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Abstract

Partnership working within the domain of the Uiblic sectorhas been the subject of
academic exploration in modern times. Rhodes has written in relation to tensions around
A20SNY I yER2IX RSP yEHKR2dE 27T (visa ldssidf goe@mentw K 2 R
functions limiting its capacity (Weller and Bakvis, 1997), to alternative delivery systems,
such asagencies, policyetworks, orpartnerships involving th@ublic, private andthird
sector (Rhodes, 1997; James, 2001); argualdgitey to a fragmented service delivery
(Powell and Exworthy, 2002). Others have argued that while the state may be fragmented
it is not incapacitated (Holliday, 2000) as it uses regulatory levers to dtead
government(partnerships) towards outcomes Vauring central governmentpolicy. In
Scotland this is achieved through Single Outcome Agreements (SOA) besvdext and
localgovernment set within a prescriptive framework advancing the notion of community
empowerment and long term prevention; as awbated by the Christie Commission

(Scottish Government, 2011c).

Thisthesis explores the concept of partnership working by looking at the governance of
community safety in Scotland; principally through Community Planning/Community
Safety Partnerships dumg a period of significargublic sectoreform. Using a case study
approach- data was obtained during a twelve month period (2013) principally through 50
semistructured qualitative interviews with key stakeholders and 9 ruarticipant
observations ofpartnership meetings withinthree distinct localities and analysis of

secondary data (policy documents).

Drawing on theories around governance/partnership working, power and social capital:
key themes began to emerge around tensions between central aral foaicy; power
differentials within partnershigs ¢ relating to organisational culture and resource
dependency; fiscal retrenchment and the-gdoritisation of community safety; Police
reform and the impact on localism; and accountability issues relabngarticipatory
democracy, blurred boundaries, and accountability to local communities within the
governance of community safety. This thesis concludes that despite the rhetoric of
localism within local governance local communities andocal governmenthave less
voice/power compared tocentral government in relation to the governance of

community safety, and in relation to the loss of accountability within local policing.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

The aim of this project is to critically examine the governance of Community Safety
Partnerships (CSPs) in Scotland. Community Safety Partnerships evolved differently in
Scotland compared to England and Wales, in part due to the distinctive charactex of th
Scottish legal system and also because of what many academics have termed as
{O02GfFyRQa RAAGAYOGADBS OAOBAO OdzZ G§GdzNE 6aODI
Mooney and Scott, 2012; Croall, 2006; Croall et al., 2010). From 1979 to date there have
been many areas of policy convergence and divergence, especially within criminal justice
policy and policing (McAra, 2007; 2011; McAra and McVie, 2010; Croall et al., 2010;
Donnelly and Scott, 2010a; 2010b; Danson and Whittam, 2011).

The performance man3SYSy G Odzf G dzZNB Ay K S NiBeyall refam (0 KA y
I ASYRI gl a 2yS adzOK FNBI 2F LRftAOe 02y @S
penal welfarism during the Conservative era was also an area of policy divergence (McAra
and McVie, 2010), asas the divergence from the deep normative core of Westminster
hegemony in relation to policy and decision making (Heclo and Wildavsky, 1981). Yet,
RSALIAGS GKA& AY wMophpd oLlRald RS@2tdziAzy0
punitive penal agenda, wht the adoption of antisocial behaviour legislation and the
targeting of young offenders (ibid; Croall et al., 2010; Croall, 2012). However, under the
present Scottish National Party (SNP) government it appears that Scotland may once
again return to its peal welfare roots (Hazel, 2008; Croall, 2012; Mooney and Scott,
2012; Henry, 2012), and situating CSPs within this changing landscape makes this an

interesting area of study.

This has all happened during an era of wewide recession after the 2007/08 ajfal

credit crunch, which has led to an extensive period of fiscal parsimony being enforced on
Local Authorities and devolved Governments by Westminster, which may impact on local
community services anpartnerships. For example, budget cuts have long beeource

of conflict and tension withircentral andlocal governmentrelations throughout the
United Kingdom (UK) (Stoker, 1988; Mooney and Poole, 2004; Mackie, 2005), and many
public and voluntary agencies may have to engage in financial juggling acts in order to

reassign/maintain dwindling resources in the delivery ofaloservices (Frost, 2005;
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Danson and Whittam, 2011}urthermore, this may lead to increased tensions between
agencies as they compete against each othiek G KAy |y aSYQBANRYYSY
LJdzo f AO &LISYRAYy3I¢E 6{ 020 0AaK obaad MipactDdy thee H n
role agencies play within the governance of community safety insofar as more focus may
be placed on core organisational issues at the expense of a commitment to partnership
working in general. Additionally, how will a performancenagement culture with an
emphasis on central strategic objectives/target settingwithin central and local
governmentausterity politics- affect the organisational culture gfublic sectoragencies,

such as the Police, or thkird sectorin particular(Hastings et al., 2015).

In answer to the call for restraint, the Scottish Government put in place a number of
reform measures including: instituting a reform of Local Authority community planning
structures to incorporate key findings from the&hristie Commission and the
centralisation of the former eight regional Police and Fire services into separate single
national entities. This centralising agenda may in turn have exacerbated fears that this
could affect localism despite government rhetoric to thentary (Donnelly et al., 2002);
particularly within policing, and how this may impact on the organisational culture of the
Police overall. Tensions may also emerge between the different layers within the
governance of community safety, for example, willaeges within local governance
A0NHzOGdzNBa fft26 F2N) Y2NBE WNRBGAYIQ 6hao2NJ
CSPs, or will increased Scottish Government regulations determine not only the direction
-YAISSND G6AO0ARUD 2F K202 { LIIREANNR RH2 SONR OS
(ibid). Or, will future strategic policing priorities influence the strategic direction/practices
within CSPs, or indeed the cultural aims of different agencies/actors (HMSO, 2012).
Furthermore, how will these @nges impact on Local Authority accountability to local
communities in general? For example, much has been written about community
participation in recent Scottish Government social policy, but that participation may be

dependent on the capacity/social dég of those involved.

Therefore looking at CSPs during a process of major structural reform of one of its lead
agencies offers up a unique opportunity for new academic research, in terms of how do
changes to governance arrangements affect the operawwdnocal bodies like CSPs.

Therefore this research study aims to explore how robust local CSPs are in Scotland
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during this transitional period, by understanding how CSPs work, principally by asking the

following research questions:

U What role do CSPs plag the governance of community safety in contemporary
Scotland?

U How will the planned governance changes and reform processes affect CSPs in terms
of local accountability?

U How will performance management cultures witlgentral/local governmentand in
particular within the Police, affect CSP priorities and/or goals?

U How do the organisational aims and culture of @&Rners, who possess different

levels of power and influence, effect or determine the strategic priorities of CSPs?

These questions will try to be addressed by creating a bespoke framework influenced by

| dzZRaz2y YR | I NReQa WFaaSaavYSyid G22tQ F2NJ
Hardy, 2002). Hudson and Hardy produced this framework as an effective tool for
practitioners to use during evaluations of Health and Social Care Partnerships (ibid),
however it will be adapted to provide a useful framework for the analysis of qualitative
interviews (discussed more in the methods section); as many of the principles within t
framework are arguably germane to CSPs. For example, principles surrounding the need
for partnership working in the first place, or whether there is a clarity or realism of
purpose, or commitment and ownership, or clear and robust arrangements witi@mt

(ibid: 5362). They also identify barriers to effective partnership working that could also
apply to CSPs, such as: mmterminosity of boundaries; fragmentation of service
responsibilities across agency boundaries; differences in ideologies ands)yalue
organisational selinterest and autonomy, and threats to job security (ibid: 54). Therefore

in this study\e assessmenttod @At t OG0 & | dzaS¥F¥dzZ FNIY

complexities of partnership workingithin the context of CSPs.

1.1The Research Strategy

The original focus for this review was to be directed towards literature based on crime
prevention and community safety practice. However, it soon became clear that the

centralised policing agenda of the SNP Scottish Government in 2013 would also have an
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impact on CSPs. However, Scottish policing and community safety policy is heavily
influenced by legislation and policies put in place by the previous New Labour
Government, specifically the Crime and Disorder Act 1998 (i.e. how the Act enables Crime
and Disrder Reduction Partnerships) and the ABticial Behaviour Act 2003, which led
onto the Local Government Scotland Act 2003 and the -8atial Behaviour etc.

(Scotland) Act 2004.

Therefore, it was decided that the literature review should look at thallgovernance of
crime within a UK context, which involved examining in bre#ntral government
bureaucracy¢ principally the Westminster model of governmerfcal government
reform and the tensions therein. This will be a thematic rather than a nagdiased
review and it will focus on drawing out key themes in order to try and address the main
research questions, for example, themes around organisational change, reform, culture,

strategic decision making, localism and the tensions therein.

Therefore the literature review will look at howentral governmenteform has impacted

on crime prevention and community safety in the UK from the late 1970s to date, in an
effort to understand how central reform has helped shape the notion of crime prevention
and community safety within the UK. Particular attention will be paid to the processes of
change leading up to the creation of Crime and Disorder Reduction/Community Safety
Partnerships; drawing on concepts such as social exclusion/social capital. The ainpact
these crime prevention/crime reduction policies in England and Wales will then be
examined in context of poadievolution Scotland. For instance, the ndmeral reform
agenda of the Conservative government in 1948cluding the restructure ofentraland

local government and the impact of private sector managerialism/performance
management on thepublic secto® ¢ KA a g+ & | NBdzrofé O2y Ay
modernisation programme, which incorporated managerialism/best value within
partnerships and networks; principally as a key governance tool to address the
fragmented service delivery inherent within market individualism. This framework for
partnershigs was also adopted in poedevolution Scotland, wherein regulatory
mechanisms/policy levers have lped shape Community Planning/Community Safety
Partnerships. However, these mechanisms may also increase tensions between
central/strategic policy direction and local accountability. It may also exacerbate tensions

between individual agencies/organisatioas they learn to navigate a turbulent changing
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landscape incorporating diverse organisational practices, resource constraint, and
conflicting ideological aims and objectives. It is within this context that the literature has
been chosen, whereby key themeamnay begin to emerge in support of the research

guestions and the subsequent research study.

Chapter 2: Literature Review

2.1 The Westminster Model

¢KS W2SaldYAyaldSN Y2RSEQ 2F 3I20SNYyYSyid OKI
unitary staté with its focus on parliamentary sovereignty, presided over by a Prime
Ministerial led cabinet based on a predominantly twarty majority rule electoral system

¢ overhead democracy, typified by the rules of debate (Rhodes, 1997; 2000a; Stoker,
2004b). The mdsdominant ideological form associated with this model is bureaucratic
hierarchy (formally ranked structure of authority, represented by clear lines of
accountability, and rational rules or policies) (McGarvey and Cairney, 2008: 147), typified
by verticaltop down control. Clarke and Newman (1997) state that since the nineteenth
OSyddz2NE Lzt AO FTRYAYAAUNI GAZ2Y AY . NROIAY
which was intended to foster efficiency and impartiality throughout all public business,

typified by the appliance of rules and regulations by trained staff (ibid: 5).

For Weber there were three types of legitimate authority based rational grounds on

the principle that society has normative rules, therefore those persons elevated to
positions of authority based on those rules are there by legal authortgditional
goundx. o &SR 2y GKS alyoidArde 2F WAYYSY2NAI €
(a monarch)charismatic grounasbased on particular character traits inherent witlan
individual that brings with it a devotional compliance to any order decreed by him

(Weber, 1997: 323).

Rational grounds is the legitimate type of authority most associated with a Westminster
Y2RSt 2F 3J208SNYYSyld RSTAYSR opare typ8 awBhNJ | &

L A state in which all constitutional power resides in the centre, howestdrgovernmental units may exist, but are
subject to change from the top. (McGarvey and Cairney, 2008: 24)
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SYLX 28YSyid 2F | 0dz2NBIFdzONF GAO FTRYAYAAGNF GA
Ayadadbdzianzya 6SNB ySOSaalNE (2 O0O2LS sAGK
f SFRSNAKALE LI NIe& |yR 0dz2NSBI dzawtiad & ¢hereébpa G S R
YSGK2R dzaSR o0& a20ASG& G2 | 002YLXAaK Ala
RANBOUAZ2YE OW2KYS HaAMMY cnOd | 26SOSNE AG
in terms of the strong personality of an individualespecially one in a position of
authority such as a Prime Ministerin that they can use their will to force change within

a one party dominated parliament, as in the case of Margaret Thatcher and Tony Blair
(ibid).

However, by the 1970s bureaucracy wasught to be inappropriate, inefficient and-ill
equipped to respond to the complexities of change inherent within the modern world,
especially by proponents of the New Right ideology wherein-liyal economics in

both the UK and the United States of Anga were beginning to stress the superiority of
YFEN] SG AYRAQGARdzZEfAAY 6/TtFNIS FYR bSsYly:=
government of 1979 paved the way for a new lexicon of government parlance when it
chose to forgo the dominance of hierdical control and introduce market individualism
throughout the peripheries of government, with the introduction of New Public
Management (NPM) principles aimed at transforming the relationship betweepubéc

sector, government and society (Hughes, 199 T (2 06S | OKiefd@8 R o @&
WSTFAOASYOeQ alg@Aay3aas LISNF2NXIFyOS Gl NBSG:
cheapest service prodécNE o0 { G421 SNE  svernment Yefommar)téms[o2 O |

contracting out and partnership working becamestarder of the day.
2.2 British Local Government Reform Post 1979

GGKS LINBaSyid OFyy2G 06S LINPLISNIe& dzyRSNAU
developed and differs from the pagtespecially in Britain, wherdecal governmenhas

evolved graduallyover the centuries, without any codified constitution defining its
rights, responsibilities and relationship tntral g2 S NY YSy ié 02 Af az2y
2011: 53).

Local government structural reform began in earnest following the RedeNiud
NB LJ2 NI&KQS RJdHOY A mdpc X g KAOK | R20FGSR -SAUOK
LJzN1J2 &S dzy AGF NB ! dzi K2NAGASE SYONI OAy3d o2il
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cMOT 2NIASNI YadefaliAS Y 2F LINRPQDGAYOALf [/ 2dzy OAf &ax
(ibid). However, the new Heath Conservative Government of 1970 rejected both systems,
favouring instead a twier system based on the current Counties, which many argued
was pursued not only on philosophical grounds, but also on ideological grounds, as most
Caunty Councils were dominated by Conservative party members and supporters (ibid).
Partisan politics would play a major part in future reform. For example, the 1972 Local
Government Act from 1974 reduced the 58 County Councils in England and Wales to 47,
and abolished all County boroughs, which meant that many of the former Labour
controlled County boroughs were now relegated to a lower tier status (ibid: 61), this two
tier structure could also possibly make the-@alination of policy and administration
chdlenging (Stoker, 1988). In Scotland, the Wheatley Commission also proposed a two
tier system, which took effect in 1975, courtesy of the Local Government (Scotland) Act
1973 (Wilson and Game, 2011: 62).

By the mid1970slocal governmentn particular began to feel the economic backlash
caused by a worlavide recession (Stoker, 1988). Unemployment rose alongside inflation,

and public resources were stretched to the limit, and many cuts were targetdocal
government(ibid). Nonethelessas Stoker (1988) points out the cuts were achieved by a
GYAE 2F RA&Odza&aA2ys O2YLINBYAAS yR O2y ¥t
A32OSNYYSyYylié OAOARY wmnT alOlASES HannpLud | 2¢
St SOGA2Y 27F al NBérvdtlbd goverknent @K DTN Within Reeks of

taking office it became increasingly clear thatal governmentvas, according to Newton

FYR YFENN}Y oOomopyp0XI @GAS6SR +a agl adSTdz =
f dzEdzNR 2 dz& | Yy R 2irdSioke2, T9880 R4 yWildoR dnd Gaté) 20(11562).

221mMmpTr ¢ ¢ KS / 2YASNDFI GADS D2OSNYyYSyid 2NJ 0KS

The election of a Thatcher led Conservative Government in 1979 signals an epoch in
central and local governmentrelations, characteristt by a desire to control Local
Authorities ¢ especially Labour dominated one&spartly through a restructure of its
institutions and partly through greater control over resources managed efficiently
through private sectorbusiness practices. The process stfuctural reform began in

earnest in 1986 with the abolition of six metropolitan Counties and the Greater London

| 2dzy OAt € SIFIRAYy3I G2 G§KS ObEbdovemmeiin thd main & dzy
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dzNDB Iy O2ydzND I A2y aé 6 { (24 Ssedes of joim boards wareh 0 ®
created covering for example, the Police and Fire service, which had their own identity
and legal status (ibid: 30). By 1998 the number of Authorities in Britain was reduced to

441 compared to 520 in 1976 see table 1 (il3id).

Table 1: The Structure of elected Local Government in Britain, 1997/1998

Single Tier (unitary) Two-Tier (functions split between levels,
46 English Unitary Councils 34 English County Councils
36 English Metropolitan Districts 238 English NoiMetropolitan Authorities

32 London Boroughs (plus City of
LondonCorporation)
22 Welsh Councils
32 Scottish Councils
Source: Stoker (2004b.:31)

Crucially the Conservative Government also instigated many changes tdothé
government financial system. For example, during the financial year 1990/91- non
domestic or business rates were removed from Local Authority control. This constituted a
heavy financial blow to Local Authorities as business rates combined with local rates
accounted ér about half of their income, which was now reduced to a quarter, with
central governmentproviding the majority of funding (ibid: 31). This alloweeéntral
governmentto dictate the level of local spending via capping powers (ibid: 31). This led to
some Councils initiating drastic cuts, while others chose to engage in financial juggling
acts to make figures appear as if they matched government targets, whilst continuing to

flow resources to local services (ibid: 31).

A neologism borne out of that periodii W¢ K G OKSNAAYQ aAATYyl Ay
New Right and theirneb A 6 SNI f NBF2NYXY [ 3ISyRI Faaz20Al S
neo-liberal agenda which advocated the superiority of individual choice set within an
economic market exchange systefHeffernan, 2000: 2) as opposed to the collective
political decision making of the interventionist state (ibid: 2). It was time for political
change, in this case with the adoption of free market liberalism characterised by the
notion of individualism, fredom of choice, privatisation and laissamre governance, in

other words with the adoption gprivate sectoibusiness practices (James, 2001), situated

GAUGKAY GKS G3ISYSNIf ARS2ft23& 2F YIylF3ISNRI T
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2.3 The increasing infence of Managerialism/New Public Management

Managerialism or NPM is based on improving government performance and can be linked

to the launch of the Financial Management Initiative in 1983. This initiative set out the
principles of rational decision malgndecentralisation, and management as opposed to
administration. It was based oan assessment of value for money by measuring the

b i K NB &con8ngyaefjiciency, and effectiveness (Shafiri andaid, 1995: 469NPM

became increasingly influential WA y3 GKA& LISNA2RX Fa GKS
YEYEFASYSYydiQ 6/€tFN]JS YR bSgYlIYyS mMdpTtY o0pbo
RSOfAYS YR adl3ayridirzy Ay 2SaGSNYy SO2y2)
O2YLISGAGA2YQ OG6AOARY o p 8)dstate thaO DRVINidE&sdtend: ty R/
emphasise mechanisms such as: performance measurement, decentralisation,
devolution, managerialism, competition and privegector management styles, as useful

tools in the reform of thepublic sector(ibid: 151).

Dunleavyand Hood (1994) argue that NPM is mainly used as a summary description to
explain the restructuring opublic sectorbodies in line with those management and
accounting approaches related to business practices (ibid: 9). They contend it involves a
shiftinl KS adg2 0 kodihaies pbElidsBofor2 AL YAT F GA2yYE 6AQ
a20A1tf &aOASYOS WwWel NHZ2Y Q dowkBNR, dfe3Bin® it s A
public sectorbecomes less distinctive to tharivate sector(in terms of how personel,
NEglFNRa |yR o0dzaAySaa YSGK2Ra bodsgrid2 Y5 G WizO0
limiting the degree to which discretionary power is restricted (in terms of personnel,
contracts and money) by standardised general procedural rules (ibid: 9)cdrtimsted

GAGK OGNIRAGAZ2YIE Lzt AO FTRYAYAAUNI GA2Y 4K
distinctpublic sectotPINR dzLJQ YR 2F | RSy&asS WIANARQ 27
0KS O2yRdzO0 2F o0dzaAySaaé O6AOARY oz &asSS 5

description.

The most notable use of NPM principles within the Conservative Government era was
with the introduction of Next Steps Agencies in the late 1980s, which according to James
6Hnnmo SEKAOAGA (g2 O2NB TFdzyOlrazyay (2 dz
2NRSNJ (2 Klcghtraf gBveranmeataQiiAlY@NIG A S&a 2y OB KRB F 2 7F
YR GKS ONBFGA2Y 2F | WNB3IdzZA I G2NBE FNI YSg2
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the Minister of his/her department for performance, which the Minister has set within
his/her own individual departments/or viaentral governmenttargets (bid: 235). In
other words policy formulation and implementation are split between Ministers and

agencies respectively (McGarvey and Cairney, 2008: 112).

Hood (1991) has argued that NPM could be interpreted as being borne out of two distinct
ideas, one bef 3 Wy Sg AyadAldziA2yl f SO2y2YA0aQ o
contestability and transparency (ibid: 5). While the second idea is based on the tradition

of the international scientific management movemeqtgrounded on the notion of
professional maagement expertise and discretionary power; basically meaning being

free to manage (ibid: 6).

| dzZZ3KSa omdppnov | NBdzSa GKFG GKSNB FINB (g2 Y
YEYEFEISNRAIFITAAYQ O6AOARY Tyo0oX FA NBdsecondlyand SO2
more importantly is that whilst it may be appropriate for use within thesinesssector,

LI @Ay 3d Al G(202DBIMMERIDY 0 ADA RYAfTlyo Ay (K
distinctive than any generic consumer model (ibid: 78). Emample, the public
provider/consumer relations in government are more complex and the consumer is also a
OAGAT SY YR KFa | aaSd 27F dzyialjdzS AYLX AOI
criticisms have been levelled at managerialism, for instance: tvo politicised, in that

political leaders will tend to select agency executives or department heads based on their
philosophical or ideological views (Hughes (1994: 82); or there are issues surrounding
accountability, as in conflicts between balancing managerial accountability to a
department or to elected politicians, or how do citizens hold a public servant to account
(ibid: 83).

.NPR1AY OHnmm0 adlrdSa GKIFIG | adGN)rGS3e dzas
(ibid: 254) is to link perform&e and outcome measurement to financial incentives, and

A& | RSLI NIdzZNE FNRBY W2f{RQ LlJzoftAO YIylF3aSys
This approach constructed around incentives, implicitly accepts discretion as a necessary
feature of implementatn within a decentralised policy world (ibid: 254). However, they

also point out that discretion can be used in a way that can either enhance or thwart
LI2f AO8 RSOA&A2YyAa OAOAROD® . NRPR{AY FdzNI KSNJ
NREgAYI@R>SlI YWhtfaz I ff26a KAIK SOSEt 2FFAOAIf a
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AYFGA2YQ O6A0ARY HpnOUX 6KAOK fSI@Sa af
¢ OAOARY HpnRnOO®

Steering and rowing was a nautical analogy developed by Osborne andeGaehich
NEFSNNBR (G2 (GKS adlFdSa NB3Idz | G2NB Fdzy Ol A 2
for alterations to any deviations from a government course or direction, through the
aSidAy3 2F SELXAOAG 321t & & 2006 &3)0hwHs e SR
and Gaebler (1992) contend that steering allows governments to make more policy
decisions, by copting other organisations to deliver services to the community, which
means less rowing less direct public service provision by the goweent (McGarvey

and Cairney, 2008: 151). These services can in turn be regulated to ensure they are
meeting the public demand for efficient services. For example, Osborne and Gaebler
contend that governments who steer more and row less are stronger gdVv&ry’ 0 a = G ¥
all, those who steer the boat have far more power over its destination than those who
NEg AGE O0hao0o2NYyS YR DIFS6ftSNE MpPpPHY OoHO D
using performance indicators (whether they are attached to penaltesncentives)

(Evans, 2009), leaves streletS @St 2NHIF yAal GA2ya (G2 GNB | YR
2Nl ¢ 6. NPR{UAYZ HAMMYHpnU® Ly 20KSNJ g2NRa

government is in effect trying to stepublic sectotbehaviour(ibid).

Many academic writers during the 1980s and 1990s expressed their concern that
performance management had become a legntral governmentool that focused on
prescriptive government targets favouring economy and efficiency, rather than on more
holistic outcomes based on efficacy (see Mackie, 2005). Performance management can
also be used as a mode of intervention dgntral governmentwhich in turn challenges

the professionalism opublic sectoractors (Loveday, 2006). For example, the Police
Reform Act 2002 gave the Home Secretary considerable powers to intervene on those
forces adjudged to be failing by Her Majesties Inspectorate ostabnlary (HMIC), and

one such force Nottinghamshire Polices SNBX (2t R GKI 0 aSyA2NJ 27
if their performance level did not improve (ibid: 283). This means that senior officers are
far more likely to direct their forces to adhere prescriptive central targets, rather than
focusing on priorities intrinsic to policing within their local areas, if their livelihood is

threatened bycentral governmentegulatory mechanisms (ibid: 283).
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The performance management regime inherent inMNB there according to government

to improve efficiency and effectivenesspnblic sectordelivery, but it has often resulted

in a results orientation and a cost consciousness focuputnic sectorreform (Mackie,
2005). Subsequent evaluations on NPM/édalluded to improvements in: performance,
improved processes, capacity and savings (ibid: 7). But, Pollitt (2000) argues that while
there may be savings in one area, this can be offset by increases in expenditure
elsewhere, or by a reduction in quality service provision, or simply by transferring costs

somewhere else in thpublic sector(cited in Mackie, 2005: 7).

The performance management culture was not restricted to the Conservatives as later
policies under New Labour would also endorse NPM ppies, such as, the use of
LISNF2NXYIFyOS aaSaavyYSyd FNIXYSgg2N] asx LISNF2NI
within partnerships andetworks (Mackie, 2005)Jpon election in 1997 New Labour also
promised to accept many reforms of the previous admmaisbn, such as, income tax

NI §Sasx LlzotAO0 &ALISYRAYy3I tS@Stasxs AyFelraAaAzy
I LILINBF OK (2 6StEFINBQ o6al OlASET HnannpY MHOOD
between New Labour and Conservative Government policy,elvewy Prime Minister
¢c2ye . fFANI I NBdzSR (KIFIG KS gta FR2LIGAY 3 |
WhiR [STUIQ OAOARY MHOX YR GKA&A gl a Y2ai
Rummery, 2002).

2.4 Governance through Networks and Paership

D2JSNYyIl yOS OFly 6S RSaONAOSR Fa | WOKFy3aS
46) or as a new method of governing (ibid: 46), primarily from hierarchical bureaucratic
control to a new network of governing structures (Cairney and McGar26y.3).
bS6YlLYy 6nHnnmY MmO NBFSNAR G2 3I20SNYyFyOS | a
2F OKIy3aSaQ gAGKAY 3FA20SNYYSyilusx 6KAOK LGS
patterns of economic and social transformation) in the way in whiche@orents seek to

govern. A shift that now sedscal governmensharing decision making responsibilities

with other agencies (Fenwick et al., 2012: 406). The concept of governance is essential in
order to understand Contemporary policgaking. Governmentsaa term generally refers

G2 GKS WO2y@SylaAzylft A Y apullicl sedtdR2 ye/ | IAWE S &IN

McGarvey, 2013: 142), whereas governance can be used to describe how direction is
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given to thepublic sectoc Ay S&aaSy 0SS wa (i SbérNHayddcaebRriiloae ¢ A Vv
Cairney and McGarvey, 2013: 142); Bell and Hindmoor (2009: 149) state governance
derives from the classical Greek word KybergaiS I y Ay 3 (2 WaidSSNE LA

This is most apparent withilocal governmen{which for many loal citizens means the

town hall/city chamber; the local Council and the services they proxidbus local
governmentA da WgKI 0 GKS [/ 2dzyOAf R2SaQ o[ SI OK |
contemporary society in the UK many decisions and services wdifgct local
communities are not under the control of the local Council but are divided into a number

of other public bodies, including the Health Authorities, Skills Councils, Local Housing
Associations, and in some cases other 1state actors (ibid: 1)Local governance more

and more refers to multagency workingpartnershig or policynStG 62 NJ] a2 6 KA O

I ONRPaa 2NBFIYyAalGA2YlIf 02dzyRENASEAQ O0AGARY

Leach and Pere$mith (2001) provide a useful distinction between government and
governance; howevelVilson and Game (2011) have expanded on it, which can be seen

in table 2 below;

Table 2: Government and Governancdiffering emphases

Government Governance

Concerned primarily with thanstitutions of Concerned more with thprocessef
the state governingand with the manynon-state actors
andagenciesnvolved

Primarily about what happens in thpblic Much moreinclusive recognising that poliey
sector making, service provision and problesulving
nowadays involvall sectorsof societyg
private, voluntary, community, as well as pub

Focuses mainly ostructures Concerned more witlpolicies, outputsand
outcomes

Organisations are characterised by About networks and partnerships, bargaining

bureaucratic hierarchiesauthority relations | andexchange relationdetween individuals

andclear linesof accountabilty and organisations, anblurred accountability

Aboutproviding, directingl Yy RwitgQ About broader, but less involved, roles of

(Osborne and Gaebler, 1992) government ¢ enabling, facilitatingand

WEGSSNAY3IQ

Source: Leach and Percy Smith (2001) in Wilson and Game (2011: 152)
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most meaningful analysis of change within British government (ibid: 53). This is
characterised by an organisational interdependence within andvattt government to
include nonstate actors (ibid). Networks are typically used to describe the relationship
between diverse types of actors within different walks of political, social or economic life,
gK2 2F4GSy KIF@S G2 Sy3alr3asS Ay | WYargdsS O A ¢
(Peterson, 2003: 1). John (2011) states that the most powedtworksare the ones that
GEAY1] -RSOINMR 2§y 3TF2FSNYYSyd G2 2G6KSNI FOG2N
within different levels of government, or beyond the state in terms wafluntary
organisations, interest groups, citizen groups or private companies (ibid: 139). John
asserts that the most important commodity that links all of these groups together is
WYdziidzZl £ GNHzAG |yR (1y26fSRISQ ok B®> o KAOF

Kjaer (2011: 103) argues that many other scholars would disagree with Rhodes view that
networksk NB 'y dadzy Ay Sy RBIR seG@NR B NSO SO I20FA RY
that networkshave always existed in the form of a multiplicity'®A y § SNBX & G 3 NP d:
MAHOS YR AYyaididSIR @AS¢g 3A20SNYIFyOS G2 0N
A320SNYYSYyiQa NBaz2d2NOSaé¢ oYa2lFISNE HaAMMY wMnaol

Rhodes (1997) however, argues trantral governmer®& F 6 Af AGe& G2 | Ol
diminished, in thatthe privatisation/commercialisation of public service delivery
combined with a loss of functions to higher tiers of government (for example, the
European Union), has meant that it no longer has the knowledge or information required

to solve complex publipolicy problems (ibid: 148). This has led to what he describes as
0KS WK2ft2¢Ay3Q 2dzi 2F GKS adlrdisSs §SIFRA
culminating in a weakenedentral governmentcapacity to steer policynetworks or
partnershigs (ibid: 146).

| 2f t ARIF®@ OoHnnnO NBFdziSa (GKAa o0& aaSNIAyS3
adzoalGlryaartQ GKIy o0STF2NBRd 2KAfS KS 0O2yO0
environment, he nonetheless argues that this has always been the case, and winalg it

be fragmented it is not disabled (ibid: 175). The state still retains the power to control
agencies through resource allocation, regulation and legislation (ibid: 175; Marinetto,

2003). Bell and Hindmoor (2009: 150) reject the notion that the statddsdsts capacity
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to govern and instead argue that governance is about seeking to govern better rather
than to govern less. Rhodes acknowledged ttentral governmenthas extended some
power through financial control, by reasserting its control over ritial resources, but
I NBdzSa GKFG GKA&a YlFe y20 LINRPGARS Sy2dzakK
(Rhodes, 1997: 16). However, he did concede that, althmegivorksare selforganising

and enjoy a considerable degree of autonomy, the government @any RA NS O t &

imperfectly steemetwork€ O WK2RS&AX MdbpPTY pouv P

This was most evident under New Labour and their-$laig crime control policy, insofar

Fa (GKS 3JF20SNYyYSyld dzf GAYF(iSte OKz2asS (2 wai
setting, despie the localism rhetoric inherent within local governance of crime control
policy (Gilling, 2007; Crawford, 1997). It became increasingly clear piwdbership

working underlined this New Labour ideology (Rummery, 2002: 229).

2.4.1 Partnership Working

Within social policy and political science literature, workingantnershipor networked
A320SNYIyOSsz gta 2FGSy tAY1{SR 6AGK bSg [0
(Gilling, 2007: 37) rhetorie,defined by what it was not, neither the old righor the old

f STG 6A0ARY oT0® C2NJ bS¢ [Fo62dzNJ AG Y208
I NBdzySyida 2F GKS tSTda wadriravyQ OSNEdza G
Dt SYRAYYAY3AS HAAHY o000® LyaudlSd Ry A INISHAIR diay
finding solutions to problems, which did not fit neatly into any one administrative
RSLI NI YSYyGs> odzi NI 0KSNJ ONER a-@&R0G Aoy23dy Rl KB B
A32OSNYYSYyildltf 02RASAa¢ O6DATEAYAIT HAnNTY pmMOD

Modernisation and workingn partnership were both key terms espoused by the Blair
Government, and to collaborate or work in partnership with others is often suggestive of
some type of positive actiorf sounds inclusive (Fenwick et al., 2012), or as one
government Minister declagkpartnershipg I & a2y S 2F (K2aS yAOS 7
LREAGAOALIY&aéE 6. 2FGSy3as wmppd OAGSR Ay |1 dzR
government were keen to promote the concept pértnershipor multragency ce
operation withinlocal government & |y I GdzN} € &2t dziAz2y G2 &2
long standing policy problems (McGarvey and Cairney, 2008), that no one single agency

or department can tackle on its own (Lowndes and Skelcher, 1998; Hudson and Hardy,
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2002; Durose and Rummer2006). For example, issues such as, drugs, crime and social
exclusion, often require the involvement of many individuals and/or organisations
working togetherinac@ NRAY I 4§ SR | LILINRF OK (2 GNB YR
LINEOf SY&QS | whilIbe GSPS(Edrliy effaS 2011: 308; McGarvey and
Cairney, 2008).

Like the Conservatives before them New Labour set its modernisation process against the
oF OTRNRBL) 2F LI ad LREAGAOIE FIFAfdNBATI F2N ¢
LabazNR> FyR GKS YINJ] SO YSOKIyAay 2F (GKS f I ¢
led to a fragmented service delivery (Powell and Exworthy, 2002: 15). This was
highlighted in the White PapeVlodernising Governmemyhich suggested that problems
inherentwA G KAY (GKS L2t A0 LINRPOS&aa oSNB Ay LI NI
61). The White Paper acknowledged that in some areas productivity, quality of service
and value for money had improved, but it also asserted that too little effort went inéo t

policy process itself, in terms of ensuring that the needs of the people are met. The report
advocated the delivery of policies in an effective way across institutional boundaries, not

only between departments but also between different levels of goweent (ibid: 61).

Ly 20KSNJ g2NRa GKS NBLRNI ¢l & adaA3asSadAiay3
exclusion could not be tackled on a departmental basis, but rather needed to be tackled

in a more holistic fashion:

Ge22 2F0Sy (GKS g 2hbij Agehdies ané biheNXoWiés yhdsabeen
fragmented and the focus of scrutiny has been on their individual achievements rather
GKFY 2y GKSANI O2yGNROGdziA2y (G2 GKS 323SN
Office, 1999a cited in Newman, 2001: 61).

Congquently, the concept of partnership working or medjency ceoperation became

the order of the day within the New Labour government. Many terms have been used by
bS¢ [l062dzNJ (12 dGdeLIATFe (GKA&A WO2fflFo0o2N} GADS
as: interagency working, joinedp government, multagency collaboration and
networks (ibid: 15), though many academic writers associate most of these terms,

includingnetworks withpartnershigs (ibid: 16).
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However, Lowndes and Skelcher (1998) staté #malytical differences exist between the

term network andpartnershipas modes of governance. They argue for example, that
being a member of gartnershipboard, does not necessarily infer that an actor has
SYGSNBR Ayid2 I NBf I (IS\Y25/FAKALI (0NBZaSIR [2yyR  aNgId,
GKAOK | NBE 02YY2y OKI NI SUSRMN  AY@GR SI 252 ARIAS!
314). Ratherpartnershis can be associated with many different forms ofocdination,

including hierarchy and market (ibi@14).

Similarly, partnership or collaboration is often put together in the same sentence to mean

the same thing, however Carnwell and Carson (2009: 11) point out that although both
RSTAYS Wg2NJAy3a G23SGKSNR & | {|s&ie FbrA YZ
example, it is possible to differentiate between the two concepts as in attributing
WL NOHYSNBKALIQ (G2 YSIYy WgK2 6S IINBQ FyR WC
GHnnno Ffaz adrdisSa GKIFIG gAGKAY U(GK®akegs [ |
GSN)Y dzaSR ¢l & & O 2 dertrhl (a@dNdeall goeynmeS G FBSSHRY o
However, collaboration can have different meanings for different organisations and
individuals within them, you can collaborate with someone or work in collaborattm

a particular department, but it does not necessarily mean that you are working in
partnershipwith them. Collaboration also suggests equal relationships, rather than a
directive from one collaborativgartner to the other, as in the directives sebbadn in

legislative form froncentral governmento Local Authorities (ibid).

t F NOYSNEBKALI Ay GSNX¥a 27F L2t A0AGLOS OKISAICGINAS
aAYdzZ GFyS2dzate SEG2tftAy3a (G(KS y24kiugus 2F
O2yOSLJia |a 2LI11aSR (2 O2yFftA0GT 6KAOK Yy
(Clarke and Glendinning, 2002: 33). Its #0hJSOA FA G & OSYy (i NBa | NE dz
Wg KSNBEQ 2 NJ phieShis exist, K drQexample: between organisations;
governnent departments; thethird sector and local government central and local
government or between citizens and government and so on, basigahnershis can

exist between and beyond government (ibid: 33). Partnership also suggests a co
operation betweenactors (Mackintosh, 2007), by working towards specific goals and
objectives, managing risk, or sharing resources in order to tackle complex problems, and
has subsequently become a useful governance tool within the social welfare arena

(Douglas, 2009).



