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ABSTRACT

The involvement of citizens and communities in public service decision-making has been the
focus of a great deal of policy initiatives and academic research over recent years. Much of
this research, exploring the conduct, effectiveness, and problems of citizen engagement, has
shown how the roles of the citizen-consumer and public service officials in co-governance
are problematised and contested (Clarke et al 2007, Foot 2009). This has led to a call for
empirical research to explore and better understand the local situated practice within
implementations (Hughes 2007, Barnes 2009). My research addresses the gap in our
knowledge of the bottom-up micro-level practice of co-governance by conducting
ethnography of the lived experience of neighbourhood public meetings that were introduced
as part of the Neighbourhood Policing programme within England and Wales. My
methodology draws on critical discourse analysis (Fairclough 2005a) in understanding the
importance of identities in collaboration and the way that power dynamics are enacted within
collaborative interactions. By providing evidence of locality differences and of nuanced
embodied and relational identities within collaboration it contributes empirical depth to our
knowledge of the situated practice of professionals, residents and elected representatives
within the context of power-sharing and vertical coproduction. This highlights the
importance of procedural, distributive and outcome justice in police-community engagement
(Bradford 2011). It also contributes to current policy and practice debates in a number of
ways: by making the case for the empowerment of disadvantaged communities as predicated
by radical communitarianism (Braithwaite 2000); by demonstrating the relevance and
importance of collective identities within co-governance (Emejulu 2011); and by exploring
the difficulties faced by the police and public service officials in dealing with both citizens
and elected representatives within co-governance (Yang 2005, Sullivan 2009). Finally it
highlights the importance of the relationship between horizontal and vertical partnerships and
how access to key decision-makers is vital for community co-governance to achieve any form
of justice.
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Chapter One Introduction

The involvement of citizens and communities in public service decision-making has been the
focus of a plethora of policy initiatives and academic research over recent years. This has
included research addressing the conditions for, and performance of, partnerships (cf
Glendinning & Powell 2002), typologies of successful partnership implementations (cf
Lowndes &Skelcher 1998, Hill & Hupe 2009) and a growing realisation of the need for
research that looks at the part played by agency and the social practice of partnership and
conditions of effective collaborative working (cf Hardy et al 2005, Newman 2007, Munroe et
al 2008). Latterly, this has been supplemented by research — most often involving key
decision-makers and interviews or surveys - to capture the talk about the practice of
partnership and co-governance, including initiatives within policing, health and social
settings (Newman 2007, Clarke et al 2007, Barnes & Prior 2009). My research was designed
to address gaps in the literature by exploring the ethnographic and situated lived experience
of the practice of governance (Newman 2007). This has involved a detailed longitudinal
micro-level study of co-governance within local settings that focuses on the identifications
and power-relations involved in coproduction (Hartley 2005, Hughes 2007).

My research is a Wales based study of a new site of governance and citizen-police
engagement in an urban city. It focuses on public meetings called Partners & Community
Together (PACT), introduced within Neighbourhood Policing in 2006, and follows specific
PACT meetings from 2007-2009. These meetings are one strand of New Labour’s broader
neo-liberal modernisation agenda, with its dual drivers of co-opting a wider range of actors
into governance and embedding citizen-led customer-responsive services through partnership
working. The citizen-led agenda aims to provide a customer focus and voice within both
planning and service delivery. Partnership increases the range of those responsibilised within
governance; it introduces a managerialist agenda to bring together previously separate
providers to achieve joined-up services, capable of doing more with less. It is driven by
performance management and best value agendas. PACT public meetings focus on local
neighbourhood crime, disorder and quality of life issues (CDQL)*. This is broader in

approach than previous initiatives focused on crime & disorder reduction or specific

! Crime disorder and quality of life is the emphasis and phrasing used in the policy documentation and guidance
introducing Neighbourhood Policing and its public meetings.



community safety issues; it incorporates street cleaning, rubbish and parking — all beyond a
police remit - as well as ASB, noise nuisance and direct incidents of crime and disorder
(NCPE 2006). This remit is made possible through appropriate horizontal partnership

working.

The history of neighbourhood CDQL is encapsulated in two separate initiatives. Firstly, the
Crime & Disorder Act 1998 introduced Community Safety Partnerships (CSPs) - called
Crime Disorder Reduction Partnerships in England - which responsibilised local authorities
and introduced a range of third sector partners to address issues such as antisocial behaviour
(ASB) on a city or regional basis. The second initiative, Neighbourhood Policing?, was
introduced in the Police Reform Act 2002. It followed trials of reassurance policing, a
community oriented policing (COP) initiative. It was based on increasing police visibility,
and refocused their activities to include some citizen-identified local issues. This initiative
introduced the non-warranted Police & Community Support Officers (PCSOs) who “‘walk the
streets’ to engage with people. This is partially based on Innes (2005) signal crimes
philosophy. It responsibilises police to work with partners and engage with communities on a
neighbourhood basis, including holding public meetings that allow local citizens to exercise a
‘call to action’ through setting three local priorities. This establishes local residents as key
new actors in governance, with the aim that they provide a citizen-led focus to service
delivery (Beecham 2006). Burton (2004) suggests this occurs within the context of a lack of
systematic evaluation as to the effectiveness of community involvement, in particular
whether the ‘good things’ expected of it are realised in practice. He recommends
longitudinal investigation of the complex relationships within such initiatives. My research
looks at these complex relationships through the practice and conduct of PACT. The research
takes an inter-disciplinary approach, investigating the workings of Neighbourhood Policing

and drawing on a range of different literatures and methodologies.

Neighbourhood Policing can be seen within a history of COP and community-engagement
initiatives as the latest attempt at police reform (Westmarland & Clarke 2009). Various
literatures have considered the focus on power-relations and the scope for contestation of
actors within CDQL (cf Prior 2009). Within the criminology & governance literature, the

2 Neighbourhood Policing is the formal name of this initiative introduced within all 43 Police Forces in England
& Wales



inclusion of new voices and actors is seen as creating new spaces for the exercise of agency —
and what Prior (2009) calls counter-agency — as new governance initiatives are interpreted
and re-interpreted as a natural part of their implementation. For Hughes (2007), the specific
in-situ locality, with its own socio-geo-political histories, is the interstice at which the various
agendas & discourses and contestations will be most visible. The organisational studies
collaboration literature suggests a detailed identities approach that explores micro-practices,
lived experiences and relational positionings: how changes are enacted, contested and created
by participants (Fairclough 1998, Beech & Huxham 2003). | build on Fairclough’s (1998)
approach to critical discourse analysis (CDA) and suggest that this gives an additional micro-
level insight to situated power-relations within PACT which are also related to broader macro
discourses. Some of the broader discourses that may be drawn on as discursive resources
within co-governance relate to: professional expertise, the potential (or not) for citizen
empowerment, and the organisational discourses of the public service professionals (Hardy et
al 2005). Previous research suggests that the construction of the citizen-consumers as well as
the public service providers (Clarke et al 2007) are problematised within these governance

changes and this reinforces my focus on examining identities in collaboration.

My research was therefore focused on three main issues: how professionals perform their
roles in collaboration; the extent that the community — or variety of publics® — feel able to
exercise voice, choice and challenge; and how community collaboration is experienced in

different socio-economic contexts.
The remainder of the thesis is structured as follows:

Chapter two discusses the introduction of New Public Management (NPM) and the broader
literature on partnership and co-governance, including CDRPs/CSPs and latterly
Neighbourhood Policing. The main focus is on horizontal partnerships and includes a review
of the claims for, and benefits of, partnership, including the different identifications involved,
power asymmetries and issues of trust. It introduces the later emphasis on New Public
Service (NPS) citizen-led co-governance and the potential responsibilisation of new actors,
particularly communities (Garland 2001, Balloch & Taylor 2002). It also introduces my

% publics is the phrase used in some studies of governance to better reflect the heterogeneity of interests, groups
and different types of publics and communities that the phrase ‘public’ or ‘community’ seem to infer are overly
homogeneous and uniform (cf Barnes et al 2003 & 4, Newman & Clarke 2009).



relational identities approach which I suggest enables a more detailed examination of the
situated practice of co-governance and power-relations at the local community level (cf
Jenkins 2008, Hughes 2007).

Chapter three focuses in more depth on the construction and appeal to communities. It
examines the contradictions and differences in conceptualisations of citizen-consumers
within co-governance (ibid, Clarke et al 2007). It explores specifically how co-governance
within crime and disorder reduction and police-community engagement has been conducted.
It focuses on issues of legitimisation and inclusivity, revealing evidence of differential
influence and discretionary allocation of resources within neighbourhood-based initiatives
between those from advantaged middle-class areas and the disadvantaged or ‘communities of
fate’(cf Gilling 2007). This highlights the challenge to representative democratic structures,
the role of public service officials, the police, elected representatives and local citizens, and
the need to consider competing and privileged discourses within deliberative democracy (cf
Barnes 2008). Finally, it introduces the Clarke et al (2007) model of citizen-led governance

which brings together many of the concepts reviewed in chapters two and three.

Chapter four introduces my research frame, research setting and research questions. It
introduces my extension and development of the Clarke et al (2007) model of citizen co-
governance to incorporate the potential for marginalisation and exclusion of so called ‘lesser
citizens’ who may feel unwelcome or unable to participate (cf Amin 2005). It identifies five
themes developed from my literature review that | explore through the operationalisation of
my research questions. It outlines the contribution and strengths of my research frame, and
my inclusion of an identities and power-sensitive micro-level approach to studying
community level co-governance meets Burton’s (2004) call for in-depth longitudinal studies

of practice.

Chapter five presents my methodological approach. It outlines my situated, social
constructionist, longitudinal and empirical focus. This is achieved through long-term
ethnographic observation, supplemented with focus groups and interviews. It discusses my
focus on lived experience and the study of PACT public meetings as interactive episodes,
utilising Fairclough’s (1998) three level model of critical discourse analysis (CDA). This is
applied to the study of identities as bodily and relationally co-constructed (Rasche & Chia
2009) and affords us insight into agency and natural subversion in the implementation of co-

4



governance (Barnes & Prior 2009). It also introduces the local ethnographic context and
background to my research setting which is developed in Appendix Five.

Chapters six and seven are my empirical chapters. Chapter six focuses on PACT meetings
from a communities and resident perspective and compares and contrasts the three main
PACTSs followed in my study: advantaged Whitewood, Redbank with its combination of
advantage and ethnically mixed disadvantage, and overwhelmingly white, disadvantaged
Evergreen. It reflects the multiple and different identifications and experiences of residents
attending these PACTSs and explores the marginalisation and exclusion of some residents with
those who do not attend PACT meetings. This allows exploration of the practice of
empowerment and of the exercise of choice, challenge and responsibilisation by attendees,
including community PACT chairpersons. Chapter seven focuses on the identifications and
practices of public service officials, including the police domination and ownership of PACT.
It reveals how their construction of vertical coproduction is challenged and their attempts to
control these challenges, particularly those from elected representatives who fail to conform

to their preferred construction of PACT.

Chapter eight provides a discussion of my empirical findings related to the concepts reviewed
in chapters two and three, and draws out the contributions of my research in relation to key
themes. Specifically, these relate to the extent and limits of community and citizen
empowerment; the use of power and control in vertical coproduction by the police; the
contestation over the meaning of co-governance including the identifications and positions of
the actors involved; the inequalities and exclusion revealed within neighbourhood based
deliberative democracy; the tensions between centralist pressures and local implementation;
and the relationship between horizontal and vertical partnership. My research makes a
significant contribution to the literature through micro-level analyses of naturally occurring
data, providing evidence of locality experiences and differences and revealing the nuances of

governance practices within context.



Chapter Two New Forms of Governance & Partnerships

2.1 Introduction

This chapter will explore the changing governance context of UK public services, focusing
specifically on partnerships and their application within a crime, disorder and quality of life
(CDQL) context. Theorising these changes, | consider what Clarke & Newman (1997) in
their discussion of new governance and partnerships refer to as the Managerial State,
achieved through governance reforms that frequently establish formal or informal partnership
arrangements. They conclude that managerialism and managerial power is becoming the
dominant mode, co-ordinating a fragmented field of collaborative action as state power is
dispersed across multiple actors and agents. This leads them to ask whether under New
Labour this New Public Management (NPM) discourse, with its original emphasis on
managerialism and efficiency may or may not become increasingly subordinate to the
reassertion of public values and collaboration. This is a key theme of my research. This
chapter introduces the shift from government to governance with a focus on horizontal multi-

agency partnership working.

The UK public sector has undergone a number of significant changes since the1980s; some of
the key debates on the implications and effects in terms of governance and partnership will be
developed in this chapter (cf Newman & Clarke 2009). Thatcher’s Conservative
government’s conception of public sector reform in the 1980s focused on gains in efficiency,
driven by a quasi-market environment and forces such as consumer choice, bringing in
business partners and emphasising the management of performance (Hill & Hupe 2009).
They emphasised the concept of partnership as central to their reforms. This emphasis
continued under Blair’s New Labour government; partnership became central to changes in
governance and social reforms, including within crime and disorder. These changes are
referred to as the NPM discourse which incorporates inclusive governance through co-opting
a wider range of participants, as well as promoting efficiencies through joined-up working
practices and the Best Value agenda (cf Gilling 2007).

Emphasis is given in my research to an examination of these partnerships in policing and
community safety. This co-joins concern for incidents of crime and disorder with quality of
life issues (CDQL) such as consideration of the physical, living environment within



neighbourhoods (for example graffiti, street cleansing, disturbance, litter). I will discuss key
issues that are important to my research focus on the local lived experience of CDRPs and
introduction of the Neighbourhood Policing partnership. Section two introduces NPM
partnerships, the difficulties associated with their definition and evaluation, and the
consequences and policy implications of the exercise of street-level bureaucracy by
professionals (Lipsky 1980). Section three discusses the inherent tensions between
centralism and localism and the autonomy of partnerships; section four looks at the nature of
control and collaboration within the local practice of partnership. Lastly, | introduce the
contribution of my research which draws on the concepts of agency and identities to focus on
discursively situated accounts of partnership and collaborative working.

2.2 New Public Management Partnerships: The Promise & the Benefits

A central tenet of NPM reforms has been the focus on horizontal coproduction between local
government and service providers (Gilling 2007, Innes & Roberts 2011). This has
introduced a broader range of stakeholders who are asked to take on new responsibilities to
coproduce solutions and implement policies within new governance structures (Barnes et al
2008, Munroe et al 2008). This modernization model of governance has laid the foundation
for a plethora of new partnerships, changing governance across a range of social policies such
as regeneration, health, education and crime at national, regional and local levels
(Glendinning et al 2002, Ling 2002, Stephens & Fowler 2004, Foot 2009, Newman & Clarke
2009).

New Labour’s agenda is also seen as encompassing what has been called the Third Way
(Jones & Trystan 2001). The Third Way conceptualises inclusive governance as providing
legitimacy through broadening its democratic base by bringing in new voices, including those
who might originally be considered the governed (ibid, Clarke et al 2007). Inclusive
governance can therefore be seen as an attempt to tackle wicked social issues such as
unemployment, crime and disorder, regeneration, poverty and disadvantage - more
effectively by improving government legitimacy through broader-based governance thus
addressing the need for a wider range of expertise and less silo working (ibid, Gilling 2007,
Ling 2002, Andrews & Entwistle 2010). New Labour’s desire to gain legitimacy through
inclusive governance has become inextricably tied to its NPM agenda’s emphasis on social

issues and partnerships as a new form of governance.



2.2.1 Defining Partnership

There does not seem to be a single definition of partnership. The Audit Commission (1998)
provides a minimal definition of partnership as the involvement of at least two agents or
agencies with some common interests or inter-dependencies and relationship between them
that involves a degree of trust, equality, or reciprocity (Powell & Glendinning 2002).
However, there is a high degree of variety and lack of homogeneity in partnership remits and
sites of partnership (ibid, Ling 2002). We can conclude that it has become de rigueur to
bring in new players and enable new voices previously outside the circle of government;
these have been incorporated into policy-making and governance either through changes in
representative arrangements or by the creation of new forums such as partnerships (Chaney &
Fevre 2001a).

Originally, NPM focused on co-joining formal partners such as local authorities and
voluntary sector organisations in networks of shared responsibility (Gilling 2007, Guarneros-
Meza et al 2010) and peer to peer horizontal coproduction with a wider range of professional,
institutional, and partner agencies (Innes & Roberts 2011). However, by 2000 this was
supplemented by an increasing emphasis on citizen-led democratisation with agencies
working downward to incorporate publics and communities in what has been called vertical
coproduction (ibid). This differentiation provides a useful categorisation of different types of
partnership. Horizontal coproduction is a key feature of New Labour’s introduction of new

governance and partnership arrangements within community safety and crime reduction.

The Crime and Disorder Act of 1998 introduced Crime and Disorder Reduction Partnerships
(CDRPs) and — in Wales - Community Safety Partnerships (CSPs). These take a broad view,
incorporating quality of life issues (for example the physical environment, including graffiti
and street cleaning) with incidents of crime and disorder. Specifically CDRPs bring local
agencies together and give Local Authorities responsibilities for many aspects of community
safety (Section 17 CDA1998). This change to an integrated locality approach to tackle
CDQL issues based on multi-agency partnership and joined-up working has been seen as

essential in our late modern society (Jones 2007, Hughes 2007).

It is important to understand the rationale and issues addressed by the introduction of CDRPs.
Of key relevance to my research are the implications for the role of the police and policing,

and to what Clarke et al (2007) refer to as the desire to take sole control and responsibility



away from the police. Firstly, the inappropriateness of the police to lead or fulfil community
safety and preventative remits as they are the enforcement law and order arm of the state
(ibid); secondly, the public’s low level of confidence in the police and criminal justice
system; thirdly, reference can be made to the limited ability the police have displayed to
tackle CDQL issues (Brogden & Nijhar 2005); fourthly, to bolster what Crawford (2007)
calls the important symbolic role of the police to be seen as in control. The other remit of
multi-agency CDRPs/CSPs is to weaken local political control over the community safety
agenda and enable a clearer central government direction to be set, further reinforcing a
preventative and locality focus (Hope 2005, Hughes 2007). We have reached the point
where it is suggested “preventive partnerships [are now] the defining face of crime control
[and safety]’ (Garland 2001:16). Since April 1999, one characteristic of the 376
CDRPs/CSPs that operate in England & Wales is the implementation of a managerial and
central government oversight apparatus that includes tri-annual reviews and strategic
planning (Hope 2005). The emphasis on mandated partnerships within CDQL continues with
the introduction of reassurance and partnership focused Neighbourhood Policing in 2006.
This signals the policy shift within the neo-liberal crime control discourse from crime

reduction to building confidence.

Having defined the rationale for NPM and the introduction of partnerships, it is important to
look at the benefits that have been gained from their introduction. This is particularly
relevant for CDRPs/CSPs as they form a critical part of the local partnership history and
context for my study of the later introduction of Neighbourhood Policing partnership and
public meetings. My review will focus on the advantages gained and examine the ability of
partnerships to deliver the NPM agenda. This will include exploring how CDRPs/CSPs (and
other partnerships) have lived up to their remit to develop the advantages of partnership
solutions such as utilising a broader range of resources and competencies to deliver a
centrally controlled agenda while at the same time providing locally joined-up solutions for
CDQL issues (cf Gilling 2007, Hughes 2007). 1 also examine the potential barriers, politics
and operation of CSPs/ CDRPs and the implications for Neighbourhood Policing. CSPs are
not just a technology of government but are constituted by power struggles and negotiations
between different institutional actors; this has been well documented in the extensive
literature on the subject in British criminology since the early 1990s (Hughes, Gilling,

Crawford etc.).



2.2.2 The Benefits & Practice of Partnership Working

The turn to partnership working within public services is based to a large extent on the
potential benefits and advantages to be gained from this form of governance. This section
will review relevant evidence and introduce the concept of collaborative advantage and
public service efficiency to improve services for citizens. This will include evaluations of
CDRPs/CSPs designed to tackle wicked CDQL issues and factors that can to lead to effective
collaboration (cf Hardy et al 2005, Munroe et al 2008). Importantly, these show that
obtaining the benefits of partnership may partly be dependent on participants’ understanding

and practice of partnership working and effective collaboration (ibid).

The diverse agendas of partnerships require caution when assessing success or benefits as we
may not be comparing like with like. Lowndes & Skelcher (1998) usefully summarise these
rationales and potential benefits as including: drawing on the specific resources and
competencies of other agencies to deliver more with less; encouraging networks between
public agencies to plug holes in statutory mandates and deliver joined-up governance to
tackle wicked issues; bring different groups and sectors into policy and strategy-making with
the promise of more inclusive forms of governance than traditional institutions of
representative democracy (Ling 2002, Entwistle & Martin 2005). Also emphasised is the
centrality to New Labour’s NPM partnerships of replacing older bureaucratic command
hierarchies and competition from the Conservative era with trust-based co-ordinating
mechanisms (Rhodes 2000, Gilling 2007, Newman & Clarke 2009). Therefore, we need to
acknowledge the complexity and diversity of these agendas and whether it is realistic to
expect partnerships to deliver on one, let alone all these diverse agendas (Balloch & Taylor
2002).

