of members in the 1970s. In the
1980s and 1990s, the UDA was closely associaed with the Ulster Freedom Fighters (UFF) and a
number of splinter groups such as the Loyalit Volunteer Force (LVF). Over the years of the
conflict loyalist paramilitary groups have bten responsible for numerous sectarian related
killings. The other main loyalist paramilitary gouping is the Ulster Volunteer Force (UVF) who
claim a linage back to the units from Ulster wlo fought in regiments of the British Army in the
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First World War between 1914 and 1918. The Progressive Unionist Party who emerged
during the peace process as the political wing of the UVF, are the most pnt and visible
political representatives of loyalism. Politically speaking, parties such as P reflect a less
conservative stance than their mainstream unionist counterparts on social aiomic matters,
and combine unionism with a more socialist vision on economic matters bchrane, 2001;
Patterson & Kaufman, 2007; Shirlow & McGovern, 1997).
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Appendix 6: The Belfast Agreement
The Belfast Agreement was ratified by referenda in both Northern Ireland (71% voting
yes) and the Republic of Ireland (94% voting yes) on 22 May 1998. As McGarry & O’Leary
(2004:4) asserted, the Agreement embedded a consociationalist model which placed premised
multi-party power sharing that puts limits on majoritarian democracy by guaranteeing minority
representation. Its key components of the Agreement were: the stipulation that any constitutional
change to the status of Northern Ireland, as part of the United Kingdom, would not take place
without the consent, through a referendum, of the people of Northern Ireland (BFA, 1998: 4). A
North/South ministerial council, would oversee a number of North/South cooperative bodies on
issues such as waterways and trade (BFA, 1998: 14); Also, the Republic of Ireland recognised the
rights of unionists and pledged to re-write Articles 2 and 3 of its constitution, which claimed
territorial jurisdiction over Northern Ireland (BFA, 1998: 6). In addition, a power sharing
Executive with a 108 member Assembly, elected using proportional representation was proposed
(BFA, 1998: 7); a British/Irish council consisting of all of the devolved leaders of the United
Kingdom and the Irish Government (BFA, 1998: 18) with the full decommissioning of
paramilitary weapons (BFA, 1998: 25).
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Appendix 7: Descriptions of the Research Areas
The City of Belfast
Belfast is both the largest city and the commercial and financial centre of Northern Ireland. The
city is home to the legislative assembly, located in the suburb of Stormont, of which the assembly
takes its name. Belfast has a population of approximately 268,300, which expands to around
483,000 when the Greater Belfast Urban Area is considered, which roughly totals one third of the
whole population of Northern Ireland. Although the city remains bisected by a marked ethnonational division, based upon religious lines, the social geography of Belfast has markedly
changed over the last three decades. In this respect, the 2001 census showed a fairly even split of
44% Catholics to 44% non-Catholic, which illustrates a marked change when compared to the
proportions at the time of partition in 1921. Here, the ratio of division 24.1% catholic to 75.9%
Non-Catholic (Buckland, 1981).
However, the current division, if somewhat more even, remains d^proportionally split
across the city. The largest concentration of Catholics reside in the west of the city (which is over
90% Catholic), whilst, conversely, the largest concentration of Protestants reside in the east and
south east of the city. Indeed, the city is divided into four parliamentary constituencies.213 The
subsequent political representation in these constituencies reflects these ethno-national
demographics214. Although such ethno-national divisions clearly demarcate the east and west of
the city, North Belfast, on the other hand illustrates a complicated matrix of ethno-national
division and is characterised by interweaving working class Catholic and Protestant enclaves.
These enclaves are sometimes street to street often divided by physical barriers, known as peace
lines or interface areas (see, Shirlow & Murtagh, 2006). These demarcation lines represent the
extremes of territorial division between working class unionist and nationalist areas (see, Shirlow
& Murtagh, 2006). Indeed, since the signing of the Agreement in 1998 North Belfast has seen an
increase in sectarian unrest in some of these areas (see, Shirlow & Murtagh, 2006). Moreover,

213 North, South, East and West, with each providing four members of Parliament to Westminster (MPs)
and five members to the devolved Northern Ireland Assembly (MLAs).
214 For example, west Belfast is represented by Gerry Adams the president of Sinn Fein, who at the last
Westminster election of 2005 took 75% of the vote. Conversely, Peter Robinson of the Democratic
Unionist Party won east Belfast taking 49% of the vote with the Ulster Unionist candidate coming in
second with 30% of the vote.

334

across Belfast, but predominantly in the north west, the number of interface barriers has
substantially increased in the last ten years since the Belfast Agreement (Shirlow & Murtagh,
2006: 61-64). In contrast to North Belfast, South Belfast, although containing some working class
neighbourhoods, is more characterised by an urban middle class, which in many cases, comprises
of mixed neighbourhoods. Taken as a whole, Belfast provides a micro representation of the
division within the whole of Northern Ireland. As would be expected with being the central hub
for the administration, commerce and concentration of population.

Derry District Council
Derry Council covers an district area that incorporates the second largest city of Northern Ireland,
Derry/Londonderry. In total, the council provides service to a population of 109, 100. Similarly,
to Belfast, Derry/Londonderry is characterised by its ethno-national division. However, unlike
Belfast, Londonderry has a traditional in-built Catholic majority. At partition in 1921, 56% of the
population were Catholic and 43.8% Non-Catholic (Buckland, 1981). Indeed, the area was at the
centre of accusations made against the Unionist party in the early years of Northern Ireland that
it gerrymandered a Unionist minority control of the City of Londonderry (see, Tonge, 2000). The
present demographics of Derry Council area as a whole are 75% Catholic and 25% Non-Catholic,
with the city of Londonderry dominated by its working class, and predominantly Catholic urban
neighbourhoods, whilst, the areas surrounding the city are characterised by more middle class and
predominantly Protestant villages.

Magherafelt District Council
Magherafelt District Council is a district council in County Londonderry. It covers an area of
214 square miles (550 km2) and predominantly rural farmland. The district has a moderate
population of approximately 43,800. The main town is Magherafelt, which is, geographically,
roughly halfway between Belfast and Londonderry. The ethno-national make up of the area is
65% Catholic and 35% Non-Catholic.

North Down District Council
North Down District Council serves the northern part of County Down and covers a population of
around 78,900. The main town in the district is Bangor, where the distinct council is
headquartered, which is situated 20 km east of Belfast, on the edge of the Greater Belfast Urban
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Area. The population of Bangor is approximately 55,000. North Down district is renowned for its
affluence, in particular the housing tenure of the suburban villages situated along the southern
shore of Belfast Lough between Belfast and Bangor. Here, the high proportion of million pound
properties, as its local name, the ‘golden mile’ suggests, means the district is often held to be the
wealthiest area in Northern Ireland. However, pockets of deprivation do exist in Bangor, which
has a number of majority Protestant working class housing estates. In contrast to Magherafelt, the
ethno-national make up of the district is 80% Non-Catholic to 20% Catholic.
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