25

There have been many discussions surrounding the theorypaftnerships within
governance literature, and Powell and Dowling (2006) tried to match conceptual models
ofpartnershipg A i K SEA&GAY3I F2N¥Yas o6& SEIFIYAYyAy3 ¥F:
three types of partnership (7acilitating, ceordinating and implementing(Powell and
52¢gfAy3A>X wnncY oncOT gridehdldyewn) delationsy ey | >
organisational negotiation, and systemic-eminatior) O AOARY oncO0OT al Of
(synemy, transformation, and budget enlargemént 6 A 6 ARY onco | YR | |2
F dzNJ KSNJ RS @St 2spd&dqanduiar®fprinalicn@oicps dibid: 307). It is not
possible in this review to discuss all of these theoriedapth; however, within he realm

of CSPs, some of the above theories are perhaps more pertinent. For example: Snape and

{ G S g lcant@ating partnership® > ¢ KA OK | ANBS 2y LINR 2 NRA (A
partner has their own specific organisational demands (ibid: 306)2 S)XIréic ¢
ordinatiorQ > ¢ KA OK QattheishipOtarQubliitiie Sdvelopment of mutual trust

YR &KINBR @AaAizy §SIRAFASERY KD wSEd 2 NIf &
al Ol AY yergRQ a y2Rsfordatio) Y2 RSt a rée¥ande inKhattide

former increases the value of thgartnershipby combining resources, and the latter
stresses that aims and occupational cultures within organisations can change depending

on the power of the individuapartned OAO0ARY oncO0O® {AYAf I NI
transformation modefas being unidirectional, in that it involves an unequal power

relationship, whereby th@ublic secto?A & (G NI YAF2NXYSR | IFAyad Al

New Labour ideology proposed that themgas only one clear way to tackle social
problems and that was to promote the idea of a networked form of governance between

the public sectoy the private sectorr Yy R thirfl S&ectdoPQ o0 G KS @2f dzy (I NB 3
supported by Perri 6 who argued thatg A O1 SR LINRof Sya OFy o685
WK2f AadAOQ tha asgineymalSintdgration and linkage between field and
FTdzyQliA2yé O00AGSR Ay t26Stft YR 9Eg2NIKaI

However, working in partnership is not a new concept, and there have beany
examples of it in the Ukentral andlocal governmentistory (Douglas, 2009), and more
recently there has been many examples of problems within partnership working across

the social welfare spectrum. For example, Clarke and Rummery (2002) exananed fr

2The office for the third sector has been renamed, and government policy is now managed by the Office for Civil Society
(OCS), (Alcock, 2011).
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line Health and Social Care Partnerships and found that problems stemmed from inter
organisational as well as int@rofessional issues, in terms of insufficient planning,
location of social workers within primary care settings, and an inherent midbetsveen

the two professions (ibid: 69). A point reiterated by John (2011: 141) who states that
althoughnetworksmay be established on trust, they can also deteriorate through a lack
of it. For example, previous cordial relationships may deteriorate dige
misunderstandings, or if an action is taken that benefits only one party but not the other
(ibid: 141). However, subsequent evaluations found that working together can help
overcome historical barriers, through the prioritising of goals aimed at aclydvetter

services for users (Clarke and Rummery, 2002: 69; Hudson and Hardy, 2002).

Lack of communication has often been cited within the Criminal Justice System (and the
media) as a reason for many medigency system failures (Watson, 2010; Nash, 2010).

| ASK LINPFAES SEIFYLX S& AyOfdRS Ol aSa 4&dzOK
physical abuse (Watson, 2010; Nash, 2010). The case called attention to the fact that over
sixty professionals from different agencies saw Baby P, but singularly failgih-up
thinking and action, leading to a gross breakdown in communication (Watson, 2010;
Nash, 2010). What this highlights is that professionals need to be clear about their roles
and responsibilities within gartnership setting, opinions need to bevoiced and
partnershipmeetings need to be attended on a regular basis, by key workers in order to

forward their views (ibid).

| dzZR&2Y YR | I NR& OHANnnHU KTh@BartrierShipRsseskdei |
t22ft¢ OAOARY po03I OokedtBeRpasttyo dScHdel ilNditielsdccedslS & S
and failure of partnership (principally within the field of Health and Social Care) (ibid).
However, it could arguably be applied to any maljencypartnershipwithin the public

sector, especially CSPs. Thegatiss how overcoming barriers to joiwbrking is one of

the key areas to be addressed within succespfutnerships. However, they stress that

some barriers may be more difficult to overcome than others, therefore it is necessary to
identify them and seke steps to overcome them, by minimising their influence on the
partnership process (ibid: 53). Barriers may be external or internal to partnerships, see
Table 3 below:
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Table 3: Five categories of barriers to coordination

Structural

. Fragmentation of seice responsibilities across agency boundaries, both within and betws
sectors;

. Inter-organisational complexity;

. Noncoterminosity of boundaries;

. Competitionbased systems of governance.

Procedural

. Differences in planning horizons acytles;

. Differences in accountability arrangements;

. Differences in information systems and protocols regarding access and confidentiality.
Financial

. Differences in budgetary cycles and accounting procedures;
. Differences in funding mechanisms ancdsy

. Differences in the stocks and flows of financial resources.
Professional/cultural

. Differences in ideologies and values;

. Professional selfhterest and autonomy;

. Inter-professional domain dissensus;

. Threats to job security;

. Conflictingviews about user interests and roles.

Status and legitimacy

. Organisational selhterest and autonomy;

. Inter-organisational domain dissensus;

. Differences in legitimacy between elected and appointed agencies.

Source: Hudson and Hardy (2002 54)
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Multi-agency collaboration and networked forms of partnership had following recent
trends incentral governmenteform focused more on the necessity of local governance

as opposed tdocal government Both the Conservative Government and the New Labour
Government in the past two decades have placed an emphasis on the importance of local
solutions to local problems. However, as previously discussed the Conservative solution
F20dzASR Y2NB 2y FNBSAYy3 dzLJ GKS YINJn&jiaz A
2000). However, within this agenda there appeared to be very little space for manoeuvre

for Local Authorities, the Conservatives quickly chose to reduce their powers through a

series of reforms, which saw themore as enabler than service providerl{igg, 2007).

When New Labour came to power they began a modernisation process which sought to
NERdzOS GKS FNIIAYSyYydGldAaAzy AYKSNBYG gAGKAY
individualism (Stoker, 1999). They sought to do this through a processioK A NR & |
politics, which sought to encourage private enterprise whilst simultaneously controlling
its excesses by virtue of regulation, evaluation and evidence led practice couched within
the ethos of best value (Rhodes, 1997). New Labour intendedaorreome control back

into the hands oflocal governmentbut it was to be held in check by the tight reigns of
partnership working and the regulatory systems that came with it (Carnwell and Carson,
2009). It could be argued that partnership working instisense is used primarily to
counter the fragmentation caused by previous market reforms in public services, rather
than a desire to improve the care and experience of service users (Dickenson and Glasby,

2010).

This was most evident within the local gomance of crime control, when New Labour
sought to stamp their popular driven penal policy agenda on both policing lecal
government in the guise of local Crime and Disorder Reduction Partnerships. Although at
first glance New Labour may have promotiedalism, it soon became apparent that it
was couched within the rhetoric of a centrally controlled performance management
culture, which will now be briefly discussed below, by first looking at the development of

British policing, and secondly lookingthé impact of the Crime and Disorder Act 1998.
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2.5 British Policing

¢CKS GSNXY WLREAOAYIQ OFly 0SS |aa20A10SR GAi
public individuals and/or organisations can utilise resources to protect themselves or
their property (Emsley, 1996). The primary aim for most of these organisations is to
LINE @Sy i ONRYS YR LINRPGSOG LINRPBLISNI& FyR (K
WGiKS t2ftA0SQ Ia | LWzoftAO 2NHFIYyAal A2y oOal
the most part will refer to the public Police, which Emsley (1996: 1) defines as those
G6dz2NSIF dzONF GAO FyR KASNI NOKAOFf ©62RAS&a Syl
LINE@Syid yR RSGSOG ONARYSE OAOARY omiotpin ¢ KSe@
GKFG GKS t2ftA0S YdzOK tA1S GKS YAfAOGFNER KI

necessary (Reiner, 2010).

Many authors have written about the development of British policing (see for example:
Reiner, 2010; Donnelly et al., 2002: DomneP008; Donnelly and Scott, 2005; 2010a;
2010b; McLaughlin, 2001; Jones, 2008; Dinsmor and Goldsmith, 2010; Newburn, 2002;
2003; 2008; Mawby, 2008; Mawby and Wright, 2003; 2008), all of whom would agree
that the Metropolitan Police Act 1829 is generalys 3+ NRSR Fa GKS 06AN
t2ft A0OSQ 09YafSe:r mMphpc T HANnDPLP hGKSNI I dzii K2
Goldsmith however, state that Glasgow established the first locally funded constabulary

by Act of Parliament in 1800 (Dinsmor and Gaoiith, 2010: 49).

This review however, will briefly describe the -partite structure of policing
accountability and then focus on some key policy changes in policing from the 1980s
2yl NRaA>X AyOfdzZRAYy3I K2g (GKS 3I20S N Stheld Qa |
policing of communities and, how their performance management culture had an effect

on Police professionalism.

LY Mdue2g FIf W 2YYAdaizy 27T L fépotiargéed torGeder 0 K S
Police accountability, Police reform on pay and conditions and an amalgamation of
smaller forces with their bigger neighbours (Donnelly, 2008; Reiner, 2010; Emsley, 2009).
The report led to major organisational changes within Baice leading to the Police Act

of 1964 and the Local Government Act of 1972, which reduced the number of Police

forces outside London to fortgne (Emsley2009: 254).
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The Police Act of 1964 also established thep#itite partnership wherein policing

I OO02dzyGloAftAGE 61 & aKINBR 0SG6SSyyYy aidkKS |
| KAST [/ 2yadrofsS 2F (KS TFT2NOS¢ oal g6 I yR ?
the Act put each force under the control and direction of its Chief Constalblerein the
YEYYSNI 2F | O02dzyiloAtAGe (2 SEMWMSNYGIALATH@ RN
GKFYy Wadzo2NRAYFGS FYR 20SRASYGQ 00AGSR Ay
the Police Act strengthened the powers of the Home Office and Chefy a G 6 f Sa a
SELSy&aS 2F [20Ff 1 dzikK2NAGASaéE OwSAYSNE Hn
Home Secretary (Jones, 2008: 698). A similar structure existed in Scotland, which was
established under the Police (Scotland) Act 1967 wherein:tiSlcdvlinisters retained

overall responsibility for policing policy; local Police Authorities and Joint Boards set
Police budgets and ensured best value was obtained; and Chief Constables were
responsible for all operational policing aspects within theispective areas (Donnelly,

2008: 146; Scottish Government, 2009a: 55).

Further legislation has endorsed the-partite structure (although critics have argued
that it further reduceslocal governmenpower in favour of greater central control and
direction), for example, the Police Magistrates and Court Act (PMCA) 1994 set the tri
partite structure of Police accountability within a performance management framework,
which focused on achieving efficiency and effectiveness on local Police forces (Jones,
2008:699).

Since the nineteenth century crime prevention has always been at the forefront of
government policy. However, since the 1980s the Conservatives and indeed the New
Labour Government that followed realised that the Police alone could not cope with nor
prevent crime on their own; spiralling crime statistics testified to that fact (Reiner, 2010).
Crime prevention was heavily influenced by the fied 6 SNI f L2t A OASa

| 2YaSNDIF A DPS D2OSNYYSyGs 6KAOK | R@20I GSR
refSNNBR (G2 Fa WLNAGIFGS LINUZRSYGAFEAEZYQ 60A
communities and businesses should adopt practices conducive to reducing the risk of
crime. Practices such as establishing Neighbourhood Watch schemes within cdresuni
YR GOKS LINAGFGS O2yadzYLJaAz2zy 2F aSOdzNR (e

scene for the local governance of crime control (Crawford, 1997).
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2.5.1 Responsibilisation and Crime Prevention

Responsibility has been a buzzword within cniobdgical and sociological discourse,
thanks in part to the continued use of the concept by both the Conservatives and New
Labour (Gilling, 2007). The Conservatives first put forward the notion of community
responsibility for crime prevention by advocatihNgighbourhood Watch schemes (Tilley,
HANnHT W2ySa SG FfdX wnndY Hy c PRvesisnSand 2 NI/ .
550S8S00GA2yFANB (/ NINBER2 aSR GKS ARSI 2F GNYAyYy
area of crime prevention, to liaise withther organisations andhetworks outside the

Police, to take on some of the responsibility for crime control (Crawford, 1997: 26; Berry

et al., 2011: 2; Hughes and McLaughlin, 2002: 149). Responsibility sits comfortably within

a conservative communitarianAidd O2 dZNE SYX G KSNB OAGAT SyaQ N

GKSANI OAGAO 20t A 4ADENI dOBPRFRNEID 2ARENS

In 1980 interorganisationalpartnershigs for crime prevention first found resonance in

the Gladstone RepoM&coordinating Crime Prevention Effofts ¢ KA OK & 2 dzZa K
problem oriented and project focussed approach to crime prevention (Hope, 1995: 31).
The Home Office quickly recognised the importance of crime prevention in crime control
and following ad 2 2 | t S (Crine Pretersibn: AQardinated Approach G KSe& aSi
the Crime Prevention Unit in 1983 (ibid: 31; Hughes and McLaughlin, 2002: 152; Liddle
and Gelsthorpe, 1994 ii).

However, as far as influential publications go, there are arguablg asrinfluential as the
Home Officecircular 8/1984ot only for the Conservative administration but also on the

subsequent New Labour Government, especially the following quote:

AA primary objective of the Police has always been the prevention of crimgever,

since some of the factors affecting crime lie outside the control or direct influence of

the Police, crime prevention cannot be left to them alone. Every individual citizen and

all those agencies whose policies and practices can influence thetestecrime
aK2dzf R YI 1S GKSANI O2y(NROdziA2Y ® t NEBOSYy A
(Home Office, 1984 cited in Hughes and McLaughlin, 2002: 152).

¢KS WNBalLRyaAoAtAaldA2y &a0NXGS32Q o0DFNILI Y

a @nservative Government that wished to distance itself from the failures of its own
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crime control policy (Hughes and Gilling, 2004: 133), whilst simultaneously maintaining
GAGAa NB2SOlA2Yy 2F GKS ¢St FINB aidl d%dng 09 Rg
this responsibilisation agenda was primarily within the Five Towns Initiative in 1985
(Liddle and Gelsthorpe, 1994; Crawford and Jones, 1995; Gilling, 2007), followed up by
the Safer Cities Projects in 1988 (Gilling, 2007; Crawford and Jones, 1@®&sH1998:

85; Crawford, 1997; 98), which combined the focus on crime prevention with a

partnership approach (Rogers, 2006).

The Conservatives were convinced that their approach to crime prevention was successful
(despite crime rates increasirgA Ay AFA Ol yiGft &0 | & RSY&@wha i NI G
Prevention¢ the success of the Partnership Approdch | 2 6 SGSNE GKS | 2)
commissioned James Morgan to review the development of crime prevention
partnershis since the 1984 circular tonfl out why it wasnot being as successfully
adopted as the Conservatives had hoped, which perhaps casts doubt on the veracity of

the previous report (Crawford, 1997; Gilling, 2007).

¢KS a2NBlIY WwWSO@OASgE LISHR CodBimitids: TR adaMary ofi A (1 t S
Crime Prevention through the Partnership Apprcacho w2 3SNE X HnncyY poX
Yy GAYLRNIFYG YATSadz2ySéeé o6/ NIgF2NRI MPpPpTY
LI NOYSNEKALIAZ AYyaz2z¥IFIN Fa AdG NBO2swtbry RSR
NBalLR2yaArAoAftAdeQ 6A0ARY o0 ¢AGK NBIFNR G2
resources fromcentral government(Rogers, 2006: 6). The report also suggested that
partnershigi aK2dzZ R 0SS O2yOSAOBSR Ay (dgSA GGRY 2ANIBT S
(Gilling, 2007: 65; Hughes and McLaughlin, 2002: 155).

2.5.2 Performance Management and the Police

Under the Thatcher era performance management was a key ingredient within the
A20SNYYSyGuaQ a@ltdzS F2Nl Y2y Se Odz (peNiBe 6D
sectorgl & Yy AYYSRAFGS GFNBSG T2NJ NBF2NXO | 3
consider@t S GAYS | LINA@GAETt STASR aSO02NE OAOARY
CSRSNI GA2YyQa adzZlJL2NI 2F GKS / 2yaSNBIFGAGBSa
However, by the early 1980s the Police service was no longer immupebicc sector
refoNY~ GKAA&A ¢l & RdzS Ay y2 avltf LINI G2 |

Police were failing to deliver on the crime front, despite the many financial settlements
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bestowed on them (Golding and Savage, 2008: 738). The Conservatives produced a
number of circulars designed to increase efficiency within the Police service, for example:
Home Officecircular 114/1983which informed Chief Constables and Police Authorities
GKFG Fyeée FdzidzNB NB&2dzNDOS& g2dzZ R 6S &adz e
efF SOGABSYSaa Ay | OKA S QA \CHulag b13/H8Fodused aré 6 A
STFAOASYOé YR WNB&2dzZNOS YIyF3aSYSyidQ o6/ NI ¢

This continued until the end of the 1980s whereupon, the Criminal Justice System as a
whole was subjected to a bdmardment of inquiries and investigations by the National

Audit Office, the Public Accounts Office and the Audit Commission regarding effective
LINF OGAOS O6AOARY oDWHEANBS 1y RKESSKEF d 0o d Wi
and a Government White | LIS NPoZg Refdr®@ O Mmdpho 0 020KZ dal
YEYFASNRAFEAAG 3SYyRIE F2N) LRt AOAYy3IE OAOARY
restructure, managerial control and flexible working patterns. Similar, reorganisation also
occurred along theslines within the probation service, and these organisational changes
were met with resistance from both sets piiblic sectoworkers (ibid: 88). The Police in
particular operate within a hierarchical structure, which in turn is dependent on a degree

of operational discretion in lower ranks, which can be hindered if there is a demand to

meet operational targets (Butterfield et al., 2004: 399).

Furthermore, thePolice Reform Act 2002 initiated a National Policing Plan, which set key
priorities and nationhstandards and the operational tools to deliver them over a three

year period (Hope, 2005: 377). The plan places priority on achieving Government targets
for local Police performance, the first of which was published in October 2005 (Jones,
2008: 708). T@Police Performance Assessment Framework allowed for the comparison
2T WaAYATIFN F2NOSaQ> 6KAOK Ay {(dzNy | 04N
increasing the pressure on Police to follow thasmtral governmentargets highlighted

in the meda (ibid: 708).

This resultant focus on performance management within public sectorcan lead to
negative developments, as actors are driven to focus their attention on measurable
outcomes, rather than on more holistic (less measurable outcomes) (J2068). For
example, the Police may adopt a simplistic focus on: enforcement and arrest as opposed

to the less measureable aspects of problem solving policing; or a focus on relatively minor
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crimes to the detriment of those complex cases that may not poadpositive results,

such as fixed penalty notice offences (Jones, 2008: 708). Jones also points out that there
KIa 0SSy Iy AYyONBlIasS Ay NBaz2dz2NOSa RS@2aGS|
Wil NBESG YSSGAYy3IQs gKAOK Cetedztither thaB dndzihphasis y  F
on improving service delivery (ibid: 708). Lipsky (1980) referred to dleget
bureaucrats as those individuals in public services (Police, Welfare Departments, Schools
SO0 6K2aS 62N] SNE KI @S ensaioh RfShenits DIONS (1 A 2
Fft20FGA2y 2F Lzt AO alyOiAizyat OAOARY
performance within these stredevel bureaucracies insofar as performance is often
related to strategic goals as opposed to better performance.example, are increased

arrest rates an indication of success, an increase in criminal activity, or merely changes in

the focus of Police policy? (ibid: 51).

The Police operate within an environment commensurate with risk and isolation from the
public atlarge, and therefore develop a strong organisational culture, which has been
RS&AONAOGSR a F YF22N) GAYLISRAYSy(d G2 OKIy3
WYAONZF ASYSYyiQ 2F LREAOAY3I GAlF LISNF2NXIyYyO
acceleratedunder New Labour (Jones, and Van Sluis, 2009). First with the Crime and
Disorder Act 1998, which put in place national objectives and performance indicators
primarily within the statutory setting of Crime and Disorder Reduction Partnerships
(CDRPs) (Donmgland Scott, 2010a), and secondly by the initiation of a Best Value
framework, which was applied to Police Authorities and forces from April 2000 (Jones,
2008: 707). However, it is towards a key governance tool within policing that this review

now briefy examines; CDRPs.
2.6 Crime and Disorder Reduction Partnerships/Community Safety Partnerships

CSPs in the UK were for England and Wales borne out of, and arguably still are, Crime and
Disorder Reduction Partnerships (CDRP), established by New Lalmuthaft came to

power in 1997, in part response to the Conservative accusation that New Labour were
WE2FG 2y ONRAYSQ 6adzyOASS HnannuwY wmpnOI 0dzi
Authority spending (Gilling, 2007). One of the first legislatiis &x be created by New
Labour was the Crime and Disorder Act 1998 (CDA), as Hughes (2002: 128) states it is
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LISNKF LA GStftAy3a G2 y2G6S GKIFG ¢S KIFE@S a02 Y)Y
GKFY ONARYS YR RAA2NRSNIAY | O2YYdzyAade &l 1

The/ 5! ¢l a KSIF@Af@& AyTFfdzZSYOSR o0& Ylyeé 2F
AyOft dzZRAY 3 YI1Ay3I A0 &l aladekK2 NB (RIS & 192 \6 % A &
Commanders and Local Authority Chief Executives) to establish a CDRP under s#ction 5

the Act (Ashby, 2005; Hope, 2005). Crucially, however they decided not to give Local

ldzi K2NARGASa GKS fSFR NRtS | NHdZAy3a GKIFG A
NBE&az2dz2NOS RSLX 2eYSyida 2F 20KSNJ I 3SyQwmsSasz vy
decided that both the Police and Local Authorities should share responsibility for
community safety strategies (Loveday, 2006: 112). Responsibility for the Police would be
overseen by a Home Secretary who had the power to set Police targets thanks to

1994 Police Magistrate and Courts Act (PMCA), which New Labour had chosen to retain
ODATEAYAT HANTY cyOd | 200AS/A5 N& 2 (GdKISA 2/y5 | F 2NT
bringing Local Authorities (enhancing community accountability) and other agenties

the Police side to fight crime, who in turn could share the blame if things went wrong

(Hope, 2005: 37877).

Problems concerning structure and control existed within CDRPs right from the start. For
SEFYLX S /5wta 6SNB (2 Ib& 62 BIBRQ 2paNE WS B
LIN} OGAOSQd /2y aSladzSK#KNEIA SENS a a2 WA A oAiySdzy R |
pertaining to how they would be able to meet those statutory duties placed on them
oFaSR 2y | 3A2@FSNYYSy il | LILINRWBERcebn Statitoryl INI O
Crime and Disorder Partnersigps 61 2YS h¥TFTFAOSS mpohy v ®

azald 2F GKS adl Gddzi2aNE 3JIdZARFIYyOS RStAOSNI GS|
LI NOYSNEKAL) 62Nl Ay3Qs &dzOK | ay AYT2N)YI§
reporting mechanisms, and representation from senior personnel (Home Office, 1998).
The Home Office guidance also identified those who they thought to be key players
involved in the implementation of the legislation, including local Police Commanders,
Chief Offices, Councillors and representatives from tpevate and voluntary sector

(Home Office, 1998: 6.1).
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LINSAONR LIGADSQ 01 2YS hFFAOSI wpdstdy Mructung orNE R dz
partnershis. Nevertheless, it stated that a CDRP should develop a shared strategy with
the right level of people, who are able to put effective and accountable decision making
mechanisms in place, which is more or less a recipe fdruatgral framework (ibid).
Similarly, the Guidance gives pointers regarding the levels of representation on the
partnershigs, stating that it should be left for each agency to decide, providing they have
the authority to make decisions (ibid). This brimg® question whether it will be a top
down or bottomup approach tgpartnership and if it is a togdown approach, then how
will that impact on the capacity of local community representatives in terms of

involvement in the decision making process.

ThegizA RF yOS NBFSNNBR (2 (GKS al 2YS { SONBGIl NE
the Crime and Disorder Act respectively to specify other bodies which either must
themselves contribute directly to the work of thgartnershigs, or must be invited to do

2¢ OA0OAROU® ! RAOGSNES NIy3aS 2F 3INRdJzLJA | NB
0S WAYGAGSRQ (G2 GF1S LINIG NIry3aAy3a FTNRBY @&
Neighbourhood Watch and other groups (ibid). It is within this diversity that stratctu
problems exist, for example, as legislative accountability cannot be enforced on non
a0l Gdzi2NE 3ANRdzLIAE GKAOK dzf GAYlI GSf& ONBIGS
2007: 73); which is also germane to CSPs in Scotland.

Crawford (1997; 1998argues that partnership working in general is often subject to
WRAFFSNBYUOGALIE LI2GSNI NBftldAz2yaQoe G (GKS ai
divisive power relations between different agencies within madency partnershigs
(Crawford, 1997; bpe, 2005). These differences in power relations often manifest as
2NBFYyAal A2y Ff | O0OSaa G2 NBXaz2dz2NOSaz o6S Al
G2 SELSNIAASQ 6/ NI gF2NRI MPPpTY MHTOUI HKAO
achie\e their desired outcome (ibid: 127). Crawford (1997) argues that large agencies like
the Police can deploy resources in a fairly rapid and flexible manner compared to others
who do not have the same hierarchical structure or resources easily at handf¢@taw

1997: 127). They arguably are perceived to have more social capital in terms of being
able to deploy resources quickly (Coleman, 1988). This in turn can lead to conflict as the

t 2t A0S FR2LJG + Wt SIFRQ | 3Sy Oe slawidécisiozinaking y R ¢
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process and resource deployment of other agencies, especially in areas where they have

no interest, which can in turn lead to the withdrawal of Police resources (ibid: 127).

Critics such as Gilling (2007) and Phillips, (2002) havehabktighted that when the

Crime and Disorder Act came into existence in the summer of 1998, CDRPs were expected
to produce their first three yearly crime and disorder reduction strategy by the beginning

of the following April. They argue that from the get this can be viewed as patrticularly
problematic, given that there was a lack of initial funding gnudblic sectorresources
available to produce an effective strategy within such a short timescale in the first place.
The strategy also had to allow f@ffective communication between all the agencies
involved and more importantly with the local community. As Phillips (2002: 173) states it
GLIzO 'y AY2NRAYL GS partnédhigydid 2¢6FA YLINS ENBIANS dzNISy/a
affected the ability to consulp A G K WKI NR (2 NBIFOKQ 6bSg06 dzNJ
community leading to questions regarding the representativeness of community
consultation (Phillips, 2002: 173). During an analysis of the first round of audits and
strategies the Home Office founchdt targetsetting if it happened at all, was a
WKEFLIKFTFNR FTFFIFANRET gAGK Ylye /5wta NBaz2h
NELI O1F 3SR AYAGAIFIGAGSAE It NBIFRe& Ay LIX I OS dz

By 1999 New Labour initiated theifie Reduction Programme, which aimed to provide

Fdzy RAYy3d 20SNJF GKNBS @SIFNJI LISNA2R Ay &dzLJJi2 |
I ydzYoSNJ 2F WRAAGAYOG GKSYSR | NBlFaQ O6DACT
2002b: 47). Projects granted dzy RAy 3 ¢SNB &ddzo2SO0 (G2 |y

YIYylF3SYSyd NBIAYSE O6DATtEAYIAIT wHanTyY THPOZ &
the reduction of specific crimes, such as burglary, robbery and vehicle crime (Hope, 2005:
376). This was subjecbta best value performance regime and the results used to
promote best practice across the country (ibid: 376). One of the major recipients of the
Fdzy R 6SNB (G2 06S /5wt Qad ¢gK2 O2dzZ R | L& ¥F2
course that they coul demonstrate they had a disproportionate problem within one of

0KS GKSYSR IINBIX FYyR Fy dzyRSNARAGIYRAY3 27
The dilemma faced by most CDRPs was that their strategies had already been conducted,

~

andiftheyhadnoh y Of dzZRSR 2y S 2F GKS 3I2@8SNYyYSydQa
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would be difficult for them to claim they had a disproportionate problem in that area
(Gilling, 2007: 84).

In the end not all CDRPs secured funding from the Crime Reduction Programme, as most
of it was given to high crime urban areas (ibid: 83). Those who lost out on funding began

to lose enthusiasm and in real terms the programme began to undermine the
infrastructure put in place by the CDA (Gilling, 2007: 83). Cegtrarnment rhetoric
advocated a localised approach to crime reduction within CDRPs, and it soon became
apparent that continual reforms of the Criminal Justice System often meant that what
existedin real terms, was central control couched in the language of localism, which often
came with strings attached (Keith, 2004; Gilling, 2007; Crawford, 2008). For example, the

2 KAGS Storigdbaddership, Quality Public Serdicgs | 4 & S NI S RowXoih 6 A &
Y2NB WSy (iNBLINBY SdzNA | § A2PSNYYSYyiQ O6DATTA
Comprehensive Performance Assessmaeantiich rated Authorities performance; with

better performing Authorities earning a degree of autonomy (Wilson, 2004: 117). In other
words autonomy is earned if you meg¢ntral rather thanlocal governmenbr community

targets (ibid). Target setting/monitoring was also reinforced within CDRPs by both the
Crime Reduction Directorates created in 20800 by the2004 Prolific and Other fewity
Offenders Strategywhich utilised the National Intelligence Model for CDRPs to find on
average 15 to 20 offenders in their areas (Gilling, 2007; Davies, 2009). Many other
reforms were enacted during this period which on the face of it often promdaedlism.

hy LI LISNI Ad YlIe& KIFEI@S t221SR tA]1S WhiabAy33Q
governmentV!d § SSNAY3IQ ODAffAY3IS wnntT [/ N gF2NRZ

2.6.1Social Exclusion

Addressing and tackling the fear of crime and social disorder became higieddew

Labour agenda, set within a discourse of social inclusion. However, as critics such as
Crawford (1997) and Gilling (2007) have highlighted social inclusion often translates
GAOGKAY (GKS RA&AO0O2dzNBS 2F ONAYS Oy CHmMI SE&Y
within CDRPs there is an inherent problem in that, somlkintary, public andprivate
sectoragencies have very different organisational aims, priorities and interests to those
agencies involved within the Criminal Justice System (Skir2®0Q). Somepartner

agencies may prefer to adopt a social welfare approach to crime prevention rather than a
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more reactive situational based approach, which in turn can lead to tensions amongst
partner agencies (Hughes, 2002). The CDA for example, créatgti Offending Teams,

to replace Local Authority social workers within social services (Pamment, 2010: 217)
primarily to deal with youth criminality, which could lead to an overlap of responsibility
and possible conflict with regard to how young people aargeted within the criminal

justice arena (ibid:225).

Other fundamental problems exist within CDRPs in terms of how young people in general
are often the target of antisocial behaviour enforcement and exclusion (Flint, 2002;

| dZAKS & HAAHGE Grimd Geéventort goRcidzNWEere heavily influenced by

9T A2yAQa WIKANR gl&Q O2YYdzyAlGFNRFYAAY 6K
0SAy3 SNBRSR Fta | RANBOG NBadzZd 2F az20Al
G LINKA OAf SiEtdrgsd 2N &S FTYSSRa 2F a20Alf 2NRSNS
core message that New Labour took was the need for responsibility and obligation and a
NBGOGdz2NYy (2 WO2NB Y2NIlf @ItdzSaQ O0A0ARY ydgod
stressed that reformd y @2t S a&aAIYAFAOLYyd GNIyaFSNER 2
private sectorr YR (2 (G KS -QdoliylahdSSyoker, 20t1t 4);fazréld that has
continued under the present Conservative led UK government. But, a question that must

be answerd is what community or whose community is this based on? Coleman et al.,
(2002: 101) found that in a study in Liverpool a series of formal and infaretalorks

were established withipartnershigt > g KA OK gSNB RANBOGSR (241!
politida 2F NBALRYaAoAftAalGA2yé OAOARY MnamMOZX
the partnershipto channel funds to those thought to be reliable, responsible and credible

pt NIYSNBE OAOGARY mMnam0O® CdzNI KS NI 2 NB stionlfof  Wdzy
inclusion into thepartnership may in fact exclude those organisations and community

interests that are vital and in most need of help (ibid: 101).

Many critics argue that not everyone has an equal voice at community meetings, and that
they areoften attended by the same people, the usual suspects (Lowndes and Sullivan,
2004), who often speak for their own narrow agendas, which do not always include
notions of security from the perspective of the wider community (Edwards, 2002; Farrow
and Prior,2006). A quote by Hart et al., (1997) discusses the perceived issue of the lack of

community empowerment withirpartnershigs and it is worth repeating in full:
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project isthe community. Yet, at the strategic level, they have little or no real say in
what happens to the area. Whilst they were consulted at the beginning of the project

to determine what they assessed to be the prime targets for regeneration, time and
again thg are thwarted in their efforts to exercise real control. In the final analysis of

the level of power holding, the intedtependent relationship between agencies and the
OAGAT Sy A& aidAatt (2L R2eyé o601 NI Sid I+t ox

How much power you have within communities is often related to the notion of social
capital. Bourdieu locates social capital within the fields of cultural reproduction; the field
in this sense is a social space where agents are situated with certain resalefiesd as

four forms of capital: economic, cultural, social and symbolic (Bourdieu, 1986: Flint and
w2gflyRZ Hnnovx YR aU0KS FTASER aiNHzO0 dzNB a
and Rowland, 2003: 214). Coleman (1988) on the other handdscatcial capital within

the field of economics and rational action, whereas Putnam (2000: 21) has tried to
identify two different strands of social capitalbonding (or exclusive) and bridging (or
inclusive) social capital. While all theories in relatin social capital are useful in
highlighting how elite groups/government utilise all forms of capital to arguably dominate
others; in terms of partnership working bonding and bridging social capital (or lack
thereof) is perhaps more useful within the \y@rnance of community safety to describe
the difference in capacity/power that exists between organisations within the governance
of community safety. The following section will briefly discuss the aforementioned

concepts.
2.6.2. Social Capital

¢2 KOWSAM tQ LISNI aS Klha t2y3 o6SSy I aaz2oa
example, capital in the sense of property, reified objects and money. Economic capital
reproduces other forms of capital, for example, cultural capital and human capital (skills
andl] Y26t SRAIS SYO02RASR Ay fF02dz2NOV P . 2dzNRA Sdz
Fdzy RI'YSydlrt adlrasS Ad Aa Ay SR qtieemboliétl 06 2 R:¢
capital in this sense is intrinsic to the person who holds it; integral to tHatims-
GadaisSya 2F Rdz2N} 6fS>X GNYyalLkalofS RA&aLRAE.
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social world or externalised structures are internalised resulting in natésed
dispositions, which enable individuals or groups to acknowledge the boundaries set
within a stratified social world (Swartz, 1997: 103); as a means of communication
(Bourdieu, 1991) and how they help shape each other (Maton, 2012).

According to Burdieu (1986) cultural capital can to varying degrees be acquired, (for
example, through academic qualifications) but, internalised dispositions through, for
example, language (pronunciations, accent etc.) may determine its value. In essence it
takes timeto cultivate, and it is often made evident through the use of language and
social class. It is symbolic and effective only insofar as how it is appropriated by agents in

the various fields of power (economic, political, cultural, scientific etc.).

Socia capital is a well discussed concept amongst academics, {modikgrs and
practitioners (Flint and Rowland, 2003), and there are many ways to measure it, through
for example, social networks, participation in organisations, social support and arguably
through the most important measure of &litrust (Wallace and Pichler, 2007). It has also
been associated with the embedded social norms within a given society, indeed in a

report from the World Bank it is referred to as:

G¢KS AYOASNYyrt &a20A1Lf FyR Odzf GdzNI £ O2KSN
32O0SNY AYOGSNIOGA2ya FY2y3d LIS2LXS yR GKS
(Wallace and Pichler, 2007: 29).

Social capital is also as the result of the combined oegossible resources which are
related to the association or membership of a resilient network made up of relationships
2F YdzidzZl € WIFOljdzr AyidlyOS yR NBO2IAYAIAZ2YQ «

WF2NX¥a 2F OF LA G f QpsRSeximMgh 6 Sa GKSAS NBf I GA:z
Ghyteée Ay GKS LINFYOOGAOFE adladSsE Ay YI 04SN
maintain them. They may also be socially instituted and guaranteed by the application

of a common name (the name of a family, a class, or a tribe or oh@kca party,

SGO0PVE 6. 2dzNRASdzZZ mdpycY mMoUL P
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James Coleman locates the notion of social capital within the theory of rational action
insofar as he states thatevery actor has control over a certain amount of resources, and

has an interest in particulaesources, actions or events. Social capital therefore signifies
certain resource availability to an actor (Coleman, 1988: 98). Much like Bourdieu he
0StASPSa dadzyt A1S 20KSNJ F2N¥a 2F OFLAGET X
between actoda YR FY2y3 FOl02NRE o/ 2ftSYlLYy>X wmMpyy
AYRAGARdzZE £ 2 odzi OFy Ita2 o6S I WO2N1LRNI 4GS
sharing of information that can lead to a mutual advantage. However, Coleman asserts
that while this information exchange may be a beneficial form of social capital for some, it
may not be viewed as such by others, for example, it may be used to fix market prices or

restrict the production of some goods.