Despite these difficulties, public service officials have been shown to recognise the benefits
of partnership working. For example, survey research of elected representatives and senior
officers in 21 councils in Wales suggests that joined-up working to tackle cross-cutting issues
was seen to offer the most promising strategy for improvements in the effectiveness of
services (Guarneros-Meza et al 2009). Most respondents viewed partnerships with local
authorities that included key partners (such as the police and health) as leading to a better use
and pooling of resources (ibid). The importance of information sharing (such as sharing

partnership databases or call-centres) has been identified as a vital component of successful
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partnership, and one that meets the key rationale of cost savings through joined-up working
and doing more with less in local CDRPs partnerships (Hill & Hupe 2009, Berry et al 2011).

There is a clear agenda to achieve the benefits of ‘collaborative advantages’ of partnership
such as relationship capital (Huxham 2000, Huxham & Vangen 2005) or better use of inputs
and relevant aims (cf Hill & Hupe 2009). Ansell & Gash (2007) suggest it is critical for
partners to recognise their interdependence; Fix et al (1990) argue that there is a need for an
overarching mandate to guide complex layered partnerships dealing with complex wicked
social issues.). It is suggested that participants’ actions affect trust, leadership, power and
communication, and their understanding of change as they continue to work in collaboration
and address conflicting goals and power struggles (Beech & Huxham 2003). Public-public
partnerships have been positively associated with achieving a number of benefits, including
those related to effectiveness, efficiency and equity (Andrews & Entwistle 2010). Closely
aligned goals based on an agreed problem focus have been identified as critical to effective
partnership (ibid, Ansell & Gash 2007). Stephens & Fowler (2004) also suggest partnership
studies need to take a long-term focus because effective collaboration requires internal

adjustments within individual organisations:

Local Government [...] partnership is clearly on the agenda. [To succeed] it
needs culture change, agencies who are prepared to work together
productively [...] and this will only come about over time, with sustained and
committed leadership (Stephens & Fowler 2004:127)

Other researchers have concluded that further work is needed to identify whether differences
in actual partnership performance can be explained by resources, activity or the chemistry of
working with likeminded organisations (Ansell & Gash 2007, Andrews & Entwistle 2010).
This clearly points to the need to consider the practice of partnership working, including the
qualities and characteristics that may lead to obtaining the benefits and the advantages of
collaboration (Beech & Huxham 2003).

Within organisational studies, Hardy et al (2005) have presented a model of effective inter-
organisational collaboration. They argue for the importance of forging collective
membership ties to enable the building of collective identities that are supported by positive

collaborative behaviours such as assertiveness and cooperation. This is similar to what other
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researchers have called the importance of the quality of communications (Ansell & Gash
2007, Andrews & Entwistle 2010, Berry et al 2011). Like other authors (cf Beech &
Huxham 2003, Vangen & Huxham 2003, Ansell & Gash 2007, Hill & Hupe 2009)
Kirkpatrick (1999) and Entwistle & Martin (2005) suggest a key issue for NPM partnerships
is the building of high-trust relations which in turn affects the potential of trust as a co-
ordinating mechanism. Research has found trust is not straightforward and is vulnerable to
misinterpretations, asymmetric information and opportunism. Many theorists point to the
need for sufficient time and conditions to build deep trust, commitment and shared
understanding between participants as essential within inter-organisational partnerships
(Ansell & Gash 2007). Lack of inter-organisational trust amongst partners can be an issue for
CDRPs (Skinns 2005).

Examining partnerships between the police and other agencies has identified a number of
difficulties rather than positive advantages in the practice of partnership (ibid). For example,
conflicting interests and priorities reveal the cultural assumptions of different agencies and
highlight the importance of the local political landscape to the practice of individual
partnerships (Crawford 2007). This reflects research on effective collaboration which
suggests that difficulties with goal alignment - and an orientation to individual organisational
goals, rather than inter-organisational - can undermine effective collaboration (Hardy et al
2005). Within some CDRPs, effective collaboration has been difficult due to conflicting
desires to protect individual budgets (Skinns 2005). Likewise an unwillingness to share
information (often arising from negative interpretations of data protection legislation) has
been linked to delays and a lack of agreement on protocols for data-sharing (ibid). Within
CDRPs, a key barrier has been the frequent marginalisation of the role of voluntary sector
partners and the overreliance on informal contacts and networks which lapse when key
individuals move on, as happens frequently with police participants (ibid). Additionally,
some agencies proved reluctant to join and participate in CDRPs (particularly health,
education and social services) and fulfil their statutory duties (for health, fire & police
authorities) as enabled by the Police Reform Act 2002 (ibid). Phillips (2002) concludes
CDRPs have failed to live up to expectations and, despite their initial promise, their
honeymoon period was short-lived.

Hughes (2007) argues that community safety partnerships continue to be sites of contestation

and struggle between the different agencies and agendas. Research has identified the battle
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for leadership and inter-agency politics between the two responsible statutory partners, the
police and the local authority, as to who should lead the CDRPs/CSPs (Gilling 2007:72).
This includes control of the agenda for these partnerships and whether the focus is on
policing-oriented crime reduction under police control or a broader agenda of community
safety and quality of life issues under the remit of local authorities (Hughes 2007:63). This
battle has continued with the introduction of Neighbourhood Policing with its emphasis on
multi-agency working and community engagement to address neighbourhood based public
concerns and low level disorder, for example graffiti and vandalism (Johnston 2007:45-6,
Flanagan 2008). These power struggles have been referred to as the turf wars, engendered by
this new mode of partnership and its integration within, and resistance to, existing local crime
and disorder partnership arrangements (Hughes & Rowe 2007). Hughes & Rowe (2007:9)
identify a range of ‘cultural and organisational obstacles [arising with the introduction of
Neighbourhood Policing] that beset the reality of multi-agency partnership and genuine
joined-up thinking” (2007:9). These include the culture clash between local authority
planning cycles and the police ‘do by tomorrow’ short-term pragmatic project approach
which leaves local authorities feeling pushed too hard. Additionally, there are clashes
between individual organisational and Neighbourhood Policing performance targets and
service focus, partner preference to operate under the banner of Neighbourhood Management,
difficulties for agencies in most towns and cities to step-up and match police resources to
participate, and finally the rivalry between the police and local authorities on the “wider goal
of multi-agency neighbourhood management and neighbourhood action plans’ (ibid:23).
These suggest that the introduction of Neighbourhood Policing via the Home Office has been
problematic for the police as it has left them responsible for bringing other agencies on board
during implementation. However it could also be argued that the police have not wanted to
lose control over the local crime and safety agenda because since the Morgan Report (1991)

their monopoly over the leadership of crime prevention has been threatened.

One of the key differences in partnership agendas, including that of CDRPs/CSPs and
Neighbourhood Policing, is the degree to which they encourage community involvement and
participation. For example, Whitehead (2007) and Foot (2009) suggest that more formal
hierarchically constituted partnerships, like Local Service Partnerships (LSPs), can inhibit
participation whereas more informal networks encourage involvement. Community
involvement through Neighbourhood Policing can be viewed as part of the post-Flanagan

shift in policing performance management from crime reduction and detection to building
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public confidence. Gilling (2010: 1137) argues that this may be problematic as falling
confidence may have more to do with ontological insecurities of late modern societies than
the actions of the police or other partners. Looking at the local implementation of
Neighbourhood Policing within Wales, Edwards et al (2008) suggest a clash with existing
community safety governance structures that do not include democratic citizen-led
participation. The CSP officers within their study were critical of the nature of community
empowerment within Neighbourhood Policing structures and therefore sought to distance
themselves from the police owned Neighbourhood Policing partnership agenda and its call
for community participation. The local political landscape is a key influence in the practice of
partnership (for example, some organisations delaying their participation) (Crawford 2007).
The need to understand local politics and practice leads Andrews & Entwistle (2010) to call
for the conduct of community level studies to assess users’ discourses and to help identify the
potential causes of differences in the performance of public-public collaborations. This
further reinforces the significance of the political nature of partnership agendas and
participation, and the need for researchers (and local practitioners) to understand how this

interacts with practice and outcomes.

The extensive research on the difficulties and political nature of partnership strengthens the
call for the detailed study of the practice and contestations of partnership within particular
contexts (Hughes 2007, Munroe et al 2008). Munroe et al (2008:75) found a particular
‘discrepancy between the theory of involving agents [public managers and community
leaders] in partnerships and the practice of doing so’. For example, where ‘“the literature [on
the] community participation archetype considers community leaders as key actors this is
rarely borne out in practice. [They conclude there is] a need to better understand the
circumstances in which agents are able to matter within the structured settings of partnership’
(ibid:76). I build on this key argument to suggest the need to focus on the situated practice,
discourses and the actions of key stakeholders to reveal the nuanced processes of

collaboration within the “flexible and messy environment of partnerships’ (ibid:76).

It is important to study situated practice to reveal the tensions between local practice and
centralised pressures (cf Hodgson 2004a). These can be considered as the tensions between
disparate and multiple forms of power, including the operation of power over partnership and
the exercise of power within partnership. Research by Newman & Clarke (2009:106)

suggests that: “governance comprises multiple and disparate forms of power that are uneasily
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aligned producing tensions and dilemmas within and between organisations’ (Newman &
Clarke 2009:106). This affirms the move to partnership and governance includes within it
the potential for conflict and tension, particularly between the partnership drive for efficiency
and performance and the drive to broad based inclusivity. This reminds us that local public
services partnership has been mandated and encouraged through NPM which brings its own
potential difficulties and problems (Gilling 2007).

These issues are central to my research. The tensions between local practice and centralised
pressures are clear in Stephens & Fowler’s (2004) investigation of the Safer Guildford
CDRP. They found that while this began as a locally led initiative with strong local political
support it was limited by the top-down rational planning approach rather than being driven by
community democracy and involvement. The next two sections consider the tensions and
issues linked to centralist pressures and the power exerted over partnership as well as the
operation of power within partnership.

2.3 Centralisation, Local Partnerships & Autonomy

This section concentrates on the implications for local autonomy from the exercise of central
power over partnership. The paradoxical centralising and decentralising tendencies within
governance initiatives have been found across a range of New Labour’s NPM partnerships
(McKee 2009). This debate emphasises the importance of looking at the different pressures
of centralising (increasing the spread and depth of the central state influence and control
across more areas of civic society) versus the potential for decentralising (perhaps what is
now called an emphasis on localism which encompasses local delivery) and giving power and
voice to local actors, including a broader array of institutional and citizen actors (cf Gilling
2007). Newman & Clarke (2009) present a positive analysis of the potential of NPM
collaboration and partnerships. They suggest it is better to conceptualise this as a set of
managerial discursive practices and technologies, and study how these are being assembled
and re-assembled compared to other forms of power in dynamic and contested ways (ibid).
Managerial discourses are critiqued as presenting an overly depoliticised language of NPM
(Gilling 2007). This suggests that new governance and NPM - including its later emphasis on
citizen-led collaboration and legitimacy - needs to be read as a political process and not
conceived as a problem of policy or delivery implementation (Gilling 2007, Hughes 2007,
Fairclough 2005a).
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Others provide theoretical support for the more optimistic view of positive gains through
changes in central control and resultant power-sharing. Rhodes (1997 & 2000) sees new
partners as forming policy communities that are interdependent ‘nodal’ dispersed networks
with a significant degree of autonomy which can resist control from the state and act
independently (Hill 2004). For Kooiman (2000) this can result in government ‘steering’
from a distance without being dominant, setting the direction and framework for others to
‘row’ (Hodgson 2004b, Newman 2001). A more pessimistic view suggests there has been a
spread of the central state through these new governance partnerships and centralist pressure
in civic society rather than local enablement (Gilling 2007). From this perspective our social
world has been reconfigured as a realm of government and governmental processes (Jones
2007). Political power has been dispersed throughout the social field in a fragmented and

complex profusion of shifting alliances and projects (ibid).

These potentialities have been discussed as the imposition of top-down centrally designed
initiatives on localities and local agencies tasked with their implementation (cf Hodgson
2004a). Within community safety this has been summed up as a political and superficial
introduction of progressive practice that is in essence a neo-liberal social order discourse
dressed up as power-sharing and devolvement from the centre to local government partners
(Gilling 2007). It fails to significantly redistribute power due to the centre, stipulating the
very activities of partnership while introducing constraints and controls such as tight
performance management regimes. In effect, these restrict local discretion at the same time
as seeming to offer it (ibid). This raises issues for the operation of partnerships. Powell
(2002) argues that the rationale for partnership and its potential benefits assumes it is a choice
not an external or mandatory duty which Patton (1999:69 cited ibid:10) calls *statutory
voluntarism... in which partnership cooperation and collaboration are emphasised and
mandated at every turn’ (Audit Commission 1998:5). Reviewing earlier 1929 and 1977
introductions of legislated partnerships, Challis et al (1988) conclude that successful
partnerships cannot be created by administrative fiat. These findings suggest it will be
difficult for New Labour’s compulsory partnerships (including CDRPs/CSPs and
Neighbourhood Policing) to generate sufficient levels of trust to function as effective
collaborations (Hudson et al 1999, Powell & Glendinning 2002:6, Clarke et al 2007).

Hughes (2007) asks whether the centre is giving up or retaining power through partnerships.

This raises the difficulty of the ‘growing battery of centralising powers... concomitant
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reduction of discretionary local scope, and at distance governance solutions... and heavily
prescribed infrastructure which result in similar outputs across the sector’ (Hughes 2007:84).
It is suggested that CDRPs are part of this centralising tendency to task local and regional
levels using technologies of compliance and control (Hope 2005). These technologies
include public auditing of local government performance and service delivery. The Local
Government Acts of 1999 & 2000 outline these responsibilities; coupled with a regime of
penalties and incentives (including the Best Value agenda), they constitute a powerful
disciplinary tool to bring about compliance (Hughes 2007, Entwistle & Martin 2005).
Looking at English CDRPs and the Welsh CSPs Edwards et al (2008:42) concluded that there
was a highly prescriptive centralised ‘steering’ strategic and allocative infrastructure with
some elements of ‘rowing’ through the diffusion of responsibility. The managerialist and
administrative command and control regime has added significant burdens that has swamped
broader partnership innovation and achievement, with a lack of community consultation and
ownership of solutions (Stephens & Fowler 2004, McKee 2009).

The degree of local autonomy and scope for a locality focus is much debated. Newman &
Clarke (2009:152-3) call themselves “critical enthusiasts’, concluding that there is the
possibility of a redrawing of power and politics, enabling public participation in which actors
may be able to ‘make a difference’ for themselves and others through progressive enactment
by front-line staff and publics. Regardless of whether a more positive or negative framing of
partnership is adopted, these authors stress the need to look at the contestation and dilemmas
within these new spaces, particularly practice and implementation which encompasses the
possibilities of an array of outcomes and situated practice (ibid, Gilling 2007, Hughes 2007).
The debate on centralism and localism can be developed to ask critical questions such as how
these NPM partnerships have redrawn or unsettled power-relations. What is the legitimate
basis for the exercise of power in the transition from formal accountability towards one based
on a broader range of actors? Does it, as Chandler (2000) suggests, make it easier for the
central state to control and mandate changes to achieve its social agenda and undermine the
role of local authorities, as central government increases control through the process of
empowering communities? This points us to the critical importance of studying the exercise
of power within local implementations of collaborative working of both horizontal and

vertical partnerships. This is explored in more detail in the next section.
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2.4 Power & Control within Partnerships

This section focuses on a key debate: the exercise of power within the practice of partnership.
Crawford (2007) & Hughes (2007) argue that the findings from research and policy
implementation need to be sufficiently rigorous in order to understand the power struggles
within partnerships and how collaboration is enacted. They highlight the importance of
locality-sensitive factors such as diverse social, economic and political histories, and the
cultural milieus of locality; these will directly impact the definition of problems and

acceptable solutions by partnerships.

It has been suggested that while typologies of partnership may contribute to our
understanding of the form and capacity of partnerships (Sullivan & Skelcher 2002, Powell &
Dowling 2006:305) they do not progress our understanding of ‘who does what to whom and
how’ in partnerships or who and how one partner positions themselves on a proposed joint
action (Ling 2002, Powell & Glendinning 2002). We are left with the critical issue of
whether existing (older forms of) power-relations are reproduced within partnership as a new
form of control, or whether new actors are empowered through participation in partnership. 1
suggest that answering this type of question requires a focus on the micro-level practice of
partnership, its possibilities, and the local experience of partnership: power asymmetries,
conflicting interests and priorities of partners, issues of trust and other implementation

difficulties within particular localities.

The key issues of inequality and unequal access to resources are at the very heart of
partnership; these will change the horizontal and vertical relationships within which
partnerships are enmeshed (Powell & Glendinning 2002). This creates power dependence
and negotiation of access to legal, financial, administrative, and political resources which can
be characterised by asymmetric interdependence between partners, particularly of less
powerful on more powerful members within local implementation (Stoker 2004, Jones 2007).
Gilling (2007:72) suggests this has occurred within the rankings of the various partners in
CDRPs/CSPs. 1t has also been suggested these complexities are often averted by the
designation or emergence, by accident or design, of one or two lead partners (Ling 2000,
Powell & Glendinning 2002). These dominant stakeholder perspectives will determine much
of the partnership agenda, practice, and evaluation (Vangen & Huxham 2005). This suggests
the need to focus on how power operates within partnerships as this has implications for

autonomy and self-regulation (Mouffe 1999, Crawford 2007).
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This potential for asymmetric and power imbalance points to the necessity of looking beyond
the collaborative advantages to focus on the potential for collaborative disadvantage
(Huxham 2000). In particular, there is a need to examine the considerable difficulties in
making collaborative governance work and the importance and exercise of power (Gilling
2007, Newman & Clarke 2009). Many have found that voluntary sector and community
organisations are consistently disadvantaged and pay too high a cost to work in these
arrangements, becoming embroiled in asymmetric power relations with more powerful
statutory partners (Chaney 2002; Chaney & Fevre 2001a,b; Hodgson 2004 a,b).
Asymmetrical power-relations and inequality within partnerships are examples of
collaborative disadvantage. This includes the operation of power in conflicts of identification
and professional remits which can pull partnerships in different directions (Huxham 2000,
Glendinning et al 2002, Maguire & Hardy 2005). Failure to deliver has also been related to
conflicts of identification created by multiple and potentially overlapping partnerships with
attendant problems of coordination, membership, representation, and resourcing (Huxham
2000, Hughes 2007, Hughes & Rowe 2007, Barnes et al 2008).

The nature of the control of partnership and the legitimate exercise of power within
partnership at a local level is fundamental to my study, including how the police ownership
and control of the Neighbourhood Policing agenda and the inter-organisational politics of
integrating this new partnership into existing structures are performed and experienced. It
will enable the study of the potential changes to power-relations arising from New Labour’s
reforms at an organisational and occupational level. This focuses attention on the practice of
bureau-professionals’ practice and the performance of NPM horizontal and vertical co-
governance (Farrell & Morris 2003). The term bureau-professional has been used to describe
the range of public service officials involved in the administration and delivery of public
services on behalf of society and the erstwhile welfare state (Dean 2003). The police,
teachers and social workers are identified as bureau-professionals (as would other specialist
local authority and CSPs officials) who can be categorised as both professional accountable
administrators and an expert professional grouping (Farrell & Morris 2003). Farrell &
Morris (2003) suggest these public bureaucracies and the role of bureau-professionals are
threatened by public sector reforms and increasing managerialism. Others propose these
reforms reveal conflicting and changing identity positions as staff struggle to align or resist
the pressures of NPM. For example, there are struggles between the wish for a professional

positioning motivated by the provision of appropriate services and the pressure of being
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asked to operate as a manager of services driven by target and cost considerations (Newman
& Clarke 1994, Thomas & Davies 2005).

The concept of street-level bureaucrats (Lipsky 1980) has been developed to look at how
public service officials (including the police) perform their roles ‘in action’ and out in the real
world rather than in terms of formal mandate and legal principles underpinning the service (cf
Hill & Hupe 2009). This has included the level of autonomy, power and discretion these staff
possess over service delivery as well as the individual practice of judgement and agency in
particular front-line settings. Dean (2003) draws on Lipsky to suggest this autonomy and
power can include acting cynically in strictly rule-bound ways and prescribed responsibilities.
The police are prime examples of street-level bureaucrats. They are seen as having a high
degree of autonomy and discretion which they can use to their advantage, either to subvert or
support service agendas and to confer discretionary judgements in the day-to-day exercise of
their powers (Somerville 2009). Somerville (2009) concludes the police see themselves as
professional street-level bureaucrats who can be trusted and possess the necessary expertise
to do their jobs, which they define in terms of occupationally defined relationships and
cultural norms and practices alongside, and often in tension with, formal rules. These
relationships are typically asymmetrical because the public do not have the same expertise or
resources available to them. He suggests the practice of street-level bureaucrats within
community policing is a balancing act between different multiple accountabilities that operate
vertically upward (bosses, legal rules, targets and such like), vertically downward through
forms of participatory citizenship (publics) and horizontally (peer review, expertise and
professional networks). These are played out in the individual and collective practice of
different policing duties including enforcement (of public order), performance (detection and
prevention of crime), and coproduction (responsiveness to public demands and assurance of

community safety) (ibid: 268-9).

The Police Community Support Officer (PCSO) has been introduced as part of the 2006
Neighbourhood Policing agenda to provide reassurance and confidence through visible beat
policing and connecting with communities (Johnston 2007:46, see section 3.4). Therefore,
they could be considered as the latest street level bureaucrats. They can be seen as performing
an ambiguous para-professional role that lacks the same policing powers (training, status, and
pay) as full police officers (Reiner 2010, Morgan 2011). PCSOs release PCs from routine
beat duties and attending to low grade calls and victim support; this has been found to
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increase morale amongst PCs and PCSOs (Johnston 2006). However PCs also reported that
they spent a lot of time correcting PCSO mistakes, ensuring they were performing the tasks
they had been assigned correctly and dealing with a perceived lack of discipline and
understanding of the way the police work (ibid). PCSOs are at the forefront of the change
from hard to softer policing aimed at addressing the reassurance gap (Dalgleish & Myhill
2004) and post-Flanagan (2008) reforms to increase the ratio of front-line officers (Morgan
2011).

Street level bureaucracy makes a positive contribution to the study of professional practice.
However it is less useful to look at the various stakeholders of communities and local
councillors involved in citizen focused co-governance. For my research, | draw on broader
conceptualisations that are able to embrace all the actors within new NPM initiatives. For
Barnes & Prior (2009:3) the concept of street-level bureaucrats is too limited to explore
vertical partnerships because it solely focuses on the discretion and positions of professionals
compared to an undifferentiated and potentially acquiescent community or public. They
suggest publics need to be considered in an equally reflexive and less essentialist way that
accredits them with the potential agency to subvert and support. They recommend a broader
framing on the agency and counter-agency of both citizens and professionals within public
participation (ibid:197-8). My focus on vertical co-governance builds on this critique
through a detailed analysis of a range of community, local councillor and professional

stakeholders.

Within this chapter | have emphasised Munroe et al (2008) and Andrews & Entwistle’s
(2010) suggestion that there is need for more studies that focus on discursively based situated
accounts. This reinforces the guidance of Hughes (2007) to study specific locales and socio-
geo-political histories, and consider localities as potential sites of resistance to top-down
initiatives and imported solutions. The study of the specific historical circumstances and
dynamics that structure organisational members’ socially constructed worlds has also been
highlighted by Marshall & Rossman (1995) as an essential contribution to research on the
reality of collaboration and partnership working. This reflects what Newman et al (2004)
calls a need to focus on the social dimensions of collaboration and partnership through which
complex questions of situated agency are performed. In the next section | suggest that this

can be achieved through the study of identities.
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2.5 An Identities Approach to the Study of Partnership & Collaboration

This section argues for the contribution of a micro-level approach that focuses on identities,
power and language to study the potential and situated practice of collaborative working
within new spaces of governance and partnership. From critical organisation studies, | draw
on research that has examined the importance of identities in the study of organisations, as
well as studies of partnership and collaboration. Within this literature, identity has proved to
be conceptually useful in understanding how power operates within organisations and across
collective identity boundaries in the operation of horizontal inter-organisational
collaborations, including between individuals from different organisations (Alvesson &
Willmott 2002, Beech & Huxham 2003). An identities approach allows the complex
processes of mutual constitution between self and other to be brought into sharp relief (ibid).
The interaction of individual and collective identities has been used to study how a wide
range of organisational techniques are enacted and understood (Alvesson & Willmott 2002).
This has focused on the “self-positioning of employees within managerially inspired
discourses’ (ibid:629). In this sense, identities and identifications allow us to look at how
actors ‘do’ agency and also allows us to examine the micro-level power-relations in a given
setting (Webb 2008). This draws on relational identities and identifications, such as ‘what
you are’ in relationship to and ‘what you are not’, and a relational identification of how
strongly you identify (or disidentify) with these positions (Sluss & Ashforth 2007). This
puts the focus on conflicts of identity (for example over targets and objectives) and the failure
to establish a collective identity as a legitimating focus for the collaboration process (Maguire
& Hardy 2005, Hardy et al 2005). Within critical literatures this is often discussed as agency,
the extent and exercise of power, resistance and discretion by individuals and groups within

organisational or governance structures.

Within the study of NPM, identities have been used to reveal the scope for discretionary
practice. For example, to compare the performance of traditional ‘stigmatised bureaucratic
identities” with modern versions of professional, managerial, or citizen-oriented identities
(Newman et al 2004, Webb 2008). The scope for agentic and discretionary practice is central
to the study of NPM partnerships; utilising a micro-level identities focus allows an evaluation
of the practice of agency. The multiple-hyphenated and ambiguous identities that build our
understanding of ourselves and others within the enactment of locally situated NPM
collaborations (Prior & Barnes 2009). Critically, this will allow the evaluation or NPM

partnership practice as either enabling and empowering new players or reproducing existing
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power-relations and making them responsible - what Foucault calls, a governmentality
agenda (Hacking 1990).

For Beech & Huxham (2003:31,32), identity is partly influenced by action and action is
partly influenced by identity; while subject to change and ‘malleable’, they are underpinned
by more solid categorisations and are emotionally invested rather than solely a ‘process of
narration’. For them, identifications are ‘crystallisations’ (that may be difficult to change)
through which we can see actors’ positions and the potential for collective shared meanings.
They also consider identity formulation to be relational both internally (within individual
positions) and externally (in comparison with others) and most visible when boundaries are
challenged or need to be maintained. They call this ‘boundary spanner’ work (ibid:28):
namely, how challenges and resistances to external categorisations as well as internal
challenges to our multiple identity domains (the boundary maintenance or reconfiguration
where some domains may threaten to overwhelm others) and a particular positioning will be

given ascendency in particular crystallisations (ibid, Kreiner et al 2006).

My research draws on a discursive approach to the study of identities, revealing how
individual and collective identities are discursively performed in interaction and the strength
and type of identifications of the actors involved (Beech and Huxham 2003, Hardy et al 2005,
Jenkins 2008). Discourse refers to all texts and statements concerning a particular topic,
whether written (such as letters or policies) or talk (Benwell & Stokoe 2006).* Importantly,
this allows a focus on the constructive effects of talk and conversations through the study of
the identifications and positions that individuals adopt as representatives of a collective. Self-
identifications, categorisations and attributions by others are both constructed and drawn on
as discursive and sense-making resources. Rather than seeing identifications as fixed and
rigid, this allows the appreciation of nuanced and myriad iterative identity positions drawn on
within interactions - both individual and collective - such as sister, occupational, neighbour,
political party member, etc. This is an inherently political process as these identifications are
discursively performed as situated and socially constructed in relation to others (Jenkins
2008). While categorisations by others can be limited by stereotypical tendencies they are
seen as having real outcomes because they often form a basis of discretionary decision-

making (ibid). They also focus our attention on the boundary work we undertake to construct

* See Methodology chapter five for fuller review of discourse, and discursive analyses of identities.
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and maintain both self-identification and categorisations; often identifying ‘who we are’ in
relation to ‘who we are not’ both individually and as an in group defined against an out group
(Elsbach & Bhattacharya 2001, Jenkins 2008). From this we can determine that individual
and collective identities are systematically produced, reproduced, and implicated in each
other (ibid).

The discursive turn situates individual and collective identity in language not intentions or
attitudes; that is, observable linguistic practices and the effects of these on social relationships
and action (Potter & Wetherell 1987, Hardy et al 2005). This leads Hardy et al (2005) to
argue that the discursive object of “collective identity’ (produced and reproduced by
participants) is critically important as it is a discursive resource for current and future
collaborative conversations. These promote joint action, resolve conflicts and provide a
rationale for the continued cooperation essential to achieve effective collaboration. Such
discursive construction of collective identity enables participants to ‘construct themselves,
the problem and the solution as part of a collaborative framework in which the potential for
joint action is both significant and beneficial’ (ibid:63). Collective identity has been
identified as an essential part of effective collaboration because it allows participants to
invest time and energy, commit to compromises and take collective risks; it is a resource to
gain support from their respective organisations when traditional market or hierarchical
controls are absent in partnership and collaborative settings (ibid). This suggests that
collaborating partners discursively produce a collective identity that refers to themselves as a
collective group. This identity is meaningful and shared by its members, who collectively
engage in the discursive practices (through sets of related conversations, talk, and texts) that

produce and reproduce it over time (ibid).

This adds to our understanding of relational and collective identities produced within
interactions, such as the talk within public meetings, because it enables us to easily consider
how actors are positioned by others, or position themselves within talk (ibid). Looking at
positioning within interaction also builds on Benwell & Stokoe’s (2006) premise that
collectivist accounts are often prompted by politically motivated identity work and coalitions
(rather than representing homogeneous or static labels such as ‘working class’) and intersect
in multi-dimensional ways. Within this study, disadvantage and inequality are considered
locality signifiers of class (Hughes 1996), having salience in structuring people’s lives

(Bradford 2011). This adds a dynamic that may have particular power in the study of
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community-police public meetings because it allows us to focus on the adoption (or not) of a
position. For example, whether people position themselves (and others) as victims or
perpetrators; do they adopt active or passive positions; who might be positioned as powerful
or powerless? This provides more nuanced analyses of the conceptualisation of this space
and potential for people to resist, negotiate, modify or refuse positions thus preserving
individual agency in identity construction (Benwell & Stokoe 2006:45).

Drawing on previous research that has examined the importance of identities in collaboration,
my focus on identity allows a micro-level examination of the complex changes from
government to governance, the bringing in of new actors, and a potential challenge to the
existing hegemony and power-relations (Balloch and Taylor 2002, Hartley 2005, Newman
2004). This will enable a micro examination of the operation and effects of relational power,
and how it is exercised in the talk and interaction of actors within settings of collaborative
working (Foucault 1983:219). More importantly, this focus on interactive identities and talk
will foreground the struggles over meaning and identities in participants’ attempts to balance
the conflicting demands of partners and their own organisation (Hardy et al 2005, Tomlinson
2005). Identity struggles will be discernible through the analysis of the tensions,
contradictions and contestation within participant partnership discourses that are visible in
their situated talk and texts (Beech & Huxham 2003, Thomas & Davies 2005). The strength
of my research approach and focus on micro-level interactions and discourses is how it
enables the study of the scope for discretion and agency of those involved, as recommended
by Munroe et al (2008).

This micro-level and identities approach seems to be the most appropriate method to study
the lived experience and practice of collaboration within the interactions of public meetings.
As demonstrated in the above review, a discursive identities approach that focuses on
relational and collective identities contributes to the study of identifications and identity
positions enactment of partnership (Hardy et al 2005). It does this in a number of ways.
Specifically, it illuminates alternate and competing notions of good practice and focuses on
how hoped-for advantage or collaborative disadvantages are built through practice and
discursive exchanges (Beech & Huxham 2003). It builds on the Newman et al (2004) study
of traditional and modern professional identities within horizontal NPM, and Andrews &
Entwistle (2010) suggestion for a focus on new community level players that provides a

setting in which we see the practice of partnership by frontline staff and community
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members. It also provides a method that is suited to the analysis of naturally occurring data
of lived experiences. This can usefully be applied to the study of partnership within public
meetings. Interactions at public meetings will draw our attention to the fact that ‘actors’
definitions of the situation cannot be unilaterally paramount [...] the matter of whose
definition of the situation counts is always significant returning us to the importance of
power, authority and resources’ (Jenkins 2008:128).

To conclude, the strength of this approach is the possibility of studying how identifications
(that is the strength of identifying with a particular identity) and identities themselves (what
we identify with) are discursively embodied (Jenkins 2008) within public meetings to discuss
neighbourhood CDQL issues with the police and other professional partners. Firstly, these
identifications and identities are produced and performed within specific cultural and
temporal settings that inform us contextually how we do things here and now, including ‘who
we are’ compared to ‘who we are not’(Jenkins 2008). Secondly, their discretionary use and
categorical nature have real outcomes in people’s lives (i.e. over the allocation of resources).
This allows us to explore the Foucauldian analysis of NPM which suggests that a defining or
controlling classification is at the heart of modern bureaucratic rational strategies of
government and control (Hacking 1990). Thirdly, it draws on Foucault’s view of identities as
existing, acquired, claimed and allocated within discursively enacted power-relations and
‘identification is something over which struggles take place and with which stratagems are
advanced [...] itis means and end in politics [...] and at stake is the classification of
populations as well as the classification of individuals’ (ibid:45). Therefore a discursive
approach to identities (encompassing both the individual and collective) allows the
exploration of these through its focus on their situated, reflexive and essentially relational co-
construction in-situ. My study will examine the multiplicity of identifications within public
meetings that discuss local CDQL issues to enable the study of the resistances, negotiations,
and agency of the participating actors.

2.6 Conclusion

Chapter two began by introducing new governance and horizontal partnerships across a range
of settings, including CDRPs. It has emphasised their underpinning by New Labour NPM
rationales such as Best Value and performance through increases in effectiveness gained by
the joined-up working of a wider array of relevant agencies to tackle wicked social issues.

This has been coupled with the potentially competing desire to increase legitimacy and
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inclusivity through giving voice and sharing power with a broader range of actors. It
reviewed the complexities with the assessment and evaluation of the benefits of partnership
which reflects the tensions and dilemmas evident in the range of partnership rationales. It
examined the complex debates surrounding the compulsory top-down introduction of
partnerships, the tendency to centralisation and control through managerialist and
administrative regimes and the lack of power-sharing or the enabling of power-sharing within
locale politics and practice of partnership (Gilling 2007, Newman & Clarke 2009). These
horizontal partnerships — particularly CDRPs/CSPs - form the backdrop to the introduction of
public meetings and vertical partnership focused on citizen-led participation in aspects of the
delivery of services to address local CDQL issues (Garland 2001, Hope 2005, Hughes 2007).
Important questions have been raised regarding the potentialities of partnership and the
aspects that lead to effective collaboration. While Garland (2001: 171) strikes a more positive
view of these partnerships, arguing that they provide a new adaptive strategy for crime
control, there is a great deal of empirical evidence that points to difficulties and barriers (cf
Skinns 2005). This has been related to the introduction of reassurance oriented
Neighbourhood Policing, and the impact of NPM on street-level bureaucrats in policing and
CDQL services.

This chapter also reviewed the importance of undertaking situated and detailed discursive
research (Munroe et al 2008). These authors concluded that such reflexive and finer grained
examination of particular partnership environments will lead to findings that are “applicable
more generally to a variety of actors in institutional settings’ (ibid:76). This further reinforced
the need to interpret the definition of aims, objectives and the evaluation and measurement of
partnership and collaborative performance as politically and situationally constructed by
stakeholders. Interpretation will vary according to who is dominant at the time of the
evaluation, and is fraught with setting-specific and normative assumptions (Boyne 2003,
Entwistle & Martin 2005, Huxham & Hibbert 2008, Hill & Hupe 2009).

Chapter two concluded with a review of the strengths of studying the lived experience of the
situated local practice and enactment of partnership using a micro-level discursive and
identities approach, and how this can reveal collective identities and potential collaborative
working and changes to power-relations within new governance arrangements. It emphasised

how important this relational identities approach is to elucidating the “how’ of control,

27



gaining voice, exercising local discretion and autonomy, and recognising the pulls and

tensions of centralism and locale politics and the exercise of power.

In chapter three, the implications of this will be developed in relation to the Habermasian
conception of democratic governance and vertical coproduction and citizen-led agendas.
Chapter three will also look in more detail at issues with community oriented policing (COP),

drawing on community and citizen as potentially homogenising entities and outcomes.
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Chapter Three Community Collaboration & Community Policing

3.1 Introduction

Chapter three focuses on bringing citizens and locality-based service delivery into the NPM
agenda. This has been called the New Public Service (NPS) democratic discourse, which
suggests “citizens should actively participate in decisions about service delivery’ (Myhill &
Quinton 2010:273). Within Wales, the NPS discourse is outlined in the “Making the
Connections’ report (2004) and the Beecham Report (2006); both emphasise citizen-centred
models for the provision of public services and well-being. Guarneros-Meza et al (2010)
suggest there has been a clear shift to this second discourse with its emphasis on hearing
citizen voices and engaging with citizens as a common practice. Neighbourhood Policing
public meetings are conceived here as an example of vertical coproduction and part of this
citizen-led NPS agenda. The overlay of participatory democratic co-governance on to
traditional elected representative structures has direct implications for the influence,
accountability and oversight roles of councillors (Chandler 2000, Sullivan 2009). The
complications and confusions of this attempted policy change from representative to
participatory democracy are discussed in section 3.3.3.

Chapter three begins with a consideration of the potentialities — and limitations — of appeals
to community participation and of the citizen-consumer as well as the long history of
community oriented policing (COP) and police-community engagement. These are further
contextualised within attempts to reform the police, the tensions between COP, traditional
policing identities, police culture and technologies of performance. This discussion is of
particular relevance to my research as the police are the key partner within the public
meetings established under this most recent incarnation of neighbourhood-based policing.
This situates Neighbourhood Policing public meetings in the context of earlier co-governance

initiatives such as the Police Consultative Committees introduced post-Scarman (1982).

It is suggested that the objective of Neighbourhood Policing is the reassurance of publics
through the introduction of a universal provision of COP and partnerships within the
localised resolving of CDQL issues. Neighbourhood police-community meetings are a key
element of deliberative democracy within this context and can be considered from a number

of perspectives. Firstly, their exhortation to community co-governance: its conceptualisation,
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the feasibility of involving a range of members of the public, the potential for exclusion and
marginalisation, and possibly flawed premise of community. This includes the theorisation
of community governance and responsibilisation, issues of trust and social capital. Secondly,
their implications for the effectiveness of police-community collaboration: the capacity of
publics and the relevant services to work collaboratively and coproduce neighbourhood
CDQL understandings and solutions.

3.2 The Appeal to Community

Key issues for the study of public participation within Neighbourhood Policing are the
conceptualisation of community and the recasting of publics as citizen-consumers within
governance and partnership. These can be theorised in a number of ways. Firstly, there is the
Giddensian view of modernity and related conceptualisation of the radical communitarian
view of new governance (Braithwaite 2000). Here, reference is made to the possibility of
community actors being empowered by inclusion, which enables them to challenge in ways
that were not open to them before (Clarke et al 2007, Hughes 2007). Secondly, they are
viewed as part of neo-liberal reforms based on market force analyses that privileges the
consumer power of citizens. Thirdly, there is the critique of any increase in legitimacy and of
any change to existing hegemony and power-relations through the inclusion of more diverse
voices (O’Malley 2009). This is based on Foucault’s (1972) concept of governmentality
which suggests new actors are incorporated and co-opted within these arrangements so that
existing power-relations are reproduced and enacted, albeit with a broader range of
responsibilised participants (McNay 1994, Clarke et al 2007).

The involvement of the public within locality-based delivery and design of services is
enshrined in the Local Government Act 2000 (Gilling 2007). Pre-dating this - and since - is a
vast research literature that has examined the notion of community governance within service
delivery, encompassing the different concepts and theoretical perspectives concerning
community involvement, governance, citizenship and deliberative democracy. These have
been considered in a range of contexts: regeneration or planning (cf Karn 2007), social
welfare and health (cf Barnes et al 2003), CDQL (cf Newman & Clarke 2009), and the
related topic of cohesion & capacity (cf Wilson & Wilde 2003). Within this section,
theoretical concepts regarding the co-joining of community are focused on CDQL, briefly

referring to other literatures only for illustration.
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Within crime and disorder reduction strategies, co-joining the community has been seen as a
way to combat the crisis and limitations of the (old) institutions, state power and the
monopoly of crime control capacities in a limited range of professional services (Garland
2001). The involvement of communities through consistent community consultation on
matters that affect them is enshrined in the 2006 amendments to the Crime and Disorder Act
and the Local Government Act 2000 (Hughes 2007, Crawford 2007). It implies that those
who are the subject and object of these initiatives need to be represented or included in these
consultations and decision-making processes. Many authors suggest that community co-
governance and the responsibilisation of individuals and communities within social reforms
provides an ideal solution. Within crime and disorder reduction this has resulted in the ability
to utilise the forces of civil society to deliver what Hughes (2007) refers to as communitarian
crime prevention and Garland (2001:123) as ‘multi-actors’ operating ‘dispersed, pluralistic,
effective social control’. Such initiatives are specifically aimed at persuading voluntary,
community and new public sector players to take on formal and informal crime control
responsibility, to act appropriately and to ‘encourage individuals to regulate themselves’
(Braithwaite 2000).