What is critical to social capital is the raii of trust that exists with (varying degrees)

within a group or network of individuals. For example, a group that has extensive
trustworthiness and trust will achieve far more than a similar group where it is absent
(Coleman, 1988). Putnam (2000: 19) aksiaforces the notion that social capital refers to

GKS NBtlrGA2ya 0S06SSYy AYRAGARdAzZ fa FyR yS
NEOALINRPOAGE YR (NHAGE2NIKAYSaa GKFG | NR:
control - social capital can reinfoe a strong sense of collective social norms by making
possible certain actions whilst restricting others (Rose and Clear, 1998). In this sense a
prescriptive norm must be adhered to by a community in the belief that it is in the
interests of collectivisnfColeman, 1988). However, this does not take into account the
existence of competing sources of community norms; particularly within closed
communities where low level criminality is tolerated and in some cases encouraged

use, illegal monejending,distribution of counterfeit goods etc., (Flint, 2002). Notions of
GNHzA G YlIe &adAatt SEA&G 6AGKAY GKS&S O02YYdzy
NI RAdzaA 2F GNMzZAGQ 6Cdzldz2 |l YIS wnamY @0 & KSN
of socialcapital in existence in this case may more readily be associated with bonding

social capital.
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2.6.3 Bonding and Bridging Social Capital

Some theorists, such as Putnam (2000: 21) when discussing the collapse and revival of the
American community hav tried to identify two different strands of social capital;
referred to as bonding (or exclusive) and bridging (or inclusive) social capital. Bonding
social capital is characterised as most prevalent in people who are likeminded in
important aspects, mosbften associated with strong family type groups or groups of
ethnic minorities (Putnam, 2000; Campbell and Sacchetti, 2014). It is also associated with
smaller dense groups, which are bound together by strong ties (Wallace and Pichler,
2007). Some exampemay be homogenous type groups such as faith groups based on

gender, Country clubs or ethnic fraternal associations (Putnam, 2000: 21).

Bridging social capital on the other hand is characterised by weaker ties, heterogeneity;
and by linking to a broadenetwork of external assets in the course of information
sharing etc., (Putnam, 2000: 22). Examples, may include business colleagues, or other
interested groups (Campbell and Sacchetti, 2014), or civil rights organisations, youth
groups or other politicallaffiliated groups (Putnam, 2000). Mark Granovetter points out
that weak ties that have the possibility of linking a person to a useful social or political
contact, are actually more valuable than strong ties that link an actor to family and friends
(Granoretter, 1983; Putnam, 2000: 23). This is reinforced by Briggs who points out that
while bonding social capital is good for getting by, bridging social capital is vital for getting
ahead; and is particularly crucial within diverse societies (Briggs, 26@4; dspecially
disadvantaged neighbourhoods (Vidal, 2004; Rohe, 2004; Gress, 2004). Furthermore, he
points out that not all forms of social capital are good for everygméing the networks

that helped facilitate Timothy McVeigh in the bombing of thedé&ral building in
Oklahoma City (Putnam, 2000: 23). This can also be true for mafia type networks, criminal
organisations and other groups associated with crime or deviant behaviour (Fukuyama,
2001).

Linking social capital is also associated with baogdior bridging social capital,
characterised by relationships of trust and respect between people across networks; or
connections to people in positions of authority when there is low access to public or

private institutions, for example, relationships beten citizens and Council
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representatives within community organisations (Woolcock, 2004). Szreter and Woolcock,
6Hnnnv RSAONAROGS Al a aLIS2LAES 6K2 | NB
AyadAaddziazy It AaSR LJ2 6 SNJ 2 Ninh CaizjiblandiSacehetd NI R /
2014: 225). What is apparent from the literature is that social capital is closely associated
with relations of trust that exist between individuals, groups or networks and is heavily

influenced by the accepted or dominant nornngles or regulations set within it.

It is clear that social capital exists in many formasd n terms of networks and
partnershigs it is auseful theoetical tool to employ to describe the relationships that

exist between actors and organisations withtimem. Within crimeand disorderand
O2YYdzyAdle al ¥Sde LINIHYSNEKALI g2NJAy3AT [ 2!
describe how resource dependgnenay force some organisations to acquiesce to the
demands of more powerfuypartners. Partners whanay for examplehave more symbolic

power within a particular fieldBourdieu, 1986); for instance policing or community

LX I yYAYy 3D | 2 ¢S DS NdEepttodbibndingyand bridgingisociab capial is
perhaps more useful in explaining why some actors/organisations may fair better in terms

of acquiring resources in the first place through their extensive connections to

knowledgeable others.

Although,CDRR / { t Qa LINB O Adiddzit StatutoRIy applydeaStdddriirough

the CDA enactedh 1998, itnonethelessbecame increasingly apparent that the newly
elected Labour dominated Scottish Executive, were keen to absorb and adapt some of
bSg¢ [ I @dstaidand policy on crime control; in contrast to a previous penal
welfare policy divergence from England and Wales, which will now briefly be discussed

below.
2.7 Devolution and the Scottish Government

The Scotland Act 1998 set in motion the devolution process in Scotland (Danson and
Whittam, 2011). Hazell (2000) described devolution as a series of decisions that
GNF yaF2NXY¥SR al KAIKEe& OSyd NI A HeSdral sygtem | NB
of AI2PSNYYSyilié O6OAUGSR AY [/ I ANYySe@&Z HanmmY MO ®
of politics, wherein the Scottish Government (or the Scottish Executive as it was known

then) could enact policies tailored to meet the specific needs or interests dfisbco
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communities (Cairney, 2011). It was hoped that devolution would reinforce or help
maintain those institutions that reflected a particular Scottish identity, such as separate
legal,education,church andocal governmensystems (ibid: 1). Therefore devolution also

meant the acquisition of the administrative autonomy necessary to put in place policies
specific to Scotland with the opening of a Scottish Parliament; replete with the legislative
powers to do so (ibid: 2). @aN}y S& | NBdzSa (KIFdG GKAa (221 L
multi-f S@St F2FSNYI yOSE€O0AOARY HUX ¢KSYy LJ2gSNJI
government, and it is within this framework that the Scottish Government needs Local
Authorities to delivera SNIOA OS&a Ay fAYS GAGK Wyl GA2Ylf§
(McConnell, 2004: 211).

McGarvey and Cairney (2008) state that regulation has been one of the main tools used

by central governmentin answer to key governance problems, such as the tack

I 002dzy it oAfAGeE YR O2YYyNEKQASKS SBIychniras 2 NE K
andlocal government A 6 ARY mMpno® ¢KS WNBIdzA I G62NB adl
I NY¥Qa f Sy3dK I 3 Spiidssdioragenciesto dradySslde Thalpuldlic,
GKSNBE Aada | AaKATFO | dilNHzATINE ¥ AW KRGS  (SNHzaKA B Al
2F Gl dziK2NARAGes NHz Sa FyR adGlFyRIEINR aSaddAay3:
conducted by a variety of bodies, including theiditor General and Audit Scotland
(Cairney and McGarvey, 2013). Much of this regulation is based on NPM principles such
as establishing priorities and targets by use of performance management. In Scotland this
has become more apparent within the policio§ crime and disorder, especially since

New Labour came to power in 1997, which set in motion the devolution process. For
example, many academics have commented on how devolution initially circumscribed
{020t yRQa WRAAUGAYOUAPOPEIAYgROY GSHNIFANRAI
the Criminal Justice System, with an increasing punitive approach focusing on targets and
objectives (McAra 2007; McAra and McVie, 2010; Croall, 2006; 2012; Mooney and Scott,
2012; Maxwell, 2007).

Although therewas an initial convergence with England in terms of criminal justice policy
and partnership working, there is evidence to suggest that Scotland was once again

returning to a more welfare driven approach, which will briefly be discussed below.
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2.7.1 Divergence and Convergence

Scotland it has been argued retained a distinctive civic culture within the UK, despite the
dissolution of the Scottish Parliament in 1707 (McAra 2007; McAra and McVie, 2010;
Croall, 2006; 2012; Mooney and Scott, 2012; Maxwell, 200.2 G f I Y RQ& @& 2 dzi
a2adSY Ay LI NIAOdzZ I NJ KA 0SSy KSNIfRSR ¥F;
McAra and McVie, 2010; Croall, 2006). The most gréaredking welfarist approach to
juvenile justice emerged from the Social Work (Scotland)1868, which eradicated the

existing juvenile courts system and replaced it with the Ghifldy Q& | S NAy 3 { @&
(McAra, 2007; Croall, 2006; Mooney and Scott, 2012). The CHS was based on the
WYAEfONI YR2Y LIKAf2a2LKE&Q 0 aOut\aF thelKylbiRandanO+ A S :
Committee in 1964, which sought to decriminalise and remove children under the age of
sixteen from the courts system (Croall, 2006). The philosophy advocated that young
people (more often than not) were the victims of social circums&snconducive to
offending behaviour, and therefore sought to rectify this where possible, through the

care and protection of the child (ibid; McAra and McVie, 2010).

Ly O2yiN}raid G2 GKA&a 9y3aflyR FYR 21fSs 66K
lead by focusing on child welfare) established the Children and Young Persons Act 1969
(McAra, 2011). Wherein a more punitive stance was adopted despite the welfarist
rhetoric enshrined within the Act (McAra, 2011; McAra and McVie, 2010). Scotland
differed somewhat from other Criminal Justice Systems in Europe and in the USA during
the 1970s until the 1990s, with its continued commitment to penal welfare values.
Institutions such as the CHS and Criminal Justice Social Work were according to McAra
(200770 AaSYOEtSYFGAO 2F | RA&aUGAYOUA@Ste {07
which was based on an obligation to promote social justice (ibid). Whilst social justice is
an ambiguous term to define, in Scotland it has been associated with the need to
eradcate poverty and inequality as witnessed by an address to the reconvened Scottish
LI NI AFYSYyd Ay wmopdpd o6& 52yIFfR 5SSl N gK2 ad
justice and equality of opportunity for everyone in Scotland...which lies at the heart of

LR2EAGAOLFE YR OAGAO tAFSOOPE 65SG1 NE mMpdd:

Whilst it is true that the Scottish system tried to avoid the more punitive criminal justice
L322 f A OASA& RN JS-berad dgendakint Engleo® Naadnot yidsveverimtain
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allowed for a child to reside in secure accommodation if it was in thdiputerest

6aO!' NI YR aO+xASSE wHamMnO® LY wmdbppp GKS [ KJ

OSYGUNBRQ FLILINRPIFOK AT UKS OKAfR LIASR | &A-

On the whole punitive policies were resisted more in Scotland, ypdr#cause tight

criminal justice policy networks made up of Directors of the Judiciary and Social Work,
and senior civil servants from the Crown Office, were not intrinsically part of the UK
government, which had a major impact on policy (Croall, 2006%. was combined with

the unpopularity of the Westminster Conservative government, which in turn led to fewer

| 2YaSNDIFGADS LREAGAOAIYya y2NIK 2F (GKS 02N
Ot AYFGSQ G6AO0ARY pdhdm0 f SI Rxpgpdlar drigen pressrésd S NH
inherent within English crime policy (ibid: 591).

2.7.2 Convergence

In spite of a creeping managerialist agenda, Scotland for the most part retained its
welfarist principles, especially within Criminal Justice Social Work (McXral).
However, from the mid to late 1990s core aspects of pewafarism in Scotland were
abandoned as a whole new range of institutions were embedded onto the Criminal
Justice System, such as: the National Criminal Justice Board, specialist Drugreestid>o
Violence Courts, and CSPs (ibid: 281). This became more pronounced in the post
devolution period as the New Labour Westminster government sought to achieve a
consensus with the newly elected Labour/Liberal coalition Scottish Executive (Croall,
2006;2012; McAra and McVie, 2010; Dumbleton and McPhail, 2012). Many argue that
the dominance of the Labour party at the UK and Scottish Government level, led to a
WRSGINIAYyAALFGAZ2YQ 2F {O0200AaK &az2O0Alf LI2f A
f101 2F WLREAGAOKE gAftQ (G2 3F2 3AFLAyad GK
101 2F LREAGAOFE OFLIOAGE AGKAY GKAA W1T

arguably put a brake on innovative policy making (Croall et al., 2010)

This was most evident within policies directed towards crime and disorder reduction, as
Scottish Ministers like their English counterparts, began to be driven by a view that

antisocial behaviour was on the increase (McAra, 2007: 108). Although Crime and
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Disorder Reduction Partnerships were statutorily imposed on Local Authorities in England
and Wales, this was not the case in Scotland, and it was not until the Local Government
(Scotland) Act 2003 that Community Planning Partnerships (incorporating coitymun
safety) were given statutory force in Scotland (Henry, 2009). McAra (2007) argues that
this overhaul of the Criminal Justice System placed a (somewhat contradictory) (ibid: 109)
emphasis on both centralisation and localisation. On the one hand LotabrRies were

being granted greater autonomy and policy freedom in the guise of ragkncy
partnershis, but on the other hand, it was also set within a centrally controlled

managerialist agenda based on best value (ibid: 109; McConnell, 2004).

It coud be argued that convergence with England continued up until and beyond the
election of the SNP minority government in 2007, as they too lacked, perhaps not the
political will, but certainly the majority support to diverge too far from the previous
dominarce of Westminster policies. However, prior to the election, there was evidence

that Scotland would remphasise its penadelfarist principles. For example, the report
Wetting it Right for Every Child: Proposals for AGion2 y OS | Al Ay iR@2 Ol (
OKAf RNBYyQad aSNBAOSaQ 6aO! N} IyR aO+AS> wn
& A Umeentdg Offending by Young People: A Framework for Axion 4 KA OK O2 y 1
an uneasy mix of welfarist, riglssessment, and punitive measures (ibid: T3pall,

2012). In spite of this it was becoming clear that the SNP government were more willing
G2 tA&aGSYy (2 (GKS O2yOSNya 2F WwWLRfAO& | YyR
and were choosing to adopt a less punitive tone towards young offenff@roall, 2012).
Ministers withdrew the previous administrations performance targets directed towards
persistent offenders, quietly set aside pilot youth courts, and more crucially abandoned

the more punitive aspects of the antisocial behaviour agendectid towards twelve to

fifteen year olds (McAra and McVie, 2010:78).

It could be argued that an area of policy convergence in the UK was within Community
Safety Partnerships, although Scotland did not begin on the same statutory footing as
England andWales, it was nonetheless closely linked to influential New Labour
Westminster policy, inherent within community planning and antisocial behaviour
legislation (McAra, 2011; Henry, 2009). Community Safety in Scotland has been
subsumed under the remit of dnmunity Planning Partnerships since the 2003 Local

Government Act, which will be briefly discussed below.
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2.8 Community Safety Partnerships within a Scottish Context

As previously mentioned the CDA, which imposed community safety structures in England
and Wales (Henry, 2009), called for mutiency/public ce2 LISNJ G A2y Ay 2 NR!
O2YYdzyAGlASa &l TSN ODAtffAY3IAS wnntod ! f K2
influence was far reaching withicentral andlocal governmentpolicy such as secin

15(1) of The Local Government in Scotland Act 2003, which required Local Authorities to
FOG Fa WFI OAf A G l-apexatewith cdbramur@y? hodiedzfand withyotRer O 2
public sectord6 2 RAS& & FLILINRBLINAIFGS Ay | O23Ydzy Al
Although, this putpartnershis on a statutory footing in Scotland, it was linked to a
WoNRIFRSNIJ I ASYyRIF 2F 322R Lzt A0 I20SNYIyOS

on crime and disorder (ibid: 12).

Community safety as a concept is harddefine as it encompasses a variety of issues,
which means it is covered by a wide range of legislation, such as the Antisocial Behaviour
etc. (Scotland) Act 2004 and the Criminal Justice and Licensing (Scotland) Act 2010. Many
other Acts contribute to commemity safety based around for example, Housing, the
Environment, Road Safety and Child Protection amongst others (Scottish Community
Safety Network, 2012a). It also has to evolve over time to take on board new
RS@St2LIYSyda | yR SdmiRdlion theé Az Ddiivéry af Riblic W
Service® o t a2 | Gh8steyCommissidmedSced in 2011), which advocates a
stronger focus on outcomes and long term preventative action (Scottish Government,
2011c); or theStrategy for Justice in Scotlapatlining the aims of the Justice System to

secure the safety of people and communities in Scotland (Scottish Government, 2012g).

Since devolution there have been many key moments which have affected the
development of Community Safety Partnerships in Scdtl@hudit Scotland, 2000), for
example: when the Scottish Executive, and the Association of Chief Police Officers in
Scotland (ACPOS), and the Convention of Scottish Local Authorities (COSLA) agreed an
approach in 1998 on how to delivempartnershipmodel;recommending that they should

be under the leadership of Local Authorities and/or the Police (Scottish Community Safety
Network, 2012a); the Scottish Local Authorities Community Forum formed in 1998
became the Scottish Community Safety Network in 2005chviprovided a forum for

officers responsible for the strategic development of community safety at both the local
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and national level (ibid); and the Concordat between the Scottish Governmenipaab
governmentin 2007, which introduced the Single Outcogreement within every Local
Authority. The Concordat had a major impact on CSPs insofar as it removddnoeg
funding (put in place between 202D07), which resulted in a reduction in CSP funding as
partnershis had to bid against other significabbcal Authority priorities and statutory
duties. Furthermore, as CSPs became more integrated within Local Authorities, there is an

argument that there is reduced autonomy and more restricted work practices (ibid).

Nevertheless, CSPs have continued to evolve within this process, wherein a number of
agencies work together to resolve community safety issues, in line with National
hdzi O2YS yAyS 2F GKS {O0200AaK D2JSNYyYSyiuQa
our vSa &l FS FNRBY ONRYST RAA2NRSNI YR RIy
Nonetheless, there has also been a continuing emphasis on managerialism, audits,
preparing annual reports etc., which has arguably led to more time being devoted to
bureaucratic adminigation, rather than time spent on creative community safety
strategies (Henry, 2012: 14). A number of reports have been published, for instance,
relating to how to achieve best value partnershi@ = A Y QBestzRalug @ Yubhe
Services Guidance fo Accountable Officegs | Y R |y dzY 6 S NBe&sHalledzR A
¢ 2 2 f (Bobttis Government, 2011b; Audit Scotland, 2010). This further highlights the
performance management culture within central and local governance, which could lead

to the adoptin of strategies deemed more readily quantifiable, for example, strategies
based on reducing specific crimes already identified on National Policing Plans, rather

than on more holistic social objectives that are difficult to quantify (Henry, 2009).

| S yNEO®: 14) study on Community Safety Partnerships viesaemershis as being
transformative over time, he also vieweghrtnershigi | & WO2yaaSttl A2y
2F LINF OGAOSQ> NIUGKSNI GKFEYy | aAy3atsS &fio2 YYdz
domains, such as CCTV, youth initiatives or road safety (ibid: 15). He warns that within
CSPs areas of work have to continue to be valued/and or resourced in order for
people/organisations to maintain a commitment to them. This is further complichted

the ongoing fiscal crisis and whether or not budget cuts will affect communities of
practice, or how much it will affect an ongoing commitment to partnership working in

general (ibid: 16). However, while highlighting the significant pressures oncpubli
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spending, the Christie Commissioh f 82 NBAYF2NOSa G(GKI G adzyf !
radical, new collaborative culture throughout our public services, both budgets and
LINE GAAA2Y @Aff 0dzO1fS dzy RSNJ GKS &alGNIshyé¢ o
that partnership working in Scotland is the only feasible way forward (Walklake, 2001).

Partnership working will also have to be viewed in the context of the Scottish
D2JSNYYSyiQa OSYyuGNXftAalrdAz2y | ASYRF®drsC2N S
nation within the UK to have one national Police and Fire Service under the Police and
Fire Reform (Scotland) Act 2012 (Oag, 2012a); which effectively replaced the previous
eight Scottish Forces (ibid). However, the former Chief Constable Sir Stejplise in

the Apex Annual Lecture (2013) made clear that while the Police as an organisation were
O2YYAGGSR G2 LI NIpadbdEhisa K2 dzizRJ 3¢ 3 dzy RE @A S 6
further stipulating that effectivepartnershigs would be reinforced whilst vk ones

(capable of doing good things) would be strengthened. In effactnershis would need

G2 0SS WLINBRYGSR (G2 0S NBtSOIyGs y20 aiavLi e ¢

One of the main concerns surrounding a National Police Service is how greater central
control will affect local policing (Donnelly et al., 2002; Scott, 2013), for instance the shift
from a tri-partite structure of policing to a structure that arguable fave more central
control. For example, now governance and oversight of Police Scotland will exist under a
new Scottish Police Authority (SPA), which will also be responsible for holding the Chief
Constable to account, and for the provision of forensic ises: The Act also gives
Scottish Ministers the power to direct the SPA, but not the Chief Constable (Scottish
Government, 2012d).

Scott (2013: 142) highlights that a key comment on policing in the UK is the political
neutrality of the Police, however #gme have been concerns expressed that this could
potentially change under a single Police force. Other concerns have been expressed
regarding Police accountability and the declining role of Local Authorities, which further
fuelled the perception of a lossf localism and a decline in local policing (Scott, 2012). For
example, the SPA will be made up of appointed rather than elected members, who will be
responsible for the National Policing Plan, which on the face of it signals a move towards
greater centrabm (Fyfe, 2014). Scott (2013: 1223) argues that as the SPA chair and

membership are chosen by Scottish Ministers and the Police Service of Scotland will be
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funded directly by the Scottish Government through the SPA, together with the fact that
under thS wST2N¥Y ! Ol GKS a! dzK2NAGE WwWydzad O2
ALISOATAOO 3AAPSYy o6& (GUKS {O020GAaK aAyAaildSNE:
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Scott (2013: 143) also pointed out that when the new Chiefstable of Police Scotland

gla FWILRAYGSR 08 GKS WdzySt SOGSRQ {t! 0¢SNJ
Act must be approved by Scottish Ministers) the SPA board only had in place the Chair,
which granted was a unique circumstance, but it alsib tke appointment open to
speculation of political interference from the centre. Under Chapter 7 of the Reform Act
local policing has been made a statutory requirement with 32 Police areas aligned to 32
Local Authority areas each with their own Local Cander (although a Local
Commander may cover more than one Local Authority area) who will draw up the Local

Police Plan (Legislation.gov.uk, 2012).

| 26 SOSNE 52yyStte SG FftdX FFNBdz2S GKIFG fF NE
weakening of local2YYdzyAlGeé tAy1a4Q OA0ARY onm0I o8&
strategies and community policing initiatives of the largest force in Scotjétdathclyde

Police - successfully operated at the neighbourhood level (ibid: 301). The Scottish
Government alsatate that the new procedures in place will ensure local accountability,

by the appointment of Local Commanders and senior officers for each Local Authority,

which could arguably lead to enhanced localism (Oag, 2012a:5; 2012b).

The Chief Constable of theew Police Scotland will be given clear authority over the
direction and control of officers within the force. Other responsibilities will include
helping to prepare theSrategic andAnnual PolicePlans, and the new Scottish Police

I dz{i K2 NJ&A (ABnGaBiRepor{. infortation on policing and crime will also be sent to
the SPA (Oag, 2012a: 19).

This may impact on CSPs in terms of Local Authority and community planning
involvement or degree of influence over policing in particular. For example, under the
Poice and Fire Reform (Scotland) Act 2012, Scottish Ministers will determine the strategic
priorities for the SPA; the SPA will in turn prepare a Strategic Police Plan setting out the
main objectives for the policing of Scotland (HMSO, 201284330n thishasis the new

Chief Constable of Scotland will then prepare an Annual Policing Plan (ibid: 35). Both the
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SPA and the Chief Constable are required to provide a copy of the Plans to Local
Authorities, and invite comments, however, it fails to make clear whidthappen if a

Local Authority or Community Planning Partnership, disagrees with a Local Policing Plan,
which opens up debates surrounding local accountability, which may lead to future
conflict within CSPs (Oag, 2012a: 5).

It is not clear how far thipolicy divergence/convergence process will continue, or how it

will continue to impact on the community planning process. CSPs in particular, will have

to adjust to this new fiscal climate, and also to the centralisation agenda of the Scottish
government. Whether they can, or continue to function ipartnership with other

I 3SyOASa Fff WaAay3aiay3d G2 GKS &alFYS KeyvYy at
future research, which looks not only at how partnership functions within a community

safety contextput also why it is necessary to continue to do so.
2.9 Conclusion

Multi-agency collaboration and network forms of partnership has, following recent trends
in central governmentreform, focused more on the necessity of local governance as
opposed tolocalgovernment Both the Conservative Government and the New Labour
Government in the past two decades have placed an emphasis on the importance of local
solutions to local problems. However, as previously discussed the Conservative solution
focused more ofF NESA Yy 3 dzLJ GKS YIFNJSdaszs Ay GSNyxya 2
2000). This nediberal agenda advocated individual choice set within an economic market
exchange system, which advancedvate sectorbusiness practices in the guise of new
public management principles (Stoker, 2004b). However, within this agenda there
appeared to be very little space for manoeuvre for Local Authorities, the Conservatives
quickly chose to reduce their powers through a series of reforms, which saw then more as

enablerthan service provider (Gilling, 2007).

When New Labour came to power they began a modernisation process which sought to
NERdzOS GKS FNIIAYSYyGldAaAz2y AYKSNBYGd AGKAY
individualism (Stoker, 1999). They sought to@d& A & G KNRdzaK | LINROS
politics, which sought to encourage private enterprise whilst simultaneously controlling

its excesses by virtue of regulation, evaluation and evidence led practice couched within

the ethos of best value (Rhodes, 199¥&w Labour intended to return some control back
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into the hands ofocal governmentbut it was to be held in check by the tight reigns of
partnership working and the regulatory systems that came with it (Carnwell and Carson,
2009). Collaboration witkentral andlocal governmentvas the order of the day, within a
framework ofnetworks, partnershigs and joineeup services. For New Labour, one of the

most influential forms of legislation geared towards partnership working was the CDA,
which made it a statutty requirement for Local Authorities and the Police to work in
partnership with otherpublic, private and third sectoragencies together with other local
community groups and organisations (Gilling, 2007). Borne out of this legislation was the
Crimeand R 32 NRSNJ wSRdAzOG A2y t I NIYSNEKALE 2NJ /2

have now become known (Crawford, 1997).

Community safety can trace its roots back to the preventive practices inherent within
Crime Prevention Partnerships developed during the 1980sh as the Five Towns
Initiative and the Safer Cities project (Hendry, 2012, Liddle and Gelsthorpe 1994;
Crawford and Jones, 1995; Rogers, 2006). There has existed since the influential Home
Office circular 8/1984Hughes and McLaughlin, 2002: 152), #mel Morgan Review (ibid;
Crawford, 1997; Gilling, 2007) a tacit crask NI @ F ANBSYSy i GKIFG WwWg.
crime and social deprivation can no longer be tackled by single departments or agencies

(Gilling, 2007; Crawford, 1997; Edward and Hughe322Rogers, 2006).

However, it has not been without its problems. There is no doubt that working in

LI NIYSNREKALI Y@ Ay LINR Y O bullic bectoagenties Wworkkih@ R F
together to benefit the public and individual service usensif it addresses the gaps and
overlaps in services; and allows for the development of greater accountability to local
communities, while addressing how to tackle crime and disorder for example. It should
also be noted that the evidence base for betteansgces for users and communities is

small; most benefits appear to be felt by practitioners/agencies (Rummery, 2002). The
literature has shown that partnership working is often problematic in terms of, historical
distrust between agencies, especially betm those agencies that have different
perceptions about how to tackle crime and disorder, such as the Police and social welfare

agencies (Crawford, 1997; Crawford and Jones, 1995; Pamment, 2010).

In this sense, within the governance of crime contpaitnerships need to: find ways to

enhance greater collaboration; address the concerns of all agencies involved within a
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partnership ometwork; improve ceordination and information sharing practices to avoid
unnecessary duplication of effort; and above talat the communities they service as
equal partners within the local governance of crime. Of course within the present
economic climate some actors/agencies may find it more difficult than others to continue
within a collaborative discourse; particulaifynegative perceptions on status impact on
trust ¢ a defining element of social capital crucial to partnership working. Therefore
finding innovative ways to increase capacity/social capital may be advantageous to multi
agency partnership working; or fimlj ways for a more equitable distribution of
resources, perhaps by docating agencies (Frost, 2005: 17), althougHomating may

not necessarily overcome confidentiality issues when it comes to information sharing
(ibid: 31).

The above discussion hasised on how changes withaentral andlocal governmenby
both the Conservatives and New Labour have led to an increase in-agehicy
partnerships within the UK. CSPs in Scotland are arguably more distinctive than their
counterparts in England and Wateparticularly during an ongoingublic sectorreform

process, and it is within this context that the research questions are set;

U What role do CSPs play in the governance of community safety in contemporary
Scotland?

0 How will the planned governanaghanges and reform processes affect CSPs in terms
of local accountability?

0 How will performance management cultures withdantral/local governmentand in
particular within the Police, affect CSP priorities and/or goals?

0 How do the organisational aims amdlture of CSPartners, who possess different

levels of power and influence, effect or determine the strategic priorities of CSPs?
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Chapter 3: Methodology

3.1 Introduction

Within the governancécriminology field there is a great deal tferature surrounding
Community Safety Partnerships/Crime and Disorder Reduction Partnerships in England
and Wales (see for example, Crawford, 1998; Hughes, 1998; Hughes et al., 2002; Carnwell
and Buchanan, 2009; Berry et al., 2011). However, there igpamatively less literature

on Community Safety Partnerships (CSPs) or criminal justice policy in Scotland. This was a
L2 AY(G | RRNBAa&SR 0 &CrimiNMstice in Saptiaadt &K Dy nimknH&
GKSNE KIFIR 0SSy | a3diy sdiy key ofifidbfody @Giiid cririthal { O 2
2dza i A0S G(SE(Gaé O6AOARY cO® | SYNE O6HAMHU KI
practice in CSPs in Scotland, or more particularly the transformative potential in

partnerships (however, this was basedPhD research conducted during 262004).

As a result this PhD study endeavoured to look at the governance of community safety
within a broader Scottish context (for example, as part of the wider Community Planning
Partnership process), by adoptinggamparative case study approach in order to explore
how CSPs work within different localities; especially during periods of major structural
reform. For example, much has been written around concerns about the loss of local
autonomy with respect to an ongung centralisation agendd@pnnelly et al., 2002; Scott,
2012; Fyfe, 2014; Fyfe and Terpstra, 2015). Otlesr issues were examined around:
agenda setting; organisational culture;-lmzation; community engagement; third party
policing and accountabilitywhich allowed for further theoretical explorations around
perceptions on social capital and power, and how this may impact on partnership working
within the domain of community safety. Furthermore, the study was conducted during a
period of significant chage within the governance of community safety in Scotland
(namely during a period of sharp fiscal retrenchment; including the reform of the Police
and Fire Services into two single services). This allowed participants to put forward their
views and opinios based on past and present experiences, and to speculate on how this
may affect future partnership working in Scotland, which in turn would help to answer

the main research questions.
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3.2 Bespoke Partnership Assessment Framework

In order to ascertain howthe Partnerships worked an interview schedule/bespoke
framework was created to enable questions to be framed within particular contexts. This

g a AYyTFtdzZSYOSR o0& | dzRAARIY S NERK ALY NIRRSHRRY, 40YHSIYN
which was produced as anfettive framework for the evaluation of Health and Social

Care Partnerships (ibid). The framework lookedatkey principle areascknowledging

the need for partnership; clarity and realism of purpose; commitment and ownership; the
development and maimnance of trust; clear and robust partnership arrangements and

monitoring, review and organisational learning (ibid:&B).

This framework was developed with Health and Social Care Partnerships in mind, but, it
has been acknowledged that it could be ated to evaluate many public sector
organisations (ibid; Halliday et al., 2004). Although there are acknowledged difficulties
within partnership selassessment tools (see Halliday et al., 2004, regarding lack of
reflexivity, and difficulties around ramig), it can however provide a useful framework as

I 3dzARS F2NJ Fylfteara 2F ljdzZ fAGEGA @BkeA y i SN
principle areax f AAGSR 0208 O2dz R 06S 3ISN¥YIY
difficulties/benefits of working with a muttide of agencies. Therefore it was decided to
create a similar framework (not for evaluation purposes) but to assist in the analysis of
qualitative data, and to provide a more explanatory approach to the research process.
Consequently a sersitructured inerview schedule was creaté@see Appendix A) to ask
guestions around the key areas listed below. It also helped increase internal validity by
ensuring that each participant within the different case study areas were asked the same
initial questions in ordr to elicit a sort of constant comparison between each case study
area (Corbin and Strauss, 2015).

0 Partnership Origins
U Power Structure/ control
U Coordination and Steering

U Communication/commitment

3 Theinterview schedule for Burnside used Partnership as a descriptor instead of CSP



58

U Organisational culture
U Responsibility/Accountability

U Berefits to the community

This sembtructured interview template allowed participants to give moredepth
answers to the questions posed (when appropriate) and encouraged other areas of
interest to be brought into the sphere of community safety. It also allowed the researcher
to understand more fully this complex governance arena, by ascertaining amongst other
things: the types and numbers gartners involved, and who are considered to be the
main collaborators; how the command structure is organised; who sets the strategic
goak; tensions surrounding distinct organisations with distinct organisational practices;
the impact of one national Police service on partnership working; the efficacy of data
sharing/communication and commitment; accountability issues; and the benefihyif a

of community safety partnership working to local communities in terms of engagement.
3.3 Design: The Case Study Process

In order to interpret how these complex issues affect partnership working it was decided
that a qualitative comparative case study approach was the most appropriate research
method. By adopting a comparative case study approach it allowed for -aepih

analysis of the complexities around partnership working within the governance of
community safety across three distinct geographical areas thereby increasing validity and
reliability (see 3.4 and 3.6 for further discussion). Gerson and Horowitz (2002sth89)

jdzt t AGF GAGS NBASINDODK Ay@gz2t@gSa || aRANBOG S
F2NY 2F 2y3I2Ay3 RIAf&@ fAFS 2NJ AYGSNYI OUAz2yYy
that although there are several ways to conduct a study, for examgleyeys or
experiments, in the case of explanatory research that seeks to understand how or why a
phenomenon happens, then a case study approach is the more suitable strategy. A case
dldzRe faz2 Ftftz2ga &2dz G2 22 in détaill (Thomas, LISOA
HAMMOYS o0& O2ylAydzrfte alAy3a asoKFG Aa (KA
thereby allowing for potential explanations or theories to emerge around specific

phenomena (ibid: 20).
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This involved looking at different kind$ evidence in order to ascertain how local policy

and practice- within the different layers throughout organisations and their partner
agencies- impact on local CSPs. Consequently this involved: conducting 49 semi
structured qualitative interviews withdy stakeholders throughout the case study areas;

who were arguably in a position to provide explanations that may answer the research
questions (Yin, 2014: 28). This included participants frompiligic sector third sector

and from local communities (Canunity Councils); Nine neparticipant observations of
Community Safety/Community Planning Partnership meetings in order to try and
compare the rhetoric of CSPs with the reality; One telephone interview was conducted
with a participant from the Scottish @ernment Community Safety Unit (to principally
provide information on useful policy documents to access (such as: Ghestie
CommissionTheStrategy for Justice in Scot/grand links to further Scottish Community

Safety Network publications); Documenyaanalysis of Scottish Government, Local
Government, and Community Safety policy documents, in order to understand the policy
terrain with respect to governance/partnership working and community safety. This
involved using qualitative content analysis;tno interpret every aspect of a policy
document, but to look at how particular words (partnership, engagement, community,
reform, localism, harm, safety etc.) are being said or expressed within policy documents
(Schreier, 2012)in an effort to understaR G KS WAGINI 6 S3AA 0 AyaSyiaa
WAYGSYGA2yQ YIyATSada +Fad Iy 2LSNY A2y
0Sald dzyRSNR(O22R a AG A& YIRS o0& KindhE NI y |
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As this study looked at a range of criteria, including how different organisational
priorities/and or cultures affecpartnershigs, it was decided that it would be prudent to
conduct a comparison betweethree CSPs within three distinct geographical Local
Authority areas, such as: a large densely populated urban area (Burnside); a smaller
urban/commuter ¢ hinterland (Cartside); and a small urban/remote rurall/islands
dispersed geographical area (Avonsid&)comparative case study approach allowed the
researcher to look for any differences or similarities within the three distinct case study
areas. This provides a more comprehensive analysis in that any thematic conclusions
arising from all three case stig$ would be stronger than ones emanating from a single

dzy Aljdz§ OF &S &addzRéd ¢KAA A& SaLISOALffteE a2
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all cases to the point that it will have greatly expanded the analytic generalisability of the
findings compred to a single case study (ibid: 53). This was done in an effort to
counteract claims that a lack of generalisability is a common limitation associated with
the case study approach (Zainal, 2007; Flyvbjerg, 2013; Starman, 2013; Yin, 2014). Other
limitatiz ya Ay Of dzZRS | NBdzySyda | NRdzyR Wi f 107
NBEaSI NOKSN) 0Ala O0AO0ARUVU® ¢KS OFasS atdzRé |
geographic/demographic characteristics in an effort to increase rigour/validity (see 3.4

and 36 below for further discussion).
3.4 The Case Study Areas

The case study areas were chosen in order to try and obtain a geographical balance in
terms of the types of areas covered by local CSPs. This in turn would increase the
generalisability of anyimilarities/differences found between the different case study
areas: for example, examining if complex governance/structural issues are similar within
different Local Authority areas despite the diversity/geography of the area; or if
actors/agencies respuw to a particular phenomenon in a similar way. Consequently,
three areas were chosen to represent the distinct geditical landscape within Local

Authority areas, which will be described more fully below.

The three case study areas were all in the psxcoflocal governmentorganisational
reform; though they were at different stages of reform (Burnside was more advanced
than Cartside, but Cartside was more advanced than Avonside). All of the interviews/non
participant observations occurred during 20X8rmal interviews within each case study
area were digitally recorded and fully transcribed to allow for accuracy and increase
rigour, whereas, written notes were used for nparticipant observations due to issues
relating to consent, for example, takimgptes at public meetings (Angrosino, 2004). The
advantage of this is it allows the researcher to take notes discreetly, while observing how
and what issues are discussed in a public setting (Kellehear, 1993). All place names and
names of individuals withi the specific case study areas were changed; this included
agency names if they contained the name of the case study area (in the bibliography all
URL online addresses were deleted if they contained the name of the case study area;
however, examiners wibbe supplied with a separate complete list if requested). In order

to further anonymise the identity of the case study areamly general descriptions will
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be given with respect to population and crime. Participant interviews were referenced
with the intial of the case study area and given a number in order to identify the
participant for research purposes. For example, the first participant interviewed in
Avonside = A001.