3.3 The Flawed Concepts of Community Cohesion & Empowerment

Opinions differ on how community can be conceptualised and the idea of community
governance has been criticised as built on a flawed view of community. Two common views
dominate this section that both constrain and limit the potential of co-governance compared
to Braithwaite’s (2000) radical communitarian thesis of empowerment (Hughes 2007). The
first is the overly positive, socially cohesive view of rosy bucolic homogeneous communities
that can be mobilised in some way to come together and take responsibility (Young 2003).
The second is the divisive, reactionary conception that focuses on fear of outsiders and
protection from ‘communities of fate’. The latter opens up the possibility of the demonising
and exclusion of minorities such as the homeless, young, unemployed, drug-users, the poor,
ethnic minorities, asylum-seekers, disabled, gay and leshian: a ghettoisation that ignores
human rights (Loader & Walker 2006).

Some commentators suggest that New Labour’s neo-liberal social policies and reforms are
the result of pressures from more powerful sections of society who have access to power and
control. They exercise power over a disadvantaged and potentially disenfranchised

underclass of society who are both subject to these policies and - as part of the operation of
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moral and class politics - their object (Utting 2009, Reiner 2010). This underclass is
identified by indices of deprivation (WIMD 2005), the operation of class, or differential
claims to full and legitimate citizenship, often associated with differential levels of access and
trust (Amin 2005, Isin 2009). This suggests both heightened fears and lower tolerance of
minor infractions and a growing divide between the “haves’ and ‘have nots’. Social distance
and growing polarisation erodes levels of trust and social solidarity in an increasingly
downward spiral so that poor and disadvantaged ‘communities of fate’ continue to decline
(Zedner 2003:171). This can combine with weakened ties to local places, labour market
restructuring and decline in participation in institutions such as trade unions, local shops,
churches, voluntary and community groups and clubs. The effect is to heighten “othering” and
‘stranger danger’ (as opposed to those within our circle) and a sense of ‘ontological
insecurity’ (Young 2003:445, Hughes 2007).

Given these exclusionary potentialities, it can be seen as paradoxical that appeals are made to
community members to be active citizens - | call ‘care-takers™ - to act not just as individuals
but social beings and participants in social order mechanisms. These mechanisms are part of
what Hughes (2003) suggests is the huge expansion of state criminal justice spending, of
police staff and of penal apparatus. Gilling (2007) sees this as an outcome of an essentially
centralising agenda which results in the state penetrating further into family and civil society
to maintain order. He goes on to suggest that New Labour’s neo-liberal reforms are based on
a flawed concept of community cohesion and the fallacy of homogeneous communities has
never existed. However, community co-governance continues to hold power over
government initiatives and the desire and illusion of community continues to underpin many
initiatives (cf Brent 2004, Newman & Clarke 2009, Fortier 2010).

3.3.1 Crime, Disorder & a Sense of Community

Within the CDQL context, many researchers have examined how a sense of community and
access to resources can be acquired. Often discussed as a sense of belonging, for Loader &
Walker (2006) and Jones (2007) the central role of a constructed ‘we feeling’ is how
collectives realise desires for security and freedom from threats, and maintain trust, social

identity and a sense of community. It is said that public services need to continue to attend to

> Being ‘care-takers’ suggests some residents may be active and interested in improvements in CDQL in their
neighbourhood on behalf of themselves and their neighbours.
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collective relationships as these remain a powerful form of attachment within communities,
often structured around inclusion and exclusion that are not reflected in the concept of
consumer (Clarke et al 2007). This confirms the view that neighbourhood is a place of
identification as well as heterogeneity; it is an identifiable place of belonging and a meaning-

based spatial locality as well as a site of delivery (ibid, Gilchrist et al 2010).

Others focus on social and cultural capital as a key component within social cohesion and
confirm the feelings of ‘us’ against an othered ‘them’ found across the majority of
communities that include white working class areas (cf Jones 2007). In the USA, Putnam
(2000) has chronicled the negative impact of the decline in social capital; many researchers
have looked at the different factors and properties within community that result in high social
capital. However, this is a complex debate with a number of potentially contradictory
findings. For example, some communities have been enabled to ‘act together’ as a healthy
civil society based on a shared sense of identity and high levels of friendliness (Crawford
2007). In other settings, multiple forms of disadvantage have been found to depress shared
expectation of collective action (Sampson 1999, Hodgson 2004a). Recent research suggests
social capital (Putnam 2007) - or what Gilchrist et al (2010:28) call identity capital - is not

necessarily reduced by diversity within communities.

Within crime and disorder reduction it is suggested that community-based initiatives tend to
hold unrealistic expectations of what communities can do to reduce crime (Crawford 2007).
It has been shown that belonging to prosperous low crime areas - which seem on the surface
to be more homogeneous - does not signal strong social capital or communities (Baumgartner
1998, Crawford 2007). Similarly, some immigrant communities have been found to build
their own high levels of social capital and function as strong communities which possess their
own private security arrangements, beyond the arena of the state and public police. However,
as with other strong communities, they do not necessarily conform to wider societal moral
codes or standards (Modood et al 1997, Jones 2007). It seems more community does not
equate in a simple way with less crime, and informal control mechanisms are not necessarily
absent in all high crime areas (Hope & Foster 1992). Likewise, Innes & Roberts (2011)
found that while vertical coproduction emphasises informal social control it also creates
ambiguities for formal police control compared with community based constructions and

enactments. It appears that communities have become a site around which individuals and
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groups have been appropriated and mobilised to take on greater responsibility for their own
well-being and security (Crawford 2007).

3.3.2 Pluralistic Conceptions of Community

Many writers refer to the need to rethink the meanings of community cohesion so that it can
accommodate understandings of difference. Hughes (2003) suggests that it is essential that
sociologists” imagining of pluralism create nuanced alternatives beyond Young’s (2003 )
‘othering’ and negative belonging, mutualism and collective solidarities. This suggests
conceptualising multiple community membership as pluralistic social relationships with
differences in lightness and density as the norm (ibid). Individuals are community members
but are not simplistically identified by a single membership or * binding’ to workplace, faith,
family or friendship groups, or by processes of bridging or building social capital through

connections between these groups (Woolcock 2001).

We are seen as individuals who operate within a world of fluid cross-cutting rather than static
concurrent memberships (Hughes 2007). The changing shape of gravitational pulls of other
memberships — such as one’s profession, family, friends, church etc. - act as a check on their
domination. This clearly directs us to the reality of strong communities not community
(ibid). These ideas are supported by Weeks (1996) who argues that social relations of
communities are repositories of meaning for its members and not sets of mechanical linkages
between isolated individuals. This offers a realistic sociological premise of ‘the communal’
which Parekh (2000:56) refers to as the reality of belonging and identity in western society,
based on ‘a community of communities, a community of citizens rather than a place of

oppressive uniformity based on a single substantive culture’.

However ill-conceived or theoretically weak concepts of community or locality are they have
entered public consciousness and social meaning as well as political discourse, crime and
disorder and sociological narratives (Hughes 2007). The work of Weeks (1996), Braithwaite
(2000) and Sennett (1999) allow us to mobilise the concept of radical communitarianism and
give us a way of understanding a role for both communities and the state. The necessary
fiction of communities allows groups, struggling against discrimination and marginalisation,
the possibility of rights claiming beyond the moral majoritarian norm (Weeks 1996, Hughes
2007). This is also embedded in Braithwaite’s (2000) radical communitarian perspective of

pluralistic contemporary society within which poor and weak communities can be enabled.
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Similarly, Sennett’s (1999:143) notion of ‘strong bonding’ between people means engaging
over time with their differences; the complexities and plurality of communities offers strong
communities as part of a ‘shared civic future’ not predicated on simple *harmony consensus
but also on opposition and conflict’. Conceptually, this is important as it refers to the
potential to empower communities through changes to co-governance. It emphasises the role
for the state as facilitator of community development and capacity-building to support such
bottom-up governance (Adamson & Bromiley 2008). Ideas of communities being empowered
are linked to complementary institutions of the state; these stress the importance of political

strategies for practical enactment (Hughes 2007:15).

Some argue that inclusive ‘nodal’ governance depends on the local facilitation of the
participation of less advantaged groups to ensure those with the loudest voices or deepest
pockets do not dominate (Shearing 2006, Wood 2006, Jones 2007). Jones (2007) suggests
that in Britain, the Macpherson report (1999) provides support for the Hayekian critique
which suggests the state and public police are less trusted in some areas and ill-equipped to
do this. Crawford (2007) advocates focusing on the structural attributes, connections and
access to power. This includes those within society that have access to participate within
this new *nodal’ form of crime and disorder governance, peopled by state institutions and
commercial as well as community actors.

Structural attributes of communities [...] the manner in which connected with,

situated within sources of power and resources in the wider environment [...].

That may be more important than community as a sense of belonging

(Crawford, 2007:888)

For example, neighbourhood watch schemes have been easier to introduce and are
more prevalent in safer, better-off areas (Hussain1998). Rather than reducing or
replacing public police time these schemes have proved more demanding (Gilling
2007). This reflects the historical monopolisation of greater access and share of
CDQL resources by better-off confident middle class communities (Newman & Clark
2009, Barnes et al 2008). An important factor for neighbourhood-based initiatives is
differences in access to situated resources and power. A key debate is whether these
differences are based on class, education, ethnicity, or due to the purchasing power of
these consumers (Clarke et al 2007, Utting 2009).
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This further reinforces the need to consider the diversity of communities and the diversity of
meanings when drawing on community discourses. This includes reaching wider arrays of
people than currently happens - particularly young people and black and minority ethnic
(BME) groups (McKee 2010). She strikes a cautionary note by suggesting that while local
participation is important it is not as important as improving the neighbourhood and the
provision of services: quite understandably, people have an instrumental approach to

involvement, only becoming involved if they have something to gain (ibid).

3.3.3 Participation & the Limits of Deliberative Democratic Forums

Foot (2009) suggests citizens and communities want more power and influence over their

services (including policing) and their neighbourhoods. She suggests that citizen-

involvement in local governance initiatives - such as public meetings within Neighbourhood

Policing - need to deal with the realities of cities and urban communities, areas that are

increasingly places of difference and transience rather than stable and homogeneous:
Community engagement must take account of diversity, migration, and
mobility, as these are permanent features of neighbourhoods [...] which pose
problems for local governance. If [the full range of] community voices are
not heard or respected, this can result in a loss of trust and cohesion [...
concluding] while there is enthusiasm for greater involvement [...] it needs a

more integrated and coherent approach (Foot 2009:1-2)

The appeal to community is firmly embedded in the Habermasian “ideal’ of deliberative
democracy as an appropriate mechanism of community engagement. This assumes equality
of access to information, control of agendas and speech rights — even when these are often
absent from its practice (Benhabib 1996, Mouffe 1999). It is suggested that sites of co-
governance through public forums do not qualify as sites of democratic participation as they
transgress many Habermasian conditions (Barnes et al 2008). In numerous settings they have
been found to privilege professional sources of expertise and knowledge and close down
citizen’s experiential perspectives (Barnes et al 2003, Collins & Evans 2002). Cavell (1990)
points to the inherent injustice of public forums because many citizen voices have been
excluded within their planning and design, or are closed-down during their conduct.
Citizenry are disadvantaged by professional institutions” domination of the design and
implementation of these initiatives. Fairclough (2005a) confirms that the impact of

governmental and professional control over setting agendas and specifying the conduct, scope
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and content of deliberations in effect disempowers and blocks the ability of citizen attendees
to question, raise issues as they see them or challenge the legitimacy of the process — that is,
to exercise choice or challenge in current practices of participatory democracy. Cavell (1990)
goes further, suggesting citizens’ silencing and denial of voice by officials and official
procedures is a consciously enacted political and personal choice. These issues lead Mouffe
(1999) to argue for an alternative conceptualisation of agonistic pluralism designed to
unsettle the predominant rational based consensus model of democracy. This shifts the focus
to the political nature of these endeavours and the real-time intersection of a variety of
political, economic and cultural factors, and restores the notions of struggle and politics that
more accurately characterise public sector democracy and civil society (ibid). These debates
highlight the potential flaws and struggles within these spaces of deliberative democracy and
illustrate how this occurs in the construction of both policy and practice. This signals the
need to look closely at the conceptualisations of communities, citizens and participatory
democracy when examining community and NPS citizen-consumer co-governance.
Therefore, it is important that studies of community involvement consider the construction

and conduct of public meetings and how this might aid or limit participatory democracy.

An important consideration is the potential confusion and struggles arising from the overlay
of Neighbourhood Policing public meetings on existing council leadership and scrutiny roles,
including local councillor representation. For councils, their wish to lead the Beecham and
Neighbourhood Management agenda can be seen as a way of maintaining control and
scrutiny of the introduction of this new multi-functional and agency delivery environment.
Researchers have studied the impact of this policy change, designed to create more efficient
separate partnerships through the removal of representative democracy oversight and scrutiny
mechanisms (Chandler 2000). They ask whether these new governance arrangements provide
a Third Way that is free from the constraints of representative democratic and accountability
structures that have been seen to tie the day-to-day operations of statutory agencies (Munroe
et al 2008). Within local crime and disorder reduction contexts we can ask if local authorities
and the police are removed from the day-to-day interference of local politicians. Also,
whether this enables local and flexible multi-agency solutions to be legitimised by allowing
professionals to focus on getting the job done. For Sullivan (2009) there are critical issues
with the overlay of partnership and neighbourhood participatory governance on electoral
systems. She advocates research to examine the contestations and contradictions that arise -

including those between elected representatives and participating citizens - to clarify the
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tensions and difficulties for citizens, councillors and paid officials within local settings. Like
others, her research found this was a contested change for many elected representatives who
have tried to find ways and roles for themselves within new partnerships (like CDRPs,
Neighbourhood Policing and Neighbourhood Management) that maintain their influence
(ibid). This has included attempts to become involved in scrutiny of these new partnerships
as well as service delivery focused locality participation (Barnes et al 2008). Ray et al (2008)
looked at a range of NPM partnership settings and found some continue to include a formal
representational role while others do not. This mix of representative and participatory
democratic governance arrangements caused confusion and led to a lack of clarity concerning
the roles of citizens and other representatives, including how officials and official procedures
classify and cope with their inputs (ibid). They suggest that all actors are confused by the
plethora of types of representativeness as well as the precise boundaries and purposes of what
are now multiple participatory co-governance formal and informal partnerships (ibid). They
and Barnes (et al 2008) argue that clarity is needed on these issues for partnerships to become

sustainable, understood and effective.

A common UK finding across CSPs — including Guildford CSP - is that ‘nowhere is there a
sense of the public being equal partners in the partnership scheme’ (Stephens & Fowler
2004:27). This suggests there will be problematic issues related to the conceptions and
practice of citizen involvement in regard to identities, legitimacy, representation and power-
relations between participants, officials, elected councillors and citizens within
Neighbourhood Policing public meetings. The next section looks specifically at police-
community involvement. It considers the history of community-focused policing and the
different attempts over the last 30 years to improve relationships between the police and the

communities it serves.

3.4 Community Oriented Policing & Police-Community Engagement

In this section, | review attempts to improve relations between the police and communities
through community oriented policing (COP) and the practice of community engagement
following Scarman in the 1980s. This includes key debates on the difficulties of engagement
related to CDQL and the dismissal of contributions by community members. The section

concludes with a review of the introduction of Neighbourhood Policing public meetings.
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Underpinning recent initiatives - and a major reason for COP becoming part of the
government’s broader NPM and NPS agendas - is a general acceptance that the police, and
police reform alone, cannot resolve what are deep seated social and economic issues
underlying crime and disorder (Brogden & Nijhar 2005). According to some, this led to
social change and policing agendas being unevenly directed by more powerful sections of
society to discipline the poor (Gilling 2007, Somerville 2009). It also privileges multi-
agency working - and latterly public voices - to give legitimacy to partnerships aimed at
tackling wicked issues, including CDQL (Fleming 2009).

Theorists concur that COP is difficult to define or pin-down as it incorporates a wide range of
alternative guises (Brogden & Nijhar 2005). Offering some general principles and guides,
Brogden & Nijhar (ibid) suggest that practitioners - including those in the USA and Britain -
have adopted a pick and mix approach, selecting those elements they want to implement
(ibid). This problematises comparative evaluations. British COP and community safety
initiatives are often dominated by an ethos of delivering positive outcomes that reduce crime
and disorder. These are frequently underpinned by intelligence-led approaches and
frequently draw on the broken windows® and signal crimes’ philosophy. Broken windows is
a euphemism for the physical indicator for fears and concerns about where we live or work.
Signal crimes proposes that services need to find out what triggers the concerns of each
community and neighbourhood - be it youths in the park or dog fouling - then target effort
and expenditure to tackle them (Innes 2005a). It is suggested that tackling these signals will
have the greatest impact on measures of confidence and reassurance. Within British policing,
this is frequently coupled with the use of a range of Problem Oriented Policing (POP)®
techniques to improve multi-agency and police analyses, identification and evaluation of
solutions (Innes 2005b). We can therefore conclude that British COP is built on multi-

agency approaches with an outcome orientation.

® The “broken windows’ philosophy suggests that it is the fabric of the neighbourhood and quality of life that
concerns people (Wilson & Kelling 1982).

" For Innes (2005a) the ‘signal crimes’ approach suggests it is important to find out communities perceptions of
key local signals of poor quality of life or crime and disorder. These can be mapped on to street maps to target
action.

8 POP can be described as the application of a range of analysis and decision-making strategies to aid
intelligence-led policing and resource allocation. Within partnership working this may be extended to inform
partnership decisions and allocation of resources.
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Within England & Wales, COP received a modern facelift following the Scarman Report on
the 1980s riots within deprived and/or ethnic minority areas such as Broadwater Farm in
1986 (Gilling 2007). It suggested that the police needed to improve communications with
communities, in particular to regain legitimacy and connect with the plurality of
communities. The Scarman (1982) recommendations introduced police consultation forums
(PCCs); in 1982 Sir Kenneth Newman, then head of the Metropolitan Police, attempted a
series of reforms that placed greater emphasis on community involvement, multi-agency
working, a code of ethics and corporate management. These reforms were not popular within
the service nor widely taken up; Gilling (2007:193) suggests that from this beginning the
police have cast participation as consultation, somewhere towards the bottom rungs of
Arnstein’s Ladder, a stepped model that at the highest level includes joint decision-making
and begins with minimum levels of informing the public (see also

www.communityengagement.police.co.uk/ accessed20.07.07).

A comprehensive review of PCCs identified their potentially unwarranted negative
assessment, as well as a lack of empirical evidence concerning their democratic
accountability (Hughes 1994). They were found to be amateurish, overwhelmingly pro-
police and dominated by the white male middle-classes (Morgan 1992:176), resulting in
‘little more than a talking shop which lacked any role in the resolution of conflicts and in the
solution of local problems’ (Morgan 1992:180). Hughes (1994:259) suggests the need for a
more sophisticated analysis to reveal the complexities and ‘symbolic purposes and outcomes’
of PCCs - such as their role in the local politics of policing - rather than focusing solely on
the substantive changes gained by their introduction.

Since the mid-1990 there has been increased impetus for community engagement based on
the identification of a confidence and reassurance gap between public perception of crime
and actual crime figures (Dalgleish & Myhill 2004, Newburn & Reiner 2007). Though
critiqued, the British Crime Survey (BCS), Home Office Reports and Her Majesty’s
Inspectorate of Constabulary (HMIC) inspections have attempted to measure key aspects of
public satisfaction and confidence in the police (Gilling 2010). Many concur that two
important features that may have the potential to influence public satisfaction and reassurance
are ease of access and timely, appropriate feedback on police actions (ibid, Myhill & Quinton
2010).
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Trials of Reassurance Policing during the early 2000s found that publics have a positive
reaction to visible walking the beat (Tuffin et al 2006) styles of policing. Neighbourhood
Policing introduced the non-warranted Police and Community Support Officers (PCSOs)
whose role is to be seen and to relate to communities. PCSOs are at the heart of this
initiative; by 2010 there were over 16,500 PCSOs, accounting for 10% of uniformed police
(Morgan 2011). Their introduction, and that of civilian community support officers, was
viewed as both radical and controversial (Newburn & Reiner 2007). In the 1990s, the
Association of Chief Police Officers (ACPO) rejected their introduction as ‘policing on the
cheap’ and they were only accepted as part of the Policing Reform Act 2002 with the
recognition that the ‘level of demand for policing of communities was not easily met by the
public purse’ (ibid:936). The introduction of Neighbourhood Policing during 2005-8 can be
seen as part of the initiative to improve police legitimacy; it hoped to increase public
confidence by engaging and reassuring a diverse range of publics —including the disaffected -
through the universal provision of visible local beat policing (Tuffin et al 2006, Gilling
2010).