3.4.1 Avonside/Avon Isle.

Avonside covers a vast (mainly coastal) geographical area with a largely rural population.
The population is sparse compared to the Scottish average; with 45% of its population
classified as remote rural, and 7% classified as accessible rural (Avondidg,i2@erms

of ethnic diversity 1.2% of the total population is made up of minority ethnic groups (NRS,
2013). The number of recorded crimes by the Police per 10,000 population by Local
Authority area in 20134 was 1212 (Scottish Government, 2014b)eréhare 23
inhabited island communities; including Avon Isle, which was chosen for the case study.
The main town in Avon Isle is called Viewside; which is included in the 15% most overall
deprived data zones in Scotland with a declining population (iBddn Isle was chosen

as a case study, not only because of familiarity with the island, but because it had
SELISNASYOSR NI RAOIE S02y2YAO0 OKIFy3asa &aay(
popular holiday destination for the traditional working classesyéeer, it had witnessed

a rapid decline in tourism, linked in part to the collapse of industrial industries, and to
changing patterns in holiday destinations. As a result the main town Viewside had
drastically altered, from a bustling, vibrant, economigallable town to one that was

visibly in decline and suffering from economic neglect.

Participants were mainly based on Avon Isle (situated in Viewside), however, some
participants were based in Troy in the mainland (the largest settlement in Avonarutk),
covered a number of neighbouring localities; including Avon Isle (ibid).-digemcy
partnershis were generally based in Viewside, and this is where all of the interviews
were conducted; apart from the original access interview, which was conduantea i

Council office in Troy.

15 semistructured interviews were conducted (13 face to face, and 2 by phone). Two
interviews were conducted with the same person (once as a gatekeeper for access, and

then as a formal member of the CSP). Consequently, th&arview reference will be
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either (A001-1%Y (if the information refers to the first interview) or (A0@12") (if the
information refers to the second interview). Two meetings were also observed: one CSP

meeting in June, 2013; and one Area CPP meeatiecember 2013 (see Figure 1);

Figure 1: list of participants and neparticipant observations in Avonside/Avon Isle

Participants
(A001) Community Safety Gardinator —
(A002) Rape Crisis Non-participant observations
(A003) Group Commander Fifervice
(A004) Senior Police Officer
(A005) Council Area Housing Officer.

(A006) Environmental Health Officer
(A007) Housing Officer R&S Homes CSP meeting June, 2013

(A008) Local Councillor Area CPP meeting December, 2013
(AOQ9) Street Scene Warden

(A010) Housing Managey Avon Homes
(AO011) Avon Isle Forunof Older Voices
(A012) Avon Isle Community Council
(A014) Child Protection

(A015) Licensing Standards Officer

3.4.2 Burnside

Burnside is a large urban city with one of the largest populations in Scotland. It has a large
ethnically diverse population in comparison to the other two case studies; 11.6% of the
total population is made up of minority ethnic groups (NRS, 2013). Thebewu of
recorded crimes by the Police per 10,000 population by Local Authority area in12013
was 3001 (Scottish Government, 2014b). Burnside was principally chosen because of its
size and the fact that it has a unique-lozated rmslengthQexternal organisation,
known as Community Safety Burnside, which operates alongside existing crime
LINB@SyiGA2y 3SyYyOASasr &adzOK |a GKS t2fA0So
strategic CSP with regard to interview data etc. However, as this no longted&and
community safety was to be incorporated within the new wider CPP a new plan had to be
devised. The new CPP structure included 21 Area Partnerships covering the multi
member wards in Burnside. One Area Partnership was chosen (Burnpark/City) as it
bordered the city centre and Burnpark and included community representatives from

both deprived and middle class areas. For example, Burnwood is a middle class area
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within the city centre populated by a thriving business and night time economy, and
represenatives from Burnwood Community Council sit on the Burnpark/City Area
Partnership. In comparison Burnpark borders the city centre and is characterised as an
area of deprivation; 86% of the population are of working age, however, the percentage
of people inemployment is lower than the average for both Burnside and Scotland, and
the ethnic minority population has steadily increased in size from 12% in 2001 to 26% in

2011¢ which was double the Burnside average (Understanding Burnside, 2012).

20 semistructured face to face interviews were conducted (more conducted in this case
study in relation to its size and in order to cover the newly formed CPP structure), and 5
non-participant observations opartnership meetings took place within the new CPP
structure: 2 Burnpark/City Area Partnership meetings (May and September, 2013); North
West CPP (August, 2013); Strategic CPP (November, 2013); and Safe Burnside Group
(August, 2013). (See Figure 2);

Figure 2: List of participants and ngparticipant observations in Burnside

(BO01) Partnership and Development Manage

(B002) Principal Oiter -

(B003) Police Chief Inspector Participants

(BO04) Local Councillor o _
(B0O5) Area Police Commander Non-participant observations
(B0O06) Local Councillor

(BOO7) Burnside Housing Association

(B0O08) Chair of Community Health Partnershi
(B009) Senior Officer Fire Service

(B010) Chair of Thil Sector Forum

(BO11) Local Councillor Burnpark/Cty Area Partnership meeting
(B012) Police Superintendent May, 2013 September2013

(BO13) Burnwood CC

(B014) Performance and InformatiaManager North West CPP meeting August, 2013
(BO15) Local Councillor

(BO16) Chair/Burnpark CC Strategic CPP meeting November, 2013
(B017) Burnpark CC

(B018) Child Protection Safe Burnside Group meeting August,
(B019) VAWCaordinator 2013

(B020) Chair of City Centre Alcohol Action Gr|I

A number of local Councillors and Police Officers were interviewed in comparison to the
other case study areas in order to cover the different structures and services they

represented; for example, BO05 was the overall Police Commander who sat on the
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strategic CPP, whereas B003 sat on the Safe Burnside Group, and B012 sat on the
ADP/Licensing Board/One Burnside. BO04 sat on an Area Partnership and was the Chair of
CSB B006 was the Chair of both the Safe Group and ¥Ratnership; B011 sat on the

North West CPP; and B015 sat on the Burnpark/City Area Partnership. Similarly, three
Community Councillors were interviewed; B0O13 represented Burnwood CC on the Area

t F NOYSNBEKALI YR Fff //Qa 2y GKS b2/ttT Iy

represented Bumpark on the Area Partnership.
3.4.3 Cartside

The city of Cartside (where most of the research took place) is surrounded by a mix of
smaller urban and commuter hinterland areas. Its population is about one sixth the size

of Burnside, but covers a larger geographical area. Cartside was chosen betaisse
geographic diversity, and locality, in relation to Avonside and Burnside. In terms of ethnic
diversity 3.2% of the total population is made up of minority ethnic groups (NRS, 2013).
The number of recorded crimes by the Police per 10,000 populdtjohocal Authority

area in 201314 was 1439 (Scottish Government, 2014b). The Cartside Council area is
relatively affluent in comparison to the other case study areas, for example, the level of
income deprivation in Cartside is 9% compared to 12% acrosga®d as a whole.
However, there are some areas of deprivation including Hanes (one participant

interviewed represented this area on the Community Council).

Participants were mainly based in Cartside city centre, however, one participant was
situated just outside the city centre, and another was situated in Camber, which was part
2F bl { [/ NrgfSeQa wSIA2y It | SIfTGK . 2FNR I NX

14 semistructured face to face interviews were conducted. One of the interviews was a
joint interview (however, each participant responded to the questions independently,
therefore, this was recorded as two interviews for analysis purposes). Two interviews
were with the same person (once as a gatekeeper for access, and then as a formal
member of theCSP). Consequently, their interview reference will be either (§a&?. (if

the information refers to the first interview) or (CO@12"9) (if the information refers to

the second interview). Two meetings were observed of the Cartside CSP; both in

4 Community Safety Burnside
5> Violence Against Women
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Septenber 2013 (the second meeting was called to infopartnership members of a

change in structure to the CSP). (See Figure 3);

Figure 3: List of participants and ngparticipant observations in Cartside

(CO01)CPP Manager Participants

(C002) Third Sector Forum

(C003) Child Protection Non-participant observations
(C004) Group Manager Fire Service

(C005) Rape Crisis

(C007) Addiction Support

(C008) Community Safety Projects Manager
(C009) Lead Officer for Cartside ADP
(C010) Youth Services

(C011) Area Commander Police

(C012) Cartside Licensing Forum/Hanes CC CSP meeting™ September, 2013
(C013) Housing Manager for Crawley Housin
Association CSP meeting 30September, 2013

(C014) Local Councillor

3.5 Access

Access was sought for the chosen case study areas after ethical approval for the research
process was granted in November 2012 by the Ethics Committee for Applied Social
Research in Stirling University. Achieving access was an ongoing lalbmmocess, which
involved utilising existing contacts, searching online Council databases, and sending out
numerous emailg with follow up phone calls (if necessary). An initial meeting was set up
gAOGK | Ww3aF (S SSLISND §uysualy & CoundilkofideiSnvalvedawah & G dz
governance angartnerships- in order to obtain access to Council agencies involved with

the partnership process. The research study was explained, and copies of consent
forms/information sheets were handed over for their perusal. This was a key element to
the research pocess as the Council through the Community Planning Partnership process,
are generally thought to be the key partners (next to the Police) involved with CSPs.
hyOS | 00Saa ¢la 200GFAYSRT W3IIFLGS]TSSLISNEQ 4
in the partnership process; who were then contacted either by email or phone. A

number of agencies/individuals can be involved with different CSPs over either long
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periods or short periods of time, for example, with regards to issue specific or area
specificinitiatives. Thereforeg in order to achieve some sort of parity within the case
study areas; agencies were chosen who appeared to have either a statutory basis for
attendance, or through longevity/consistence, and relevansee figure 4 on page 67
DestNA LJGA2ya 2F GKS (eLlSa 2F LINIHAOALIyYyGaAQ

below:

Key to figure 4:

Avonside (A); Burnside (B); Cartsidg.(C

Box1- NSLINBaSyida GKS YI Ay a-inelididg 2
representatives who sat oaither the Alcohol and Drug Partnership or
Partnerships associated with antisocial behaviour within each case g
area

Box 2¢ agencies inveled in youth services/offending
BOXIBC Licensing Forum/Board

Box 4¢ overarching connecting structures

'q issue speci€ third sector representatives

Box 6¢ mixed third sector representativesn different case study areas
including Housing in all three

BOXIc Canmunity Council representatives
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Figure 4: Types afrganisations represented in the three case study areas
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3.5.1 Problems with access

Once initial access was granted a number of agencies were contacted to take part in the
research process. Similar problems emerged in all three case study areas, for example,
some agencies never responded to emails, or if they did, they did not think itady
anything relevant to discuss around the concept of community safety. This was especially
the case with agencies associated with Health and Social Care. For example, some
participants from Alcohol and Drug Partnerships (ADPs) did not initially link thei
agency/role to community safety despite being members of the CSP. However, once
the clear links between alcohol/drugs to crime/asbcial behaviour etc. were pointed

out, participants from those agencies (in Burnside and Cartside) consented to be
interviewed. This was not the case in Avonside. Despite repeated emails/phone calls; no
key individual from the Avonside ADP was interviewed formally (a brief email discussion
occurredg outlining the ADP structure in Avonside). However, once the intervieogss

a0 NISR AG o1& OfSEFENI GKFG F ydzYoSNI 2F L
participants in Avonside from the Licensing Forum and Avon Isle Forum for Older Voices
also sat on the ADP. Therefore, questions were addressed to them aboutdhesron

the different partnerships where relevant.

This was also the case for some other agencies, for example, one representative in
Cartside was interviewed from Youth Services, but there were no comparable agencies in
Avon Isle or Burnside. Howevéndividuals who sat on the Ar8ocial Behaviour Forums

61 2dzaAy3as [/ KAfTR t NRUOSOUWE?2Y IINVRIRDBREA[(1KF S
judged to be comparable with regard to youth initiatives etc. Where possible parity across

the case study areasvas sought, however, when this proved impossible, other

LI NIAOALI yia 6SNB OK2aSy gK2 ¢g2NB | ydzyo

areas.

One other problem occurred during the interview phase regarding Burnside (which was
chosen because of its unique-located WMJY 4e@gthCexternal organisation- Community
{FFSde& . dNYyaiARSO® ! FGSNI 0KS AYyAGALE w3lLas
radical changes to its governance structure; including disbanding the CSP groups. After an
AYAGAL T WwW3adz LIQ Y2 YSy {thBuinsidelasia cass utlyRaS iRwoul? 3

provide a unique view of how community safety would be dealt with within the
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community planning structures as a result of this change; given that CSPs in all case study
areas were part of the Community Planning Parship (CPP) process. In this instance, it

was decided to interview agencies/individuals from one of the new local Area Partnership
and Safe Burnside structures, and from within the reformed CPP; incorporating those
agencies previously involved with theddCSP structure. Interviews in Burnside also had to

be deferred until after the summer break, as it was decided by organisational
W3 §STSSLISNBEQ GKIGO GKSNB gla (22 YdzOK 2N

access.

Access on the whole (through Courgaltekeepers) proved difficult and | had to resort to
contacting some participants personally via email and subsequently relying on a
snowballing effect; or through utilising an opportunistic approach (Bryman, 1992) via
personal contacts within the CounciHowever, difficulties occurred with respect to
accessing Community Council members (who were necessary in order to gain some
insight from local communities; albeit a selective viewpoint) who were not immediately
identifiable on the Council website. Consently a number of emails were sent to a
Senior Council officer in Burnside asking them for the contact details of Burnpark Area
Partnership members. The request was ultimately refused citing data protection with
regard to sensitivity issues involved impplying private addresses as opposed to business
ones. However, contact could also presumably be made by email or by phone in which
case this would not be an issue; for instance, guidance for Community Councils states that
Wadzo 2SO0 (2 Uikesl withiNdhedData Pdtgciion Acg 1998} contact details
2F [/ 2YYdzyAGue [/ 2dzyOAf YSYOSNE VYdzad 06S LINR G}

This consequently led to a suspicion that contact with Community Council members was
being obstructed in some way Isome key officials. Therefore using an opportunistic
approach- community representatives were approached directly at a sectoral Community
Planning Partnership (CPP) meeting, and asked to participate in the research study. This
approach was also used in @kvlsle, whereupon two community representatives were
asked to participate in the research after attending a CSP meeting; although this was not
principally related to obstructed access; just being in the right place at the rightgime

particularly as thisvas an island community.
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Cartside had a different difficulty to overcome in that they did not have any community
representatives formally represented on the CSP. In this case | tried to contact
Community Council representatives directly via informatiorovided online (email

addresses); but, no one replied. However, owing to time pressures and utilising the more

GKFY 2yS WKIGQ AO0SYFNA2 Al OGNIYALANBR GKI

also a recently retired member of Hanes Community Counbgrefore, their views were

sought regarding questions about community engagement.
3.6 Analysing and Presenting the Data

All of the data collected through interviews, ngarticipant observation, and phore
call/email information were input into QSR Mei10¢ a computer assisted qualitative

data analysis software (CAQDAS) programme (Bringer et al., 2006). In total there were 50
(on average one hour duration) interviews: 15 in Avonside; 20 in Burnside; 14 in Cartside;
and 1 Scottish Government (phoneentiew ¢ 30 minutes duration) to the Community
Safety Manager. Two pieces of data concerned information on the structure of ADPs: one
email regarding the structure in Burnside; and one phone call (notes taken) regarding the
structure in Cartside. 9 neparticipant observational notes of partnership meetings: 2 in
Avonside; 2 in Cartside; and 5 in Burnside. A number of memos were created in NVivo

including a research diary and write up notes.

24 of the interviews were transcribed by the researcher (mostly verbatim; except for
instances when the participants drifted off track to discuss mainly personal information),
however, as this was exceedingly time consuming; the remaining interviews were
transcribed verbatim by a University of Stirling approved transcription service. The
analysis itself used an interpretivist approach in order to try and understand the collective
1y26f SRIS 2F LI NGAOALN yiQa LISNDS Luithirea a =

particular context (Mason, 2002).

A common critique associated with qualitative research methods usually concerns
problems surrounding validity and replicability or the lack of ability to generalise the
research findings from a research sampleth@® wider population, compared to the

scientific approach usually associated with positivist/quantitative research (Bryman and

Burgess, 1999; Marshall, 1999). However, many qualitative researchers have contested

0
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assertions of the lack of ability to genésa by specifying the positive uses of CAQDAS
programmes (such as NVivo), which may enable researchers to generate categories and
themes, by looking for patterns within the data (Marshall, 1999). This in turn may allow

the researcher to interpret and delap theories based on the aforementioned patterns

and themes; including searching for other interpretations/meanings; which in turn could
reinforce rigour (Marshall, 1999: 152). Mason (2002) argues that qualitative interviewers
should be able to demonstratto others that the data collection methods used (coding

and analysis) were applicable to the research questions and that the data analysis is
GOK2NRdZAKEZ OFNBFdzt = K2ySad FyR | OOdzN» GS o
188).

With this in nind, the interview and no#participant observation data were input
incrementally (as it was transcribed) into NVivo 10. The data was then analysed by
identifying blocks of text for initial coding (Gibbs, 2007); for example, in relation to
particular quesitns or themes. Nodes and stiodes were created in order to categorise

the initial codes; including creating sumodes for each individual case study. For example,
three subnodes were created for Avonside; Burnside; and Cartside under themes created
during an axial coding phase; when categories were refined and developed further (ibid).
This allowed for a selective phase where categories were placed under a general theme in
order to connect and relate to each case study area. For example, issues retating t
national outcomes, single outcome agreements, or managerialism were coded under the
concept ofgovernance or issues around partnership challenges, barriers to partnership
working or conflict were coded under either conflict or tensions. Each categm\tivea
systematically analysed in order to look for patterns and themes and to identify

commonalities or different perspectives of the same phenomena in each case study area.
3.6.1 Presentation

Explanations and key findings from the data are presentedhimee key sections;
Governance, Partnership Working and Accountability. Key literature relevant to the
findings are presented in the introductory text as part of a thematic rather than a
narrative analysis, and throughout the findings (including newditee added after the
literature review was conducted, which further supported or helped to provide

theoretical explanations for the key findings). Direct quotes from participants are left
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indented, italicised, and referenced to identify the participantrtymber and case study

area; for example, A0O01 (Avonside), BOO1 (Burnside) or C001 (Cartside); including their
titles. In some cases short quotes are interwoven throughout the findings, in which case
they will be italicised and identified by number and €atudy area if their title has been
given in the previous sentence or paragraph. Notes from-panicipant observational

data is also identified within the text and referenced with the name and date of the
meeting. Participants from Police Scotland ahé Scottish Fire and Rescue Service will

be referred to as representatives from the Police or Fire.
3.7 Ethics and Safety

All three case study areas or named places were given pseudonyms. Participants were not
named in order to ensure anonymity and calgntiality in line with ethical guidelines as

set out by the Economic and Social Research Council (ESRC, 2012). This included
protecting participants from harm (ibid)¢ for example, during the initial
access/gatekeeping period it was made clear who | wantetalk to ¢ therefore great

care was taken not to discuss any contributions each participant made with any other
participants, nor to identify specifically who | had spoken to. There were occasions where
general policy information may have been referred for instance, in discussion around

the SOA; some participants may have said something along the linesveéll you will

have discussed this with others in thpartnership In which case it would be
acknowledged, but not discussed. The same caretalaen in reference to the identity of

the case study areas.

All of the interviewees were key personnel frgpartner agencies engaged within the
community planning/community safety process; and they were sent consent forms and
an information sheet informinghem of the research study prior to each interview.
Participation was optional, and prospective interviewees were informed they could
withdraw from the research process at any time, before, during or after the research
process. Participants were askedrgad and sign the consent form at the initial meeting

in order to allow them an opportunity to withdraw or continue with the research study,

they were also asked if the interviews could be digitally recorded (all of them consented).
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Most of the intervievs took place on Council premises (usually in a private room set aside
for the interview; two took place in a Council canteen), however, a number of interviews
took place in private settings in other areas, such as: a University; Business premises;
third sector premises; Police Divisions and Fire Stations. Three interviews took place in
the homes of participants (in each case details were given to an external source
regarding, the time, address, and expected duration of the interview); including phone
calls before and after the interviews took place in order to ensure the safety of the

researcher.

As it was not possible to obtain consent from everyone at a public meeting; non
participant observational data was limited to general notes taken around the gdm@ng
discussed (Angrosino, 2004); particular note was taken of any themes which may have

begun to emerge from initial analysis of previous interview data.
3.8 Reflexivity

It is important within the research process to reflect on any difficulties entared and

any potential biases the researcher may bring to the research process; despite their best
intentions towards maximising reliability and validity. For example, many academics have
written about the role of the researcher in the construction of lwtedge (Gibbs, 2007);

or how all research will be influenced by the researcher, including their role and

behaviour throughout the process (Ritchie et al., 2014).

Studying formal institutions within local governance structures can often lead to
problematO A &dadzSaT adzOK |a | 00Saa FyR K2g (2
discourse. In my case | initially achieved access in Burnside through personal connections
within the Council, Community Safety Burnside and the Police. | had knowledge of the
social policy terrain through previous research for example: as an undergraduate in

I NAYAy2t238 a LINIO 2F | W 2YYdzyAde [Ay]la
G2 LINPRdzOS I NBLERNI 2y WRSaAIyAy3d & duldf IONRQ
within community planning; examining hopartners work together to tackle antisocial
behaviour within a given area. | later worked as a research assistant on a project looking

at the legacy of Enhanced Policing Plans arsppddsal Orders dealingwith youth on

street disorder and violence (Frondigoun et al., 201@)as also a research assistant on

two local governmenfacademic research projects; evaluating two female offender
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initiatives designed to provide assistance and routes out of offendetgviour; and my
Masters involved looking at Police practice during a period of fiscal austerity. This meant |
had established many contacts, and built up considerable knowledge of the terrain | was

researching; especially the policy language from a Ciband a policing perspective.

This proved advantageous to the research, for instance, while | may have presented as an
W2dziaARSND Yeé {(FOAdG (y26ftSRISc addlingisi€ G S
knowledge of the policies being discussed meast tuite often | could present as a sort

of insider/outsider (Mullings, 1999), which in turn allowed me to probe further beneath
GKS SEGSNA2NI 2F &2 OA | partrieighipd 8 I NE S# BINW O R
2FGSY oFFFESR 2dziAARSNE O{ LI NNRG>X HAnnyoL®
aLJ 0SaQ NBASINOKSHE2 DS yI #®OCazLeKENKE 16 KE WwWa
both parties allows for the development of a certdirS @S 2 T -AHLINMFATA 2 WR
340). This familiarity of the social policy terrain also allowed me to identify and recognise
different reactions, silences, or asides as a point to probe further and ask more pertinent
guestions, in order to elitia response outith the standard normative responses
associated with partnership working. Other factors may have helped in breaking down

the rhetoric: being a mature student combined with my knowledge of the terrain often
helped to establish a rapport bgeen myself and some participants; and quite often the

candid responses of participants themselves further enriched the research process.

Although achieving access was at times problematic throughout the case study areas, one
of the strengths of the casstudy approach was that it allowed me to compare attitudes
and perspectives towards community safety policy from a number of actors from three
distinct geographic locations, who were situated in similar/or the same organisations;
thereby increasing the eperalisability of key findings. This meant that the participants
who took part were in the main limited to those directly involved in the local community
planning/community safety process. However, the analysis may have benefited from a
central governmenstrategic perspective on community safety via a participant from the
office of Community Safety and Legal Affairs; however, | was unable to achieve access
during the field work period. Nonetheless, | did manage to make contact with someone
from the Scottsh Government Community Safety Unit, who provided a background to the

community safety policy terrain principally through signposting pertinent Scottish
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Government and Scottish Community Safety Network publications; although they were

not involved in anytsategic decision making.

In hindsight this case study approach may have been strengthened further with data from
community focus groups (although this was not part of the original design) with respect
to questions around engagement, localism, and comnyurepresentation. This became

apparent halfway through the analysis, however, due to time constraints it was not
possible to organise this; although it should be noted that this could provide useful data
with respect to any future research involving commity planning. Nonetheless, the

number of participants who did take part in the research process provided valuable

insight with respect to the main research questions.

Participants may have enriched the research process, but it is also pertinent to
acknowedge some problematic issues that may have occurred with reference to the
types of participants engaged within the study, for example, key actors within the social
policy arena (Council, Police, and Fire) may unintentionally revert to a dominant
organisaional ethos when answering probing questions. Therefore, | was aware from the
start of the research process to try and identify early on any contaminating fagtians
example, during the interview phase, if participants were resorting to buzzwords, or
focusing on specific issues (austerity, Police reform) and veering off track, in which case
they would be guided back to the points in discussion. If this happened, although | do not
recall it as a particular issue, participants were told that questions wsteaity and
reform would be covered by particular questions later. Other issues to be aware of was
taking on board that some actors from thieird sectorin particular may feel constrained
when discussing partnership working if they are resource dependentt dominant
partner. But, again this did not appear to be a particular issue. Finally, it should be
acknowledged that participants from Community Councils do not necessarily offer up a
representative view of local communities, as quite often they cautghably be viewed as

the usual suspects (Lowndes and Sullivan, 2006); those select few who engage with the
public sector(quite often around single issues). However, these were the available actors
- who sat on thepartnershigs, therefore their contributns were valid if arguably

unrepresentative.



76

One other difficulty encountered was the amount of data accumulated to be analysed,;
not least the amoun of policy documents accessedranscribing and analysing 50
Interviews and 9 noiparticipant observatios is incredibly time consuming for one
researcher, and therefore upon reflection, some relevant points may be missed due to
the sheer volume of materia¥in (2003; 2014) has highlighted this as a traditional area of
concern within case study research; hewer, | am fairly certain that | have captured the
key issues generated by the dafcdhere were also some occasions when participants may
arguably have been given a leading question, for example, if a participant said they did
not understand the questionthen an explanation would be given, which may upon
reflection, have unintentionally guided their response. However, despite these
difficulties, every effort was taken during the interview process to project a neutral

stance, and to behave in an ethical nme&n towards all participants.
3.9 Conclusion

Transparency is a crucial element of the research process and every effort has been taken
to provide the methodological details of the aforementioned research study. Including,
outlining theassessment/interview framework, the case study design process, how access
was achieved and the inherent difficulties therein. Every effort has been taken to ensure
that the data presented is an accurate and true description of what transpired between
the researcher and the researched (Mason, 2002). An explanation and description of the
case study areas was also provided, including an explanation on how and why
agencies/participants were chosen. A brief description was given on how the data was
presented, ad potential ethical/safety issues were explored, before, finalising, the

methods section with some reflexive points about the research process.
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Chapter 4: Governance

4.1 Complexity and the governance of community safety

A central governmentJK wide policy focus on crime prevention and community safety
can be traced back to some key national policies initiated during the Thatcher
conservative era of the 1980s referred to in the literature review. This was continued and
reinforced under New Lmour who made working in partnership a statutory requirement
under the Crime and Disorder Act (in England and Wales) wherein the Police and Local
Authorities share responsibility for community safety strategies (Loveday, 2006: 112). In
this sense the Newabour rhetoric around partnership working reinforced how mutual
co-operation (Mackintosh, 2007) between agencies would enable organisations to reach
hitherto unachievable organisational goals by working together on overlapping outcomes,
thereby increasingfficiency and effectiveness within the realm of crime reduction and

community safety.

In Scotland, this was embedded within the Local Government in Scotland Act 2003, which
put working in partnership on a statutory footing within a community plannimgctire
designed to reinforce public accountability (HMSO, 2003; Scottish Executive 2004). A
Community Planning Partnership is a body led by each Local Authority in Scotland, which
brings together key representatives from the public, private, voluntary emmunity
sector, with the aim to adopt a more joinagh approach in the delivery of public services
(Audit Scotland, 2013a: 3). However, for Scotland situating community safety within the
community planning process allowed for a much broader interpretatof community
safety for communities, rather than the much narrower focus of crime reduction as set

out in the Crime and Disorder Act in England and Wales (Henry, 2012).

Community safety in Scotland is therefore viewed in terms of a much wider podog a
within Community Planning Partnerships (CPP), and thereafter situated firmly within a
prescriptive framework drawn up bgentral governmenministers and civil servants. This
makes for a complex governance arena where long term preventative outcoreea a
core feature, underpinning a collaborative culture within the exispaglic sectoreform

agenda (Cairney and St. Denny, 2015: 36). Collaboration or working in partnership has
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long been viewed as the natural solution to tackling difficult or s&Scgll WYg A O1 SR A «
whereby multtagencypartnershis could work together to provide a more joined up or
effective service delivery (McGarvey and Cairney, 2008). Partnerships in this sense could
improve outcomes by combining resources in order to achiewer-agency objectives

within a drive for efficiency, effectiveness and best valbeoftish Government, 2011b).

There has always been a drive for efficiency within plublic sector¢ a term usually
associated with the desire for fiscal restraigtsine the latter half of the twentieth
century (Stoker, 2004b). However, since the 2008 financial crisis this has become more
pronounced. Partnerships are now viewednore than previously as the only way to
achieve objectives due to severe financial restrdirought about by a dramatic drive in
public sectorspending cuts. For example, in 2010 the UK Conserviifdexal Democrat
coalition government announced far reaching state spending cuts with the planned loss

2F | NP dzy publiwseciojabsibetwesSy HAMM | YR HAaMyQ OhETFI Y

At the same time in Scotland the report from thedependent Budget Reviealso
highlighted the underlying challenges that faced the Scottish Government in light of the
financial and economic crisis. The report pointed out how the pressure on the budget
g2dZf R 0S AYydiSyaS IyR dzyt Al Sfte (offoNE dektNy {2
fifteen years or so (Scottish Government, 2010). This would have an adverse effect on
public spending, which would ultimately affect the people of Scotland in terms of a much
depleted public service delivery. The report set out quite dietire challenges ahead for

the public sectorin view of expecting more for less, as the following quote highlights

there must be a;

dF20dzd 2y GKS Y240 dAFYAFAOFYiU LINAZ2NAGAS
cost must inevitably mean lessservice and to embrace an ethos of doing more with

f S &dottish Government, 2010:2).

Accordingly, around 51,70Qublic sectorjobs have been lost in Scotland since the
financial crisis, withocal governmentaking up 66.7% (34,500) of workforceteUnison
Scotland, 2012). Unison have since stated that based on the Office of Budget
Responsibility and the Institute of Fiscal Studjes further 60,000 jobs could be lost in
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the next five years (Unison Scotland, 201%here is no doubt that this hakad a
significant impact on th@ublic sectos ability to carry out its core functions to the same
level prior to the onset of fiscal constraints. Furthermore, being expected to do more with
less will also have an impact on those agencies and organisatmolved within the
community planning/community safety process in terms of available funding, resources
and key personnel. This point was highlighted by a number of respondents in both
Burnside and Cartside who had commented on their lack of fundshitttives and on

being expected to do more with fewer resources;

a 0 YA got less people doing the same job, but expectations are more and
RSYIlIy R4 | NE Y2NBE® {380 HEG«SeoioEREIaMandesSaid R A

Information Manager (¢ Burnside

GBS | Y255 LIS2LIH S INE 6SAyT 4]
LIS2LJ SQa FoAfAdé 2 FSYySNIfFé airf

Youth Services Cartside

In the case of partnership working this may mean that agencies retrench back to their

core issues as this participant from théhird sectorin Cartside suggests

a  wudddrdie pressures that the well all public sectoragencies are facing at the
moment to do more with lesssome of the partnership working, which is even more
necessary than ever, Is tending to get squeezed out, and agencies are retrenching back
to what they see as their core sti€002)- Third Sector representative on EDG/QGSP
Cartside

It is clear that thepublic sectorin particular throughout the UK and Scotland is facing a
period of significant reform in order to cope with the fallout from fiscal austerity
measures, not only at the local level, but at a national level to&¢otland in particular)

with respect to key reforms of the Police and the Fire service; both leading agencies
within Community Safety Partnerships. In terms of community safety being expected to
do more with less may have a significant impact on theaiveness of partnership

working within this policy arena, for example, will cut backs in services and personnel
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result in more effective partnership working or a retrenchment back to the core aims and
objectives of individual agencies? Therefore it malsesise toexamine the policy
documents framing the governance of community safety within the three case study
areas, in order to put into context how the UK and Scottish Government reform agenda
has impacted on Local Authorities and local communities,andt this means in terms

of accountability within complex governance structures.

4.2 The Policy Framework for Community Planning Partnerships in Scotland

In recent years many authors have commented on how government governs within the
UK; as referred ton the literature review. One key point of discussion centred on the
belief that Britain had become WK 2f f 2SR 2dziQ adGlFdS O6wK2RS
functions limiting its capacity (Weller and Bakvis, 1997), with functions flowing upwards

to the Ruropean Union, and outwards frogentral andlocal governmentlepartments to
alternative delivery systems, such as agencies, pobtyorks orpk NIy SNE KA LIQ& ¢
1997; James, 2001). Saward (1997) however, argues that some functions were not lost as
such, but given away via privatisation; arguably contributing to a fragmented service
delivery (Powell and Exworthy, 2002). A point echoed by Holliday (2000) who argued that
while the state may be fragmented, it was not disabled. In effect Britain is nove mo
subject to local governance as opposeddcal governmen{Chandler, 2009). In Scotland,

local governments essential to understanding local governance; it has increasingly grown

in scale, and employs approximately 45% of phéblic sectorworkforce Cairney and
McGarvey, 2013: 135). Scottigdentral and local governmenthave an intefreliant
association, whereuponentral governmenexpects Councils to deliver efficient services

in line with their national priorities in return for financial resources (Cairney and

McGarvey, 2013).

There has been a potential for tensions to exist in the past betwasriral andlocal
governmentRdzS (2 GKS / 2dzyOAf Qa &adzo2NRAYIFGS aidl
the power to restructure, or abolish Local Authorities. It also provides 80% of its finance
(Cairney and McGarvey, 2013: 139). This is made more eviddatasgovernmenin
Sotland, unlike other jurisdictions throughout Europe, does not have a constitutional

status or protection and remains subject to the will of parliament (McAteer, 2014).



81

However, there has also been, on the whole, a professed genuine desire to work
together, which prompted COSLA and the Scottish Government to enter into the
Concordat in 2007 (Cairney and McGarvey, 2013). This promised in the main to reduce
ring-fenced funding and the central monitoring of Local Authorities, and in return
Councils would déiSNJ 2y |y SELXAOAG &aSd 2F O2YYA
YIEGA2Y It AYRAOFG2NRB | Yy Ratichdelédarvidace EFrarheworka S
(Ibid: 140). This arguably significantly altered the accountability mechanisms within the

governance frameworkfaommunity planning.

The National Performance FramewoffPF) as a policy levés a single framework
designed to unite all public services in Scotland in line with the Governments ten year
vision to improve public service delivery, whereby success issuned via longerm
outcomes (Cairney et al., 2015). However, the outcomes are set within the governments
core purpose; to create a more successful country (Cairney, 2015b), and a purpose
framework linked to targets set within its five strategic objecsiv€Cairney, 2015b;

Cairney et al., 2015). See table 4 below:

Table 4: The National Performance Framework

¢KS {O020GAaK D2 @SNY Y| Sets out the direction and ambition for

Scotland

The Purpose Targets Are high level targets that show progréss
towards the Purpose such as: growth;
productivity; participation; population;

solidarity; cohesion; and sustainability.

5 Strategic Objectiveg Describe where we will focus our actions
wealthier and fairer; smarter; healthiesafer

and stronger andgreener.

16 National Outcomes Describe what the Scottish Government want

to achieve in terms of making a difference to

6{ §S {0200GA4aK DZYSNYYAPRAIDEGARY! 62V { O2df | y RAadlable éonimé:2 v | £t
http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Resource/Doc/933/0124200.pdf
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people, business and communities across
Scotlandg e.g. (Outcome ninejve /ive our lives,

free from crime, disorder and dangey

50 National Indicators Enable us to track progress towards the

Purpose and National Outcomes

Source¥ { O20U0AdK D2OSNYYSYyid 6HAammI O Yy LyiNBRdAzOGAZY

The NPF works alongside another policy lever known as the Single Outcome Agreement
(SOA) between the Scottish Government and local Community Planning Partnerships;
LIN2E RdzOSR Ay fAYS 6A0GK GKS btCQa 20SNIff
2015; Cairney, 2015b), it is stated however, that Local Authorities will have the discretion
to determine how they achieve a balance between a range of priorities and meeting

those objectives (Cairney et al., 2015:6).