Bayley (1997) identified three key structures in most modern forms of COP that all occur in
Neighbourhood Policing. These include community consultation forums, the geographical
de-centralization of command structures and decision-making to flatten the police hierarchy,
and mobilisation to enlist the active support of the public. The latter is achieved through
bringing together crime prevention schemes such as Neighbourhood Watch, preventative
youth work and youth diversionary activities as well as developing inter-agency links with,
for example, housing, to deal with problem-solving, vandalism, problem families, and to
enable remedial action (ibid). Community consultation forums, like Neighbourhood Policing
public meetings, are described as geographically based and with a number of identifiable
aims such as helping the police educate the public and enlist their cooperation to deal with
crime and disorder. They allow residents to express grievances against the police in face to
face interaction, permitting the police to respond unimpeded by bureaucratic rules and

practices while giving the police feedback from the community on how they are doing (ibid).

3.4.1 Critiques & Limitations of Community Oriented Policing
Some authors are highly critical of police-community engagement. Herbert (2006) and
Crawford (2007) suggest much of what passes as community crime prevention has little to do

with communities as collective entities and is a deployment of community focus in order to
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facilitate neighbourhood-based delivery of policing and policing solutions. They argue that
the emphasis is on reaching individuals or households with little sense of purpose beyond
improving the locality and well-being, and with little conception of how change can be
achieved (ibid). For Sullivan (2009) the problem is that it conflates neighbourhood with

community as a delivery mechanism for contact and community intelligence (NCPE® 2006).

The various websites and guidance on Neighbourhood Policing public meetings provide key
evidence of practice: they use interchangeable terminology, variously describing the
community as partners, users, clients or consumers. This suggests a fluidity and lack of
clarity on the role of the community and therefore the roles of professionals within these
settings (NCPE 2006). This emphasises the importance of the particular, situated historical
factors entwined in the local implementation of Neighbourhood Policing reforms, what
Newman & Clarke (2009) refer to as the space for the assemblage of local practice. The
police have not been seen as particularly effective in dealing with crime and disorder, and
horizontal and vertical co-governance has been seen as a way to spread both responsibility
and access to resources (Somerville (2009). With respect to involving communities, it has
been suggested this reflects repositioning COP as a public relations exercise (Brogden &
Nijhar 2005).

Others suggest that coproduction of informal and formal social control through partnership
with communities is a key concept of community-focused policing in England and Wales
(Innes & Roberts 2011). For Morgan (2011) policy pronouncements presume coproduction
when this is not a simplistic, agreed or an easily achieved outcome. Research examining the
potential and difficulties of coproduction suggests the public police may not be the first
choice of partner or be acceptable to some communities (Jones 2007). In some localities this
suggests the need to rehabilitate the state and its police operatives due to differential levels of
trust and experience. According to Vernon & Lasley’s (1992), the police underestimate the

® The National Centre for Policing Excellence (NCPE) was an advisory body that issued guidance to Police
Forces on many aspects of policing, including the introduction of Neighbourhood Policing. It existed until early
2007. Briefly renamed Centrex, it merged and became part of the newly formed National Policing Improvement
Agency (NPIA) in April 2007. As laid out in the 2004 Police Reform Act, the NPIA has a broad remit to
streamline advice and guidance on continuing self-improvements in national policing culture and effective
delivery of services (cf Reiner 2010:236, www.npia.polic.uk/accessed16.12.11).
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historical levels of distrust within many disadvantaged communities, in particular ethnic

minority communities that are more likely to be the subject of policing (Myhill 2006).

Somerville (2009) focuses on levels of trust and confidence within and between communities
as well as the police. He suggests coproduction is feasible where trust is high, levels of crime
and disorder and nuisance are low, and the police are less upwardly focused on accountability
and performance measures. Also, coproduction depends on the police learning to adapt from
an authoritarian command organisation to one that can coproduce horizontally and give
serious attention to downward vertical coproduction with communities themselves. He paints
the scenario of individual officers & community neighbourhood teams enabled to act as
street-level bureaucrats (Lipsky 1980, Somerville 2009:268-9) with high levels of discretion
and responsiveness. This suggests coproduction is impossible where trust in the police is
low, where there are high levels of crime and disorder, and where there is greater dependency
and enforcement of policing solutions, coupled with a history of lack of public police and
partner action to tackle issues (Somerville 2009). Innes and Roberts (2011) suggest
coproduction - while difficult for the police - can only work by encompassing the informal
social control mechanisms of communities. They offer a breakdown of types of
coproduction, ranging from police defined and delivered solutions (type 3 protecting the
community), police defined but community delivered solutions (type 2 coproduction),
community defined and police delivered solutions (type 1 coproduction) to - the most radical
and challenging - community defined and delivered solutions (type 4 mobilisation by the
community) (ibid:14-5).

There is considerable evidence of resistance to community participation, suggesting that
coproduction rarely occurs (cf Gilling 2007). Somerville (2009) concludes that coproduction
is an aspirational ideal that has not been operationalised within COP: the police remain an
upwardly focused paramilitary organisation and may not be capable of effective vertical
coproduction. Innes & Roberts (2011) agree that the focus of police energy and attention is
on horizontal coproduction with formal partners but they also feel there is potential for
vertical coproduction with communities. A focus of this thesis is whether vertical
coproduction is possible within Neighbourhood Policing public meetings or whether it
requires more resource-intensive political, strategic, tactical and individual relationship infra-
structures. | also question whether vertical coproduction will struggle in communities where

low trust and higher levels of nuisance and disorder occur. The difficulties of coproduction
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within neighbourhood-based police-community forums leads Somerville (2009:266) to
conclude that they remain ‘laundry meetings’ (Skogan 2005:17) where the community bring
their “dirty washing out to air’, vent their frustrations with little or no influence on gaining
police or partner action to resolve issues in coproduction and sustaining dependency on the

police. This is similar to Morgan’s (1992) view of earlier PCCs as ‘talking shops’.

In these circumstances, it is important to ask who is prepared to engage with the police. Itis
suggested that based on interest or being directly affected by CDQL issues, only 1% of the
population will be prepared to engage with the police in public forums or directly (Skidmore
et al 2006). New Labour’s Crime Fighters programme targeted locally-based “active
citizens’; their research suggested they could expect up to 4% of the population to become
involved (Casey 2008). There is a tension between agencies’ need to consult communities
and what is construed as constituting an acceptable forum and ‘legitimate community
representation’ (Barnes et al 2003:387). Studying a range of public community engagement
settings, Barnes et al (2004:273) found members of the community are frequently dismissed
as the “usual suspects” who may dominate forums — shout the loudest - but are not seen as
representative of either the range of communities or their own interest group. This suggests
that people trying to participate as active-citizens are dismissed by the negative
categorisations of professionals. Frequently, community members/representatives are not
viewed as able to represent their constituencies (ibid). The review of PCCs by Hughes
(1994) found lay representatives came from local political parties and interest groups or
constituencies that formed a minority inner circle that had a naive confidence concerning
their acceptance as representative partners. Reviewing the difficulties of legitimate
membership and representation, Barnes et al (2003:383 citing Barnes 2002) identified
‘counter-publics’ and parallel discursive arenas where subordinated social group members

create oppositional interpretations of their “identities, interests and needs’.

It suggests that within public meetings some citizen voices will be seen as more suspect or
less legitimate and potentially excluded, with more credence given to more acceptable voices.
Some groups have what Clarke et al (2007) call more volume or pressure to disrupt the
rational allocation of resources. Vito (2005) argues that the community leaders, targeted as
key informants within traditional PCCs, acted as gatekeepers or ‘counter-publics’ and were
often more focused on specific financial self-interests or creating trouble. Other researchers

have found that British affluent middle-class areas - operating a strategy to keep crime out -
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have drawn on their experiences of self-governance to obtain disproportionate levels of
service (Clarke et al 2007). Herbert (2006) - reviewing the operation of neighbourhood
forums in a range of well-off and disadvantaged neighbourhoods in Seattle - suggests marked
differences in resident capacity and influence. UK findings confirm the greater influence and
confidence in some communities to challenge and engage with police (Gilling 2007,
Westmarland & Clarke 2009). Some professionals and researchers have called for the
accountability of citizen attendees to be addressed (cf Barnes et al 2008). This would be
difficult to progress within highly informal, open door access Neighbourhood Policing public

meetings that are intended to be open forums within which local residents can raise issues.

These points indicate a clash of views on representativeness between community members
and professionals, suggesting that Neighbourhood Policing public meetings may be contested
sites of deliberative democracy where residents cast themselves as bona-fide representatives
or care-takers who can both speak for themselves and in some way represent their neighbours
or area. The (low) level of respect for residents’ views - coupled with the rejection of
residents” emotional, figurative and storytelling style of communication - will lead to them
being dismissed and “fobbed off’ by paid officials (Barnes 2008:274-5). For Barnes (2008)
this reflects the privilege and credentialising of powerful professional contributions that
undermines the very possibility of the enactment and practice of deliberative democracy. She
concludes that public forums run along these traditional lines need to develop beyond these
boundaries and become more able to incorporate the lay expertise and emotional discourse to
allow power-sharing and citizen participation. This supports the limited hope expressed by
Hughes (1994) for the potential of police-community meetings and general cynicism

concerning the involvement of lay expertise with professional police experts.

There is a need to consider how police and other professionals construct community and
community-engagement, and how police constructions are invoked within Neighbourhood
Policing public meetings. Herbert (2006:67) identified three preferred modes of interaction
that dominate community-police engagement, namely generative, separate, and subservient.
Generative refers to the construction of the moral majority of ‘good citizens’ who are co-
joined to bolster and support the police’s expert resolution of CDQL issues on their behalf
(ibid, Isin 2009). Separate constructs a distance between the police and the political nature of
the agendas of communities, partners, and councillors which allows the police to act as

impartial authority and remain unquestioned guardians of law and order. This discourse
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enables the police to view themselves as an embattled institution in the face of uninformed
public meddling. Subservient allows them to fulfil their public duty as servants of the
community and respond to legitimate requests for service from the range of communities
(Herbert 2006). These different types of interaction agendas may explain the defensive
change in police positioning within public meetings, especially when confronted with what is
the messier reality of dealing with *slippery’ and diverse communities (ibid). For example,
the subservient agenda might lead them to meet with the public to discuss CDQL and give
feedback on police actions; separation will result in them wanting the community to accept
their professional assessment and actions without challenge, and the generative position
allows them to act on behalf of the moral majority of law abiding citizens. All these
constructions allow them to maintain control of these meetings. In his US study, Herbert
(2006) found 90% of solutions at neighbourhood community meetings were those of the
police with little opportunity or credence given to those suggested by the community. This
echoes Barnes et al (2003 & 2008) findings of the dismissal of community suggestions as less

legitimate or informed than those of professional experts.

3.4.2 Procedural Justice & Police Community Interaction

An alternate model of COP gives paramount importance to the way citizens are treated during
police-community engagements. This is based on procedural justice: how fairly we are
treated within interactions with the police, and how this is identified as key to our willingness
to engage with them (Tyler & Fagan 2008). Bradford’s (2011) meta-study of BCS results
concludes that there are reducing levels of trust, support and confidence in policing across all
communities, irrespective of whether they are elderly, youth, BME groups, or white middle-
class or poor communities. The procedural justice thesis suggests that the trust and
willingness to cooperate with the police can be enhanced through improvements within police
interactions and dealings with all publics (Bradford 2011). The universal implementation of
Neighbourhood Policing might provide an opportunity for positive encounters and lead to

positive changes in citizens’ opinions (Fielding & Innes 2006).

A key aspect for the study of public meeting interactions is whether — as Tyler & Fagan
(2008) suggest - positive encounters with the police will lead to higher levels of public trust,
confidence and cooperation irrespective of any changes in outcome (desired outcome or
better service) or distributive justice (what we receive or how we are treated compared to

others). Will the police gain legitimacy and reassure us through improvements in their

46



conduct within these interactions? The procedural justice approach is the antithesis to the
dominance of the signal crimes and the broken windows theses of COP that privilege the
importance of outcomes as potentially leading to increases in citizen satisfaction and
confidence. It is still unclear if these gains in legitimacy work similarly across different
publics. Tyler and Huo (2002) found both whites and ethnic minorities put similar weight on
procedural justice and trust; Sunshine and Tyler (2003) found some differences, with ethnic
minorities giving more weight to distributive justice and (un)fairness which negatively affects

their willingness to voluntarily cooperate with the police.

Yang (2005) directs our attention to officials’ trust in citizens and communities as a predictor
of proactive citizen involvement. His findings suggest that the key factor is not citizens’ trust
and confidence in services but paid officials’ trust and confidence in citizens that is
paramount to the successful implementation of participatory governance, which he defines as
a willingness to share power. He looks at a range of individual, organisational and social
factors that lead officials to have less (or more) trust and confidence in citizens. He finds
procedural bureaucracy and procedural orientation, including the privileging of professional
expertise and an internally driven accountability and cost reduction culture, can lead to
decreases in trust and willingness to share power through participation. This is reinforced by
Myhill’s (2006) finding that internal culture and leadership are factors that may affect the
police’s ability to deliver effective Neighbourhood based policing. For example, Stevens
(2002) found excellent graded senior police officers rarely trusted what the public said, again

reflecting their position as ‘experts who know best’.

Others have also identified positive influences that might increase trust: senior management’s
prioritisation of power-sharing, consumer influence on service delivery and positive
experiences of community engagement (Ansell & Gash 2007). For example, Metropolitan
Police ward panels (comprising police, communities and councillors) were found to work
well because they were given a high organisational priority and seen as a properly resourced
ongoing dialogue around service delivery (Ray et al 2008). Together, these suggest
successful power-sharing through participatory governance needs to be built on the trust and
confidence of the police and other officials. This includes reducing reliance on internally and
upward focused systems, procedures, performance measures and professional expertise —

which Yang (2005) calls procedural bureaucracy. In addition, emphasis can be placed on
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tackling professionals’ resistance through introducing activities like early career experience

of community collaboration and visible proactive support of senior management (ibid).

Looking at collaboration between paid officials and community members, Ray et al (2008)
found almost all the officials they spoke to - while positive about community engagement in
principle - expressed uncertainty about putting it into practice. They found the key to
officials’ ability and confidence to undertake engagement and act on its outcomes was
primarily shaped by the organisational context. This included the provision of key resources
such as time, staffing, senior management support, and appropriate performance incentives to
enable officials to prioritise engagement. While there was some scepticism concerning the
accountability and representative capacity of community members, their involvement was
judged most successful on issues of service delivery. Engagement was particularly effective
when based on ongoing dialogue; this was valued because it facilitates feedback, builds
participants” understanding of complex issues and developed trust (ibid).

This review has covered the history and potential of citizen and police partnership and
coproduction. Much of this is based on macro-level cross-sectional survey research (cf Yang
2005, Tyler & Fagan 2008, Bradford 2011) or traditional case and interview studies; it still
needs to be empirically studied through consideration of interactions themselves. The next
section will consider influences on police positions, orientations and capacity within co-
governance, particularly the tensions between traditional and community-focused policing

cultures, and the centrality of performance targets to policing.

3.5 Policing Culture & Performance Targets

Police culture and performance targets provide the organisational context to the introduction
of Neighbourhood Policing public meetings. These have already been referred to as setting an
upward internal focus. It is important to look at how these might affect the police
construction of the aims and possibilities of co-governance and power-sharing within these
public meetings. There is a history and tension between traditional authoritative law
enforcement and catching criminals - often referred to as ‘real policing’- and more
community-focused policing (cf Brogden & Nijhar 2005). Neighbourhood Policing

embodies the revival of the local beat bobby and visible police presence (Tuffin et al 2006).
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This can be viewed as a modern variant of the village police officer: a *‘Dixon of Dock

Green’?

character who builds strong community relationships, knows everyone, and can give
those who require it a ‘cuff round the ear’. Research into UK Neighbourhood Policing
identities show these have often been criticised as ‘pink & fluffy’ and compare unfavourably
to what is regarded as ‘real policing’ (Davies & Thomas 2008:634). Herbert (2006) suggests
COP is often categorised as an overwhelmingly feminized performance. While some
practitioners buy into this role, others oppose it and other partnership CDQL initiatives. At a
strategic and day-to-day level, this represents a battle ground over what ‘should’ constitute
the police role and duties (Flanagan 2008). It has also been argued that the police are not
equipped, willing, nor should be asked, to serve such a wide range of demands and agendas

(Reiner 2010, Somerville 2009).

Davies & Thomas (2008) refer to the struggle and resistance within the profession regarding
the range of community police identities, referring to one as ‘Dixon of Dock Green with
attitude’ (2008:633). This suggests that some neighbourhood officers show a preference for
‘real policing” with its macho persona and traditional law enforcement profile, characterised
by a “fire-brigade’ reactive style policing (ibid, Reiner 2010). Neighbourhood police
identities have been found less relevant for police officers (ibid). This is further complicated
as neighbourhood police are asked to function as if they are community leaders (ibid,
Somerville 2009) and move into the realm of community development, something officers
may not be trained for, or willing to do (Brogden & Nijhar 2005). Similarly Williamson’s
(2005:153) review describes COP as the ‘new orthodoxy’, indicating that it has always been
in conflict to ‘real policing’ that is reactive and catches criminals rather than being
preventative and proactive. He concludes that Neighbourhood Policing sits uncomfortably
beside orthodox enforcement duties while at the same time being heralded as the way forward

by some senior and front-line staff (ibid, Westmarland & Clarke 2009).

These tensions are exacerbated by the incompatibility of performance measures and strategies
that focus on measurable activities when applied to COP. At this time, the performance

measurement of policing is complex and involves centrally defined sets of measures across

9pC Dixon was a 1960s TV character based on the concept of the village ‘bobby’ who walks the beat.
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all performance areas.* These allow the comparison of sectors within Basic Command Unit
level (BCUs)™ and between Police Forces. Neighbourhood Policing is subject to some of
these national measures and is included in HMIC Inspections of performance. For example,
one measure is the setting of priorities at local public meetings. Performance is micro-
managed and reviewed almost constantly, including priorities, activities and allocation of
resources (ibid). This requires recording crime, disorder and other performance data which is
reviewed daily and weekly with the appropriate reallocation of resources based on
COMPSTAT"® and the NICHE tasking system to prioritise requests for service. A common
local priority is incidents of antisocial behaviour but NICHE gives these a low priority.
Research has shown that local mobilisation of police resources is constrained by these
centrally specified performance indicators, down to - and including - ward level operations
(McLaughlin 2005, Gilling 2007). The actions of BCU Commanders, Inspectors and Police
Officers are driven by this target and performance measurement culture (Edwards et al 2008).
For Newman & Clarke (2009) these assemblages of managerial technologies are managed to
shift resources to meet the most pressing, centrally decreed and measured targets (Savage
2007). These may not be the most pressing local concerns and disempower local flexibility
(Golding & Savage 2009).

It is also suggested that despite the intensive performance and crime indices regimes -
including elements of the BCS — the right things are not measured in the right way (Fielding
& Innes 2006). This includes the long-term relationship building and the real work of
Neighbourhood Policing that may remain ‘invisible’ because it is either not measured or
distorted in the figures (ibid:133). This can lead to a lack of long term commitment of
staffing to community-engagement activities (Sadd & Grinc 1994, Myhill 2006:36). Staffs

11 At the time of this research, performance measures are specified within the Police Performance Assessment
Framework (PPAF) and Public Service Agreement (PSAs) and Assessment and Performance of Community
(APAC:S). For a review of national performance assessments, see Golding & Savage (2009:740-746). These
and other measures are designed to allow a comparison of performance between Police Forces that is also
detailed enough to compare within force delivery of most day to day policing operations- including
Neighbourhood Policing activities. Part of this performance monitoring regime is inspections conducted by Her
Majesties Inspectorate of Policing (HMIC); as well as statistical data, these can include focus groups and
interviews with police and sometimes other key partners.

2 police Forces are divided into autonomous, regionally based delivery units. These are called BCU’s and each
of these will have a number of local sectors and police stations that cover one or more local wards.

3 The collection of performance statistics - COMPSTATS - records performance on various actions against set
targets (for example vehicle thefts). Since 2007, this has been supplemented by the NICHE tasking system that
captures requests for police services (other than 999 calls) and grades them from those requiring the most urgent
attendance to no-attendance.
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are allocated to activities that have more immediate and direct performance measures
attached to them — such as response times and clear-up rates. This is worsened with the
misattribution of outcomes based on longer-term intelligence gathering to the final response
team (Fitzgerald et al 2002, Fielding & Innes 2006). It is argued that police culture reflects a
profoundly political process in which duties that meet targets are valued and prioritised and
‘what gets done is what gets measured’ (ibid:127). This is likely to militate against
prioritising important aspects of Neighbourhood Policing such as relationship building within

public meetings and police responsiveness to allocate resources to community requests.