However, within the context of commuritsafety the strategic objective safer and
strongeE. | YR GKS Y I Wwe e out livez dae &eny &imeWdisorder and
dangef- KA A Kt A KOS R{ (AN GVS T & F 2 \ab pidicilarly eelevant y°  { «
(Scottish Government, 2012g) should help determine/or steer the direction that
individual Community Planning Partnerships take in respect of community safety issues.
Furthermore, this will possibly be directly influenced by at least seven of the listed
National Indicators in respect of; alwol related hospital admissions, problem drug use,
perceptions of crime rates in local areas, reconviction rates, victimisation rates, road
alF¥ShezZ YR AYLINROGAY3I LIS2L SQ& LISNOSLIWIAZ2Y
also be linked to child degation, poverty, housing need, improving mental health, and
fa2 AYLINROGAY3I {O020fFyRQA NBLMzilI A2y @

CKSNEF2NE I jdzSadA2y I NAasSa NBIFNRAy3I (KS
terms, for example, are Local Authorities truly able to stéer direction of community
safety within their own localities, or are they merely rowing in the direction of

prescriptive top downcentral governmentpolicy levers that arguably reinforce crime

" See Scotland Performs link for list of outcomes, indicators, and objectives:
http://www.gov.scot/About/Performance/scotPerforms
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reduction as opposed to community safety? Martin and Guarndega (2013: 586)
highlight the role of external steering grartnershigit RS @St 2 LJSR (2 G O f
and make a distinction between hard steering and soft steering. The former refers to how
governments dictate howpartnerships operate through theuse of performance
management mechanisms and target setting, whereas the latter refers to the provision of
funding, information and knowledge (ibid: 586). It could be argued therefore that local
Community Planning Partnerships (CPPs) are subject to kath dnd soft steering in
GSN¥ya 2F KIFI@Ay3a (2 &aSOdaNB o6Said OFftdzsS oA
indicators, but set within the language of guidance, discretion and local accountability.
For example, although the 2007 Concordat was conceived in gmrthe Scottish
Government taking a step back from control from the centre in terms of local governance
(soft steer), it was still set within the regulatory frameworks of the NPF and SOAs (hard
steer). However, since the financial crisis there may nowrbargument that the Scottish
Government has been more inclined towards hard steering (ibid: 586). For example, in
2013 Audit Scotland produced the repottiproving Community Planning in Scotland
which makes clear that CPPs could not continue in theisgmefashion, and listed five

areas in need of reform:

A

U G/ NBFGAY3I AGNRY3ISNI aKFNBR f S RSNBKALIT
U Improving governance and accountability;

U Establishing clear priorities for improvement and using resources more effectively;
U Putting communities at the heart @ommunity planning and public service reform;

{dzLILR2 NI AYy3 /tta G2 AYLINRGS (GKSANI alAffa

c:

lf 6K2dz3K GKS FTAGS IINBlFa 2F NBEF2N) O2dA R o
reform agenda itself has been heavily influenced by @feistie Commissiomyhich was

in turn influenced by the/ndependent Budget Revigi@cottish Governmen0119. The

Christie Commissioran be viewed as a major policy lever in terms of community

LI FyyAy3a YR O2YYdzyAride alFfSae Ay GKIFG AG
direction on how to tackle thgublic sectorreform process; including situatingform

within a long term preventative agendé&cottish Government, 2011c). Short term
preventative measures have been criticised in the past as outcomes linked to measurable

LISNF2NXYIF yOSs gKAOK Ay (GSN¥xa 2F a2 OlFfftSF
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exclusion could be viewed as putting a sticking plaster on a haemorrhage. For example,
5SIF 02y O6HnmmM0 Ay KSNJ W9l NXIe& . SINBERQ NBLZNI
02 WwWe2dzikK 2dzZ2aGA0OST FydAaaz2O0Al t 0 SKds@alg dzNJ |
intervention, then it would have been transformational (Deacon, 2011 cited in Scottish

Government, 2011c: 55). T&hristie Commissionill be discussed briefly below.
4.2.1 The Influence of the Christie Commission

Taking on board the recomendations of theBudget Reviewhe Scottish Government
commissionedChristieti 2  LINPBe@hmeddatibns about how public services must
change to meet the medium and lostigrm financial challenges and the expectations of
0KS LIS2LXS 2F {O020tFyRE o6{tL/S .NASFAy3I:
achieve more with less. In brief thé KNA &G A S /emiy vblded; isAsiéiciag
public services whilst at the same time improving the outcomes and quality of those
services. Services were to be democratically accountable to local people and communities
in Scotland¢ engagement was theorder of the day¢ and partnership working
(incorporating communities, elected representatives and theéd secto) was to be
NERSAAIYSR IINRPdzyR (KS ySSRa 2F GK2aS OAGA
{

causes of those needs aswell asthels§in2z Ya ¢ o6{ O200GA4aK D2@SNYYS

¢2 Gl O1tS Wdzy RSNI & A ypablicGectmin8si &dopty Bdvefitativeldl K | {
approaches aimed at addressing social problems, such as, the increased cost to the
economy of addressing violence, and chronic tkegbroblems in the community
principally from obesity, smoking and substance misuse (Scottish Government, 2011c:
55). Within austerity politics prevention has once again become a buzz word within
central governmerf YR Ay {O020f | yRA O Qf a02NBE A Yo R NI
underpinning the current reform agenda (Cairney and St. Denny, 2015: 36). Consequently,

it has become a vague, but nevertheless widely supported solution to: sustainability in
terms of service delivery; a way to address inedudty tackling the root causes of
societies social problems; and finally as a way to address a governance crisis in terms of
the failure of top down centralist driven managerialism in favour of a more holistic

approach built around common aims (Cairney &tdDenny, 2015: 37).
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In response to/ K NA Fatom@éhdations the Scottish Government and COSLA

I R@20FGSR GKIFG GKS WodzAif RAYy3 o0ft2014Q F2N
GFNI YSE2N] 2F /2YYdzyAaide tfFyyAy3a t AN Y SN
(Scottish Government, 2012e: 1). Nonetheless, the Government decided to review
O2YYdzyAlle LI FyyAy3a aildNHzOGdzNBas SiaerRenthof al |
! Yo A dwihighy @itErated how community planning together with the SOA would
underpin effective partnership working, within which a wider set of reform initiatives
would be put in place, including the reform of the Police and Fire Service, and the
integration of Health and Adult Social Care (Scottish Government, 2012b). As a condition
for succes all public services must improve outcomes, and play a full and active role in

community planning, with Councils taking a lead $¢&cottish Government, 2012b).

Within the framework of community safety it could be argued that tld&ristie
Commissiormand other policy levers such as the SOA are steering [maaherships
towards behaving in a certain wayg a way that is commensurate with Scottish
Government priorities. For example, CPP managers were sent a letter in Ma$;, 2012
which identified threecore proposals comprising of three key elements for implementing
the Statement of Ambitior{Scottish Government, 2012a), which included strengthening
duties on individuapartners, placing formal requirements on CPPs, and creating a joint
group at nationalevel ¢ to provide guidance and strengthen the capacity of local CPPs
(ibid).

The National Community Planning Group was established to provide strategic leadership

to drive the change set out in thStatement of Ambitionand it states it will endeavou

G2 FAYR |y aFLILIINBLNARFGS oFfFryOS o06SGsSSy
Government, 2012c); this brings into question whether the appropriate balance will be
RSOARSR t20ltfé 2N ylLiGA2ylLffeK C2NJ &l YLI
new National Group, but the Group will nonetheless place a focus on improved outcomes

in relation tocentral governmenfpriorities; and one of the initial outputs of the Group

gl a G2 LINPRdAzOS W3IdZARIYOSQ FT2NJ /tt2s). 2y GKS

8 SeeStatement of Ambitiom full athttp://www.scotland.gov.uk/Topics/Government/local
government/CP/soa

9 SeeCP Review Update 10th May 2012: http://www.scotland.gk/Topics/Government/locall
government/CP/cpreview
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The guidance states that it expects a more enhanced form of partnership working within
and across different organisational cultures, and a more methodical and concerted
approach to improving performance (Scottish Government, 2012f). Each new SOA must
0S FotS (2 RSY23ya BNIRG SzyIRS NESBNVRIWAS 2 F LI |
must show that they have engaged with local communities, businesses anthitde

sector, using evidence from data bases such as strategic assessments or needs,analysis

order to outline local priorities (Scottish Government, 2012f: 3).

/ K NA ZaminghiB/dengagement ethos built around communities of place (street,
neighbourhood, estate etc.,), and communities of interest (people who come together
because of a shad need or interest) (SPICe Briefing, 2011: 30), identified four key

objectives to shape a programme of reform:

U GLYzof AO aSNIBBAOSA INB odzAfd | NRdzy R LJS2 LI
capacities and skills, and work to build up their auton@ang resilience;

U public service organisations work together effectively to achieve outcomes;

U public service organisations prioritise prevention, reducing inequalities and promoting
equality; and

U all public services constantly seek to improve performanoe reduce costs, and are
2LISY>X GNFXyaLI NByd FyR | O002dzyilofSé 6{ 021

4.3 Community Safety PartnershigsSteering/Rowing or Deprioritisation?

The previous section discussed the complex governance arena within which community
safety is situated, with a focus on policy levers such as; the NPF, S&#&ment of
Ambitionand the Christie Commissigrand how these have changed or sharpened the
focusof community planning in terms of long term prevention, community engagement
and accountability in the shape of best value. They have in turn impacted on how
community safety is viewed by others within the current community planning/community
safety partrership structure. This next section will examine some of the unintended
consequences related toublic sectoreform within the community planning/community

safety process, such as: growing tensions relategublic sectorreform; leadership;
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austerity masures; loss of locality; and a possiblep®ritisation of community safety

within the case study areas.

It has been previously highlighted how top doweentral governmenpolicies have often
undermined localism in terms of transforming and limitinge tltapacity of Local
Authorities through institutional reform (Rhodes, 1997; Stoker, 2004b; Wilson and Game,
2011). Local Authorities in turn have then had to find a balance between implementing
central governmentreforms, while being accountable to localmemunities in terms of
prioritising local goals or objectives. In Scotland this is to be achieved through obligatory
LI NOYSNEKALI 62Nl AYy3 GAGKAY [/ 2YYdzyAde tftly
the Local Government in Scotland Act 2003. Commusstfiety or Community Safety
Partnerships sit within this overarching structure, which will be discussed next, in order to

outline the policy frameworks that shape each case study area.

4.4 Community Planning Partnerships in Avonside, Burnside and Cartside

The Community Planning Partnership (CPP) provides an overarching framework under
GKAOK O2YYdzyAle alFSie ardaod ¢KS LRftAoe R
led by eachLocal Authority in Scotland bringing together key representatives froma th

public, private, voluntary andcommunity sector; for the purpose of a joined up approach

in the delivery of public services (Audit Scotland, 2013a: 3). The first CPP was established
in 1998, and in 2004 the Scottish Executive set out statutory guidarc€ERPs in the

Local Government in Scotland Act 2003. This made clear the two main aims of community

planning as:

U dal {Ay3 adaNB LIS2LIX S FYyR O2YYdzyAiASa | NB
on public services which affect them; allied to
0 A commitmentfrom organisations to work together, not apart, in providing better

Lldzof AO &SNBAOSaé¢ o6{0200GAaK 9ESOdziABST Hn

This was to be achieved within the context of securing best valdecal government
ASNIAOS LINRPGAAAZ2YS YR dBRS APLIAASINWAI2Z2TI RE

Authorities to work in a more creative fashion in response to the needs of their
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communities. Section 15f the Act facilitates partnership working with other relevant
public bodies, and also establishes the leadership roleLadal Authorities within
community planning (Scottish Executive, 2004: 3); wBietion 16f the Act confers a

duty on a number ofpublic sectoragencies to participate in the community planning
process (Scottish Executive, 2004: 5). Although the Clasridentified as the lead agency

the Act does recognise that some strategies and themes within a CPP should be a joint
task, therefore the leadership role may be taken up by the appropriate agency; for
example, in policing the Chief Constable may take tead on Community Safety
Partnerships (CSP) with the support of the relevant key agencies (Scottish Executive,

2004: 12).

For the most part participants within the three case study areas viewed both the Council
and the Police as lead agencies withire tfpovernance of community safety; especially
within CSPs. However, as in line with the legislation the Council was viewed as the partner

with overall responsibility for the partnership process;

ACSP process? My understanding is that it reports to @wnmunity Planning
Partnership, so ultimately the guardians of that would be Cartside Céuncd | cn n T 0

Addiction Support, Cartside.

& 2dz/0AF Qa (GKS (Sl R® b2d4d Fda Ay GKS Y24
statutory responsibiliy 0 !- 2nd) gCommunity Safety Gordinator ¢ Avonside.

W/ think all partners are responsible to be honest, although the Chair does have a
particular responsibility, but it is partnership so really in anpartnershipA i Qa | y
equal relationship and you've got take equal responsibilgy o6 . qnQeundillorg

Chair of NWCP®&Burnside.

Clearlylocal governmenare thought to lead ompartnershigs within community planning,

but, there is also a clear message that each agency has an equal responsibility to deliver
services, not only through partnership, but for their own agency as well; as noted by the
participant from Burnside. However, within the community planning/community safety

framework the Police were also thought of as the lead agency on some thematic
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partnerships, for example, those that dealt with antisocial behaviour (Antisocial
Behaviour Partnerships/Community Safety Forums). On thgsenershigs Housing
(Gouncil, private and thethird sector) also played a key role, as did Health and Social

ServicegChild Protection) and the Fire Service on Alcohol and Drug Partnerships.
4.4.1 Structural change within Community Planning/Community Safety Partnerships

All of these agencies/organisations operate within a complex Community Planning
structure subject tochange during thepublic sectorreform process. For example,
Community Safety Partnerships are themed/critipafttnershigs within the framework of
Community Planning and each structure not only differed within the case study areas, but
in the case of Burside effectively ceased to exist as a result of the reform process.
Community safety in Burnside was still ostensibly to be discussed within the wider
Community Planning structure; however, exactly where it was to be discussed was often a
confusing and aatentious issue, which will be discussed later. See Table 5 below for the

community planning structures within each case study area during the interview period.
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Avonside Community Planning Partnership Structure

5 Area Community
Safety
Partnerships/Forunts

Strategic
Community
Safety
Partnership*

4 Area Community
Planning Groups

Chief officers Group
(Accountability

Management Committee
(PerformanceVlanagemenry
Strategic CPP

Burnside Community Planning Partnership Structure

21 Area Partnerships

3 Sector
Community
Planning
Partnerships;
North East;
North West
and South

Supported by
3 Senior

Officer Groups

Safe Burnside
Groupg
citywide group
set up to
scrutinise the
new
arrangements
for Police Fire
and Rescue
Services

Executive Strategic
Group of Community
Senior Officers| Planning

Partnership

Cartside Community Planning Partnership Structure

Monthly Multi-agency
tasking and co
ordinationgroup
(MATACY, Part of the
CSP

Strategic Community Planning Partnership
Community | Regeneration Committe¢ Group-
Safety : __| forum for all
Partnershipc Public Safety Committe statutory
to meet ¢ Scrutiny of Policg Community
quarterly Scotland ward plans | Planning
Partners to
engage

Leadership
Group-
Carries out
the functions
of the
Community
Planning
Partnership
Board***

* To be restructured
** May be dissolved

*** Replaced the Executive Delivery Group

When patrticipants in all three case study areas were first interviewed in 2013 the above

institutional structures were in place, however, each area was in a state of flux in terms of

adhering to and coping with theublic sectoreform agenda, and what teimeant for the

strategic direction of community safety. However, it became evident during the reform

process that there was a growing tension witipartnershigs within the case study areas

around issues linked to leadership, austerity measures, and local accountability.
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In terms of leadership in Avon Isle/Avonside the Chair of the CSP had always remained
with the Council (perhaps because it is an Island comtyy but in Burnside (prior to
reform) and in Cartside in particular the Chair of the CSP had historically been held by a

Police representative;

dOPOPE [(KS t 2Bmmdisly SifdtydRagndrshipsKthalisNhe sort of
historical way they workA v~/ | NID@6B)- AZ8rdmunity Planning Partnership

Managerg Cartside

It was intimated that the CSP had to cope with the number of changes made by the Police
with respect to representation on the CSP, which was possibly viewed as problematic by

others,

dooo®6 L GKAY] LI NIUAOdz F NFé GdKSNBYa F F
there seems to be quite a fluid movement within the Police as an organisation, so
you'll just get used to dealing with one person and then they move on, you kna, an

think that's the case with theartnershi®> L G KAy ] GKAd& id O0KS
(C010}) Youth Services Cartside

Routinely changing key personnel (especially if that person is the Chair) could impact on
one of the key features associated with effective partnership workitrgst. Trust within
partnerships is built up over time, and is a unifying theme built on camemt and the
delivery of shared objectives (McCall and Rummery, 2017.G88).participant (a former
Police officer in England) who was now based within Cartside as a community safety

project manager volunteered a reason as to why the Police were alay@hair;

dL GUKAY] Yé dz/yRSNEUIYRAY3I Ad | (AGGFS 6.
have always been in the Chair is that that was the way for the Police to engage in the
partnershipgp wX6 L GKAY] LI NI ySNEKAfat ialoblit 4 y' 3 F
fairly new way of working for them [...] it was just embedding the line of the Police
can't solve all the crime prevention, crime reductrome need to engage more broadly

with partners, so that was the kind of context and conversatioisensed that were

K I LILJS vy A y TémminityrSadety Projects ManageCartside
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However, a senior Council officer added;

dOPOPPE ¢KSNE Ad a2 y20KAiy3 d2 alré d0KI
things are really up to the CPP to dectdbe Police would just have to like it or lump it
6l dA OF f-flg)é Community Rlanning Partnership ManageCartsic.

4.4.2 Growing Tensions leadership/direction

Within Cartside there seemed to be an undercurrent of tension within agencies due to
the reform process in general; in terms of a loss of personnel and services. But, there was
also an underlying tension between some agencies (most nofalidlic sectoragencies)

and the Police on the CSP; possibly in part response to a perception that the Police were
becoming more dominant on the CSP with the reinforcement of a Police Scotland led
performance management regime. This was most notable with regard to theMeiti-
agency Tasking and ©aodination (MATAC) operational group which had been instigated
by the new Police Chair of the CSRis Police led proposal was discussed at a Cartside
CSP meeting (2/9/2013) with respect to a questionnaire that had been diedudanongst

the partnershipseeking views on a new vision for the CSP; a view which would see it split
into two; astrategic grouand anoperational groupThe Police Chair reported that there

& | &uppbrt to explore this way of workigy o | + NIl a & 8/9/13 t Y SS

The Police in this instance arguably have more power to implement changes in that
despite austerity they are still heavily relied upon in terms of being able to deploy
resources quickly (Skinner, 2010; Crawford, 1997). Tensions may enmenged ahis

Police led initiative asth## @2NRA Y I G A2y Q F YR Wil aliAy3aQ Y2R
a day to day crisis response management of offenders and vulnerable people associated
with policing, rather than a proactive mulligency response assiated with/ K NA & i 4 S «
vision of long term prevention. One participant was not particularly happy about the
changes on the grounds that the MATAC as partiblece Scotland initiative would drive

national objectives rather than what was needed locally;
d Owoo®6 ¢KS /KFEANJ GFd&8 [dAdS Of SFENJ GKIFU

to how Cartside came into line with what they had in Cambameé clanged and the
NB 4 ( (C81ZX, ChadsEle Licensing ForugrCartside.
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This was supported by a comment made by a former Police analyst seconded to
| 2YYdzyAGe {IFSGe . dz2NVYAARSY gKAOK aSSYSR
Y2NY GAGKAY GKS R2YIFAYy 2F O2YYdzyAde al FSiz¢

there to enhancenot lower local accountability following Police reform;

dLidd (GKS /KASF 4réds L YSIEy L GKAYy] KS4
questions have beenyou know, you're just going to be a big force, you're going to be

- less accountabty locally, he recognises that, and | think one of the ways of
overcoming that is to saywell I've got MultiAgency Tasking arrangements in place in

all these Local Authorities, and we're delivering community policing jointly through
these multiagency ¥ d ] A y 3 (BO24VLBErdoeE Performance and Information
Manager CSB Burnside.

When interviewed a few weeks latéie Chair of CSP Cartside had more or less intimated

that the new changes were a fait accompli;

Gd944SyuAlrffé LYYy g laeq Paitirstholidl thobn aikikdsof / 2 Y'Y
vertical chain of command, so the Community Safety Partnership will be more of a
U0NI 0§STAO FINPdzJ (G2 SyddNE GKId GKS 42NJ
will work more towards the strategy that's place or the objectives or the priorities

that have been set for these particular groups. There will be a monthly Multiagency
Tasking and Gordinating group (MATAC) which | intend the representation to be
those individuals from that list that | read bthere who are more kind of tactical
YSYoSNE 2y (COKLEArea/LBnundrrder PoliceCartside.

The list in question was a list of agencies that had been sent the questionnaire from the
Police about the reform proposals, which would suggest that the Police had a distinct role
in determining what agency sat on either the Strategic CSP or the MATACefdhm
process effectively divides the CSP into two organisatiomsteering committee and an
operational committee (to meet monthly comprising of those agencies/individuals
directly involved with operational matters). It is also clear from this pipaiat that
structural reform was viewed as necessary in order to align central objectives with local
ones via the SOA in particular, which again despite the rhetoric of localism within the
national reform agenda, did appear to bend more towards hard steeri central

strategic direction- rather than soft steering; guidance(Martin and Guarnero$/leza,
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HAMOO® CSIFOGKSNRG2YS SO Ff®dX dHnAnmMHY mMTyO |
0KS RSTlLdzZA 0 FOG2NBE GGK2a$S oMK QIIKSA GNEB &2 db
become involved in the provision of facilities and services (ibid). In the case of the Police
localism may revolve around the analysis of Police data, which is arguably different to a
co-production of solutions that come with workgnand engaging with communities.
However, within Police organisational culture rigorous performance management
systems are a key function of policing (Mackenzie and Ham8taith, 2011; Hamilton

Smith et al.,, 2013) and it was clear that the MATAC wastenleas part of a Police
Scotland drive towards performance management via strategic assessmentsse
purpose is to ensure everyone is rowing in the right direction (Osborne and Gaebler,
1992). For example, the MATAC was discussed by the Chair as be@sgary because

the original CSP had becorbackward facing, rather than forward facing;

a w @ st verd much updates from each of the membership about what they
individually have done as an organisation, rather than collectivelypastaership and
UKFd4d olrdaSR 2y GKS Frod GKIFi GKSNBE KI .
Cartside Council area; so we should be working towards a strategic assessment and the
{h! S GSONBE 2yfé F2NJ] AiAy3 (GOBY- MEadLonmnkrser { /!

Policec Catside.

When asked what they hoped to achieve from this approach i.e. implementing a strategic
FaaSaaySyid Al délyasoil ISERR)Nbdsdenit@ndonly where
they were now, but, also identify vulnerable people and locations imspnf who the

main offenders were and this was essentially what tietnership should be looking
towards (C011). This approach perhaps reinforces concerns ameogst non-Police
agencies that community safety will be situated withinpeoblem oriented policing
approach whereby prevention is linked to specific short term targeted problems (Dinsmor
and Goldsmith, 2010) via a Police intelligence/analysis model (Sorg et al., 2013) rather
than through long term prevention as envisioned BYiristie It was mae clear by the
Chair that the objective was to link up analytical products in order to put in place future
preventative projects (C011). The language was one of efficiency and managerialism
which perhaps helps to decipher a subtle difference between ragiéincy and inter
agency partnership working, a point highlighted by Coliandris and Rogers (2008: 119)

insofar as the former refers to agencies coming together to discuss common problems
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while still retaining their organisational work practices, wherease tHatter
WAYOSNIISYSGNI SaQ YR (Kdza It 0SNB (K 62 NJ
by the Chair when he discussed how his role was viewed by the other agencies on the

partnership

aThey probably see us in more of an enforcement role rathan a prevention role,

but that's not true, we do look at... Police Scotland has brought a process for tackling
problem areas, for instance, (Names Street in Cartside) just now is a problematic
antisocial behaviour area; our analysts tell us that basadtlee number of calls,
frequency of call. So, we now have a Community Action Plan which has a suite of
options for prevention, a suite of options for enforcement, a suite of options for
information and intelligence gathering, and then more tasks abouitcthamunication

of what we collectively are doing to address the problem itself. S@érgers may

see the Police as being enforcement only, but we do consider the whole prevention

F YR Ay S NDSQuiW-Arga Conhapdat PaliceCartside.

Havirg asuite of options or consideringan agenda however, does not necessarily mean
you will implement that agendaespeciallyn times of fiscal restraint. This was made clear
by the Area Commander of Police Scotland in Burnside when asked about preweitiion

respect to community safety initiatives being given a timescale to work;

dwX6 AT LYY F21)y 3T -ienrigt & Wid very Hedinning/1 wanyai i A |
good business case and | want an interim evaluation probably within three to six
Y2V UKd RSLISYRAYy3I 2y K26 (2y3 Al AIoveddDdPE
AGESEF G2 H2NJ] 5 A 62y4di Edzxdd o6S 2y Iz2iy3
YSSR KINR SOARSYy 0S5 SYLM NA OHBOOSEARARIHNGEOS o
Commandex, Burnside.

Putting in place long term preventative optionften appears to be problematic within
Police organisational culturéensofar as thé& rigorous performancenanagementegimes
(linked to Police datadften focus on quantifiable measuresather than on long term
qualitative outcomes that are oftemore difficult to quantify (Henry, 20G9Hamiltorx

Smith et al., 2018 The Area Commander from Burnside commented that although they
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made efforts to do qualitative work around quality of service it was a bit more difficult,

but, they did however make an effoid do so, nonetheless it was also stated,;

d, SIK d2YSiAYSdood 42YSiiAYSd 6SONLE | oA
actually that quantitative performance measurement is sometimes easy or easier, so
measuring the level of crime, measuring deteatrates and things like that is a lot

S | 4 BBOA)E Area Police CommandeBurnside.

Therefore it remains to be seen whether or not the MATAC group will take precedence
over the strategic CSP with regardieémg termcommunity safetyoutcomes The strategic
group may well discuss community safety as an overarching concept, with regard to the
environment, local business, the night time economy or any other matters that arise. But,
for the most part decisions will be operationalised within the MATABich may be
steered towards particular outcomes, which in turn will be directed througRotice
tasking ceordinated problem oriented approachwhereby target setting and intelligence
gathering arethe key focus.Ilt was recognised by the Chair that tlsessemination of
intelligence(a key requirement within the MATAC) could be problematic for-Rolice

agencies;

a{2YS 2F (KS 2NHIyAdldirz2yads LI NIAOdzx | NF é
a bit reticent to go into great level of detail or idéy the individuals that they're

talking about which is probably okay for a Strategic Partnership, but the monthly
MATAC that I'm going to introduce, | would want individuals to share those names and
the concerns that they have round about them so that wan see what the
partnership OF y» O2f f SOUAPDSFé R2 (2 FRRNBEIA (K
statement read out at the start of the monthly meeting to indicate to all round the

table that what's discussed in the room essentially stays in the roorasarthere’s

grey boundaries for disclosure of that information emA (i @CE11) ¢ Area

Commander Police Cartside.

A common complaint voiced by Police officers is that partnership meetings can be
YV2UGKAY3 Y2NB GKIFyYy Wil f Ay 3dg aad gccdandahility g K S N
mechanisms to ensurpartnerd  YSSG GKSANJ 26f A3l GA2ya | NB

2014: 248). Although this restructure was discussed as a necessary measure to improve
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partnership working, it also has the potential to create donsand increase tension
amongst those agencies more suited to a social welfare response to social problems. It is
also potentially problematic in that particular agencies may be reluctant to provide
information about their clients or service users desg@tsurances around confidentiality;

as has traditionally been the case between Heath and Social Care agencies and the Police
(Crawford, 1997; Hope, 2005; Perri 6 et al., 2006). However, the opposite could be true
and providing confidentiality statements anformation sharing protocols may help to
break down those barriers that have traditionally existed between these agencies.
Nonetheless, tensions were emerging in Cartside concerning this new approach, which
appeared to have the power to change the memddap of thepartnershipin line with a

more proactive Police led direction;

G¢KS YSYOGSNEKALIQA F2Ay 3 2 OKFy3IsS 2 iy
G6K2 OFy FOldz fté YI]S | RAFFSNBYCS) g2 i

¢ Area Police CommanderCartside.

The participant from the Licensing Forum (who was not regarded as instrumental to the
MATAC) expressed some concerns about the partnershipstructure in response to a
conversation they had with two othgyublic sectorrepresentatives after a meeting they
attended on (2/9/2013) had finished;

dLd4da oS opmes(ndmesPp&sad Axnd(names person Bialked out that

meeting (the one you were at) with me, and | said 'well what do you think' and (names
persan B) said 'It's getting too Policey for me' they said 'I'm going to go to a couple of

the meetings and decide who is going to go in my plieeghs)- 6/ 4 y' 4 K/ LJL
(C012) Cartside Licensing ForugrCartside.

Although this was a second hand conversatmr hearsay, it did help to reinforce an
opinion formed through nofparticipant observation by the researcher at the aforesaid
meeting, that there was some unresolved tensions between some actors and the Chair;
based on their body language when the newusture was being discussed. Some
criticism levelled apartnershis with the Police is that they are too dominant; or too

A A

Wt 2f SRA® | 2 g S @Rdhient to thiS B tmf th& Malice are often the biggest
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partner agency involved, with the greateresources at their disposal; and more
importantly with the clearest mandate to tackle crime and disorder (McCarthy and

hQbSAt S HAMOY HNPOD
4.4.3 Growing Tensionsg loss of localism

During the interview period the CSP structure in Avonside was as listddl§le 5), but
the Community Safety Gardinator for Avonside pointed out that it also was in the

process of change;

aSo the link has always beémea Partnershijps(local CSBsfeeding into theSrategic
(Community Safely Fartnership and then theSrategic Fartnership would feed into
the Community RanningPartnership, but that bit in the middle may change when we
have a different body or a different arrangemént 6 - Znd) MCommunity Safety Go

ordinator ¢ Avonside.

Subsequent policy documentsave highlighted the restructure of community safety in
Avonside from the five Area CSPs, and one strategic CSPetaCommunity Safety
Partnership Tasking and Coordination Grayerseen by a AvonsidSOA Outcome'f

Lead Officers Groypvhose aim is to provide strategic leadership for the CSP Tasking
Group, and also to combine community safety partnership working with other groups and
WA G Npaitres8Higd 6 K2 aKFENB {h! hdzio2YS ¢ NBaLRy
(see Figure 5)

Figure 5: Restructure of Community Safety on Avonside

5 Area CSP/Forums SOA Outcome 6 Lead Officers Group

One Strategic CSP One CSP Tasking and Coordination Grou

Therefore it appears that CSPs within Avonside have (like Cartside), tpht strategic
steering group (in the guise of the Outcome 6 Lead officers Group) and an operational

tasking and ceordinating CSP or MATAC (ibid); but Avonside has also lost local strategic

Lhdzi O2YS ¢ F2NI ! 2yaiRS {h! A& wtS2LXS tABS Ay &l 7
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decision making. The five areas will still retain their Igwatisocial Behaviour Group;
which target specific problems related to low level incivility, crime and disorder rather

than more holistic notions of community safety in general.

As these changes were not in place (although discussed as a possibiltydikeippen)
during the interview process there is no direct discussion relating to how local actors and
communities involved within the former local Avon Isle CSP perceived this change in
terms of a loss of localism. Stoker (2004a: 117) viewed locaighealevolving of power

and resources away from the centre towards frdime managers, local structures and
local communities, which would be in keeping with one’ ok NA keyi objécivés insofar

as public services are built around people and commesmi{Scottish Government, 2011c:
23). Nonetheless, it was later noted by the Management Committee of the Strategic CPP
that concerns were raised by local members within the former five local CSP areas that
&local context and focus on local priorities coolds 24 A F KS ! NI C
(Avonside, 2015: 4.6). Therefore clearly there are concerns that local issues will be
subsumed within an overarching Avonside SOA and the Scottish GoveriSteatnent

of Ambition designed to bring together local and national objectives, outcomes and

priorities.

On the other hand CPP managers (as mentioned in the previous section) have been given
formal requirements to ensure adherence to the SOA when delivering local outcomes,
and if the structure was not in place to ensure compliance then perhapssaueture

was necessanC2 NJ SEIl YLX S GKS FT2NXSNJ f20Ff [/ {tQa
highlighted by the Management Committee of the Strategic CPP, when it noted that there
now existed weaknesses linked to a fragmented service delivery, a lack ofgbwersi
AYyadzZFFAOASY(G YSSGAy3a &AOKSRdA SQa G2 RNMAODS

attendance, which impacts on effective partnership workjAgonside, 2013: 4.2).

The solution for Avonside was to integrate the five local and one strategic CSP into one
Community Safety Partnership Tasking and Coordination Glioutne with a Police
Scotland narrative) within the new overarching CPP framework. Perhaps directing
community safety initiatives through one group rather than six was considered a more

suitabde way to monitor performance and accountability; especially within a tasking and
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coordinating framework. This centralised focus could on the other hand be problematic in
an area as diverse as Avonside; geographically it covers vast rural areas inchaityg t
three island communities; of which Avon Isle is one. The average population density is
just 13 people per square kilometre which may ultimately prove resistant to a one size fits

all governance philosophy (Avonside, 2014: 4).
4.5 Changes in the ppose of the Partnership

It could be argued that there appears to be apleoritisation of community safety within
Avonside Council in the sense that local accountability is arguably depleted with the loss
of community voice on local CSPs. While they niglyrstain local Antisocial Behaviour
Partnerships, these tend to be Police led, reactive, and restricted to specific agencies and
issues. In Cartside the focus within the new MATAC seems to be heading towards a
problem oriented policing model, which maly essence drioritise some community
safety initiatives that are less quantifiable. This may also resonate with Avonside and
Burnside who also appeared to have adopted a magency tasking and coordination
Police model. Cartside Council have alsobadk on the Noise Team despite noise being
high up on the agenda in terms of complaints from local communities, as one participant

noted when discussing austerity measures;

GOPOPE E2dz | Y245 F2NJ SEFYLIES (KSé qweb Odzi
R20dzySy iiSR 68Ol dzdS LINPG|F 6f é (CRIB)&GHouksig £ O/

Manager for Crawley Housing Associato@artside.

Previouslythere had been a Noise Team that responded to and documented late night
noise complaints (for evidentiary purposes), but that serigceo longer there andoise
complaints werenow to be covered by environmental services and community wardens
which is fne if it occurs during their working hours and not after 10pm, which is

ostensibly when most noise complaints occur;

dooovs 2SS 3ISi F (20 2F O2YLI I Aydd Fo2dx
Council meeting of the Burnwood City Commur@puncil, they seem to get the brunt

of all the problems because you have a lot of people coming out of pubs and clubs all
K2dzNE 2F GKS yAIKi (BOVSYzELdupcilor ¢/ Burdparld Ared 7 )/ 2

Partnershipg Burnside.
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It could be argued that theres an apparent gradual darioritisation of community safety

as a concept within both Avonside and Cartside in respect of the withdrawal of key
services, and an apparent shifting of priorities within the new structural arrangements
that are more in keepig with a Police led centrally driven agenda, which could ultimately
raise questions around the core purpose of CSPs in general. However, it may be even
more so, within Burnside, for example, whereas Avonside and Cartside have at least
retained a CSP strugte of sorts, this is not the case for Burnside. They have reformed
their whole community planning structure including removing the Strategic CSP and five
local Community Planning Safe Themed Groups (See Figure 6).

Figure 6: Restructure of Burnside CPP

Prior to ReformApril 2013: PostReformApril 2013:
Overarching strategic CPP Strategic CPP

Executive Group of Senior Officers Executive Group of Senior Officers
10 201t /ttQa Safe Burnside Group

21 Area Committees 3 Sector CPPs

Strategic CSP 3 Senior Officer Groups

5 Community Planning Safe theme( 21 Area Partnerships

Groups

A former analyst to the CSP briefly discussed the previous structure and how he provided

intelligence for them;

d{2 UOUKS NBYAiL G144 2060iA2dzafé O2YYdz/Aié a
(Community Safety Burnsidepr a lot of the additionality- for community safety
diversionary activities, and we'd be going to these Safe Theme Groups trying to bid for
moniesand they would be using the community safety assessment that | provide as a
d2NIli 2F SOARSYyOS o6FasS (2BHEA-Ceuidr PABEdeND S 4

and Information Manager CSBurnside.

Community safety post reform in Burnside appeared to be subsumed within the new

structure. However, when the interviews were first conducted thestreicture was at a

very early stage and there seemed to be some confusion around where community safety
sat within the overarching community planning process. One early interviewee (a

principal officer withinWPartnership and Developme®ivho acted as a gatekeeper re
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access, who was also on the new Burnside Safe Group), when asked if community safety
was now disussed at a strategic level and then fed down to the new 21 local Area

t F NOYSNEKALAE 6!t Qav gl a G FANRG dzyadz2NB:X
depending on what was being discussed as they had yet to develop a work plan, which

could incude things you could describe as community safety in nature. They mentioned

there had been a Neighbourhood Management Survey led by Housing;

dwX6 (KSé F20dzdaSR 2y dKAy3FId (A]S L 4&dzdl.
purely from the purpose of comunity safety, it's not from a perspective of developing
community safety. [...] it could be anything like dog fouling tetilping to you know

areas where there might be a lot of derelict land that's causing furthewigying or

you know, making peoplfeel unsafe in the neighbourhood. But it's not necessarily
dlréry3 S | NE (GKS O2YYdy/ Adé @oHIPirgipad i NbizC
Officerc¢ Safe Groug Burnside.

When pushed further with regard to localism, community safety and the rblaenew
Area Partnerships it was made clear that discussing community safety in this context was
difficult;

d¢KS I NBF t I NIYSNEKALIA | NBE y2dthey Gilthdé d | NA
a wider brief, they wouldn't necessarily just deal witfathbut it has been agreed that

they will have a neighbourhood management focus, which | suppose in some way Is a
community safety focus, but it's not 100% the same, it's not likehere isn't really a
stralghtforward- this is the team where communi§afety gets delivered, it's probably

more mainstream within the community planning structures, so there's been a big
shift - a change in community planning structiges 0O . -rPringipal Officerg Safe

Group¢ Burnside.

When asked if community safety wauhow be discussed at the strategic CPP in the
absence of a thematic CSP, or if there was someone on this committee who could discuss
it, it was made clear (with some exasperation it must be said), that there was at that point
no set plan for community safy as a concept within community planning, in fact it was

stated;
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Ge¢eKIHod494d 6KIHd LYY 4l éAy3 d2 é2dz 0KSé R2y
l y & Y2 NG éPriacipat @fficer, Safe Groug Burnside.

Interviewer:d L & A0 (2 0SS PAESK 2F UGKSANJI 2dzi O2 Y

a b 2well | mean to me community safety means a really broad brush, it means a
whole load of things A (1 Q4 Yy 20 2yS 2F (GKS ]Sé {dKAy3Fa
either the SOA or within One Burnside which is another themed planning process. So,
for example, the three key themes that are getting taken forward from the SOA for
Burnside are: alcohol, vulnerable people, and youth employability. So where does
community safety fit within that? It's not a specific theme on its own, but obviously the
cammunity safety issues around the use of alcohol in the community, you know
excessive alcohol consumption causes problems in any case. Community safety isn't a
UKSYS [FyeéyY2NB A d4Y4a00x+printipal Offcery Safe Group @ 6 &

Burnside.