It seems that available measures are not fit-for-purpose. Gilling (2010) challenges the
presumption that Neighbourhood Policing activities can be shown to lead to improvements in
the latest public confidence measures. He suggests the proposed ‘cause and effect’ is too
simplistic, difficult to trace and too complicated to measure. Likewise, Fielding & Innes
(2006) point to difficulties with BCS randomised public surveys to measure changes in the
reassurance gap. They suggest that these are not fine grained enough to reach specific
respondents and will fail to show a specific effect in response to initiatives to tackle
neighbourhood ‘signals’. This further undermines the capture of the true contribution of
already “invisible” Neighbourhood Policing, pointing to the need for specific ‘ward level
measures [..] that track the cumulative effect of a series of single interventions’ (ibid:130).

Recently, Edwards et al (2008) found the motivation for police involvement in
Neighbourhood Policing public meetings was their imposition as a target rather than a
commitment to engagement and providing citizen-led services (NCPE 2006). They also
found accountability to communities within CSPs are often tokenistic and rhetorical
(Edwards et al 2008). They confirm that police, local authority and CSP partners are more
comfortable with their own definition of issues - based on intelligence and problem-solving
led policing, and their own statistics and hotspot™* data - rather than responding and
redirecting resources to issues raised by residents (ibid:46). The key focus of official
partners seems to be on developing inter-organisational multi-agency partnerships with an

emphasis on horizontal (rather than vertical) coproduction (ibid, Innes & Roberts 2011).

* Hotspots are identified using geographical information systems technologies to statistically map incidents and
identify clusters of incidents / reports called hotspots for various crimes and disorders, such as antisocial
behaviour, burglaries etc. These can be mapped to a few houses, buildings, or parts of streets.
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They conclude that consultation is conducted to ‘tick-box’ without any real transfer of voice
or power in the face of attempts to challenge official perspectives.

As part of this expert-led agenda, the police have developed a raft of ways to interpret and
use locality-based data as a basis for service delivery and visibility. Neighbourhood based
policing methodologies — such as the broken windows, signal crimes and POP philosophies -
are used to interpret community concerns and intelligence (Innes 2005b). Further evidence of
a managerialist and performance measurement approach to direct the effective and efficient
use of resources is built on hotspot data (ibid, Goldstein 1990, Bullock & Tilley 2009). In
Britain, this is promoted through use of the Scan, Analysis, Respond, Assess process
(SARA™), incorporating prioritisation, realistic resolution outcomes and costing of potential
solutions (ibid 245-247). Evidence of this internal upward managerialist focus underlines
Yang’s (2005) analyses. It also reinforces the privileging of professional and expert
knowledge to translate communities issues into both viable policing options and cost-
effective solutions (Barnes et al 2003, 2004 & Barnes 2008).

The police have been cast as a neo-bureaucratic organisation in which performance is
surveilled and operationalised through performance management regimes and administrative
procedures under the preface of effective leadership (Golding & Savage 2009:744, Gordon et
al 2008). Driven by this police focus on intelligence-led decision-making and service
delivery (cf Gilling 2007, Clarke et al 2007) it is likely that Neighbourhood Policing public
meetings will be constructed as a mechanism for gaining essential intelligence. Police
interest will be limited to how well (or not) they contribute to this professional-led agenda;
police attention will be on their control and conduct. This reinforces the perception of citizen
inputs as a source of intelligence in what has now become known as community-intelligence.
This leaves little space for “‘experience based lay knowledge’ and community expertise
(Elliott et al 2010).

These difficulties suggest community-focused policing - including neighbourhood public

> SARA is a protocol used within POP to improve multi-agency and police identification of CDQL issues. It
begins with data gathering to confirm the nature of the problem, followed by an analysis of a range of effective
and efficient solutions. Critically, once a cost effective and suitable solution is identified it also involves an
assessment and reporting process to assess the impact of the solution and, if necessary, adapt action/s (Goldstein
1990).
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meetings - may best be conceptualised as a public relations and intelligence exercise
primarily directed at reassuring publics rather than tackling achievable outcomes (Brogden &
Nijhar 2005). Brogden & Nijhar (2005:17) suggest that promotional and public relations
concerns influence many police statements regarding Neighbourhood Policing; official police
accounts of successes should be treated with healthy scepticism as they often present a
partisan and partial picture:

Research on community policing, for the most part, is very heavily weighted

toward the reporting of ‘success stories’ and seldom entails a reporting of

lessons learned from failed efforts (Lyons 1999:89)

It is important for research to consider how police dominance - as the lead partner and owner
of this initiative - is performed within local Neighbourhood Policing public meetings. For
example, through their efforts (or not) to control the conduct of these meetings, specify
agendas, or retain their privileged position as holders of expertise with access to superior
sources of information and analysis. In an investigation of the introduction of New Labour’s
co-governance agenda, Westmarland & Clarke (2009) found the police were least able to
adapt to collective citizen-consumer led involvement. Looking at policing, social, health and
well-being settings they found the police were the most resistant and struggled with accepting
the influence of vertical partnership with communities (Clarke et al 2007).

To explore the nature of these new co-governance relationships, Clarke et al (2007) produced
a model to establish the extent of citizen-consumer influence. These authors investigated
whether citizens - as well as staff - accepted their new roles and whether citizen-consumers
were able to exercise this responsibility and claim their rights. They developed a framework
for understanding new citizen roles which identified four main factors. These were: (1)
Choice: whether or not citizens are enabled to exercise choice in the delivery of these public
services; (2) Challenge: whether or not citizens have the ability or limits to challenging
professional perspectives or solutions; (3) Responsibility: whether or not citizens are made
responsible within these new governance arrangements and are drawn into this governmental
agenda — almost the opposite of challenge; (4) Inequality: whether or not all are equal or
some communities are disadvantaged and have less influence and capacity to participate in
this democratic process. The power of this framework is its capacity to coherently integrate a
diverse range of concepts. It can help us to examine the influence from the centre and the

spread of governmentality, as well as providing some understanding of the potential of

53



communitarian ideals of influence and challenge and of the problems and barriers to the

exercise of citizen choice.

The overall finding within policing (and to some extent all these social policy areas) was the
limits to the exercise of influence by communities. The better-off, advantaged and already
connected seem to have more influence than the traditionally disconnected and
disadvantaged. As stated, the police struggle with both choice and challenge and with
responding to collective citizen-consumers. Most of the police professionals that Clarke et al
(2007) surveyed were reticent about co-governance and sharing power and decision-making
with citizen-consumers. They conclude there was little evidence of either the acceptance of
the citizen-consumer role by communities or professional responsiveness toward citizen-
consumers (ibid, Westmarland & Clarke 2009). This is a particularly useful model for my
research as it brings together the relational construction of the practice of NPM between
professionals and citizens. It provides a mechanism to consider the situated agency, counter-
agency and power struggles of all participants in vertical co-governance. The Clarke et al
(2007) framework also integrates many of the concepts introduced in chapters two and three,
and in chapter four I will show how and why this framework was adapted and used in my
study of social interactions within Neighbourhood Policing public meetings.

3.6 Conclusion

Chapter three has reviewed the appeal to community and debated the disparate invocations of
communities and citizen-consumers within sites of governance (cf Clarke et al 2007). It has
included a review of the problems associated with changes from representative to deliberative
participatory democracy and unequal power-relations and control by professionals. This
focused on the “notoriously slippery’ concept, elusiveness and illusion of ‘community’
(Tilley 2003:315, Williamson 2005). The final suggestion is that communities are best
conceived as pluralistic and diverse and more lightly connected than cohesive and
homogeneous. Communities can act collectively, based on a sense of belonging and
neighbourhood while also being capable of exclusionary and demonising tendencies in which
some may be identified as ‘non-belonging’ (ibid:38). It identified a range of problems with
deliberative democracy, including unequal power-relations and control by professionals, and
the possibility that advantaged communities have more influence and potentially better levels
of service. | also suggest that two potentials need to be considered in relation to each other:

the potential to enable ‘communities of fate’ to share power with the potential spread of the
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Managerial State social control and the maintenance of order (Newman & Clarke 2009).
This is of particular importance given a history of the dismissal of citizen-consumers
contributions as ‘counter-publics” and ‘usual suspects’, and the lack of acceptance of their
emotional contributions (cf Barnes 2008) which many theorists suggest shows participatory
democracy has not developed sufficiently to cope with pluralistic community contributions
and what needs to be an agonistic view of democracy (cf Mouffe 1999).

Co-governance initiatives were introduced as subject to paid officials (police and local
authority) extensive scope for discretionary practice; for the police, this discretion may be
driven by heavily measured performance and targets. It reviewed the privileging of
professional identifications and perspectives, including public service officials’ preference to
control and make decisions based on professional assessments aided by community-
intelligence gained through consultation (cf Fairclough 2005b), and problems with the
conflation of neighbourhood and community as a delivery mechanism (cf Sullivan 2009).
British outcome-focused delivery of reductions in crime and disorder aimed to increase
reassurance and public confidence with approaches that emphasised procedural fairness. The
alternate procedural fairness approach focuses on how people are treated in their interactions
with the police (whether communicating bad news or good news) and were introduced as
having potential relevance for the conduct of Neighbourhood Policing public meetings.
Bradford (2011) and others suggest this may be more important than the impact on outcomes
from COP.

Chapter three has built on chapter two’s focus on implementation within situated settings and
suggested two types of power — power and control over partnership and the exercise of power
within their practice - are visible in looking at NPM and NPS governance and reform. It
discussed how the centrally driven introduction of these initiatives was tied to a plethora of
controls, measures and agendas (cf Gilling 2007) that created asymmetries. Such
asymmetries and influences impact on power-relations within partnerships and
implementations of new governance: some are less equal and less able to participate than
others. Itis Yang’s (2005) contention that horizontal and vertical partnerships are
characterised by the upward and internal focus of service providers, allied with difficulties
with trust. Both chapters draw on generic policy and implementation research on
collaborative working as well as specialised research looking directly at CDQL partnerships

such as CSPs, PCCs and COP. As part of these debates, | introduced the importance of
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looking at implementations in-situ, taking into account specific geo-historical factors and
contextualised findings in order to produce meaningful observations and conclusions (cf
Hughes 2007).

We can conclude that connecting with citizens and communities presents challenges for
institutions (as well as citizens) trying to engage and mobilise neighbourhood participation.
As Hughes (2007:65) argues, they (citizens and communities) are difficult to find when you
need them: it is difficult to decide who are their ‘usable’ and ‘legitimate’ representatives [...]
and when they do materialise [they are] often plural contradictory entities’. Also Clarke
(2004:124) concludes that “despite the organicist imagery, communities are contested and
changeable constructions [rather than] naturally occurring entities’. With respect to
Neighbourhood Policing public forums, Westmarland and Clarke (2009:181) point out that
‘consultation, negotiation, and dialogue jostle uncomfortably alongside [obtaining] the
‘rubber-stamp’ by the community forum’ and it is difficult to see how power is being
redrawn. Chapter three has discussed some of the potential difficulties, barriers,
characteristics and ambiguities within new sites and forms of public governance (Newman &
Clarke 2009). It has also examined the ability of the police to adopt a more community

focused policing style.

Reference was made to the value of the research by Clarke et al (2007) who questioned the
ability of the police to adapt to citizen involvement in public service decision-making. The
analytic framework that they developed for understanding the practice of professionals and
citizens in co-governance has been adapted and used in my research. Chapter four will
examine the relevance and value of this framework for my focus on the practice of
collaboration within Neighbourhood Policing public meetings, and the power-relations and
different positions and identifications of the actors (residents, councillors, police and other
paid officials). This reinforces the need for an in-situ investigation of these meetings based

within their own situated socio-economic and historical contexts.

In chapter four | will combine the perspectives and concepts raised in chapter three with
those from chapter two to present my research and analytic framing for the study of the local
and lived experience of community collaboration within Neighbourhood Policing public
meetings. Much of the extant research cited in chapters two and three comprises either

macro-level cross-sectional survey or traditional case study and interview research (cf Yang
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2005, Clarke et al 2007, Tyler & Fagan 2008, Bradford 2011). My study will make an
important contribution in building on these findings through a focus on the micro-level
interactions of co-governance in a study of actual police-community engagement within
Neighbourhood Policing public meetings. This was contextualised within the view that
police reforms and the introduction of new governance cannot solve entrenched social,
economic and so called wicked issues, including the potential dominance of some sections of

communities within governance (cf Brogden & Nijhar 2005, Somerville 2009).
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Chapter Four Research Frame

4.1 Introduction

This study is an investigation of the practice and implementation of community co-
governance through participation and partnership. It focuses on Neighbourhood Policing
public meetings and examines in particular whether these are implemented to obtain
communities seal of approval or as a normative progression to co-governance and power-
sharing (Raco 2003, Hastings 2003, Gilling 2007:207). Chapter four introduces these

meetings, my research questions and research frame.

4.2 Neighbourhood Policing Public Meetings
Neighbourhood-based public meetings were introduced as part of New Labour’s national
introduction of Neighbourhood Policing, beginning in late 2005 and designed to be fully
implemented by 2008. They are embedded within the Policing Pledge® which indicates that
the police must hold regular community meetings to discuss citizens’ concerns and set up
three local CDQL priorities. This has been referred to as the ability to hold the police to
account through this “call to action” (NCPE 2006):
Neighbourhood Policing is the police service’s commitment to improving your
quality of life by working together with local delivery partners to tackle local
issues [..] and priorities identified by local people. It is vital that local people
work with them to improve the quality of life in their area

(www.neighbourhoodpolicing.co.uk /accessed14.04.07)

I have studied examples of Neighbourhood Policing public meetings within a major
city BCU in South Wales which is part of Southern Police Force.!” My research

18 The Policing Pledge specifies a number of Neighbourhood Policing commitments to local communities. This
includes contact details of named Neighbourhood Officers (PC or PCSOs) for your area, giving feedback on
actions to tackle CDQL issues in your area, and holding regular public meetings to find out community concerns
and set up to three local priorities. It is not certain that the Policing Pledge or all of its commitments will
survive under the Coalition Conservative and Liberal Democrat Government appointed in May 2010. They are
conducting a range of reviews and consultations on the future of policing, including Neighbourhood Policing.
Current statements seem to indicate a commitment to front-line services coupled with major cuts in central
government funding (cf Morgan 2011, Radio BBC4 News 5™ December 2011). The outcome of these could
affect the continuation of the national provision of Neighbourhood Policing public meetings.

7 The name of the Police Force, locations, and people has been changed to provide confidentiality and
anonymity. The city location is referred to as City.
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specifically focuses on Partnership & Communities Together (PACT)™ meetings
introduced by City BCU.*® City police are the lead agency responsible for the
introduction and conduct of PACT meetings. Other partners - including Local
Authorities and communities — do not hold any clearly defined accountability in
relation to these meetings. As the NCPE (2006) guide points out, the formal partners
in the process do not hold joint targets. The police are specifically tasked to hold
these meetings and to work with other professional, elected and citizen partners; they
therefore come to this initiative as both the dominant and lead partner. To mitigate
this, the police guidance talks of ensuring that meetings are not dominated by official
partners and the police (NCPE 2006, www.neighbourhoodpolicing.co.uk/ 18.04.07).

My research is a situated and detailed analysis of partnership and collaboration between the
police, other public service agents and communities. My focus is on the way that power and
social identities are drawn on in the practice of partnership in some of City’s PACT meetings.

4.3 Research Frame & Questions

This section reviews the key concepts from my two conceptual chapters and shows how my
three research questions emerged and developed. It suggests a number of factors that my
research design needs to incorporate. | begin with a brief review of my position, as stated in

the conceptual chapters.

PACT meetings are considered part of New Labour’s neo-liberal, democratic community co-
governance NPS and consumer choice agenda. This is based on the Giddensian view that
community participation will result in better decision-making and effective, efficient,
responsible and accountable governance. They are a top-down specified initiative but the
lack of local design does not mean that these partnerships and involvement - such as through
PACT meetings - are unwanted at a local level. However, it is suggested that imposed
community partnerships or ‘manufactured civil society’ can have quite different outcomes to

bottom-up and local home-grown initiatives (Hodgson 2004b). It has been argued that to

'8 Southern Police Force uses one of the common acronyms for these meetings — PACT. It is notable that
PACT in other Police Forces means ‘Police and Community Together’ meetings. This includes Lancashire, the
gold star rated Force that Southern Police used as a reference point for its implementation of these public
meetings in 2006/7. It is only within Southern Police Force that PACT means ‘Partners and Communities
Together’ meetings.

19 City BCU is one region within the Southern Police area.
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succeed, crime prevention really needs to be owned by local communities. Crawford
(2007:885) comments how ‘extra community [top-down] resources and bottom-up capacity
building are often entwined’. Central to my research is the scope for resistance and
contestation between the professional, elected representatives and residents concerning the

purpose and conduct of these PACT meetings.

From my conceptual review it can be concluded that police culture and inward-focused
performance targets and measures may limit the space for citizens and communities to
exercise voice, choice and challenge (Clarke et al 2007). Additionally, there is clear potential
for citizens to be co-opted and responsibilised within these new spaces of co-governance
(ibid). Rather than acting as ‘communities of fate’ that are empowered, some communities
may struggle through disadvantage, or be ‘doubly disadvantaged’ in these new arrangements.
Therefore my research is designed to investigate the operation of PACT meetings based on a
situated and detailed analysis of the practice of collaboration between the police, other public
service agents and communities. The specific conceptual themes drawn on in my research are

reviewed below.

4.3.1 Professional Dominance & COP

It is necessary to consider the potential (or not) of PACT meetings to contribute to outcome
oriented expectations of community-focused policing. It has been suggested that traditionally
outcome oriented COP has not had much success in either the coproduction of solutions or
building confidence in policing and multi-agency work to solve wicked social issues. Also,
its contribution isn’t measured accurately enough (Fielding & Innes 2006) and it may be
better to focus on procedural fairness as part of community-police interactions (Tyler &
Fagan 2008) within meetings. These issues raise the possibility that PACT meetings may be
conceived as public relations, a legitimising and reassurance exercise and a ‘talking shop’ to
‘rubber-stamp’ professional decisions or meet a target. Police and other NPS public forums
have been found to be driven by professional implementation timescales, performance
management and service delivery requirements (Fairclough 2005a). Within the police’s
dominant law enforcement modus operandi and its command and control culture (Gordon et
al 2008) this could mean PACT meetings are run in ways to facilitate meeting police
performance targets. Therefore, they exist to ‘tick-box’ rather than as a serious attempt at co-

governance and power-sharing (Hughes 1994:259, Yang 2005).
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Additionally, the dominance of professionals highlights their scope to apply real (or
imagined) categorisations and stereotyping in their discretionary rationing of resources
(Somerville 2009). This has real consequences with ‘much policing work [exhibiting]
discretion and stereotyping [that] can be understood as administrative allocation [and how
these] systematically influence the distribution of resources to particular categories of
individuals® (Jenkins 2008:192 citing Cicourel 1968, Turk 1969). Other research confirms
that class and disadvantage effects the allocation of services, with the advantaged receiving
better services (Lawton 2005, Gilling 2007); the disadvantaged receive less transparency in
participation, thus finding it harder to hold public authorities to account (Skelcher et al 2005,
Audit Commission 2005, Gilling 2007, Barnes et al 2008:3). This shows the potential for
neighbourhoods to be differentiated by classifications such as class and disadvantage
(ethnicity, race etc.) which can also interact with citizens’ desires to seek and gain voice. The
citizen perspective and the potential influence of these factors are of equal importance to the

professional.

4.3.2 Citizen-consumers in Co-governance

Brent (2004:222) concludes that these classifications all have their ‘own inexorable effects
but none provide fixed and static structures to social life and like the desire for community,
people will seek voice, meaning and connectedness in all their imperfections’. This suggests
class is a discursive resource and cannot be applied as a simplistic explanatory factor
(Walkerdine et al 2009, Clarke et al 2007). For Hughes (2007:27) this reinforces the need to
capture the normative project and how people act within vertical coproduction as power-
relations are more fraught and intricate than simple binary ‘insider-outsider, us-and-them
formulations [as] a consequence of the fact that our social geographies are overlapping [...]

and forms the micro- and macro-geographies of power in specific contexts’.

Within participatory governance, Wills (2008) found that identifications such as class, place
and low-status were drawn on as part of a repertoire of discursive resources rather than
employed as totalising and disempowering categorisations. This suggests there is potential
for citizens to establish collective high order identities and alignments around common
causes (Gilchrist et al 2010). Higher order identities enable joint action beyond both the
traditional conservative communitarian view of harmonious communities and the postmodern

territorial based identity groups and divided neighbourhoods.
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Studies of participatory co-governance across disadvantaged communities has found that
disparate and different community interest groups can find ways of establishing a collective
identity and alignments to work collaboratively to achieve a common aim (Wills 2008). This
collective identity is drawn on to resist, contest and present alternate positions to those of
officials on specific topics and situations, including in public meetings (ibid). In contrast,
organisation theorists suggest that effective collaboration requires establishing a collective
identity that is performed and constructed by all the actors involved (Hardy et al 2005). The
first suggests there is potential within PACT meetings for citizens to establish higher order
collective identities that maybe used to contest and resist official views. The latter
emphasises the need for a joint collective identity that includes police, other officials,
councillors and residents. This has differential and important implications for the
effectiveness of vertical collaborations. They both direct our attention to the necessity of
looking at in-situ identifications, potential inequalities and collaborative practices across
disadvantaged and advantaged areas.

It is suggested that not enough has been done to examine the non-linear tensions of
community co-governance and its local implementation, including within crime and policing.
This includes the lessons to be learnt from top-down and bottom-up innovations: whether
these lead to improvements in service delivery, with a key focus on the critical issue of
whether community participants are cast as clients, customers or co-producers within these
partnerships (Hartley 2005). Co-governance has been established as a political arena within
which front-line staffs and citizens make sense of - and influence - local implementations
through the exercise of agency. Neither can be cast as passive recipients but both are
intimately involved in the redrawing of power relationships in which their positions will be
discursively negotiated, resisted and contested. This supports a focus on the importance of
actors’ agency and identities within local practice. In particular, it emphasises the social
construction of these settings and the problems and advantages of working in new joined-up

ways with these new actors.

The focus on local contestation and resistance is based on a Foucauldian view of power as
relational and considers the natural subversion that will occur within New Labour’s NPM and
later NPS implementation of citizen involvement. This suggests studying situated practice at
the point of service delivery to give visibility to relationships of power and agency between
frontline staffs and citizens. My focus on the identities and agency of all actors includes what
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Prior & Barnes (2009:17) call counter-agency. This can take three forms: revision, where
staff adopt alternate strategies and technologies that bend or modify policies to suit their
assessments; resistance, when citizens / users, alone or with staff, develop alternate responses
rather than follow policies; refusal, where citizens / users reject official strategies and even
the definition of the problems (ibid). This reinforces my adoption of a research strategy that
can elucidate the struggles to create shared social meanings within situated practice,
specifically on how agency and counter-agency operate within these settings, and the

implications of this for PACT meetings as sites of social policy implementations.

4.3.3 Locality, Disadvantage & Marginalisation

The locality based nature of Neighbourhood Policing reveals demographic neighbourhood
differences which are an important feature within these settings of co-governance. These
differences reflect entrenched inequalities in many inner-city neighbourhoods, resulting in
deprivation, unemployment, poorer health and educational outcomes; social cohesion,
ethnicity and age profiles are often in stark contrast to more stable, established and better-off
localities. These locality factors, along with levels and type of CDQL issues within an area,
contribute to its geo-demographic neighbourhood profile; it is on the basis of this profile that

policing resources and police-community engagement opportunities are allocated.

The critical issue of the trust and confidence within community-engagement and the higher
levels of distrust of the police within certain communities may create groups that are further
marginalised and excluded from participating in these public meetings. Examples include
minority ethnic groups, transient populations, young people, disabled or gay, lesbian, bi-
sexual and transgender (LGBT) groups. Some communities may therefore be more unwilling
to engage with the police or attend public meetings and become involved in the “call to
action’. They may feel that they are less welcome given the divisive nature of ‘other’
identities and the categorisation of some as bad neighbours (for example visible ethnic
minorities, problem families, those who cause noise nuisance etc.) or less worthy or ‘lesser
citizens’ (for example non-English speakers, transient populations, Muslims, troublesome
youth, criminals) and so consequently feel unwelcome or unable to attend these meetings
(Stokoe & Wallwork 2003, Isin 2009). The *good neighbours’ who do attend may seek to
discipline or regulate the behaviours of ‘bad neighbours’ (Flint 2009). The formal
Neighbourhood Policing policy guidance to police acknowledges that it “should provide a

police service to all communities and it should not just deliver neighbourhood priorities’
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(NCPE 2006:10). This suggests that the police have substantive grounds to draw on their
own generated constructions of the views and support of non-attending citizens as if they are
moral ‘good citizens’. They must construct this context when they are allocating resources
and responding to priorities set by the minority of the local population who are interested,

able and willing to attend these meetings (Skidmore et al 2006).

This suggests certain communities may experience PACT meetings as sites of
marginalisation and exclusion within which they are ‘doubly disadvantaged’ (Foot 2009:14)
by barriers to gaining and exercising influence. They frequently fail to participate or feel
actively excluded ‘doubly disadvantaged’ by these arrangements. Importantly, my research
contributes to illuminating whether ‘communities of fate’ - the poor, disadvantaged
underclasses - are further disenfranchised and excluded from these new sites of influence
over resources and co-governance or whether they are enabled and empowered by the
national implementation of these public meetings as suggested by Braithwaite’s (2000)
radical communitarian thesis, potentially gaining voice, choice and challenge. Previous
research on co-governance and COP suggests the possibility that these public meetings might
become the province, and privilege the talk and views, of ‘good citizens’ (Herbert 2006:193).
Those in most need may find themselves struggling with the additional responsibility of
engagement as well as having to cope with the high levels of CDQL and the demands of
holding basic living together. Herbert (2006:61-2) concludes that the devolution of co-
governance punishes disadvantaged communities because it asks them to bear too much

weight when they are “too light” and less able to mobilise effectively.

4.3.4 Micro-level Practice & Identities

Finally, the three research questions underpinning this thesis are designed to facilitate a
micro-level analysis of the practice of PACT meetings. This has become increasingly
accepted in the study of organisational and horizontal inter-organisation collaborations
(Hardy et al 2005) and the implementation of public policies (Muir & Wetherell 2010). Few
studies have extended this to consider actual instances of interactivity in governance
(Derkzen & Bock 2007) or to examining individual identities within public meetings
(Llewellyn 2005, 2008a). My contribution is to utilise a relational identities approach to
examine how those involved in PACTSs - police, other officials, councillors and residents -

position themselves and work collectively (or not) within these meetings. This will reveal the
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scope for agency and counter-agency through their identifications, resistances and
contestation.

This requires consideration of the difficulties within spaces of co-governance and deliberative
democracy for professionals to hear lay and citizen voices against the privileging of their own
professional inputs. It focuses attention on the struggles between professionals and publics
with the latter frequently constructed as both “‘counter-publics’ or ‘usual suspects’ and from
whom the professionals wish to potentially keep their distance as separate and independent
while at the same time being seen to fulfil a public servant role within interactions (Barnes et
al 2003 & 2004, Herbert 2006). There are also concerns about the level of confusion and
contestation regarding the roles of all the actors involved. We can conclude that
collaborating with the police and professionals is not a straightforward or uncontested activity
for citizens, councillors and communities in the face of the barriers to vertical coproduction
within police-community engagement and co-governance. Particularly, the complicated
overlay of new participatory governance on the elected representative systems highlights the

importance of investigating the role of councillors in PACT meetings (Sullivan 2009).

4.3.5 Research Questions
I have developed the following three research questions to address these themes and issues,
and to reveal participants’ contestations, struggles and power-relations within the practice of
locality based co-governance. Each research question relates to the themes discussed above.
The first focuses on the practice of professionals and their potential dominance; the second on
communities and the potential of acting as citizen-consumers in local democratic settings; the
third on locality differences in the practice of co-governance.

1. How professionals perform their roles in collaboration?

2. The extent that the community — or variety of publics - feel able to exercise voice,

choice and challenge?

3. How community collaboration is experienced in different socio-economic contexts?

4.4 The Development of the Research Analytic Frame

The analytic framework for my thesis developed not only out of a detailed conceptual review
but as a result of my engagement with the field and the type of data I collected. My focus on
power struggles and social identities within collaborative governance required an analytic

framing that was comprehensive in its coverage of concepts that were applicable to
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understand the roles and behaviour of a range of different actors. The Clarke et al (2007)
framework was drawn on as it accommodated my data as well as integrating a number of
themes within my research. Within Neighbourhood Policing public meetings, like other
community police initiatives, it is likely that there will be communities and localities for
which issues of trust, social exclusion and social cohesion may critically influence
community involvement. | adapted the Clarke et al (2007) framework to incorporate the key
issues of marginalisation and exclusion as well as an identities focus. Therefore, my research
frame goes beyond that of Clarke et al (2007) by extending its dimensions and utilising a
relational discursive identities approach to study in greater detail the micro-level practices,
power-relations and identifications of those involved. In particular, this enables a focus on
the resistances and struggles at these sites of conjuncture in the local implementation of new
forms of co-governance. Combined with my identities focus on lived experience, this ensured
the primacy of the participants’ voices and meaning-making in the practice of vertical co-

governance within my findings.

My adapted research frame includes the following dimensions choice, challenge,
responsibilisation, inequality, and the additional marginalisation and exclusion. This section
outlines the Clarke et al (2007) model as well as my interpretation and developments.

Firstly “choice’, which draws on the Giddensian and communitarian perspectives to consider
the potential of, and the resistances to, the recasting of citizens as consumers. Based on the
construction of the citizen-consumer position, what is the ability of the range of publics to
exercise choice? Within New Labour’s NPS discourse, choice is constructed as the key
mechanism for influencing service delivery and a signal of effective citizen partnership.
Utilising the dimension of choice in my research frame allows a focus on the ways that
citizens, the police and other public officials use particular identity positions in the struggles
and contestations around attempts to exercise (or resist) choice within these public meetings.

Secondly ‘challenge’, which considers the capacity of front-line staff, and institutions such as
the police, for accepting challenges to their perspectives from community members, as well
as citizens’ willingness and capacity to mount individual and collaborative challenges within
PACT meetings. Clarke et al (2007) found that the police dealt least well with the collective

citizen identity (the public) and coped least well with their challenges. My additional
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contribution is to utilise the debates and issues surrounding deliberative democracy to
consider the possibilities and limits to challenge within these locally situated public meetings.

The third dimension, ‘responsibility’, focuses on how power-relations are enacted within
these public meetings and also allows consideration of responsibilisation. Foucault’s (1980)
theorisation of governmentality suggests the co-option (rather than coproduction) of citizens
and other new players within these new sites of co-governance and this serves to progress and
legitimise government and official agendas (Garland 2001). This provides a direct contrast to
the potential for citizen empowerment and the communitarian thesis that identifies the

potential for ‘communities of fate’ to be enabled to exercise challenge and choice.

Fourthly ‘equality’, which refers to the potential of inequality of access and influence. It is
an important dimension from critical political economy and is used to examine whether
public service reforms produce, reproduce and deepen social inequalities. Research has
shown that the disadvantaged may continue to experience high levels of crime and disorder
and poor quality of life and receive inferior levels of service compared to more advantaged
neighbourhoods and citizens (Foot 2009). Ruppert (2006:185) suggests that while ethnicity
and class are never overtly mentioned in professional discourses they are acknowledged by
professionals and can be seen as underpinning the differential levels of service that these
different publics receive (Newman & Clarke 2009). Utilising equality and inequalities allows
the examination of the experiences of co-governance in both advantaged and disadvantaged
communities and on the ways that citizens and professionals construct their identities within

these different neighbourhood meetings.

Finally, my additional dimension of ‘marginalisation & exclusion’ examines how public
meetings can be seen as the province of ‘good citizens’ who are privileged and feel welcome
in these new governance settings. My research frame allows consideration of who is
disenfranchised and will examine the identifications of ‘absent citizens’. These silenced
voices may undermine the level of diversity necessary to fulfil the promise of social
democracy. How exclusion operates and who is marginalised is an important aspect of the
practice of these public meetings.

The conducted research focuses mainly on the interactions within PACT meetings and the

power-relations within these collaborative meetings; these are the important aspects of my
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research process. Firstly it highlights the differences across meetings in relation to
advantaged, disadvantaged and mixed BME areas. | illustrate how professional dominance
and community voice and influence are performed in these local settings. Secondly, it
examines the micro-level talk and practice of professionals to provide an in-depth and
detailed analysis of centralising pressures as well as local needs. Thirdly, it draws on the
micro-level talk of all actors to establish the potential for collective identifications,
resistances and struggles. The research therefore contributes to existing literature on co-
governance by providing an in-depth locality focus and detailed long-term ethnographic
analysis of situated meanings and identities; particularly the importance of collective and
individual identities in what has been described as the under researched setting of public
meetings and co-governance (Llewellyn 2005, 2008a & b, Ansell & Gash 2007, Derkzen &
Bock 2007). It provides an insight into the manoeuvres and developments through time in
naturally occurring interaction. The local context is a unique experiment in sustained
community engagement through regular public meetings based on universal geographical
coverage. It offers an ideal opportunity to study the implementation and operation of

community co-governance within different localities of social meaning and geo-histories.

4.5 Conclusion

This chapter has reviewed my conceptual themes, linking these to the three research
questions that were developed to examine how power and agency are enacted within public
meetings. It showed how the adaption and modification of Clarke et al (2007) was based
on my engagement with the field and the type of data that I collected, as well as the
conceptual reviews that had been undertaken. The chapter also identified the key analytical
dimensions used in the research, highlighting the importance of choice, challenge,
responsibilisation, inequality, marginalisation and exclusion for examining co-governance

within PACT meetings.

My research is designed to make a key contribution to knowledge by studying naturally
occurring Neighbourhood Policing public meetings and participant (professional and
residents) interaction and talk about these meetings. This also leads to my choice of an
ethnographic and longitudinal approach to study these public meetings in areas with different
levels of advantage and disadvantage, including different levels of ethnic composition.
Longitudinal study allows a proper account of their situated and social constructed nature and

of the creation of shared meanings, ensuring that my findings reflect the process of
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interaction and co-governance rather than what may be an unrepresentative snapshot.
Ethnography suits such longitudinal research and enables tracking across individual sites of
naturally occurring data to elucidate the power-relations and identifications of participants.
The rationale and strengths of my research approach will be developed in chapter five,

including an account of the setting of my study within City, South Wales.
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Chapter Five Methodology

5.1 Introduction

Chapter five outlines my ontological and methodological position. It includes the
construction and specification of my social constructionist epistemology, comparison and use
of CDA, and choice of ethnographic methodological approach. It also reviews my research
method, the informed choice of research site, data collection and analyses. It concludes with
a discussion of my reflexive positioning, ethics and some detailed reflections on gaining

access.

5.2 Adopting a Social Constructionist Position & Ontology

Ontology refers to assumptions about truth and knowledge in the social world. It explores
the nature of social entities and questions whether they have an objective reality, external to
the social actions of social actors. This contrast is often referred to as objectivism versus
constructionism (Bryman & Bell 2007). An objective - or realist - perspective suggests that
we can treat language and events as potential signifiers of deep, unseen structures that can
produce a ‘god’s eye view’ or a window on the true reality that underpins our social world
(Sayer 2004, Bryman & Bell 2007). From an objectivist approach, an organisation can be
discussed as a tangible object with pre-given structures and constraining force that acts on
and inhibits its members. The alternative constructionist approach does not suggest the
possibility of - or access to - an underlying or single reality, knowledge or truth as ‘social

phenomena and their meanings are continually being accomplished by social actors’ (ibid).

Social constructionism focuses on how individuals, groups and societies construct
understandings of reality and lived experiences. This recognition of the socially constructed
nature of social arrangements allows the possibility of them being (re)constructed along
different contingent parameters (Mitev 2006). The focus on performance and practice is also
a rejection of a dualist position that separates mind and body. Social constructionism covers
a spectrum of approaches: from acknowledgement that agency is a component that needs to
be considered along with structure (Skelcher et al 2005; Silverman, 2006) to placing the
focus more directly on issues of agency and power where dialogic process is the prime focus
of study (Sayer 2004, Thomas & Davies 2005, Bryman & Bell 2007). Softer forms of social
constructionism accept the influence of the material world; Fairclough (2005b) recommends
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that this dialogic process is studied within its contextualised and situated settings (McKee
2009).

My adopted social constructionist approach is based on an anti-essentialist ontology that
focuses on construction as an active process that employs subjective and relational meaning-
making (Young et al 2004) as an interpretive process. This combines a constructivist focus
that emphasises meaning-making with what is made real and (constructed) through social
processes and interaction, known as social constructionism (ibid). Gergen (2001:2) suggests
that for constructionists ‘all claims to knowledge, truth, objectivity or insight are founded
within communities of meaning-making — including the claims of constructionists
themselves’. In epistemological terms, this places knowledge as the product of our social
practices, interactions and negotiations; it is ‘an interactional and rhetorical process that
reifies and externalises the material world which itself is constructed through discourse’
(Young et al 2004:376). This methodology elucidates dominant and alternate constructions
and discourses. | also focus on a softer form that emphasises the contextualising of discourse
(ibid) to place social constructions within their context; this approach considers ‘how people
draw on, and indeed deploy or deny, common and institutionally [situated] understandings [..]
to construct their own account’. This places action and discourse within their historical
construction with the potential to focus on both ‘context, culture, the person-environment
interaction and practice’ (ibid:377). This grounding of constructions within their historical
settings challenges the critique of some approaches to social constructionism as overly
relational and anti-realist. The strength of this approach suggests the possibility that a
constructivist epistemology of knowledge and truth can be used to conduct empirical research
and compile findings of situated social constructions. It can potentially make a contribution to

both understanding and practice (ibid).

Social constructionist approaches have been utilised within critical organization studies,
critical criminology and inclusive / collaborative governance literatures to consider issues of
representativeness, visibility and missing voices (Hardy, Lawrence & Phillips 1998b). Some
inter-organisation studies of collaborations have focused on socially constructed power-
relations within their context (Beech & Huxham 2003, Gasper et al 2008). This epistemology
permits direct access to the lived experience of what has been called the ambiguous and
complex research field of partnership and collaboration (Skelcher et al 2005, Munroe et al

2008). Of key relevance is my approach to the study of texts and the discursive construction
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of identities and power-relations. The next section introduces Critical Discourse Analysis
(CDA) as the approach adopted in my research.

5.3 Critical Discourse Analyses

In line with my social constructionist and identities focus, discursive texts are not viewed as
neutral or a window on inner realities of identity or beliefs but as socially constructed speech
acts that sustain shared meanings that are themselves constructive, and which (re)construct
different, more or less stable versions and positions. In this sense, discourse is action-
oriented; a means through which people accomplish and perform social actions such as
blaming, justifying, dismissing, complimenting and supporting. Discourse is also situated
and sequentially positioned in relation to what has come before and what comes after within
interactive talk or an individual’s narrative. This emphasises the contextual factors
surrounding social interaction and the importance of these to the meaning and interpretation
of discourses. For example, what would be a credible or appropriate contribution within or
about this PACT meeting (Phillips & Hardy 2002). Discourse has also been used to study
differences in capacity to participate between communities (Clarke et al 2007). This has
included identifying the different struggles with consumer-citizen identities that might be
experienced by ‘communities of fate” and disadvantaged underclasses compared to
advantaged, white and middle-class communities (cf Gilling 2007, Utting 2009). A key value
of discourse analysis is the visibility it provides to the identities and struggles of all actors in

this process, be they councillors, officials or other partners.

Discourse has been defined as the range of texts - including spoken, interactive talk and
written - on a topic or object that constrain, sustain understandings and recreate this object (cf
Phillips & Hardy 2002, Benwell & Stokoe 2006). There are numerous and different
approaches to working with discourse: the positivistic, decontextualised thin counting and
sorting of content analysis; narrative analysis that involves little or no researcher analyses;
discursive psychology and conversation analysis that attend to text as ‘topic’ and look at the
work the text performs (such as in the devices used to construct power-relations) (Guba &
Lincoln 2004, Denzin 2004, Benwell & Stokoe 2006). CDA concentrates on text as a
‘resource’ to investigate an issue or topic and examines how it is performed in micro-situated
discourses while drawing on wider macro-discourses and discursive resources (such as
power-relations within co-governance). This has led to the criticism that CDA focuses too

much on the development of theory and concept building and does not sufficiently examine

72



the empirical analysis of situated practice (ibid, McKee 2009). Authors such as McKee
(2009) and Fairclough (2005a & b) address these criticisms by conducting situated empirical
research. | follow their approach; my theorising - like theirs - arises from the cumulative and

empirically based study of practice.