Mainstreamed apparently meant that most operational work would be taken up by
Community Safety Burnside (CSBX A OK A& |y ! N¥Qa [Sy3dK ht
status in the UK in that it is a charity with two memberBurnside City Council and The
Scottish Police Authority (Community Safety Burnside, 2015). As well as supporting
victims of gender based violence, it also provides services to reduce offending and
antisocial behaviour, environmental incivility, and a commercial service promoting
community safey (ibid). One Burnsidda themed process within community planning)
dealing with reoffending and prevention is also situated within CSB (ibid). However,
overall it could be argued that community safety as a strategic outcome has become de
prioritised withn Burnside City Council, in the sense that it has no specific
committees/groups or boards where it would be discussed as an outcome on its own.
There was initially some confusion with regards to the role of the Burnside Safe Group
(scrutiny structure for he Police/Fire Service within the new CPP) as its name suggests
safety is a key issue, therefore it was originally thought that this may be where
community safety was discussed. However, some interviewees at the start of the

research process were quite dieite as to its role;

GeKS dKRKAYyT Fo2dai K Be tfild iF SisleadiatijbeciuBeSSard NB d

Burnside does not mean that we are the replacement for a Safety Partnership or
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actually at the moment have a broader remit than the local scrutiny amphgement
2F t 2 1 gBO0Y-Prcipal OifideErSafe Grou Burnside.

However, the Chair of the Safe Burnside Group when interviewed months later seemed to
anticipate a wider agenda for the group, which perhaps highlighted awareness at that
point that community safety was becoming a somewhat fragmented service delivery,
insdfar as there was no apparent oversight or direction via a strategic board; such as the
former CSP. The strategic direction of community safety was also brought up at a later
Safe Burnside Partnership meeting in August 2013. This was interesting insofer ab

0KS /2dzyOAf 2FFAOSNE AYGSNIBASSHGSR Yz2yiakKa S|
F2N) aONHziAye 2ytes y2¢6 NIAASR GKS ljdzSaidaAaz
to look at their role and wider into the Safer Communities warkhat they as a
partnershipKF R 0 NP RSNJ NBalLlRyairoAtAGASaQ 604G 1S
Partnership meeting 22/8/13). Perhaps it had become apparent that issues relating to
community safety had become somewhat fragmented of late and lacking direetah,
therefore needed more central steering through a strategic group. Interestingly, the
actual minutes of the meeting do not mention the full conversation; merely that they will
tf221 o0Se@2yR GKS NRtS 2F aONdHziAye ¥R WO
(Burnside, 2013b: 106).

4.6 Conclusion

I 2YYdzyAte {FFShGe& tIINIOYSNBKALIQA 6/ {tQauv a&aSsi
Scotland have developed over time to incorporate new guidelines/legislation. In England
and Wales their statutory role wagtswithin the Crime and Disorder Act 1998; a role that
arguably focused more on crime reduction rather than community safety (Hughes, 2002;
Henry, 2009; 2012). In Scotland, CSPs emerged from a slightly different route. In 1999 the
report Safer Communitieg1 Scotlangorovided guidance for the establishment of CSPs;
whose subsequent aims were to establiphrtnershig with a range of organisations
drawn from thepublic andthird sector emphasising that sustainability could only be
achieved if a variety ofgencies and approaches were employed to tackle crime and
disorder in local communities (Scottish Community Safety Network (SCSN), 2012a: 9). The
report gave guidance to Local Authorities and the Police on how to seadpership

structures; including gdance on conducting audits, and how to monitor and evaluate
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initiatives ¢ in fact not to dissimilar to guidance issued to Crime and Disorder Reduction
Partnerships in England and Wales (Henry, 2009: 97). Nonetheless, it has been argued
that despite a posbie WRS G NI AY A&l GA2Yy Q ArA 20l0@rdalict d.K a2
2010) during the New Labour era which arguably put a brake ommovative policy

making (Croall et al., 2010), Scotland for the most part retained its distinctive civic culture

with a continued emphasis on penal welfare values.

However, CSPs in Scotland have since the 2003 Local Government in Scotland Act, been
inextricably linked with Community Planning and the concept of best value, which means
their role is set within the soewhat conflicting aims of centralisation and localisation
(McAra, 2007). @nmunity safety as a concept therefore situated within complex
government structures, whereby mulévels or layers of partnership working interface

with an intricate set of rules and regulations designed to increase public accountability
(Cairney, 2015a). However, the more crowded the pdi@na happens to be the more

blurred the boundaries of accountability can become (ibaa)d the more likely tensions

will emerge between a rhetoric of long term prevention and engagement (espoused by
Christig and the drive to meet performance targets ttugh policy levers such as the NPF

and SOA within the Community Planning procgssiless of courséhey overlap (Hughes

and Rowe, 2007). Add to thike strain of a reform process promoting an ethos of

F OKAS@AY3 WY2NB gAGK f S&@0and fode Gninteriléd D 2 ¢
consequences may begin to emerge within the case study areas, which may ultimately
impact on the role of CSPs within the governance of community safety in Scotland. For
example, as austerity measures take hold some organisag@sshas been suggested by

some participantsc Y &8 NBONBYOK oF O1 (2 ¢ Keoke stk Se L
(C002), which may mean that the direction of community safety may by default be
decided by more powerful partners (those with the most resouiamed expertise) such as

the Police.

By utilising aspects of the Bespoke framework (see chapter 3), based on Hudson and
I | NR & QaLJoNin/nSHINOE KW LJ Jquestichsg veke Sgiressed 2o artizipais

order to try and address some of the researalesgtions. For example, with respect to

W NIy S NE K A LpoweNsvustirg” an@controf, Rhich allowedthe researcher to

gain an insight on participanfgerceptions around strategic decision makprgctices for

example the vertical influence (if ay) on horizontaktrategic decisions, the impact of
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austerity measures olocalstructures,and howlead agenciethat may possess different
levels of powerare perceived This highlightedncreasedtensions within the case study
areas around togdown decision making factices- especially in relation to policingnd
how the reform/re--a G NXzO G dzbl@artiufarly In {Cart€ide) may lead to a change in

focus within community safety partnership working

In terms of perception (amongst participants)roighout the case study areasthe
Council arggenerallyconsidered the lead agency in terms of partnership working within
the CPP structure and within the CSP structure (where it exists), and have in the main
been regarded as having overall responsipifdr community safety. However, in light of

the reform process, both structurally and with an added emphasis on performance it
appears that tensionviave begun toemerge within the domain of community safety
partnership working. In Cartside this was maaedent by reactions to the changes to the
CSP structure as some agencies believe that the Police (whose representatives have
always been the Chair) are becoming too dominant insofar as decisions may be taken
using an intelligence led policing model thatyn(despiteChristié¢ focus on short term
quantifiable initiativesin line with rigorousperformance management regiméavoured

by the Police(Mackenzie and HamilteBmith, 2011; Hamiltoismith et al.,2013). This

issue was also highlighted in researchpamtnershipworkingby the Scottish Community
Safety Network; insofar @ number ofCSPs in discussion around Police and Fire reform
@2A0SR 02y OSNya GKIFG t2ftA0S {@a¥dntioh yind KI R

partnership working to enforcemerdriven and performance output SRQ 6 {/ { bX H

This has possibly been the case both Avonside and Cartsidevhere arguably the

Council haverelinquished the desire for a more holistic partnership approach to
community safety (whereby a multigency solution is sought incorporating the
public/private andthird sector) in place of a more one dimensional intagency policing

model, whichhas the possibility tonterpenetrate and changthe work practices of those
involved (Coliandris and Rogers, 2008: 11%or example, with the creation of Police
oriented MultrAgency Tasking and @NRA Y I GA 2y 3INRdzLJA oal! ¢! / Q;
was ultimately selected by the2Pf A OS® 2 A0KAY Wl dzadSNAGe f 2
2012) he most obvious reason for this may be linked ttee reduction in Council
services/personnel; therebyecessitating a need tdelegat community safety issues

into the hands of the one agenayith the most capital (human ansdocia) to take the
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lead. It may also be linked to the removal of ring fenced funding for .@&Hsinding,
may result inCouncils (and individual Agenciesdurning to asort of silo mentality with a
focus on their own #ns and objectives. This is possibilgre evident in Burnside with the
removal of the CSBtructurel Y R G KS WYL Ay aiNBI Y ihodghout2 ¥ O3
the community planning processii 2 G KS  L2ttey don't takk So8d community
safety in Burn$t S |y §BOgIMB fact, from 2007 to 2010 in the Burnside Household
Survey, ommunity safetyis a main topic area (antisocial behaviour, community safety
patrols, safety at night etc.), however, from 2011 to 2014 the priorities change to
incorporate ppics linked towelfare reform fuel poverty, community cohesiostc.,
(Burnside, 2015a), thereby signalling@ssiblede-prioritisation of community safety as a
concept.However, it may also be linked to a perception that people feel safer within their

communities (Burnside, 2015&cottish Government, 2012g: 29)

It is clear thatausterity and the reform process in general is having an impact on strategic
decision making within the domain of community safety. Not only has there been a
marked reduction in personnel/services within the case study areas, but, structural
reform has winessed a more enhanced focus on performance in line with policy levers
such as the NPF, the SOA atar/stie Add to this the emergence of Police MATAC groups
as the operational arm of CSPs, and welfare focused agencies may struggle to commit to
this typeof partnership as witnessed by the Agency who declared that they had become
Gtoo Policeg 6/ nMHO® | f GK2dzaAK [/ {ta I NB AYyGdSNIAY
nonetheless established to deliver efficiemtegratealocal services to meet the needs of
specific communities across Scotland (SCSN, 2012a). Howfethate is a perception

that core issues within the domain of community safdin relation to long term
prevention) are now somehow being diluted or obscuredby enhanced performance
managementegimes; or community safety as a concept is somehow beiqgidetised

(loss of local forumg community voice; services; initiatives) th@émrmay raise questions
aroundchanges tahe role of CSPsvithin the governance of anmunity safety;as either

a multi-agency forum discussing joint problems, or as wagency partnership working,
whereby a dominanpartner alters the work practices of those involved (Coliandris and

Rogers, 2008: 119). Therefopgrtnership working will be discussed next.
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Chapter 5: Working in Partnership within the domain of Community Safety

5.1 Is Partnership Working necessary?

Since the 1980s, as previously highlighted in the literature review, a prevailing opinion
within UK public services is that partnership working is essential to crime prevention and
community safety. This was reinforced by New Labour throughGhere and Border

Act 1998(Gilling, 2007), and by the Scottish Executive in tleea/ Government in
Scotland Act 2Z00HMSO, 2003). Partnership working has been deemed necessary within
most public policy areas, and is ultimat&éyA Sg SR | 4 Wh virAl@=R2cBnceptK A Y 3
(Clark and Glendinning, 2002); wherein the ideal partnership involvespetion

between actors working towards common goals (Mackintosh, 2007).

Working in partnership has become increasingly important within public policy over the
last forty years, and has been invariably viewed not only as the obvious option, but also as
GKS 1S& AYLXSYSyidlaAzy (22t dzaSR G2 G O1f
local agencies@lendinning, 2002: 11%Jartin and Guarnero$/eza, 2013). Nonethelss
working in partnership can also be problematic, for example, a frequent theme cited
within partnership working is thénteraction between hierarchy and networkMartin

and GuarnerodMeza, 2013: 585); and the role of external or top down rational
bureawcratic forms represented by clear lines of accountability (McGarvey and Cairney,
2008); and how this affects partnership working in general. Practitioners of community
safety therefore (much like any other pubpartnershigs), have to not only negotiate a
path that takes in potentially contentious relationships between local, regional and
national policy objectives, but also between intenganisational cultures with opposing
interpretations of community safety/crime prevention discourse; and between axtimit)
images of community representation (inclusive/exclusif#®)ghes and Rowe, 2007: 323).
Therefore, a key question often asked by academics and practitioners within the social
policy arena may beis partnership working necessary, and if so, whgimé&academics

have asked questions around the benefits of partnership working (Broussine and Miller,
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2005; Mackintosh, 2007); in other words will the benefits of partnership working
outweigh the costs (Riggs et al., 2013).

In an attempt to identify if parcipants within the case study areas viewed partnership
G2NJAYy3 +a o0SYSTFAOAFE 2NJ SaaSydaaltT FyR y
Fdzy RAy3a LI AOFGA2yaQ o6alOvdzaZ RSET HandgY ovLZ
partnership workingg in other words was it essential to the core business practices of

their agency. Practically every participant answered quite emphatically in the affirmative
(usually with a one word answerYye£) bsokite/R I009 Hefitke)Q > K2 6 SOSNE

othersexpanded on why it was so;

& 2 $an't do anything without partnership workig 6 ! -)Child Brotectiorg Avon

Islec Avonside.

Q4 S35 é2dr | y265 Ad OFyQd oS Ihidsedobdigkab NI & I
amalgamation of 2,500 different orgrd | (i A2y d> A F 6S R2y Qi
Jd238i0KSNI &5 6 NEhaid af FhFdFSSar Forum/SCPBurnside.

dood®8 L UKAY] LI NIYSNEKALI 62N]Ay3T A4 ]S
got the answer, you know, everybody needs to bréomething to the tabfe 6 .cnm U

VAW Ceordinator ¢ CSRE; Burnside.

However, one participant in Cartside acknowledged some limitations of partnership

working within the Fire Service;

/'t should be but we aren't there yet. We are working to educate our staff on the
advantages and benefits of partnership working. [...] and we still need to work to make
sure everybody from the bottom up is aware of what the moral and legal obligations is
in partnership working. So, I'd say we're still not mature asidner at all levels of our

agencg 0 [/ - Gooup Manager Fire ServigeCartside.

Most participants were quite emphatic in their responses in relation to how working in
partnership was a nexssary and core part of their operational practices. This has been
supported by other studies which have found that intagency partnershis have

become a key component towards combating crime and disorder, and promoting
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community safety (Shepherdson ek,a2014). However, as the participant from the Fire
Service pointed out¢ @ 2dz YSSR (2 Syadz2NB (botkoin QDS NE
understands their obligations about working in partnership with others and what it entails

in terms of commitment. In other wals individuals in organisations need to understand

and agree about the necessity of partnership working, and that it is an inescapable

feature of presentday social policy (Weston, 2014: 10).

Understanding other agencies core practices was also cited dyéaaticipants as a good
way to offset potential conflict in respect of highlighting problematic situations that
agencies have to deal withespecially between the Police and other agencies within the

public sectoy

o/ think one time or another in termsf the community safety there was an initiative

that was about work shadowing that a couple of our guys took part in, for example,
there used to be the Antisocial Behaviour Team that went out on a Friday and Saturday
night and a couple of our staff went bawvith them just to experience that from a
Policing point of view [...] | can sit here and talk about the Police all day long but, |
don't fully understand their role and the pressures and the different kind of context, so
AdQda F22R (02 ORI HESFZAA & FRNESHI NYE | YR A6
doesn't happen so much and | think that's probably a sign of the times in terms of

pressures 0 [ - Nowth Services Cartside.

Possibly alluding to how austerity measures (in terms of a reduction of resources across
the public sectoy could impact on effective partnership work in terms of actually having
the resources to shadow or observe ird@mganisationally. If this practicend others are
stalled due to a lack of resources then it could lead to increased frustration across

agencies owing to a lack of understanding about the problems each agency face;

& think it is always good to have an understanding about what other agénci® 2 ® X
2SS KI@S |y AdddzS Ay . dNVEIARS GA0K LIS2LI
because they don't answer calls on time, and they don't6 . -rChilg Brotectiorng

Burnside.

W{GFryRoOoEQ glFa Ay NBFTSNBYyOS &k (ChilyPr@attion) 2 T K



111

and the Police in particular complained they had difficulty with the staff not answering
the phone on time, or not responding in the way they wanted them to. In an effort to fix
GKAy3a GKS& 2NEBIYyA&ASR | ¥QSHYRIGBESIpBEEHO8T

aThe Police were shocked to know that there was only actudllthink it was only
three or four members of staff on Standby and they thought there was a whole big
team. So in that, an understanding of what the service actually dodvad the Police

g2 dd2LJ 3804y 3 (BB Auldi@rsiéctiork Bndide. 4 7 W X6 &

In this case conflict was avoided in the Child Protection Committee by arranging a
separate meeting between Social Work and the Police in an effort to comanto
understanding. Conflict avoidance methods have been a key tool used in the past to
offset tensions that may surface in partnership meetings between key agencies
particularly between the Police and othgrartners. This is usually achieved by key
agencis meeting outside of formal partnership structures and agreeing informally on
future strategies (Crawford and Jones, 1995). While this may have been done to avoid
future conflict, it could also have the effect of promoting exclusivity; insofar as not all
I 3SyOASa ¢2dzdZ R 0S Ay@2ft SR Ay (GKS

SOA &R 2\

5.2 Power and Decision Making

Partnership on the whole as a concept is viewed as a positive quality associated with
equality and reciprocity, howevepartnership ae not necessarily viewed as equal in
practice and can become unequal as time goes by wherein powgaftihers too often
determine the agenda and set the time frames (Mayo and Taylor, 2001). Partnership
working often benefits powerfupartners (Rummery, ZI2: McCall and Rummery, 2017:
59), for example, thospartners who it is often argued have more economic social capital
compared to others; in this sense social capital would signify certain resource availability
to an actor (Coleman, 1988); including m@é and human capitad skills and knowledge
embodied in labour (Nahapiet, 2011). Individuals or groups of individuals may also
possess more social capital derived from their network of relationships of mutual
Wl Oljdzr AydlyOS | yR NIBORuhgi 200® Webnes) sodabiddptadl S dzs

further with reference to Bonding (exclusive) and Bridging (inclusive) social capital. In
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terms ofpartnershigs therefore it is arguable that theartner with the most social capital
defined by; economic capital, human capital, and bridging social capiiaks to a
broader network of external assets (Putnam, 2000), has the most power. Power in this
sense may manifest itself through the decisionking process, insofar as powerful actors
will have more leverage (social capital) to set the agenda or determine the goals and

direction of thepartnership

Lowndes and Sullivan (2004:-68) in discussion around decision makipgrtnershigs
and publicparticipation argue that in real lifpartnershig are far from the ideal type;
insofar as different actors from different organisations find it difficult to behave outside
of organisational norms, and interaction is often characterised by clashes of togpe
principles rather than notions of reciprocity and interdependence. It could be argued that
there are competing principles within community safety networks between; ghblic
and thethird sector, or between differentpublic sectoragencies, or evendiweenlocal,
regional andcentral government However, akey point highlighted in the literature
review was that Government (typified by hierarchibateaucracies) no longer functioned
through the same type of command and control from the centre, buthesi was it
incapacitated aspower was still retained through resource allocation, regulation and
legislation (Holliday, 2000175; Marinetto, 2003); and it is perhaps through powerful
regulatory frameworks that tensions may emerge as a result of competimgiples

within the decision making process (Lowndes and Sullivan, 2004).
5.2.1 The Concept of Power

Policy levers within community planning structures, such as the SOA haymiherto

steer partners towards taking cognizance of national outcomes; while (in line with
Christig still pay attention to one of the main aims of community plannirengaging

people and communities in the decision making process (Scottish Executive, 2004: 1)
Haugaard (2002:-2) argues that it is impossible to define power as a single concept; he
LINSFSNB (2 Sldzr 84S LI2ggSNI G2 2AGd03SyaitSAayQa
there exist similarities there is no one set of characteristics in commgrS NE A & WK
L2 6SND YR WLRTAGAOFIT LRSND 620K KIS (K
or move forward, but they are not the same. Power is being discussed here in the latter

political sense (however briefly) in order to identify some oé ttifferent layers and
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ARS2f 238 a4 LXlFeés FT2NJ SEIFYLI ST WLRoSNI 20
61 FdzZa3FFNRE HAnHO® C2NJ AyadlyoOoSs gAGKAY 51 |

B do something they may not otherwise have done; it isdndeSy OS | 6 2 dzi  WLJIN
RSOAaAA2Y YI1AYy3IQ O65FKEZ HAnAHY c0I YR y?
. FOKN}X OK FYR . IFNYd1T OHnnuYHcO gKAES | OOSL

ONARGAOAAS 51 KE F2N y2i &-® thay ihile AymayzexerciOeO 2 dzy
power over B in the decision making process, he/she may also do so by limiting the extent

of the political process to public deliberation of those issues that are relatively innocuous

to B (Bachrach and Baratz, 2002: 3d).eksence there are two faces of poweithe

power to make decisions and the power of Rdecision making (or agenda setting).

[ dzZ] S& omMdpTtnT HAanpO OKINIOGSNR&EASE 620K 51 K
L2 SN) & RAYSYyaA?2y disatoiF of padverStNdse wiho prévadan (G K S
decision making; KS NBFSNE (2 lFa 2dzaid WLRGSNDR 2N 2
MMMO X FYyR . FOKNIOK YR . INXdTQa Gg2 ¥FI 0Sa
the power to decide what is decided; by aéing what initiatives will be supported,
resourced and in what timeframe (Mayo and Taylor, 2001). Furthermore, he argues that
whereas these conceptions of power presuppose that actual conflict is essential to power,

it isto ignore- & KS & {0 helintbst effédlivié lanil ingidious use of power is to
LINE@SyYy (i &adzOK O2yFEAO0 FNBY FFNRAaAy3a Ay (K
O2YLX AlFLyOS (2 R2YAYIFIGA2Yy GKNRddAK G(KS &K
LINEFSNBYyO0SaQ o[ dzl $g the emistimgroider ef things,Avig ingitutibn® O S LJ
such as education, religion, government and the media (Lukes, 1974: 24), this he refers to

as his third dimensional view of power.

t26SNI AY C2dz0l dzf 6 Qa @GASg Aa | inshfar asffalztrotal f t &
being a conflictual force, it can also produce pleasure, discourse and forms of knowledge
(Foucault, 1980: 119). Foucault asks that if power were only ever conceived as a negative,
repressive force that only said no, then would peopbadily obey i? In other words
whereas power could be conceived as rules and regulations that are prohibitive, it can
also be viewed as a productive network that runs through the whole social body
(Foucault, 1980). Mayo and Taylor (2001: 40) argue thatrtbst visible aspect of power

in partnershigs is the ability to shape outcomes. This perhaps emphasises Lukes (1974,

2005) first two dimensions of poweythe power to (first dimension) and the power to
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determine or set the agenda/objectives. Within comnitynplanning this is evident
through the power of the Local Authority to change or create governance structures,
establishpartnershigs, or to alignpartnershis to Single Outcome Agreements (SOA).
Therefore participants were asked a series of questiorsgied to elicit how power in
decision making (in respect of community safety) is viewed withinpdmenershigs, for
example, were decisions taken from a top down (vertical/lcommand and control)
perspective via the SOA, or from a horizontal perspediwgth each organisations input

taken into account.
5.2.2 Partnership working, power and decision making

On the whole participants within all three case study areas had mixed views on whether
there was a vertical/top down chain of command with respect te tovernance of
community safety. It was accepted by most participants that there is a hierarchical
structure with regards to community planning wherein the Local Authority leads
(influenced in part by kegentral governmenpolicy documents). Community safety as a
themed partnership(in Avonside and Cartside) sits within that structure. However, in the
Avon lIsle CSP the command structure was viewed as more localised; flowing more
through the Chair. The Chair was an electedal Councillor, therefore power is still
flowing through the Council, but perhaps (because of its geographical isolation) it was
thought of in a more contained sense in that local issues were decided lpattr@ership

through the Chair;

a L & dzLilgpal seivice apariment would ultimately be the organisational bodly,

but control is sort of within the hands of the committee of what they're trying to
achieve. Nobody actually hands us an agenda with things to do. We decide what are
the priorities for2 dzNJ OZ2 Y Ydzy' A i é | Yy R i NPAOOBW Gundildn.g 2.

Avon Islec Avonside.

However, this interview had taken place before the structure was reorganised in Avonside

in line with the new SOA, which means that with the demise of the locatt@S®ill no

longer be the case. Nonetheless, the Community Safetpr@oator for Avonside in
ASYSNIf SYLKFIaAASR GKIFG REDK AdpRafhlQ 6 2 dzf R 0 ¢
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g, SFKS 6Stf G4KS (h! YR (GKS O2YYdzyisié LI
themselves will identify from their own priorities and their own service intelligence

GKIGd FNBE GKS dAFYAFAOFYd AdddzSda F2NJ ! 92y
UJKS O2YYdzyAidé LI I yS 0KS FEONVInddCyYmuRyYF §KS

Safety Caprdinator - Avonside.

Interestingly in Cartside opinion was slightly divided, for example, some patrticipants
(mainly from thethird sectol) thought there was a hierarchical structure within the CSP

and it came through the Police;

d! e SPAyRIi St é KASNI NODKAOFES | yR Add t2fFf1A0
FY20KSNI 2yS dF]Sd KAd LI I OSJC005kKRpe Cigis 6 SS Y
Cartside.

A A

dLiQRa | f6Féd o06SSy | aSYyA2NJ LI A GSof tBeF FA O8
t 2fA0S8S UKSNBE A4 fdzAdS F  Of S| NJ 40 NbBzOiG dzNB
YSSUAy3Id FyR i HQOoa7)AddigionaSdpporcarsidel NR &

For others (mainlypublic sectoragencies) it was thought to be more jointly led;

dLy GSNNA-L2FYSIRS U/KSINGE A1d | / KFEANI |y R |
LIS21LIH S G2NJAYy3I (G2FSUKSNI O2fFf ) 62N GAODSE é
UJKSé 4gNB 72 Qo) EThildProrcidrcAatEside.

Basically it's not so much a lineaft is a horizontal chain, wheneartners come irr
obviously we have our own core issues that we deal with ourselves and it's only the
multi-agency aspects that we will go inpartners where othepartners can insistso /

g2dz Rydia dlé A0 iAda OSNIAOIFS L 7ELAR 4/ &

Group Manager Fire ServigeCartside.

Although the comment above suggests that decision making is based on collaboration,
they do however, add that it is onlduring the multagency aspects where other actors
Wiy XWyk$aal8yiSyOoS sl a y24d FAYAAKSRY odzix
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dominant actors/agencies within the CSP in relation to ragency decision making.
Perhaps in Cartside this is ieference to the Police who have initiated the new MATAC
a0 NHzOG dzNB 6 LINB @A 2dzat e RAaAO0dzaaSROX SKSNBAY

2004) have highlighted some tensions surrounding the new structure;

aL GKAY] A]S | yé dokganysationss emeSenten RIGiNBdle a OS N
6AFISNI AYyFEdzSyoS Ay G4SNyda 2F a42vyS 27 0K
R2Ay 3o LiQFd OUNBAYy3 (42 0SS NBfFESR | o62dx
terms of some of the personalities involved well, you know, there's been Chairs of
UKS /{t BGKSNBE AdQ4d FSfd fdAdS | JAYyR 2F@
lot of thepl NIi Y SNE wX6 o6dzi 42YS 2F (dKSANJ LISNAZ2
part of the Police and that was the wan which meetings were conducted and it was

quite an unusual situation for some of usf@tners who don't operate in that kind of

Sy i NB (0B Youth Services Cartside.

| 26 SOSNE (GKS& RAR | $8tns Quke dn appréashabjalgsquité K A N
focused, you know, easy to deal véith 6/ nmno ® b2y SGKSt Saas Al
would be interesting to see in what direction the CSP is heading in light of some other key
structural changes. For example, the Community Planning PahiireManager role (role
involved engaging with the widgpartnershig was being deleted, which could have a
significant impact in terms of engagement with the wider partnership, as opposed to

engagement being limited to key players. As one participanitput

dOood®E [GKSNE KFEIPS 0SSy LISNAZ2RA LISNKI LJd &
Oly da2YSuUAYSdas AIAF UKSANI LINAZ2ZNAGASA | NBy
sometimes make it difficult to deliver in the true context pértnershiE (C008)-

GCommunity Safety Projects ManageCartside.

Burnside was different in that under the new community planning structure
accountability for community safety now sat somewhere between the local Area
Partnerships and the Safe Burnside Group, which in the wasl accountable to the
Strategic Community Planning Partnership (SCPP); in other words information was fed up
the way and citywide decisions were taken within the SGREhin this new structure

there did appear to be prima facie evidence that the structure had been changed with
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ChristieA Y YAYR AYyaz2¥I N Fa WYwaSNBAOSaE oSNB G2 o
FYR O02YYdzy AGASa Ay { O2(11¢ §1R @r exafnide? coiirtuaitt D 2
representatives on the new Area Partnerships and sectoral CPPs acquiring more power

within the decision making process, and more crucially the right to vote;

dL Y99S SELISNASYyOSR i (KS Yi8Se fhulcdhaaere RS LIS
Ad | RSINBS 2F | GDSNIAOIE OKFAYy 2F O2YY
O2ydSyddzda 42 Tl Nw {2 Ad YAIKiI 6S OSNIAC
(B013)¢ Community Councillor Burnwood G®urnside.

gL GKAY] UKFd GKS /2dzyOAf Ad 3ISydAySfré 3
it has a statutory responsibility for the leading or coordination of community planning,
tends to work with othepl NIi y SNE Ay | GF & dKIF 0 theikSé QN.
agenda. But | think that they are working very hard at how you develop a more
O2ff ) 62N) GdADS | LIINE} OK 2LISNI 44y I(BOLOYG i KS N
Chair of Third Sector Forum/SCPBurnside.

Although the previous comments have conadly emphasised a more collaborative
form of decision making within partnership working, they have also highlighted the
differential power dynamics within community planning (between the Council and
community partners); with respect to BachrachandBatatz n nHY on0 WAYadaA
or Lukes (1974; 2005) two dimensional concept of pogére power to decide what is
decided. While it was accepted throughout the case study areas that there was a strategic
hierarchical structure in place, there was alam acknowledgement that the SOA
established decision makings a bottom up process; insofar as agencies within the
partnership informed the SOANonetheless, it was also pointed out that the SOA
although ostensibly consultativewas still a policy levdinking national priorities to local

ones;

GOPOPE 2A0KAYy (GKS (h! GdKSNBEYA | d4SOiiAz2y
partners got together to work on that to identify shared priorities and also in terms of

the National Outcomes because you've got to pay cognisance to those as well, to
identify what each service would contribute towards achievement of the National

Outcomes (A001- 2nd) ¢ Community Safety Cordinator ¢ Avonside
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dooo®8 Ly GSN¥a 2F GdKS (h!> G4KS hyS . d
AVFEdzSy 084z 42 6S KIOS 12 FAd Ay GA0GK UK
0SSOl dzd S5 & 22d0 | ®F Bf RYJ2i YLRIKO)¢ YANZSortifhafar &

CSE; Burnside.

The general consensus amongst participants in this regard is that individual agencies have
a definite role in the decision making process, and local areas have to an extent room to
manceuvre in deciding their own priorities; though arguably indirectly steered from the
centre - albeit of the soft persuasiol through guidance and suggestion (Martin and
GuarnerosMeza, 2013). Nonetheless, direct steering may also occur with respect to

particular strategies;

dooo®8 L GKAY] A RSLISYRA 2y 6KIiU GdKS Ad
then there may be a steer that comes down that chain, if you want to call it that, from
UKS /tt o062FNR SISt (BBIRY- CaustilloscBariparkAréa SO

Partnershipc Burnside.

Having a clear role/identity withipartnershigs is often crucial to its success, thus how
individuals judge their relationships to other actors/agencies withamtnershigs can be
important (Hudson andHardy, 2002; Broussine and Miller, 2005: 381). Therefore
participants throughout the case study areas were asked how they thought their
roles/identity were viewed within Community Safety Partnerships (CSPs) (or within the
different partnershipstructures n Burnside CPP) in order to obtain a reflexive viewpoint
on how they thought they were perceived interganisationally, and if this may impact

on how they work together as@artnership
5.3 Partnership identity
For the most part the Council throughout all the case study aregse thought of as the

key leads responsible for the governance of community safety, or as strategic facilitators

(making surepartners bought into the SOA) to ensure proper governancetoonse a
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VIEdziAOFt GSNX¥YAy2t238 Ay fAYS 6aadtke held m2 NI S

order to steerpartnershigs in one direction;

GOPPPE ¢KSNBQRE 200iA2dzaf é paryietstaNio i degreéNE LIS |
obviously getting somefahe funding round the table, pulling levers by making sure
that the rightpl NIi y S NE | NG NP @15 Qbsndllorg ButhpaR Aréad @ @ 6 ¢

Partnershipc Burnside.

gL ddzdJ2dS (GKS /2dz/yO0iAf ida 4SSy Fd (KS 2
gA0] Ay G\BO)SStrdet Stahed\Warden Avon Igldvonside.

agL UKAY] GKS /2dzyO0AfQ4a NBPfES wWwX6 GKS OSyt
provide primarily strategic policy direction and the clerking support, that's what the
O S y (i NECOBRIZ28d ¢ Community Planning Partnership ManageCartside.

While there were clear perceptions as to the role of the Council within the realm of
community séety, this was arguably also the case for those agencies principally involved

in preventative activities most notably the Police and to some extent the Fire Service;

&/ don't know there's a definition what the Police should do, certainly we attend
medings on a multagency approach, basically to solving any issues that are in the
community that affect community safaty 6 ! -iseniooPolice Officer Avon Isleg

Avonside.

al/d | CANB | yR wSd0dzS { SNIDIOS 65 e&IPDS |
community planning process, in addition to that thew National Fire Service have
basically a policy that they will fully engage wittrtnera  «{&084F Group Manager

Fire Service Cartside.

Housing Associations (Registered Social Landlqras)issue specifigartners in thethird

sector- were also (to some extent) viewed in a preventative role;

aOur role would be defined in that we work with other agencies to reduce antisocial
behaviour wthin the community and address antisocial behaviour issuesd ! -n n 1 0

Housing Officeg Avon Isleg R&S Homeg Avonside.
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dwX6 hdzNJ /2YYdz/Aidé L YLINE OSanhérship with, |BNA y S NA&
(Burnside Housing Association), SFRS, Scottish Pobkeg doid that works in trying to
AYLINEOS O2YYdzyAidé alf FSidé wXx6 odzi | f2id 2
gather as well and using tlat 6 . -rLeaded of Neighbourhood ServicesBHAC

Burnside.

These comments will be explored later (in @actability section) with respect to the
growing influence of Housing within the concept of Third Party Policing. Those
participants representing community organisations (although it should be noted that
there were no formal community representatives onettCartside CSP); or thhird
sector, were slightly less definite about how their roles were viewed or defined within the

community safety/community planning structure;

dwX6 LINA 2 NJthe Pestriicku ofGhe CRPFSwend just there to make up

UKS ydzyo SNE @ 2SS GUSNB (KSNBE 06SO)dzasS WéS
O2YS [ f2y3Q wX6 (KSé KSINR | yR G6SNBE 4dzll.
Community Counciflors never had a vote. So although we were listened to genuinely
and sinerely gaid with a wry grip- and the Chair has made it abundantly clear that,
82dz ] y265 20SNJ iKS €SI NE WgS R2 (A44SyQ
(BO13)¢ - Community Councillor Burnwood G®urnside.

o/'ve no idea how it is defirte(laughs) we're just thege 0 | - Rape Qrisig Cartside.

&/ think it's a role | think we have quite an important role in local CSP forums, because
S LINPOARSS L O6SfASOSS SdaSyiilf 4SNBDAIOS

| think we'reviewed as quite valuabjeartnerg€ 0 ! - Rapa Qrisig Avonside.

&/n many ways others are better to answer that than | drthink what | would hope

would be that thethird sectoris viewed as a hugely significapartner after the
Council and the HedlK . 2} NRT A0Q4 GKS 2NHIYAdlIdiA2y
budget 6 . -Chain af Third Sector Forum/SCPBurnside.

How you perceive your identity as an individual or how your agency is perceived is

arguably different with respect tperceptions on status, which will be discussed next.
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5.4 Partnership Working and Status

Much has been written about partnership working in the past in relation to the power
differentials between agencies; with respect to central and local relations within
networks of power- those who determined strategy (steered) had more power than
those wio merely rowed in the direction pointed out for them (Osborne and Gaebler,
1992); or power could be determined through resource allocation (Holliday, 2000;
Marinetto, 2003). Mayo and Taylor (2001: 41) ascribe the use of resources as a controlling
lever bypowerful partners (such as Government departments, or the Police) in that they
YIe 2yfe& 0S YIRS I@FLAfFo6fS F2NJ WaLISOATFTAO
2005) second dimensional view of power in terms of powerful partners being able to
determine what is up for consideration, via agenda setting, or-decision making;
determining what is not up for consideration. Similarly, there are powerful Government
levers at work through regulation (Holliday, 2000). If this is the case then itl dml
argued that when a power imbalance such as this ocauespecially if there is a
prominence/status accorded to some agencies over others withineawork (with
regards to agenda setting and availability of resourcetflen how your status/power or

social capital is viewed by others may impact on decisions made witipartaership
Somers and Bradford (2006: 76) for example, argue that power could simply reside in the
FoAfAGE 2F a2YS F3ISyOasSa (2 w3IS( togekhdraR dzO1
ySig2 N Qa potaeysaviihithe doiald @ Scial policy. However, another possible
inhibitor to partnership working is a perception that some agencies/individuals on

partnershigs are favoured more than others (Broussine and Miller, 2G832).

In an effort to understand if there is a view held by participants of an asymmetry in power
within community safety/community planning networks (which may ultimately impact on
partnership goals); participants were asked a series of questions éffart to try and
determine how they viewed their status within partnership working. There was a mixed
response from participants across the case study areas when asked if their agency had an
equal status within partnership working. For the most part thesas a consensus around
aidraSySyida 2y SldzrtAde WLINIYSNR o0SAy3a Sl
agencies across all case study areas. Nevertheless, a dichotomy of sorts was also pointed

out by some participants with reference to the keylstholder status of othepartners;
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aYeah the Council is probably the lead agency in the Area Partnership [...] the other

pl NIy SNJ | 3SYy OASdS AdQ4d RAFFAOdzZ i F2NJ YS i
that they do feel part and inclusive intbKA d K2 S LINPOSdas o6 SO0/
them, and when | say themthat's probably more targeted towards the Community

Reps. But everyone in my opinion should feel part of the precess . - Coupcilorg

Burnpark Area PartnershiyBurnside.

a/'m not convinced... as Youth Services | don't believe that we do, but that's not... |
UKAY] A0Q4 F didNJ y3S 2yS 6S5S0ldzdS L R2y4i
consider us key players, but we make a big contribution and a lot of thaNdbrii dzi A 2 y/ <
recognised by the othepartners. We do get good feedback, but | don't know
ySO0SadlrNAFE I F 4SQONE & SEIYNotithi GervieegQtside, 2 6 5

¢tKS t2fA0S IINB ylLiadaNItfte OGASHGSR I|ideapdSe &
Cartside, (and within the reformed CPP structure in Burnside) based on their knowledge
of crime prevention, and consequently they also viewed themselves as pgttakrs ¢

or in some cases as the maiartners;

aYeah, the Police are one of theam players obviously, one of the main agencies
Ay g2 OBMAISENioA Rblice OfficerAvon Isle; Avonside.