It is important to consider how the use of CDA can reveal differences in power-relations and
nuanced performances within situated practice. Fairclough (2003) offers a model that
combines the analytical traditions of close textual analysis: an interpretivist or micro-
sociological approach to actively created sense-making and practice to produce ‘orderly’ or
‘accountable’ worlds; together with the macro-sociological traditions of analysing social
practice in relation to social structures (Fairclough 1994). It requires the simultaneous
analysis of three levels of discourse: text (micro-level textual elements), discursive practice
(the production, distribution, consumption and interpretation of texts), and social practice (the
situational and institutional context) (Fairclough 2003, Vaara et al 2008:3). Its strength is the
possibility of tracing the explanatory connections between social practices and their
discursive practice, including the way social structures can be seen to shape and influence -
and in turn be affected by - the outcomes of members’ practices (Fairclough 1994). | adopt
this approach and describe the mechanics of utilising these three levels in the data analysis

section.

By focusing on CDA, it will be possible to look at the role of discursive activity in
constituting and sustaining unequal power-relations (Fairclough & Wodak 1997, Phillips &
Hardy 2002:25). CDA enables us to ‘describe and explain how power abuse is enacted,
reproduced or legitimated by the talk and text of dominant groups and institutions’ (Van Dijk
1996:84). Within this study, the approach enables analysis of “dialogical struggle (or
struggles) as reflected in the privileging of a particular discourse and the marginalization of
others’ (Keenoy et al 1997:150) in, for example, professional and lay discourses. The
approach draws particularly on the work of Fairclough, focusing on how discursive activity
structures the social space within which actors act through the constitution of concepts,
objects and subject positions. It emphasises the distal context: how it privileges some actors
at the expense of others, and how broad changes in the discourse result in different
constellations of advantage and disadvantage, emphasising the relational nature of power.
Taken-for-granted practices will be revealed through the new subject positions from which

actors speak and act. The cumulative effect can result in the problematisation of existing
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discourses and the gradual normalisation of new bodies of knowledge (Maguire & Hardy
2009). Maguire and Hardy (2009:148) introduce the concept of ‘defensive institutional
work” and illustrate how actors carry out disruptive and defensive work by authoring texts.
This has been discussed as the operation of discourse as a normalisation process that makes
the taken-for-granted invisible. It also suggests that discourse analysis allows the normalised
invisible to become visible (Rowe 2007). As Phillips & Hardy (2002) show, the discourse
perspective and method allow us to empirically and theoretically incorporate an analysis of

identity work and, beyond this, establish the identification of broader contextualised themes.

The three levels approach to CDA is suited to my study as it enables close examination of the
politics, power and lived experience within co-governance settings, including the comparison
of practices across different localities. This is of critical importance to my study of the
practice of co-governance with its focus on context, situated performance and discourse in
revealing how identities and power-relations are constructed and reconstructed in practice.
Importantly, it also builds on Rasche & Chia’s (2009:721) suggestion that identity work
encompasses more than just talk; it also involves performances which include ‘bodily
sayings’ and ‘bodily doings’. This concurs with views of identities as situated, embodied and
action-oriented discourse that has consequential, discretionary implications for individual and
collective lived experiences (cf Jenkins 2008). My research is a situated ethnography of
practice and discursive performance. Section 5.4 demonstrates that ethnography is the most
appropriate frame through which to conduct social constructionist and empirical research that
involves the longitudinal and contextualised performance and practice of co-governance

within different neighbourhood PACT meetings.

5.4 Methodological Approach: Ethnography

A qualitative ethnographic approach provides a mode of research and study of local social
practices that is open and exploratory. It offers the most natural solution to gain access to
adequate research data through which to understand relational power processes in situ
(Alvesson & Willmott 2002). This maximises the possibility that the object of study is seen
as naturally as possible - ‘the way things normally go’ - or what others call the taken-for-
granted (Hardy et al 2005).

There is a long history of organisational (cf Kunda 1992) as well as cultural and

anthropological ethnography; Van Maanen’s (2003) study of beat police work is a classic
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example of ethnography in the police setting. Ethnography focuses on contextualised
performance and practice of longitudinal fieldwork. It examines how things are done to
reveal actual practice that pragmatically draws on and provides an alternative to expert
theorising (Van Maanen 2011:21,31). One of its key strengths is its longitudinal and
embedded nature which seeks to avoid the snapshot approaches associated with positivistic
and quantitative research, as well as qualitative blitzkrieg research involving short shadowing
or observation. The embedding of the ethnographer allows the production of a research
account that problematises the things natives or members take-for-granted (ibid). Its primary
focus on naturally occurring performance differentiates it from other qualitative methods that
rely solely on reported data or talk about a topic. Ethnography provides both a means
through which data — including discourse — is collected for analysis and a means through
which the researcher engages with understanding local meaning and systems within the field
of study. The text generated in the research process from my recordings and field notes
becomes the main resource from which | present my readings of research material. My aim
is to give voice to all, and reflects the view that the privileged single voice of the
ethnographer and hegemonic master-participant voices is no more (Van Maanen 1988). By
immersion in the field of study, I - the ethnographic researcher - am able to make sense of the
situated meaning of what is being said, by whom, with what purpose and with what outcome.

Ethnography is characterised by providing situated rich thick analyses, historically based in
one location. However, in modern complex societies it is sometimes hard to draw clear
physical boundaries around a site or topic. Recent theorising has discussed ethnography as a
‘thick and thin” mid-range methodology that is suited to researching life because it allows the
temporal connectivity and tracking of objects, issues and people (Marcus 1995). This
expands the boundaries to include other physically located and relevant sites (Marcus 2002,
Hine 2007). This multi-sited perspective aims to locate phenomena - or the locale it studies -
in a global (or wider) context, mapping its connections to other often distant sites (including
economic, political and symbolic events and processes) (Saukko 1998). It enables
understandings to be seen as distributed, de-territorialised, less coherent and bounded,
displaying a range of indeterminacy, indifference and ambivalence tied together within the
sphere of social relationships, and indirectly to place (Van Maanen 2011:12). Connectivity
has been used in other qualitative research methods to consider extended cases. Multi-sited

ethnography is proposed for the study of communities, citizenship, inter-governmental
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collaborations, identities, networks and social movements, including public participation and
political organization (Vertovec 1999).

My main focus is on the collection of ‘thick’ data that explores performance and power-
relations through empirical and ethnographic work that looks at agency in practice within
specific PACTs. My data is richly embedded in the localised contexts (McKee 2009). This
approach produces interactive and discursive data that are best interpreted by discourse
analyses to reveal relational identities, identifications and contestations. Adopting a multi-
sited methodology allows me to look at the practice of PACT - the construction of citizen-
consumers and power-relations - as a multi-sited and multi-locality phenomenon connected
through the multiple ties and interactions that link people and institutions (Vertovec
1999:456). The multi-sited focus permitted the comparison of the enactment and lived
experience of PACT in three localities of advantage, disadvantage and mixed advantage,
including ethnic composition. The strength of multi-sited ethnography is the possibility of
coherently tracing the practice of PACT and talk about PACT, as well as the connection to

other empirical settings.

5.4.1 Research Methods

My longitudinal research design involved attending PACT meetings at three main sites over a
period of 26 months and tracing the construction and reconstruction of PACT identities and
power-relations through time and locations. Meetings have been studied as episodes of
conversational identity work which achieve, maintain, change, elaborate and communicate
identifications (Karreman & Alvesson 2001). This perspective can be employed to look at
public meetings. Studies have critiqued formal public consultations as stage-managed, with
highly controlled agendas and chair functions in which citizens have to contest existing
power-relations and struggle to move the goal posts to enable them speak out (Fairclough
2005a). This suggests that more research is needed to look at the organisation of the cut and
thrust of political debate, particularly how audiences intervene, interrupt, disrupt and
spontaneously talk within both formal and informal public meetings (Llewellyn 2005).
PACTSs represent a new, highly informal public meeting to collaboratively set three local
CDQL priorities. Any member of the public can attend to speak about issues within their
locality; there is no need to pre-register questions and - while involving police and partners’
information and feedback - the floor is meant to be open to residents to speak and obtain a

response (and possibly reassurance) from police and other officials. It is therefore possible to
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focus on how co-governance through these informal public meetings is enacted in the talk
and conversations within different PACT meetings and localities (such as advantaged, mixed
and disadvantaged neighbourhoods) and how and what identifications and positions are
constructed and resisted (such as citizen-consumer, responsibilised, enabled or other). This
allows examination of how power-relations are performed and enacted within a site of co-

governance and deliberative democracy that is part of local community-police engagement.

As well as examining PACT meetings, | traced professionals’ talk about PACT within the
development and introduction of City’s six sectorial Area Neighbourhood Management
(ANM)? meetings. These meetings are neighbourhood-focused horizontal collaborations and
multi-agency initiatives between official partners; addressing PACT priorities forms part of
their agenda. This is supported in some sectors by sub-consultative meetings to which
councillors are invited. The focus examined discourse through different identifications,
including the collective identities and collaborative work within and about PACT. | also
traced the talk about PACT by residents and councillors, and attended two of the four PACT
Chairs” meetings. These were an attempt by some of the chairs to bring together chairpersons
from across City to develop an overall picture on the operation of PACT and potentially
develop a more strategic avenue of communication with City BCU police.

I also held interviews and focus groups. My elite interviews included senior police staff
within City BCU and community and partnership specialists within Southern Police
headquarters. My aim was to gain an overview from decision-makers and seniors regarding
PACT and its introduction; I interviewed the six sector Neighbourhood Inspectors, some
Neighbourhood Sergeants and the front-line staff involved in PACT. It also drew in non-
uniformed Front Line Support Officers (FLSO) who administer and sometimes attend PACT
as well as Police Beat Managers (Police Constables, PCs) and Police Community Support
Officers (PCSOs) who are the most regular attendees at PACTs, sometimes with a Sergeant

% Area Neighbourhood Management Meetings are a key part of City’s introduction of the recommendations
from the Beecham Report (2006) to introduce neighbourhood-based service delivery of public services based on
multi-agency joined-up working to provide focused neighbourhood solutions. In City, these began in 2007 with
an initial focus on CDQL issues. Initially, Local Authority Officials ‘volunteered’ to be involved; formative
Network initiatives began to establish collaborative work and remits. At this time, the City BCU Commander
and Deputy Head of the Council led this initiative. It is intended that Neighbourhood Management and its area
meetings will have representation from all relevant Local Authority service areas: Police, Fire Service, Health
and relevant voluntary agencies. The formal ratification of Neighbourhood Management, its structures, terms of
reference and membership came in mid-2009.
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of Inspector. This gave the perspective of the staffs representing the police and the conduct
of PACT, as well as the view of the Inspectors who ultimately control and manage the
numerous PACT meetings, the allocation of resources and the delivery of priorities within

their sector.

Within the local authority (and partners) | interviewed a range of public service officials
ranging from senior operational managers to their department heads within the community,
partnership, housing, cleansing and rubbish, trading standards, youth services, parks, and
CSP and arson team. This gave me a senior and operational perspective, including those who
had and had not attend PACT and worked on CDQL issues that arose within PACT or might
be involved in dealing with PACT priorities. Some of these people were involved in ANM
meetings and were able to comment on PACT and its relationship to the establishment of this
horizontal partnership. I also interviewed councillors who attended my three main PACTSs, as
well as some of those involved in other PACTS across City, to gain their perspective on
PACT. Finally, I interviewed PACT chairpersons from the PACTs | followed and some
other key PACTSs within City; this was based on tracing issues or particular PACTs brought
to my attention through earlier meetings and conversations. | focused on their experiences
and views of successes, strengths, hopes, disappointments and assessment of PACT, and their
relationship with councillors and police within the PACT process. With this perspective |
also interviewed a number of regular resident attendees, although it was easiest to make
contact with the majority of residents through holding brief 5-10 minute conversations before
or after PACT meetings. | supplemented this with a focus group at each of my three main
PACTS; to capture views from those who were attending and allow them to comment on the
success, failures, strengths and weaknesses of the PACT process. Elites, councillors and
residents all commented on levels of attendance as well as the type of people who do or do
not attend PACT meetings. To trace this theme, I conducted some interviews with those that
can be described as absent residents. These interviews included people from a range of

ethnicities, those from advantaged and disadvantaged areas, and young people.

The range of methods I used included observation of meetings - both PACT and associated
meetings - focus groups and interviews. In meetings, | acted as a non-participant observer of
PACT meetings, making recordings (tapes and notes) of the meetings I attended. |
supplemented these recordings with field notes and follow-up conversations with participants

(Guba & Lincoln 2004). This is a traditional ethnographic method and allows the researcher
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to obtain accurate and detailed material to facilitate micro-level exploration of practice and
texts (Van Maanen 1988). This method allowed a rich understanding of this type of
deliberative democracy, unachievable through solely observing meetings. Interviews are an
accepted qualitative methodology and I conducted these in a semi-structured and reflexive
way that coproduced data arising from the interaction that involved both the researched and
researcher (Hesse-Biber & Leavy 2004). The focus groups were timed when residents were
comfortable interacting with myself as researcher (Bloor et al 2001). With permission, these

were recorded and transcribed, supplemented by my field notes (ibid).

5.4.2 Research Setting & Selection of PACT Meetings
This section explains my selection of PACT meetings within City. It includes a review of key
contextual factors important to the conduct of my situated research, including indicators of
advantage, disadvantage, mixed and BME composition for the tracked PACT
neighbourhoods. My field work was conducted within City BCU (part of Southern Police
Force) that covers this major city with its international sports and entertainment venues and a
mid-2006 population estimate of 317,500 (Office of National Statistics). It is a small city
compared to conurbations in England (e.g. Birmingham, Manchester etc.) and experiences
city and urban types of crime and disorder at lower levels than many of its English
counterparts. As reported by the local authority Senior Manager for Community Safety and
Regeneration:

City has such low levels crime and disorder — nothing like other UK cities - that

Crime and Disorder Reduction and community safety duties are given a very low

priority with no set targets and little understanding of the implications of duties on

all council departments [...] in the scheme of things this means PACT comes even

lower in the scheme of things [...] Off radar for many (InterviewOMMIike29.08.07)

The first PACT meeting in City took place in April 2006. Southern Police had a blueprint for
PACT - and timescales for its introduction - from the Home Office, including guides issued
by the National Centre for Policing Excellence (NCPE 2006). This emphasised the
community’s right to “call to action’, to increase accountability and to demand community
engagement by Police Forces as encapsulated in the Police Justice Act 2006 (Crawford 2007:
891). At the commencement of my study there were approximately 44 PACTSs across City’s
29 Wards.
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The 2007 HMIC Inspection for Southern Police highlighted that a key issue for this Force
was the maintenance of sufficient channels of communication with the public and users of its
services. These problems were experienced across its operational area, resulting in it being
ranked 43" out of 43 Forces (across England & Wales) for their capacity and maintenance of
public ‘access’ and ease of ‘contact’. As with many other Forces, this included issues with
keeping the public informed of progress and outcomes on reported incidents. At the time
PACT was being introduced in City, the police and their local authority partners were
trialling a new contact system based on the use of a 101 non-emergency contact number to
report less serious crime, disorder , ASB and quality of life issues (e.g. noise, rubbish etc.).
This was the partnership focus and background within which PACT and neighbourhood
management were introduced. PACT meetings and the Neighbourhood Policing Pledge were
also directed at improving relationships and communication with the public. The police
prioritise using PACT meetings to inform people of local police action and stress the
importance of reporting information via 101as this produces hotspot data that influences
tasking decisions. By the time my fieldwork ended, the 101 non-emergency system had been

extended to the rest of the Southern Police and its six other Local Authorities.

Selecting the three PACTSs to follow in depth was based on two key sources of information. |
used demographic, education, income, health, crime and ASB data to identify advantaged
mixed or disadvantaged areas. Secondly, I consulted with City’s Neighbourhood Police
Inspectors and their FLSOs to obtain their analysis of PACT meetings, the pros and cons,
local history and what they saw as the successes and difficulties. This included their view of
the different neighbourhood contexts - types of area, residents and issues - of the various
PACTs. It became immediately clear that PACTs were not uniformly the same: issues
varied, as did the tone, ease or difficulty of meetings. Some of this was reported as related to
the area (such as levels of disorder or disadvantage) and some to attendees who may be
considered easier or more difficult to handle. | identified three key issues from the
Inspectors’ points of view: the role played by councillors, whether or not the meetings had an
independent community chairperson and the general levels of attendance. There was a view
that police staff who attended - whether Sergeant, PC or PCSO - should have some skills and
confidence in handling the public and running meetings. It was recognised that not everyone
had the required ability or confidence. Appendix One shows the initial tabulations from

these first interviews.
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The factual information used in my final selection is publically available Ward-based data
compiled from census information (see Appendix Two), combined with identifying areas as
advantaged and disadvantaged utilising the updated Welsh Multiple Index of Deprivation
(WIMD 2005) and the Neighbourhood Improvement Plan (NIP 2007). The WIMD is also
used by Local Authorities, European, governmental and non-governmental funding bodies to
target funding and services, as well as by the police as part of their profiling of areas. Itisan
established and tested method that combines separate indices - including census and other
data - on income, employment, housing, educational achievement, crime and disorder. The
areas of advantage and disadvantage tracked in this study - Whitewood, Evergreen &
Redbank - are among the most disadvantaged and most advantaged within Wales as well as
City (WIMD 2005).

Ethnicity data was taken from City Local Authority published statistics that are based on
census data updated from other data sources. This is the same data that has been used in
practitioners’ initial Neighbourhood profiling and Council plans. Within City, the range of
BME / ethnic minority population was highest in three wards (with19-16%); the other wards
in city were mainly under 1%. The original figures were taken from City Local Authority
Neighbourhood Renewal Plan (NRP 2007). These were updated in 2010 with their
availability for smaller areas of 1,500 residents. Redbank is an area of mixed ethnicity (18%)
and advantage, while Evergreen and Whitewood are 98-99% white. Table 5.1 below outlines
PACT selection.,

PACTS Advantage / Population | WIMD Ward Rankings Ethnic / BME
Disadvantage Figures (2000) Composition

Evergreen Disadvantaged 14,754 Ranked 2™ most deprived Ward | White (98%)

in City (10% most deprived in

Wales)
Redbank Mixed 12,009 Combined North & South Mixed (Combined
South (Predominantly Redbank is 11" most deprived is 18% ethnic)
Redbank disadvantaged) Ward in City (15% most WIMD (2005) South
(2010 data) deprived in Wales). North Redbank Super Lower

Redbank ranks as one of least Output Areas Range

deprived areas in City. 27-34% BME / ethnic?
Whitewood Advantaged 11,281 One of top two least deprived White (99%)

Wards in City (5% least

deprived in Wales)
Various Advantaged, n/a n/a White & Mixed
locations Disadvantaged

Table 5.1 Selection of PACT Meetings
Note': See Appendix Two — Population figures ONS adjusted 2006
Note* See Appendix Two - Super Lower Output Area figures (1,500 pop) are from updated local authority data
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5.4.3 Data Collection & Sources of Data

A key strength of my research is the depth of naturally occurring data | collected with an
emphasis on embodied discourse and identity work. The longitudinal collection of rich thick
data avoids snapshot observations that would potentially give a superficial or limited view of
meetings. | achieved this by tracking PACT meetings for a substantial period to reveal
potential differences and continuities of identity positions and collaborative working through
time. Table 5.2 below outlines my data collection and 26 month fieldwork between March
2007 and October 2009. It shows the number (44) of PACT meetings | attended for the three
main PACTSs (33) and additional City PACT meetings (11). These three locations
respectively reflect a disadvantaged, mixed and advantaged neighbourhood. I attended 15
meetings in Evergreen, 11 in Redbank and 7 in Whitewood. | attended additional PACTs to
scope my initial selection of three PACTSs and to trace key issues raised about the operation
of PACTs. As part of building my own understanding and following the talk about PACT, |
attended two City PACT Chairpersons’ meetings, a range of 24 other meetings, ANM, sub-
consultative meetings and partnership workshops. By attending ANM meetings, | was able
to trace discussions between formal partners and councillors concerning PACT priorities and
the PACT process, not just PACT meetings per se. The three focus groups gave residents an
opportunity to directly express their voices concerning PACT meetings. | supplemented the
real time observations of meeting interactions with individual interviews with a range of local
authority and service providers (16), police (34), local voluntary sector partners (9),
councillors (8), PACT community chairpersons (7) and formal interviews with residents (12)
and informal conversations (70 plus). | also drew on some written texts, including local
policy documents, reports, websites and national statements. This resulted in a total of 44
Neighbourhood PACT meetings, 26 other meetings (including two City PACT Chairpersons),
86 interviews — plus conversations — and three focus groups. The methodology provided a
wealth of rich, longitudinal data but it was a challenge to deal with the amount of live data,
transcripts and recorded data collected.

Building on my primary focus - the experiences of collaborative working within PACT - |
attempted to follow outcomes and track PACT priorities within ANM meetings. To do this |
drew on statistical data and reports, including the restricted access report Safer Capital
Strategic Assessment (Issue May 2009), and the UPSI (2009) study. | also attempted to trace

action on PACT priorities within partner organi