G GKAY] G6SQONE [ ff O2YiNAGdzi2NES GKSUKSNI
moment with the structure being as it is and wieverybody kind of working in silos

then you probably will have people that don't contribute as much as others because
they don't have a collective goal to work towards at the morment 6 | -nAvem 0

Commander Police Cartside.

The above comment perhaps illustrates a sort of latent frustration on behalf of this Police
participant in Cartsidepartnershipstatus or equality in this sense is arguably linked to
active contribution (the sharing of intelligence/information); which Ip&ps has not been

as forthcoming within the new MATAC structure due to differences in organisational
SiK2ad ¢KSNBT2NDlech2 M@ yEa (12Pd& NRGT & 60SAy 3T |

of trust and a growing resistance by some agencies (both Coumtihe third secto) to
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engage in the more task oriented practice commonly associated with Police work
6alO/ I NIKé YR hQbSAftZ Hanmno®

The Fire Service (apart from Burnside) in Avonside and Cartside also exhibited signs of
frustration with regard to percegons of their status within thepartnership Partly,
because relatively speaking they felt they had to prove their wortpaaters, or make

others appreciate their importance within the structure;

a  beiry one of the smallgpartners there's very tiile overlap, so where we have an

/ssue it's not one of their major problems, it's one of their minor problems. What we
have as a key issue very rarely makes it to a CPP meeting. Purely and simply because of
the size of the problems and the dimensions bé jproblems- Social Work, Police,

Health and what othepartners can bring to the table. What we bring is a smaller

issuéé 6/ nnn0 DNRdzL) gCayfdid SNI CANBE { SNIAOS

&/ think a lot of people still don't recognise that we can have a big partrtaioghings
and they still think - you go to fires, you mobilise when the bell godait you don't
really have a part and it's just trying to convince everybody of that, but yeah | think
people are seeing that now and the fact that we are committed nmunity
planning, | think they see that you are an equal member $eahd | @ @roup

Commandex, Fire Service Avonside.

Power according to some analysts, is not static, it is fluid as a concept (Mayo and Taylor,
2001: 43) and withimetworksit can in a Foucauldian sense shift (Clegg, 1997) as each
FOG2N) £t SFNYya FyR AYGSNyrftaAasSa GKS NMz Sa
may change over time as they increase their bridging social capital by developing their
knowledge of how toengage, or how to be seen to engage in the decision making
process; especially if they have material and human capital that can be adapted to further
partnership goals. This was evident within Cartside when adhied sector Participant

described howthey K2 dz3 K (GKS CANB { SNIBAOSQa NRB{S K|

o w Bawthé majorpartner in thepartnershipwhose role | think has become more

important is the Fire and Rescue Service. In the years I've been there I've certainly
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seen probably a more cohanérepresentation than there was before [...] | know for
SEIFNYLIS (KS CANB | yR wSaoldzss {SNPIOS GAf
houses, what | didn't know is that they were also giving advice to vulnerable people
either because they're vulnerableebause of disability or mobility problems in terms

of fire prevention which was goéd 06 [ - Addittion Support, Cartside.

Thethird sectoroverall had quite a pragmatic response to the question of equal status; in
terms of how they viewed themselves Wih the partnership It could also belie the
notion of equality within community planning insofar as it is thought that not all agencies

can (or should) be treated as equal in status;

&/ don't think that there's anyartner round the table that is tryingp diminish us or
R2y4i GKAY] GKId GSQNBE dzf A YLII2NIF-AUiXRE06 gbi? i
an awful lot therefore if we were to, hypothetically speaking, if we were to leave the
partnership | don't think that would seriously compromise theomk of the

partnershig 6 | ¢Addictipn Support, Cartside.

Status in this sense is naturally afforded to those organisations that have the power to set
the agenda based on available resources, which for the most part will be provided by key
stakeholdes such as the Council and the Police. Although it can also depend on the type
of partnership for example, issue specifftartnerships such as anfioverty alliances,

which bring together a multitude of voluntary and charitable organisations, or Violence
Against Women Partnerships (VAW), where power differentials are not so easily defined.
For instance, the VAWrartnership relies on the specialist knowledge (knowledge is
power) of thethird sector, but also the resources of the Council and Criminal Justice
Agencies, which can lead to a complex governance arena. In Burnside for example, VAW
Aa aAlbdz- SR GAGKAY [/ 2YYdzyAde {FFShe . dzN
Organisation (ALEO) created by the Council and the Police);

aL Y'S Iy Partriréhip drgarfsation in terms of its ownership is with the City
Council, Police Scotland, | think and BHA and Health, they're all stakeholders within
/2YYdz/Adé [} FIJBO&9VaNGEdinAd cCERPRUMSE L.
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¢CKSNBF2NBz fGK2dAK /{. YlI& SEA&l G I NyQ:
there exists a potential conflict between top down strategic direction and bottom up
operational decision making, and who provides the overall leaderghipdividud
agencies within CSB or the CSB Board. The participant from VAW acknowledged the role
of CSB;

dLQR 4d4lFé LINPGIFGFE /2YYdzyAidé (FFSié . dzNJ
leadership for thepartnershipl vy R L G KAy ] A G(BORPR-S/AW Gaj S/
ordinator ¢ CSR; Burnside

5.4.1 Are agencies naturally equal?

Conversely, if an agency specialised in one area then their contribution was somewhat
limited to their area of expertise, for example, Housing has a prominent role within

Antisocial Behaviour Partnerships, but less so on strategic CSPs, which covered a muc
wider range of community safety issues, thus some Housing participants did not think

they had an equal status grartnershigs;

& R2y4d GdKAY] Ad OFys 6S0OldzdS AidQ4da ¢é6502 )
(A010)g Housing Manageg Avon Homeg, Avon Isle/Avonside.
U GF2dz RyQd KIS SELISOGSR A& o2qHoingk 2 )y S é

Manager for Crawley Housing Associato@artside.

In Burnside where the community planning structure had significantly changed there was

a slightlydifferent attitude towards how it is (status), and how it should be, for instance

the participant from the Third Sector Forum when asked if they had equal status at first

al drye® 6. nmnoOX odzi GKSY SflFo0o2NIGSRnBly KAAZ
as it touches on Lukes (1974; 2005) third dimension of power, which highlights how
ARS2t 238 |yR KS3ISyz2ye KI@S Ay GKS LI ad ack
YR 6KIFIG Ada y2id GKAYyl1lIoftSQ 6alé&2 IyR ¢l &f ;

GBut | think that when & & y'2id 680> L R2yQi 6/yd dKS

other partners. | think that part of it actually requires a cultural and organisational
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change for thethird sectoras well. So, for example, one of the things that people
would often havdalked about is, how are we going to engage with the CPP or with the
partners? And one of the things that | would just say again and again is in actual fact
GSONE y2i0 F2AY 3 (Peal s bfih@artdeksiiakd whek Se talk t
about communty planning we are part of it, and in a way that requires from us a bit of

a culture change as well as a culture change from some of the ptréners to treat

us as an equal. In a way we only really have the pushback to be treated as an equal if in

actual fact we present as an eqéal 6 . ¢yChiair 6f Third Sector ForunBurnside.

Wt NBaSydAy3a |a +y Sldz2tQ A& LISNKIFLA Y2NB
others, this was most evident from community organisations. For example, in Avon Isle
where they had a place at the table (but not a vote) status (or social capital) was

perceived as being heard;

aWell you get your voice, you know and topics are discussed openly and pretty well, if
you ask a question you get an ansgver 6 ! q@Gomnunity Councillog Avon Isle

Community Council.

In light of the structural changes to Burnside (wherein local communities now have a vote

on Area Partnerships) opinion varied somewhat;

&/ would hope so, | would hope so. Do | need to ted truth (laughs)... The Community
Council- our wee bit, is just part of another whole really, but | think that eh, more
thingmy (sick is paid to the Health board, or Police Scotland or the Fire service, and
rightly so, rightly so. But, my wee bit is albdBurnpark, we're just part of the big
machine- but if you take it out it will bregk 0 . - £oammunity Councillog Burnpark

CCc Burnside.

However, the Burnwood Community representative was more positive in his response;

W/t has because we've got ateo | have to be fair to that and say yes, the politicians
are pretty good atthdt 6. nMmo 0 [ 2YYdzy Al @& gBaragdeOA f f 2 NJ

Partnerships are normally created to tackle complex problems, which mean allowing for

diversity within its structures which in turn could create tensions with respect to
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perceptions on status and ultimate decision making. On the other hand, it could lead to
an appreciation of the range of skills utilised to tackle complex community issues. It could
also lead to intefagency conflict resulting in poorer outcomes for local communities. For
example, problems may be addressed through a consensual viewpoint based on
perceptions of equality and status, wherein decisions around the long term goals of
community safety are discaed and decided as @artnership But, if this is absent, and
decisions are made by those agencies with the most power, then conflict and less

commitment to partnership working could be the result (Collins and McCray, 2012: 138).
5.5 Partnership and comitment

There are some documented reasons why some agencies may acquire more status than
others on partnershis, for example, commitment to partnership working, or
commitment by key personnel who have the ability to drive forward initiatives (Riggs et
f ®X wnmoT hQbSAftft YR aO/FINIKeZ waAamMnoT 2
(McQuade, 2009). If somedividuals/agencies are thought to be more committed to
working in partnership than others then this may affect how representatives are
perceived over time. For example, nattendance by agency representatives may signal

to others a lack of commitment tpartnershipgoals¢ whether this be the case or not.
Conversely, those agencies who regularly attenelspecially key agencies (Council and
the Police) may be deferred to, leading to an asymmetry in power with regards to policy
direction. In an effort to nderstand how commitment may impact on, not only, decision
making, and status, but perceptions of the necessity of partnership work in general,
participants were asked if the level of commitment to thepartnershipwas the same

from all partners? There @as a wide variety of responses across the case study areas

ranging from a straightforward yes and no, to some less sure;

aL 0 Roarigrd FKHOS LINBPGFOGFEé F22dzvyR UKIid AdQa
GAf Ay T yRDETX Hausng Qiiicég Avon Isleg R&S Homeg Avonside.

de¢eKlIHrodd | KIFENR 2yS5 odzi Aidda Kilwbi say2 4/
looking at it, that some of us give more time that others and some have more time
OgKFyYy 20KSAHELCGCBmmiEnityRegresdative Avon Isle Forum for Older

Voices.
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Some participants highlighted the commitment of key agencies and alluded to their

overall authority, while also commenting on the absence of notable others;

aLyqyY y2i0 4cdapBi®ersare2 cetiainy thandnSigencies that go, regularly
attend, you know, but again I'm not in a position to say who should attend and who
AK2dz Ry Qi UG0Sy RS o6dzi OSNIIAYyfé ¢ 7F0WKSWNG

¢ Police Inspectog Avon Isle.

a2 A0K KiSe ekcEoyloP df Healthand actually interestingly certain Council
Services, we were having this discussion recently that Social Work don't actually
attend and Education don't, and these are some of the key players | think, and | think
the membershipneeds to be revisited and also attendance needs to be. Because |
suspect there are nominal members that don't actually attend. So, it tends to be the

same people, who corse 6 | ¢JChild Protectiorg Cartside.

A possible explanation (linked to austerityps given by participants as to why some

agencies were more committed than others;

W/ think, (pause) with staff changed've got to be careful how I'm saying this, with
staff changes some of owartners, haven't picked up the piece of work yet. You'l
know Burnside, we've had loads of people leaving the Council, you know lots of staff
changes, lots of people leaving [...] and that impacts me are continually looking for

a rep from the Health just nowwe used to have you know we need somebodynd

we need the right person, and that's down to staffng 6 . qiGhijd (Protectiong

Burnside.

GORAOIISF Ad GKFIG L GKAY] AdQd FSiddiAy3 K
same level and spread of people that they did, because thera/erf@eople aroungl
(CO07) Addiction Support, Cartside.

Senior (2014) in a discussion around Integrated Offender Management has argued that
unless there is effective governance in place to allow for a commitment to work together

from both the strategicand operational levels then effective partnership working was
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likely to fail. This was also commented on by one participant in Avonside who suggested

there was a disconnect somewhere between the Strategic and operational levels;

&/f you go to the Stratgic - yeah, there's definitely a commitment from strategic
leaders to actually sit down and discuss things at the table. But, then | think the
SyiKdzilady 6lySd ltad é2dz 32 R24y> 0S5O0/} dzd.
when you get back to operational i KA y'] Ad ddl NI & (AR TS0
Licensing Standards OfficgAvonside.

This comment possibly highlights a frustration amongst agencies who find that
partnership working is time consuming, and time taken to attend meetings, translates as
less time spent on the ground actually dealing with probleqrespecially during times of

fiscal constraint. For the most part those participants involved in thenm@rtnershigs

such as, Antisocial Behaviour Partnerships or Alcohol and Drug Partnershipaonked

with core agencies such as Housing, the Police, the Council, or the Fire Service generally
thought there was commitment from these agencies. However, a lack of resources or
funding may affect other agencies commitment to partnership working irehis no

obvious benefit for them to do so;

dOOO®E 2 KSYy AV AUl Efdnéed lithirk théf@ was é el bd y Qi
historically of somepartners coming to the table with annual projects they wanted a
CAU 2F Y2ySé F2NJI waxrtersHipgalt! wellkSudlly ho ther&'snd ] U
more money for you, we did see a little bit of ebb and flow of peopled | qu ny 0

Community Safety Projects ManageCartside.

Many participants commented on a lack of commitment from Health in particular;
although not onpartnershis which were specific to Health such as Community Health

Partnerships, or those involved in social care, or alcohol and drugs;

GOPPPEL G FEAIK2NBESTI2ARPLE 0SiUFSSYy O2YYdzyAiéeé
the tabl€ o [/ - £hildRrotectiorg Cartside.
There was a very real sense that this was a historical lack of commitment, and not

necessarily linked to austerity. It was put forward ttlaapossible explanation may be that

as Health had their own budget, there was perhaps not the same urgency to work in
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partnership compared to others;

A @ Xdon't know whether... and it pains me to say it, but speaking as a Councillor that
perhaps becad S (1 KS | SFf UK 0dzRISIQRE 6SSy LINPiUSO
of an urgency to work together with other people. | think others have been forced
023S0KSNE odzi +d4 L 4l AR O0SF2NBS (KSE QNS
to share infemation, share resourcés 0 . @ @oauntillor¢ Chair of NWCPI

Burnside.

CKAA flFad O2YYV8niorcddyo wadk tbgathed dsehbyNBad® o realise

that you need to work togeth€ Ay 2NRSNJ (2 &AKINB Ay TF2N)XE({
made within the overall context of Community Planning) is particularly poignant as it
demonstrates a growing awareness of a necessity of partnership working during times of
severe fiscal constraint. However, that recognition and commitment needs to be evident
throughout the whole community planning/community safety process. Senior (2014)
argues that it is no good having commitment at the top if it is not conveyed to those at

the operational end opartnershigg @ h Qb SAtt |yR aO/ | NIK& 6Hun
culture and partnership working state that positive characteristics shared by agents relate

to being part of the group by regularly attending meetings and signing up to the groups
goals. Another positive aspect is being able to share resources in theefanite of a
common goal (Armistead and Pettigrew, 2004). However, if commitment to partnership
working is affected by a shortage of resources (human capital) in terms of staff time and
attendance, then it may be that policy decisions affecting the dioectf community

safety may be enacted by those key agencies who attend on a regular basis. This could
lead to a snowball effect insofar as what is invariably discussed determines the next

agenda which could in turn determine attendance;

& thinkwhenyouf 22] [ d GdKS F3ISYyRI YR é2dz f22] |/
y2 NBFf GOl fdzS F2NJ dzd G2 3F2 [ft2y3 (2 (KA

commitmentsn ® ® ® 8 € HodsingiManager Crawley Housing Associati@artside.

Hudson and Ha@l Q& O H WV WWI VIBVE KW LJ ! rdcagBisedpaftBiersiip ¢ 2 2 ¢

commitment as one of thekey principle areas necessary for partnership working,
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however, commitment is not just about attendance, it is also about actively taking part in
discussions around local community issues, or having the capital to provide resources
(either in kindg time etc., skilik human capital) or actual resources (equipmt, facilities,

etc.,) or through economic capital (funding) towards initiatives. Sincefeinged funding

was withdrawn in 2008 (Scottish Community Safety Network, 2012a), the availability of
resources was variable amongst participants, ranging froactpral material resources to
what has been described as specialised knowledge. tBiné sector participant from
Cartside summed it up in respect of the overall community planning structure throughout

the case study areas;

a w bpdctice there is nabespoke funding that goes into any of the critical
partnershiis and so each organisation contributes the time of the staff that are
involved in thepartnershipand is expected to modify the use of overall organisational
resources to try and take forwardhe agenda 6 | ¢iThind 8ector Representative

Cartside.

This is arguably the overall purpose of partnership working, nonetheless, there were
a2YS OFNAIyOSazr gKAOK YIFeé Ay LINI o6S AyTFf
policy aims of thepartnership does not intrinsically alter or impact on an individual
agencies core goals, or meets their organisational ethos then resources for initigtives

whether they be in kind, material, or economic may not be forthcoming;

a w P8 been one omto initiatives where, through theartnership there was an
attempt to try and frast track people with alcohol and drug problems into our services
quicker, which | thought was a useful initiative. It was an initiative done by the Police
who identified thraigh profiling a small cohort of repeat offenders, many of whom had
substance misuse problems, so through pwrtnershipthere was an attempt to try
and get these people into services quicker than you would normally have to wait. My
agency was certainlypufor that but, | don't think other agencies went along with it, so

that idea floundered sadly 0 | ¢jAddiction Support, Cartside.

The Council as a kgartner and facilitator throughout the case study areas provided a

number of resources ranging fromccommodation for meetings to general secretarial
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and clerking support;

AThe meetings are arranged and held in Council buildings and the secretarial work is

done by the Counéill 6 ! ¢gCaunadilorg Avonside.

Local Authorities (much like othgrartners in the case studies) referred to providing
resources in kind, for example, through attendance, or in terms of disseminating
information/intelligence both organisationally or as the voice of the community

(Community Councilshird sectoretc.);

0Knowlalge 1'd say, and really just information sharing, there's no financial implication
for us at all, there couldn't be (laughs) they'd ask us for money, (laughs) no éhance

(C005), Rape Crisig Cartside.

AQOur resources that we bring to theartnershipwould be that we have two members

of staff, myself and another Housing Officer that regularly attend the meeting and
620K 2F 2dzNJ 6/ O] AINPdzyRd Ad |d | 2dzdAy3 h¥
skillto 7€ o6 ! ¢gHousing Officeq R&S Homeg Avonside.

O0Engagement with the local community, feelings and feedback from the local
community [...] So the biggest thing you can give them is actual on site intelligence [...]
we're very good at identifying crime and criminality and we've got a very good
reporting system going back into that and to the Police as part of that [.pH . nmo 0

Community Councillor BurnwoagiBurnside.

Practical material resources were mostly on offer from the Police or the Fire Service, or in
some cases Housing Associationshsas Burnside who provided a number of resources

for the Community Improvement Partnership; including office space;

aWe use our premises for the CIP as well. The premises were in offices that we had a
lease for, they were lying emply, so again that'stlpavhat we brought to the tabke
(BOO7)¢ Burnside Housing AssociatiqriBurnside.
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It is clear that commitment to partnership working has been exacerbated due to financial
constraint. This may impact on how community safety initiatives are implemetateie

extent that they were in the past; which may in turn dilute the overall purpose of the
partnership It may be the case that resources for more innovative initiatives may be
sacrificed in place of those initiatives that match up to policy goals in support of both
20t {h! Qa YR ylIUA2YyIlf 202S0GAGSaTdSaLIS
to long term preventative community safety initiatives in line with the ethos of the
Christie Commissiorm herefore participants were asked about the types of community

safety initiatives available in each locality.

5.6 Partnership and Community Safelyitiatives

Across all three case study areas there have been a number of key initiatives in place over
the years with regards to community safety. However, in keeping with the climate of
austerity some of them have ceased, while others have continidthd become a case

of devoting resources to initiatives which are conceivably more quantifiable, which in turn
may satisfy organisational performance management regimes. Fyfe (2014: 11)
commenting on the first year of Police reform in Scotland, has stHiat despite the
rhetoric on long term prevention there has been a renewed focus on enforcement; linked
G2 GKS AYUNRRdAzZOGA2Y 2F | yIFGA2y L f LISNF2NYI
(2014: 157) commenting opartnershipwork within Neighbourhood #licing in England

and Wales have also stated that pressures on resources may cause the Police to revert
back to addressing more pressing matters; rather than dealing with projects and
initiatives that require longeterm interventions. This is not unique Scotland and the

UK, Shepherdson et al., (2014) commenting on their study of CSPs in New South Wales in
Australia stated that there was frustration towartteal governmentnsofar as there was

a perceived withdrawal from some crime prevention initia in favour of others less
complex, such as graffiti removal etc., (Shepherdson et al.,, 2014: 112). Strong
performance management regimes often make it difficult for innovative
schemesl/initiatives to be put into action, not just within the Police seniut also within

other public sectoragencies, which could ultimately impact on the overall purpose of the

partnership which is to put in place long term preventative measures.
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In an effort to try and understand the effect of austerity on communityesafvithin the
case study areas, participants were asked a series of questions designed to elicit
information around the types of initiatives favoured, with regards to timescale, what was

prioritised, and more importantly, what was being-ggoritised.

One area of priority across two of the case study areas was with regards to thetinight
economy. Burnside in particular as the largest urban area has a-tmghteconomy
(defined as activity from 6pm to 6am) that is worth around £2.16 billion per annum;
also supports 16,200 full time jobs (Moffat Centre for Travel and Tourism, 2016). It stands
to reason therefore that a lot of attention will be directed towards this area, especially as
it arguably covers all three main themes within Burnsides SOAhadallc vulnerable
people, and youth employability. Cartside, although considerably smaller also generates
in excess of £68 million on the food and drink industry in 2014; and overall the total
economic impact from tourism for 2014 was £463 million (InvesCartside, 2015).
Austerity politics have arguably driven the actions of Local Authorities in recent years
(Hastings et al., 2015), therefore a number of participants in both Burnside and Cartside
talked about initiatives associated with the nigiithe economy, for example, both areas
KFR WAl FS 1T2ySaQ Ay 2LISNIGA2Y RdzZNAy3I (GKS

and Saturday night between 11pm and 4am;

a w W Mabe the Nite Zones which is the designated taxi ranks and they are where the
Home Safe Marshalls are, so they operate every weekendo . -n {Chalr of City

Centre Alcohol Action GroupBurnside.

A similar initiative operates in Cartside called Safe Base, however, it usually only runs for
five weeks during the festive period, but dtee economic uncertainty that initiative was

under scrutiny;

dooove {(FFS . 14dS i1d 2yS 2F (KSaS UKAy3I4
kind of cycle of continuous improvement, you know, but we had a meeting a couple of
weeks ago about Safe &aand again, you know, budgets are reducing so there needs

to be hard decisions made over the next few months about whether we've got the
resources to run like we did last year or if we've not, what can we run with what we‘ve

gok 0 /| ¢gYeuth Berviceg Cartside.
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.dzNYyaARS |faz2 2LSNIGISE KOG Aa OFfftSR |y

have referred to it;

WPOdPE A0Qd y20KAYy3T Y2NBE O2YLIH A0l iSR UKIy
who drink a little bit too muchona Frida I yR { F ddzNRI & yAIKiI @
impact on people getting arrested for low level disorder offences, people getting quick

F O0Sdd (2 YSRAOIf |i4idSydiz2y |yR 208SNJ 0KS
contributing factors to reductio in violent crime and disorder in Burnside City Centre

W O P D6 € Loaal.PalicegCommandeBurnside.

Best Bar None is a national award scheme promoting responsible management within the
Licensing trade, and it was developed by Greater ManchestecePak part of a City
Centre Safe Project in 2003 (Best Bar None, Scotland, 2016). Its remit is to tackle alcohol
related crime and disorder and both Burnside and Cartside promoted this scheme. There
were also a number of initiatives targeting specific ideans for short periods of time,

and these were mostly associated with diversionary activities aimed at young people in
particular, which according to some critics further reinforces social exclusion (Hughes,
2002; Gilling, 2007; Pamment, 2010).

5.6.1 Yauth Initiatives

The terminology associated with some of these initiatives is mostly set within a
constructive framework insofar as the titles suggest they are designed to help young

people rather than to hinder them;

Q2 dA0ADS / K|y 3 Sacttehditg Brantididudisithat vé peEaive may beS
in the periphery of offending and we bring them into that whole environment, there's
obviously a structure behind it and there's analytical support, but there's various
activities either funded or voluntdy that are provided for those youths to try and

change their path so to speak ¢ | ¢jAream@ommander PolieeCartside.

tKS FTANBE {SNIDAOS Ay . dZNVEARE W §RZKWoltkgdsS @ LJ

alongside Community Safety Burnside idewtify Zouths on the cusp of becoming
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involved in some sort of minor criminaligg X & ¢  Q Seniar @ite Office¢ Burnside.
There were other more generic activities designed to keep young people out of trouble,
& dzOKCréat€mT AYW [/ | NI AaARST

a w Bab/dB multragency shows for children during the summer holidays [...] every
agency, such as ourselves and the Police, the Local Authority set up a single individual
stall or activity and tbn the children rotate round i X €£6804); Group Manager Fire

¢ Cartside.

However, one Councillor in Burnside was fairly critical about community safety initiatives

targeting young people;

0A /ot of these have been in diversionary programmes which I've never been entirely
KIlILIJé [ o62dzi> L 488 elid&-lgets youdg péople a¥f th&strédiS N&E 2 )
(BO11)g Councillor/Chair of NWCRfBurnside.

Since the late 1990s the Crime and Disorder Act 1998 in England and Wales and
successive Antisocial Behaviour legislation throughout the UK (Hodgkinson and Tilley,
2011; Bannister and Kearns, 2012; Kelly, 2012; Neary et al., 2013) has presented a broad
interpretation of what constitutes antisocial behaviour, which can include anything from
littering to dog fouling, and allows the public to subjectively identify anckliggvoblem

0SKI @A2dzN) adzOK & WGSSylF3aSNR KFy3aAay3a | 62 dz
Kearns, 2012). This perception has quite often been reinforced by the mainstream media
who advocate for a toughening up of th&iminal Justice System (Hough 2013);
SalLSOAlLfte Ay NBtFLGAz2zy (2 WiNRdzof Saz2yY$sS @2
further plays its part in the public stereotyping of already vulnerable young people in

disadvantaged neighbourhoods (Bannister and Kearns, 2012).

This assoation of youth with crime and incivility has led to an increased emphasis being
placed on the management of risk as opposed to crime prevention per se (Goddard, 2012:
351). Farrington (2000: 1) refers to thissedh 6 SNI | ASYy Rl F d ol KS W
Paradigm (RFPP); basic premise is to identify key risk factors associated with offending

and implement methods to counteract them. Barry (2013: 348) asserts that RFPP is
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thought to be the basis of the youth justice system in the UK; despite the facktrly
AYUOSNIBSY(GA2y A& y20 2yfteé RAFTFAOMZ G (2 2dza
nonetheless, many diversionary programmes have been put in place throughout the UK
particularly within the governance of community safety. Kelly (2Qi) conducted a
didzReé 2y | RAGSNBAZ2YIl NE LINRRSIQHI AGrojedtyii NSy
amstoO2 Yy iNAO0dzGS (2 020K WONA Y&dNBRoaOntingsy Q |
of financial constraint initiatives often have to compefor short term funding sources,

which can often mean that there is an added pressure on project managers to
WBmphasis®@ (GKS NAa]l FFaaz20AFrGSR gAGK GKSANI 4F
YyS3AFGAGS NBLNBaSyllreaaAW I P si@daig e ditxe X S o
mentioned above in Cartside¥ 244 G A DS / Kl y354Q

In Burnside most of the initiatives directed towards young people were also diversionary
AY Y9IEGdaNBZ 2NJ RSAA3IYSR (2 1SSLI OKAhRNBEY 2
was mostly associated with young people from deprived neighbourhoods, which perhaps
further reinforces negative stereotypesas one Councillor said in reference to securing

some funds for a summer play scheme in Burnship (deprived neighbourh@&dnside);

/t's not huge sums of money we give them, but it can help, because otherwise kids are
kicking around in the street and they do get into bother 6 . -rCoumdillor¢ Safe

Group/CSB ChairBurnside.

This form of social crime prevention (Dari2811) was also prevalent in Cartside as youth
g2 NJ SNE Sh/dad NEBSIRO Awith YEEhG $2able HuP on the streets in an effort

to reduce antisocial behaviour. However, thencern around antisocial behaviour and
young people varied within the casstudy areas; for example, in Avon isle it was
identified but not prioritised within CSPs. There had previously been initiatives for young
LIS2LX S Ay ! @2y LatS o05Aa02Qa Si0d0 odzix
community safety initiativebave mostly been directed towards identifying risks for the

elderly;

a w @ ke run safety events which are open to the public, especially we were very
concerned about elderly people and their safety at héme 6 ! q@Qoyndillor Avon

Islec Avonside.
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G SFHKS 6SYPS | t6Féd KIR KAy3Id (A] S5 é2d
Discos. | have to be honest, | think as resources get tight these are the areas that have
4 dzF ¥ ADOE-Rrel) ¢ Community Safety Gordinator - Avonside.

Funding youthinitiatives or activities has always been problematic in terms of the
availability of resources; a point made worse by austerity measures imposed on Council
services throughout the UK (Hastings et al., 2015). As resources diminish a welcome
source of incane was enabled through the Proceeds of Crime Act 2002. Since 2008 the
W/ AK. FO1Q F2NJ /2YYdzyAGASaE tNRINFXYYS KI
programmes and facilities; mostly but not exclusively directed towards young people
(Scottish Government, 2015b)n ICartside there were growing concerns that it was

becoming increasingly difficult to access this funding stream, a point echoed in Avonside;

AOVHEBK. Y Ol Q Ad Odaidiyd o1 0] Fd GSEFS5 6¢
W/l dK. I O] Q [sOandithd ali€youdy penigs oi/</axm) g Community

Planning Partnership Manage€artside.

GOYHMBK. Y O] Q KlId KSELISR | (AGGfFS 640 |yl
funded from the Council and various other sources of money providinth Ygervices

Ay 11 G2YAARS® . dzis L GKAY] AidQad dz/ldzSddi:
community safety led initiatives have lost out because of the funding situ&atiod - n n m

2nd) Community Safety @wdinator ¢ Avonside.

Burnside, will a8 KI @S | 00Saa G2 W IakK.lFIO01Q TFdzyRA
initiatives are driven by Community Safety Burnside (the ALEO part funded by the Council
YR GKS t2t A0S0 C2N BAES Y LEZaHehAowkE @t redriyi A 3 S &
intervention/prevention); CCTV (mobile CCTV units to monitor crime and antisocial
behaviour); Community Enforcement Officers (Fixed Penalty Notices for littering, dog
fouling etc.); Graffiti Removal etc., which may on the face of it target more quantifiable
short terminitiatives, as opposed to the long term preventative measures advocated by
Christie However, one Burnside Councillor (who is also the Chair of CSB) insisted that

initiatives directed towards young people were not all about enforcement;
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d W @ @ @ Eist abbut shdny Stap it dut it's about actually having positive things in
place. The Police get involved in some of these things as well, and CSB do positive work
as well as having the Enforcement Officers. Because a lot of the time young people get
into bother because they've got nothing to do, so it's about ensuring there is things to

R 2§ oc¢Cauncillar/Chair of CSBBurnside.

There is no doubt that austerity measures have had a marked effect on public services,
and this next section will look abhow participants viewed its effect on partnership

working.
5.7 Partnership Working and the impact of Austerity

Partnership working as previously discussed has a long history within tpalbJK sector
(Lamie and Ball, 2010: 109), and inggrency partnership working or muligency
collaboration is considered necessary to tackle the multitude of issues linked to crime,
community safety, and crime prevention (Shepherdson et al., 2014). However, edfectiv
partnership working may be affected by the impact of austerity on organisations in
general. A recent report by the Joseph Rowntree Foundation t¥féxd Cost of the Cuts:

The Impact on local Government and Poorer Commufitieso | | aG Ay 3a Si
identified a number of areas of concern related to ongoing austerity measures. This
included much greater retrenchment in terms of Local Authorities withdrawing services
from areas they have traditionally been involved with, and staff being overwhelmed by
the scale and nature of the problems they face, which ultimately means that deprived
communities suffer disproportionately as they are more reliant on public sendces
leading to greater inequality (Hastings et al., 2015: 118). Therefore participants in the
case study areas were asked if austerity measures had affected partnership working

and/or services;

&/ think the cut backs and the financial climate have had a major effect on every
partner that sits round that table [...] | know that they have a couple of events every

year that involve elderly or could involve young people in schools, you know safety
events, and they're actually struggling to fund these events. So, there /s a knock on

effed¢ 0 ! gRape Crisig Avonside.
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a w bk Qusterity is impacting both in terms of we have less money to do what we
used to do and so we need to do more, because there is less money out thetel n n o 0

¢ Child Protectiorg Cartside.

Effective partership working is routinely associated with sufficient staff levels, continuity

of staff, and the availability of resources (Hudson and Hardy, 2002), conversely, the
opposite could result in poor partnership working (Petch et al., 2013: 628); and a number
of participants across all three case study areas commented on how it may impact on

partnershirs;

dooo®s L UKAY] S KIS | 6A0dySadSR ail
2206 L #lFa LI NI 2F | GdSFY 2 7ForeF WahddEquist 2 6
dedicated individuals, but as people have moved on they've not been reglaces. n m ¢ 0

- VAW Ceordinator ¢ CSR; Burnside.

aWell | suppose in a way, because | can no longer attend and | have to send somebody
that's subordinate, and even &y can't always attend, because we're under such
LING & 8 dzNB RdzS (2 2NHIFYAdlIdA2y | LINGEAddzNG 4.
austerity measures, they're just to do with people being ill and things like that, and
therefore having gaps in oweam. And then you have to prioritise and unfortunately
attending the Antisocial Behaviour Group is not top of the prioritydreed ! -iIChild 0

Protection- Avon Isleg Avonside.

The above comment is quite interesting insofar as this participant rekttdt shortages

to illness rather than austerity measures. However, a report by UNISON Scotland on the
impact of austerity on theublic sectorstates that cuts to services has led to stress levels
soaring amongst employees who now have to endure longeirdrand unpaid overtime,
which in turn has an impact on sickness levels leading to more pressure on the existing

workforce, which in turn leads them to prioritise their workload (UNISON Scotland, 2014);

a w Sapm 6f the areas of the ADP for example tbcovery work and the delivery of,
say for example the Alcohol Brief Interventions, we were behind with some of those

UKAy3d o6SO0ldzdS LIS2LH S cdzdi GSNBYy Qi 0KSNE
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would redo that, and revisit, and what are the keyiorities that we need to do
(B020)- Chair of City Centre Alcohol Action Grappurnside.

It is clear that austerity measures have impacted on funding and the availability of
resources (material and human), but it can also impact on the efficacy tfigvahip
working through the loss of key personnel. Some personnel can be pivotal in ensuring
that effective intraorganisational communication remains open (Riggs et al., 2013: 787),
and it is often key players that driveartnershig forward (Hudson andHardy, 2002;
hQbSAftf FYyR aO/ I NIK&X wnmnY MpwmOT

OCartside Council have had to make very significant cuts in their budgets and that's
reflected in the reduction of key personnel. So one manager who | thought was very
influential in the partnership when heretired his post was not replaced and he
commanded several teams which have since broken up [...] So that is beginning to
have an effect on th@artnershipin that there's less influential representatives from
/FNLTEARS / 2dz/ 04 ¢ GOR)SWEEHoN Juppory Cadskle. 4 Y/ £ £ S N

d, 2dz Oy yYSOSNJ dzy RSNBAUAYIOS GKS AYLJ2NI/
the organisational charts in the world, but if you don't have the right people in place
who are determined to make it work, the chartfon't mean anything o . -nny 0
Burnside Health Board/Chair of CHP/S€BRBrnside.

Other participants particularly within the Police were slightly cautious about the effect of

austerity on partnership working;

&/ don't think there's been a significant clg@ but then Police Scotland [...] have
always had a seat at theartnershiptable and we've always taken it very seriously and
Ffgléa KIFER | (20 2F O2YYAdYSyd 42 AdZ 42
URKAY] A0Q4 FIl Nigaing @ haba-aiimpactiiat's grébébly & guestian Q 4
FANWDOO® GSQNB 2yfé G662 FyR | 06Ad0 Y2yiKa

nové 0O .-AragPolice CommanderBurnside.

Participants from the Fire Service also reiterated their commitimen partnership

working, but also highlighted how difficult it had become to engage effectively;

GwX6 (GKS Y208 G2 | dAYyIES CANB FyR wSd Odzs
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levels, so we can't contribute as much as we'd been able fo. Howkeeguse of the
| suppose austerity, we have got to be more focused to ensure we are achieving what
we can with the limited resources, which is driving us down the pathway to

partnershijpworkingn ® ® ® 8 £¢Grodip Mawmageb Fire ServigeCartside.

The &st sentence in this comment is quite poignant as it highlights an opinion held by
many that there could be some positive outcomes related to austerity and partnership
working, for example, forcingartners to be more focused, leading to less duplicatién o

effort, which in essence may bring more people to the partnership table;

Qthere's less opportunity to duplicate things and people are having to have hard
discussions with each other, and that's not necessarily a bad thing in terms of this is

whatwe cy’ RZ o X@&YouthBervices Cartside.

&...] So, it might positively influence partnership seeking, whether in the long run it

will negatively affect what we are actually able to delivéthink that's probably going

to be the case, but it's ceatnly brought a lot more agencies together who realise we
OFy4dd | FF2NR (2 R2 FK¢ (0 sPdi@EnhieRlBspesStart )y o/

Safe Groug Burnside.

&/ think in many respects, you know, it's been positive austerity, in the sense thag it
F20dza SR U K &01¥AQ6uhdilloreo@mmmity Planning and Regeneration

Committeeg Cartside.

o/ think a lot... well in one sense | think that austerity measures have actually helped to
drive more effective partnership working, because hkwve are now left with a clear
NBIfAdlaixzy GKFd S OFyQid 2LISNIGS 2y 2dz
but in actual fact there needs to be a pooling of shared resourceso . -iChiair of

Third Sector Forum/SCRmBurnside.

Fiscal austeritymeasures haveprovided a focus for some agencies towards more

partnership working in general, therefore it would be interesting to find out what (if any)
barriers existed that may prevent organisations working towards common community
safety goals or objewes. The next section will examine issues related to possible barriers

to effective partnership working within the case study areas.
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5.8 Barriers to effective Partnership working

Multi-agency partnership working may be viewed as more necessary than ever during
GAYSa 2F | dzZAGSNAGE GAGKAY (GKS 3I20SNYIyOS
(2014: 248) argue that in order to achieve effective operational outcomes the podling o
information, intelligence and data is vital in order to do so (Senior, 2014). However, it can
be a major task to establish a common language within lpeatnershis as various
partners come to the table with different perceptions on how to tackle issuind
solutions to problems, and what if any information should be shared, which could
ultimately lead to conflict (Lowndes and Sullivan, 2006: 65). It has been well documented
that there has existed a number of barriers to effective partnership workinpe past,

mostly related to differing organisational cultures and work practices; especially between
Health and Social Care, and the Police (Lowndes and Sullivan, 2006; Petch et al., 2013;
aO/ F NIK& YR hQbSAff>X wnmnT {eSsy ik BaNdbeens n M n
pointed out by a number of participants that partnership working is now more necessary
than before, which would suggest that some barriers to effective partnership working
may be overcome. Therefore, participants were asked if there wamg barriers to
effective communication withinpartnershigs. For the most part participants did not
initially conceive of any barriers, but on reflection a number of themes began to emerge
across the case study areas ranging from willingness to particiaitgn (Council Speak)

(Sparrow, 2008), and how to secure I.T. systems;

&/ suppose the barrier is about people’s participation and willingness to participate. |
think that the people who are active members of the CSP communicate fairly well, so |
supposeit's a bit about services and agencies that don't step up to the ¢abled | -n n o0 0

Child Protectiorg Cartside.

GODPERNGE R2Ay T | GK2FS [ 2-/teAm @eFinvadv@dNi stu y~ i
around street begging and the homelessness, drugs aoohal issues, and there's
d2YS YIdA2yF+f OFYLI AFy> (GKS LISNEZ2Y GHK2Q:
speaking to folk nationally, but not speaking to us, and I'm worried for the city for that
specific piece of work. So | think there's different 8iME (0 K| i KIF DSy Q0
together to make that joined tip 0O . -/&Cham of City Centre Alcohol Action Graup

Burnside.
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a w WYMAY8 about allowing other folk to have a voice and sometimes | think it's not a

fair representation of people on the isids if we're going to spend forever talking
F62dzi R23 FR2dzZ Ay3d wX6 42 F2NJ YS FyR L ])
frustrating 6 ! - Rape Qrisig Avonside.

& OTKAY] 2yS 2F UKS o613 UKAy3Ia o2 ¥S ia
dSSY NBIffé odzdé | yR (UKS LINBAddzNE 2y LIS
terms of taking the time to either send out stuff or lift the phone or send an email or

Ol i OK dzJ>s é2dz | y24E KE-HmithSeddcesLartsideQd LING O.

A lack of capacity amongst local communities/Community Councillors was also cited as a

barrier;

a w X8y've got voting rights and they're now there in an enhanced role. They may
feel that they don't have the right to pick up the phone to the Police regreseé/e or
the Fire service, and they may only feel that they're only there as a conduit between
the information that is given here to the local Community Councils [...] Iif they're less
confident of feeling that they have the right to make enquiries abeertain things,
that's maybe the only barrier | can foresee ¢ . -nGoyndillor¢ Burnpark Area

Partnershipc Burnside.

| 26 SOSNE GKFG Yre 6S NBfFGISR (2 KI@Ay3a G2
(Sparrow, 2008);

a w PHerd Bre people sittg there saying what's this, what's all this outcomes. | mean
in all honesty, the jargon that has come out of that bloody faceo | -rCartside

Licensing Forurg Cartside.
A number of other issues emerged related to data protection concerns;

aWhere wehave an issue just now is we do not have a secure email system, so the
LI A0S KI@S | LyyE DNIGuoupiMafiager Firg Sdrvice T4 E ¢
Cartside.

OOccasionally personalities, but in my experience there sometimes is the occasion
whenpeod S GAff 4alé WL OFyd4d O0Sff é2dz GKIFd
AYFEINXYIGAZ2Yy dFéd dKId L R2y4did ySSR 02 i
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good barrier to hide behind, data protection 06 . -nAmep WPolice Commandey

Burnside.

C2NJ GKS t2fA0Sy GK2a&aS |3SyOAasSa WKARAYy3 o
Social Work or Health in particular. One senior Police officer in Burnside pointed out how

it was more problematic for Health who had not got their act together in trof
information sharing protocols, even in discussions around community safety, wherein,
iKSe8 O0GKS t2fA0S0 ¢g2dA R WLINBiGG& YdzOK aKk

understand their reasoning;

a w bapabi&e there's patient confidentiality sort bis in there, so there is a kind of,
82dz | y245 LINBGESY dKId | SFEEOGK KFE@SyQu [ az
other hand, you know, between Police and Social Work has come an awful loag way

(B012)- Police Superintenderd N\WCPP/ADR2 1 S ideQizNJ/ &

However, onehird sectorparticipant in Cartside summed up why they thought barriers

still existed between organisations purportedly workingpartnership

aThe reality is it's a group of discrete organisations and inevitably those organisations
become focused on thek are focused on their own organisations activities and that

can sometimes mean that people forget to communicate with and involve everybody
within the partnershijpbecause we all default back to our own institutional behaviours,

soL GKAY] AidQ4d OLIN dzaSav 2NHI yAiadlagiz2ylt ad
always get in the way of a shared endeaour 6 | -riThingd Gector representative on

EDG/CSP Cartside.

Despite a number of participants claiming that there were raoriers to partnership
working that they were aware ofh number of themes began to emerge, howevitie
most cited barrier to partnership work was issues around data protection and the sharing

of information.
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5.9 Partnership working and Informatiosharing

A number of participants indicated that the sharing of information is often a contentious
iIssue amongst organisations involved within the domain of community safety, or indeed
within partnershipg in general. How information is shared has often vero to be
problematic in the past and has long been cited as an inhibitor to effective partnership
working (Perri 6 et al., 2006) as each organisation struggles to adhere to their individual
aims and objectives, which can lead to a clash of priorities ardwhrrier to effective

information sharing (Lennox et al., 2012: 132).

There has been an increased pressure in recent years opuhkc sectorwithin the UK

to share information particularly within Health and Social Care, Child Protection, Crime
Reducion and protecting the public from dangerous offenders (Perri 6 et al., 2007: 406).

In Scotland reports such as: th€hristie Commissiorthe McClelland report on 1T
infrastructure in Public Services in Scotlaamtl{ O2 (i f | yRQ4d 5 A Fhevedllf Cdz
identified many organisational/technical barriers that need to be broken down to allow

for the efficient sharing of information in order to support collaboration across

partnerships (Scottish Government, 2015a: 7).

Third sector participants in partiglar perhaps struggle with the pressures to share
information, while maintaining their structural integrity, and often have to find a balance
between what is shared and meeting their organisational gadtnership aims, and
maintaining confidentiality andtrust within communities.  This could be more

problematic within small rural communities where identification may become an issue;

a w CanfBntiality is a huge issue when you're living in these wee small communities
where we have to be able to do odevel best to ensure the confidentiality of our
service users, so, no we certainly wouldn't be sharing. Basic-sfatsh stats that are

avallable at the end of the year [£.] 6 | gRape Crisig Avonside.

This can also be the case for sopublic sectoragencies dealing with alcohol and drug

related problems;

o...] | have to be very careful, particularly in a place like Cartside where numbers
FNBYy QiU Ffél éd Kdzd8 F2NJ dLISOAFAO AddadzSas
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partnership paticularly sometimes if we have more lay members [...] So there's
information that can be shared but, from a personal point of view, | do have to be
cautious around particular stuff like overdose data and stuff likesthato | -riLead O
Officer for Cartsidé&DP.

Cultural or organisational issues in relation to the sharing of information between
particular agencies such as the Police and Health and Social Care have often been cited as
problematic (Barton and Quinn, 2002; Hunt and Van der Arend, 2002; kvialke, 2002;
Richardson and Asthana, 2006; Perri 6 et al., 2007; Lennox et al., 2012). Within the case
study areas there was some evidence of organisational tension within the domain of
community safety. However, there was also evidence that certairtioalships have
developed between the Police and others in relation to particular issues, for example,
child protection and dealing with low level crime and disorder, or antisocial behaviour,
particularly in relation to drugs and alcohol, as long as thermétion shared is used

appropriately;

G SFHKZ L YSIys L gG2dxz RQIS [(K2dz3Ki GKFG
most guarded would be myseifSocial Work, and the Police and we've always been
okay with sharing on the basis that the informati@nused within appropriate lim#s

(A014)¢ Child Protectiorr Avon Isleg Avonside.

One way to ensure the eoperation of agencies within partnershipis via Information

Sharing Protocols, and a number of participants commented on them,;

OThere's information sharing protocols in place, | mentioned the Antisocial Behaviour
Subgroup, so if there's information that needs to be shared then there's protocols in

placé 0 !-BeniorPolice Officay Avon Isleg Avonside.

aWell we get good information, whegou're dealing with the cops, well you can
imagine what it's like at times, but the Council's been fortunate that we've had the
CSB, who share a lot of information and intelligence with the Police under specific
protocols that they've now got in place. Swy've been sharing information for years.
LiQd d2YSUKAYy3 dKIodd NBEFfFFé KSfELJS®. Apc
- Councillorg Chair Safe Group/Chair VAYyBurnside.
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Having information sharing protocols in place is not without its profdeas one

participant from Burnside pointed out regarding information they receive from the Police;

GOPBSPISI | RIAEE ONASFAYyIT SOSNE RIé GKA
can't be printed or downloaded or... | can read it. The effectass of that depends
on me remembering what's in it; including images of pegple 6 . -rChair of City

Centre Alcohol Action GroupBurnside.

This is problematic when the circle of trust only extends to those individuals who have
direct access to inforation within a partnership which could lead to a disconnect

between the strategic and the operational;

& mean, | think if you've got somebody that's excluded from a park, there's no point
showing me his picture cause I'm not in the park, you know, bebople that work

in parks are in the park, and they can't get to see the pictures and know that this
LISNEZ2y Qaoo® 42 (GdKSNBYd O2YLI SE AdddzSa (K
the best out of partnership working ® ® ® 6 €Chair mfHCityCentre Alcohol Action

Group¢ Burnside.

Information protocols have been put in place within a number of thempéidnershigs
within the case study areas, but one organisation in particular was cited by a number of

participants in Burnside and Cartsidesail resistant to the sharing of information;

&/ mean, the player that's always a bit difficult is Health, we still don't have Health
round the main Community Safety Partnership table. They attend some of the sub
groups, they attend the ADPthey're notgreat at sharing 0 /- 2nd) mCommunity

Planning Partnership ManagerCartside.

aWell it's like all big institutions, for instance the Health Board and people like that
who as soon as you mention data sharing the barricades go up, but it's a méftet o
trying to batter them down and explain that we've already done it with the cops, right
so, why can't we do it with yoé&! o . -iCouacilor¢ Chair Safe Group/Chair VAW

Burnside.

A study conducted by Lennox et al., (2012: 132) found that maajtiHerofessionals did
not share information because they were often fearful that they would be in breach of

professional codes of practice. Lennox et al., (2012: 132) assert that many of these
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obstacles could be overcome if all organisations providedr thiiff with unambiguous
information sharing policies and appropriate training. This was commented on by one
participant in Avon Isle who thought people were reluctant to openly discuss some issues
in the (ASB and CSP) Partnership, because in their oghregrnwere not fully conversant

on legislation such as, the Data Protection Act;

&/ don't want to use the word ignorance, but | think in a lot of cases representatives of
the partnerd | NBy Qi ODSNE ddNBE GKIid (GKSé OFy |y
6S UKS | 2dzdAy3 dd20iAl0dr2y adalFéiy3 02 0K
GFf]AY3 |62dais5 NBYSYGSNE (1 dd 6SS]KQ F YR
not - the rest of the meeting doesn't know what it is because they don't know, they're

not very suré (A009)- Street Scene Warden Avon Iglévonside.

Colocating services has been thought of by some as one way to break down
organisational barriers; especially those related to data protection issues between

Health, Social Care and the Police.
5.10 Partnership Working and Gocation

Colocation refers to the physical placement of different services, agencies or
organisations in the same location/same space (Grace and Coventry, 2010), either to
work independently within a geographic location, or as a muificiplinary approach
directed towards a specific goal such as the management of offenders (Senior, 2013). Co
tf20rGAy3 F3SyOASa OFy Ffaz2z KStLI G4FrO1tS a&:
crime, domestic violence, or alcohol or drug misuse, which go beyond the capacity of a
single agency (Stanley and Humphreys, 2014). Other benefits include the sharing of
resources to reduce costs, or to avoid a duplicated service delivery (Plax et al., 2015). Co
location can- according to Hoyle and Palmer (2014gmpower victims of domest
violence to make informed decisions about their future; this was in reference to the
creation of a Family Justice Centre in Croydon in 2005, which brought thirty three
agencies under one roof to allow for a consumer led service which responded to
individual needs. McGuire et al., (2009) in their study on homeless veterans in the USA
(with serious mental health or substance misuse issues) found thédceted services

allowed them to deal more effectively with this hard to reach group. A similar stuiiein
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USA by Plax et al., (2015) which targeted hard to reach high risk youths in relation to
sexually transmitted infections (STI), found thatlecated community health and social

ASNIAOSa LINPOSR AyadNHzySyidal t AafionNBRdzOAyYy 3 (

Colocation or celocated service delivery is not a panacea to readfency partnership
working, as it also can prove to be problematic in relation to issues around organisational
culture or trust¢ especially in relation to data protection and tlsbaring of information
(Chermak et al., 2013; Diemer et al., 2015; Hoyle and Palmer, 2014; Stanley and
Humphreys, 2014). Gocation as a concept brought forth a variety of opinions from all
three case study sites, most notably from Avon Isle and Cartsideslation to its
necessity based on geographical location and size. For example, geography could be used

to define a smaller island community almost as dagated entity in and of itself;

dooo®8 L GKAY] (GKS (20FfAKSE FROVIIieKSELK:
(A014 ¢ Child Protectiorr Avon Isleg Avonside.

a2Sftf 2y |y A4dfFyR S R2 G62NJ] FNBY (GKS 2
work, cause we not only just meet for the meetings, we know each other, albeit that
someof the Council members have got to travel to us, but we all know each other and

L O0KAYy] #S 3ISydZAySté | NE G2NJAy3d (26F NR
I OK A @@8)< ocal Councillog Avon islec Avonside.

However, having to travel to meetisgvas also cited as an issue in support efooation,
by one participant who covered not only the island communities, but also the wider

geographic areaon the grounds that the area was too vast;
dLidQRda ddz0K | G6ARS FS2INBELIKSEOSLE | I/ RE I KIEWNE
staff that traijpses up and down this road [laugh], whether it be to Social Work, Housing

Benetfit offices, Avon Homes offices, Homeless service, | think that would be really very

dza S TADG)E Housing Officec Avon Isle; R&S Homes, Avonside.

Cartside had similar issues and concerns to Avonside; however, they were perhaps slightly
less reticent about giving their opinions on the issue ofamation; including advocating

the use of technology instead;

dL OGKAY] BEaUKYRSOKY2688A4 d2NI 27F (BQl3pFF L

- Housing Manager for Crawley Housing AssociatiGartside.
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7

GL YSEyYy /J/INGAARS /Adé /2dy/ OAf y26 KEa i
KA Vv R MEQIZP Eattside Licerisg Forumg Cartside.

ab2® L R2y4id O0KAY] Ad49d LINIF OdAOFfFfé LJ2da
think about a large complex organisation like a Council, it's not always clear that there

Is effective interdepartmental working between Coundlépartments despite the fact
UKFUd GKSe4YNBE Ay GKS dlYS odAftRAYyIS 42 L
(C002}) Third Sector representative on EDG/CSFartside.

The comment from thehird sectorrepresentative from Cartside perhaps suggdbisre
is some discord between Council Departments in Cartside, which would md&eatimn
difficult. This contrasted with opinions in Burnside where more people (especially
statutory agencies) were in favour of -fmcation ¢ especially cdocation withn

Community Safety Burnside (CSB);

dL Y99S 4SSy &2VYS Filogatioh Aaridg@n iBpatt dridiinSait o ¥ O
good example would be our approach to domestic abuse. We work together with
20X+ BH2NJ]5S GAUGK 22YSyQ4d ladvetacy sewvicek /|
ourselves, the National Domestic Abuse Task Force; some of those agencies have been
cof 201 1SR F2NJ | 6SS GRKAES WOX6 Ai0Qd 64d2fFa
example of c& 2 O (A 2y K| DAy FB0O05)- Aveh Plice CofndFanded LI O .

Burnside.

However, not all Burnside participants were as enthusiastic abodbaated service
delivery, particularly the participant from the Third Sector Forum who was more critical
about the aims of cdocation in the sense that it fé@red in agency needs ahead of local

needs;

dL GKAY] GKS LINAYOALIFS 2F Kdzwo G2NJAy3I Ay
value, but | think you need to docate around a common task or goal...But not
necessarily around sayingvhat we need todo is, we need to get the Health Board

and the Council and the Police and ttherd sectorand Housing all in there, because |

R2y QU ]y2é UKId O0KIFid ySoSdalNAfFéEé a4SNDS4

Just means that those institutions comegether. | want to see ctocation, but | want
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toseecef 20/ A2y RNADSY o6é (20Ff ABOWYAHAA 4S54
of Third Sector Forum/SCleBurnside.

dL GKAY] GdKFiG 62dad R 68 KSELIFdxd AF G204/ 1
whatever and such like, but city wide or sector wide, | don't think that's necessary, but
OSNI I Ayté 20Fffé L 0K@BYL- Toncillorq BbwzfR 6 S
NWCPR, Burnside.

The above response from a city Councillor perhaps highlights a pervading fear amongst
public sectorworkers about job security during a recession. In thalamation in some
instances could be used as a cost saving exercise to reduce staffing levatsuddt be as
a result of ongoing tensions between Health and Council Social Care services within
. dzZNYyAaARS® ¢KNBS LI NIAOALIYGA AYy . dzNVAARS
an award winning purpose built Hub in the East Coast of Scotlanwdscreated more

out of structural necessity, rather than a desire forlooation;

X6 {2 UKSé rkdBrcedSaRd ttieK BLN a Caiirt. a folice office, a Fire
station, and Council office all in the one placall cof 2 O} (i S R @k it's thxXfGst L i
oné (B003)- Police Chief InspectarSafe Groug Burnside.

However, one participant although enthusiastic about thelmmated service mentioned
above, also pointed out that post reform this could lead to difficulties within other

localities;

gt NA2NJ G2 NBF2NY G(KS t2fA0S8S SdildsS -6l 4d

N

terminous with the Local Authority, so in essence if we wanted a new Police office, we
F2 02 UKS t2fA08 ! dziK2NAGE GK2 BRPANBIChT dzy R
/s different from the Local Authority areas. So how we would be able to sit down with

. AINYVEARS /A0é /2dz/OAf F2NJ il fjAy3 d1] S5
one huge community office, | don't know If that would work now, Buthere's a will

UKSNE &/ (BO03pRDlicé ChigfAndpéctaySafe Grou Burnside.

This highlights a number of issues, which could lead to increased tension between what is
perceived as local or central areas of responsibility. For example, as the previous

comment makes cleag in the past elected local authorities together with the el



153

authority for that area could make decisions and allocate resources based on local need.
Now, however, in terms of policingany decisions on an expansion of the Police estate
could potentially bypass Local Authorities altogether, which brings igteestion Local
Authority accountability in terms of policing. One participant in Avonside commented on
some negative aspects of bocation in referenceo a previous experience of docated

service delivery centred on child protection;

AOne of the expaences | had in that respect wasrom a policing point of view

where thepartnershipbecame Child Protection, and it was Social Workers and Police
Officers working in the same office. And to be honest the views | got back on ithat

got kind of blured as to who was doing what, and who was responsible for what, and
at the same time who was the Social Worker and who was the Policé ' n mp 0

Licensing Standards OfficeAvonside.

The participant was of the opinion that there was good and bad pdmtso-location,
however, it was all a matter of balance. This point was also reinforced by a senior
performance and information manager/analyst within CSB who had a positive opinion on
cof 201 GA2Yy X 0 dz I RRSR GKI @ | Zaf Qdes andA Yy RA
NG & LJ2 y 4 (B@LA)+LSénioA Bedosmance and Information Manager G3Burnside.

The participant discussed the Persistent Offender Model project as a good example of co
located service delivery; where police officers and addiction suppoft stark together.

They work with around one hundred individuals who commit around 2400 crimes a year
pre-engagement. Post engagement the figures were down to around 1700 crimes a year,
which an economist worked out to be around £10 million in savings HerGriminal
Justice Systera year (B014). These were clear benefits according to the participent

only from a policing perspective, but also in terms of better care outcomes for offenders
(stable methadone programmes, accommodation etc.). Howevégsrbad to be clear in
order to avoid blurred lines of responsibility, but it also had an impact on mainstream

service delivery;

dooo®s | fUAYIOSEE E2dzdNB Ol ]Ay3T | t2fA1A0S8
radlio or an Addiction Worker whorgot working in Addiction Services and dealing with

clients as they come in, but what we're doing is we're making signifrcaatentially
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cashable savingsif it's norrcashable then it's efficiencies and it's harder to buy into,

but if there's cashablé Sy'SFAldd GKSYy L OFy4d 458S G6KE «
and there is lots of that goes on so, it's not just a case of pugtanners into a room

like this and just hoping the magic will happed ii K| 4 (B014-Seniof S/ NE

Performance andnformation Manager CSBBurnside.

This perhaps highlights the previous comment from the participant in Avonside in relation
to Police Officers working within a4ocated entityg that potentially accountability and
responsibility becomes a blurred iss Not only has there to be clear lines of
responsibility within policing, but, it is important to acknowledge that thed sectoror
private sectormay operate under different guidelines. This can be problematic insofar as
retaining autonomy may becoméifficult for some organisations reliant on outside
resources, which in turn may force charities or social enterprises to abandon oppositional
forms of practice (Tyler et al., 2014); thereby limiting choice or advocacy on behalf of
vulnerable individualer communities. Another factor may also be added to the pros and
cons equation insofar as the provision of services within an ALEO, such as CSB, may also
take into account their obligations to the commercial aspect of their organisation. This
point is highighted by Garrow and Hassenfeld (2014) on their exploration of social
enterprises, which they argue operate within two distinct organisational fields, which
were perhaps touched on previously by the senior performance and information manager

when he discased the drive towards cashable and rmashable savings.

In Cartside some potential problems related to Police reform antbcation were also
commented on.This was in reference to the daytime economy; more specifically within
0KS W/ I NI aAIRASY atiil NENaSHsIteTbulding they were referring to
housedthird sectort | NIy SNBE WwSOlF At SNARA ! 3FLAYyad [/ NRAYS

for Council services, and the new Safer Communities Team:;

a, SIK> L YSIys g8 4 gasinerdhiiioTreateEGMeEof tis iR | a4
location. The office you are in now, this i2fard sectornot for profit organisation.

There are two desks in the bottom office which are linked to Police computers, so the
Police can come in and work from there. Nowtthas done prior to the reform of

policing, so perhaps again that'll change their priorities, and | don't think the Police are
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KSNBE |4 2FidSy KCD08) Rathéhunity SaetyiProjects/Magager
Cartside.

Trust is a key issue linked to effective partnership working (McCall and Rummery, 2017)
and this can only be achieved incrementally through repeated encougtespecially if it

leads to successful outcomes, which may fail to happen ifpeetnerQ &  Rs® il
attendance (ibid). There is also the issue of cost, for example creatindpaated space,

or housing compatible I.T. systems costs money, so who pays the bill? It may also be
resisted by other organisations (particularly ttherd sectoy if it is thought to contravene
organisational commitments to service usegssuch as total confidentiality, as one

participant in Avon Isle discussed with respect tdamation;

dL R2y4d GKAY] Ad G2dx R pardeNsdate waySadilersed S L
so | don't think it would work at all, especially wittwell voluntary and statutory
organisations there is an element of confidentiality, and | don't think it would work.
Certainly not for us, because our organisatian certain parts of Avorsle anyway is a

bit cloak and dagger, and it has to be to maintain your service users confidentiality,
because If they've been abused by their next door neighbour or a guy that lives two
R22NE [4F&5 2NJ d2YS062Ré KWW GRapefCrhisisf A S a

Avonside.

Maintaining confidentiality is a major stumbling block to -looation for some
organisations, and it is probably more significant within small rural or in this case island
communities, where agency representatives may work éwe alongside victims and
offenders. It also highlights a general reluctance from some ageqaspecially those
dealing with sensitive information to co-locate their services based on data protection
concerns. This could be linked to ignorance ofadatrotection laws (as previously

highlighted) about what you are allowed to share, or perhaps it is linked to issues of trust.
5.11 Trust and Partnership Working
Trust or lack of trust has been described as a key issue in relation to the success-of in

organisational work practices. Bunger (2012: 1167) in reference to their USA study on

inter-organisational cepperation, competition and trust- amongst the norprofit
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OKAf RNBYQa 0SKI gR2dNR f ( KISH t @ KNHzSOdiRiNgy K A y S 2
impacts administrative c@ NRAY I A2y Qd Ly 20KSNJ g2NRa (K
each other as trustworthy then the more likely they are teardinate their services. The
development of trust is also linked to an organisations commitmentataboration;
especially if they share similar goals and values (Kyle et al., 2012). Rekers and Hansen
GHnmpy NBFSN G2 | Wig2 O2YYdzyAde LINRBoOf S
organisations have to overcome cultural or language differeaa®st commaly found
between the natural sciences and humanities. This they argue can be achieved by mutual
trust built on the knowledge that each organisation knows what they are doing. Treloar
and Rance (2014) conducted a study on trust (using Halls Frameworkstf around
clients and Health workers in a-tacated setting in Australia; dealing with Hepatitis C
and Opioid Substittion Treatment (methadone etE. They argue that in order to develop
trust - amongst workers and service users alikthen sources omistrust must first be
understood within existing Health services, therefore allowing for the appropriate policies
and procedures to be put in place; chief amongst which are issues around confidentiality.
Confidentiality problems were a key issue citedthiyd sectorparticipants in Avonside
and Cartside in particular. Trust issues could also be linked to the perception that other
agencies such as the Police may usef @Ol GA2Y YR WAYTF2NXI

intelligence gathering tool;

a2 SQNB gy polc? giftedr in the Municipal Buildings in Cartside to work with
UKS (FFSNI/2YYdzyAdASd ¢Sl Yo {2 UKSNBEQff
officer who brings to the table all the antisocial behaviour calls, events, locations in the
last 24 hours and discusses them. They'll also have access to our top offenders in
Cartside; they'll have access to our most vulnerable people in Cartside in terms of
victims, they'll have information easily at hand in relation to our problematic locations
based on analytical work. [...] And then likewise, the Council, the Safer Communities
Team, will bring their own data to the table, because some individuals/members of the
Ldzo f A O LIK2y'S (GKSY RANBOUS &2 FS F2-dz Ry«
locah 2y Ad FJ2Ay 3 G2 O2YLH SiSfé @BuiWbBMeXf AyS

Commander Police Cartside.

This policing viewpoint perhaps highlights a more reactionary form of problem solving
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policing; that has more relevance to performance managemathar than a proactive

long term holistic approach to community safety. Coleman (1988) argues that having
social capital signifies certain resource availability to an actor, and if that resource is built
around trustworthiness, then it perhaps highlighthysome agencies may be reluctant

to engage in cdocated service delivery if it means that they will lose the trust of service
dza SNEk Of ASy(a ¢K2 YI& RAAGNHzZAaG LIRtAOS Yz2i
will distrust Police motives, for exangpsomepartners within the Safer Communities
Team (dealing with antisocial behaviour) may share similar goals and therefore trust
increases as eordinated services increase (Bunger, 2012). However, if the generation of
social capital/trust withinpartnerships is built on reciprocity (Hutchinson, 2004), as in
paying off obligations, such as the sharing of data or intelligence, then social capital/trust
may decrease between the Police and other agencies if information exchange is not
reciprocated. In an efforto understand if or how trust facilitates eaperation within the

case study areas, participants were asked how they built and sustained a level of trust
within the partnership A number of participants across all three case study areas
believed trust wagienerated by building relationships and in essence people doing what

they said they would do;

&/ think it's about relationships/ think it's about people doing what they say they will
R25 YR Adda | o246 INBHmiRoER@/Cariided K SNE X6

G KIi4ad | o2dai LISNEZ2Y Il fAGdAS8Sd [ 3LAy YR A
SOSNEGKAYyT é2dz R2® ' YR AU0Qd Fo2dzi o6dAf R
Yo XoXox Fof20 2F Ad9a | 62da 06 dBAY R ANHEQ AT NSE:
odzi L R2yY4i KHKBIG) Ared Pdlick £atnfhandeiBiirAsidd. i &

GProfessionalism LIS 2 LJ S | Oudzl t f & RSEAODSNAY T 6K 0
(A005)- Council Area Housing Officer for Avon [skvonside.

o/ havenever engaged with anybody on the partnership before February, so I've had
to build that level of trust with them and | suppose communication and the

information sharing process and action has led people to trust meXi6l say I'm

going to deliver soi§ ii KA '3 (i [COIX) Atea Gaghmainde¥ PoliceCartside.

Networking or attending meetings was thought to be another way to generate trust;



158

aYou have meetings (laughs) | mean everybody sapé no, not another meeting,

but until you looksomebody across a table and get to know that persbmean | can
send all the emails and all the phone calls | want, but you don't really know a person
FNEBY |y SYIAf 2(@®003)c Poke2Ghisf Inspediof Sal® Goups &

Burnside.

awell 1t KA y'] d2YSiAYSad OUKIFiaQa Fo2dxi 0KS 42NJ
GKIFY dAYLIE & Ay YSSiAyIde (25 AdQa FOddzZf
to spend with the differenpartners really working together, rather than just meeting
up2y 0SS SOSNE O2dzJd S 2F Y2YyiKd F2NJ I 62 NF
disagree [..§] 0O .-Chainaf Third Sector Forum/SCPBurnside.

Commitment from senior managers was also thought to be important, as was being held

accountable for yor agencies actions;

a w Qe dré@st can only be built by goodwill or working over a period of time, so we
need to get the correct processes in place, and the correct people in place to take that

forwarce 0 | - Gmoup Manager Fire ServigeCartside.

GCommunity organisations tended to view trust more through the lens of other
organisations, for example, how they were viewed by others, or what was required of

them;

OBy actually doing things for theayou know bringing them the informati@n 06 ! -n mm 0

Community Representative Avon Isle Forum for Older Voices.

ADelivering targets and be impartial on all matters if you can. And only, only represent
the views of your Community Council when you go there 6 . fn1Gommunity

Councillor Burnwood C{Burnside.

In Avonside being part of a small rural/island community like Avon Isle was thought to

generate trust through familiarity and professionalism;

ow X Bthink because you're all on an island you quickly know each other through
normal day to day working arttie benefit of that is you don't wait until, like, quarterly
Community Safety Forum meetings, you know, | could phone any qgbdfeers on

Fyé RIé 2F (KS #SS] 4l éiy 3 (AWhA)2Seriak Polics ¢4 S
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Officerc Avon Isle; Avorside.

However, generating familiarity with your fellowpartners was not limited to island
communities, for example, this was also thought to happen in smaller Local Authority

areas, such as Cartside;

a w PabBwithin the CSP primarily do work weljéther, they know each other well
0650l dzaS 6S |INB | FLANEE 4AYFIff [20Ff ! dzii
UNHzA U AF E2dzdNB G2NJAy3T G6A0K LIS2LIH S O y6
ug€ 0 /- 2nd)MCommunity Planning PartnerghManagerg Cartside.

Familiarity could also have its downside in small communities insofar as new faces may

not achieve the same amount of access compared to faces that are knawwok time;

a w Wedh Bmoved here in 1993 it was hard to get any information because | was told
that | had to integrate myself into all thegartnershis > Xbéit it was like pulling teeth

for about a year; not because people didn't know that they could tell me thingsg b
they didn't really know méeé> ® ® ® 8 £Straet Snemaf\barden Avon Iglévonside.

Clearly trust in this sense is vieweahot only in terms of reciprocity but, also through

sustainability, commitment, and delivering on your promises.
5.12Conclwsion

Using the Hudson and Hardy (2002) inspired partnership assessment framewuoek

concept of partnership working within the governance of community safety was explored
in-depth with participantshroughout the case study areawith respect toco-ordination

and steering, communication and commitmerdand organisational culture Although
participants generally held a positive view partnership workingin line with public

policy 1] S& AYLX SYSy Gl A2y (22t ®gndidibgR2BoR) 1652 § I ¢
Martin and Guarnero$/eza, 2013)nonethelessa number ofthemesgermane to all the

case study areabegan to emerge in relation to: asymmetrical power relations; status;

the impact of austerity; and barriers to effective partnership wogkThese themes could

in turn help to answer some of the points raisky the research questions; with respect

to the impact on CSP priorities or goals in terms of performance management and
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organisational culture (particularly the Police). Other therttest emerged with respect
to colocation and trust may help identify more positive aspects of partnership working.
But, first we turn to possible negative aspects of partnership workighlighted within

the data)in relation to power and status.
5.121 Power and Status (social capital)

Throughout the case study areas there was a general acceptance by most participants
that there is a hierarchical structure with regards to community planning wherein the
Local Authority leads. However, the Council are in turn influenced by key policg lever
such as the single outcome agreement (SOA) betveeairal andlocal governmentThis
means that decision making revolves around a balance to make local priorities in line with
national objectives. McCall and Rummery (2017: 59) argue that too often gyartip
working tends to benefit powerful partners, and within the realm of community
planning/community safety the most powerful partners are arguably the Council
(agencies) and the Police; influenced in part by national prioritiesreTwere somewhat
mixed viewpoints as to the extent of the influence of lead agencies (Council/Police) or
central governmenbn decision making processes. In Avon Isle decisianscal issues
were thought to be taken through the Chdlrocal Authority Councillor) of the IddasP
although, this has now changedth the removal of the local CSP, resulting inegional

(as opposed to locaBtrategic focus on community safety via the new SOA/Community
Safety Partnershigrasking and Coordination GrouMATAC- Intelligence ledpolicing

model).

In both Cartside and Burnside decision making on the wholepgaseivedto be more
horizontal in nature. However, decisions were thought to be taken in line with the SOA
(taking cognisance of National Outcomes¥mphasisingperhaps § WAy a G A (0 dzd A 2
(Bachrach and Barat2002:26)insofar as thepower dynamics with respect to decisions
around what isor is not regarded as a priorityemains with powerfupartners such as

the Council/Police (who are in turn influenced kyentral government policy).
Furthermore, a lack of dissent may coincide wlthkes (1974; 2005) third dimensional

view of power¢ insofar as actors/agencies within the partnership process have been
shaped into accepting the existing order of things. For someagyaaints this meant that

dominant agencies on thpartnershipare favoured over others, or there was an unequal
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weighting of priorities. In Avon Isle it was thought to favour the Council, and in Burnside it
was thought to favour both the Council and theliPe, whereas in Cartside it was thought

to favour the Police. In this instance the Council and the Police have clear roles to play
within the governance of community safetythey have a clear identity/role within the
partnership process; which isften aucial to its succesgHudson and Hardy, 2002;
Broussine and Miller, 2005: 38Mhushow individuals judge their relationships to other
actors/agencieqstatus/social capitaltan be importantin terms of how decisions are

made with respect to the strateg direction/goals of thgartnership

Statusin this sensewas arguably linked to perceptions of power in terms of what
agencies actively contributed towards theartnership (governance, resources and
symbolicsocialcapital). The Council symbolisadthority - they were above all viewed as
facilitators providing resources for meetings etc., and administrative staff); or as having

the most salient voice; they could pull levehs essence thg have theelectoral mandate

to serve and have the power @ form links between thecentral and the local
(Shepherdson et al., 2014)he Police were also viewed as a key agenegpecially in
NEflGA2Yy G2 &LISOATAOpaknar@dzEamN) NR SR dzRS 8B KK
disorder and securitg keepirg people safe as per their mandate (Bradford and Loader,
2015).

Within the domain ofcommunity planningé¢ommunity safety these two agencies were
naturally afforded higher status as key stakeholders, both by themselves and others. They
in turn have generaté not only bridging social capital via int@rganisational links to the
wider community; especially in relation to information sharing (Coleman, 1988), but also
a strong intraorganisational bonding social capital as seen through the lens of a
dominant Pdice culture (Putnam, 2000). However, the Fire Service, although strongly
identified/linked within the field of community safety in terms of prevention, was
perhaps viewed as having less social capital than both the Council and the Police. For
example, alhough they had developed bridging ties within thartnership they were
generally thought of as issue specific and linkedhe Housingsector. They did have
however, much like the Police, strong irtmeganisational bonding social capital (Putnam,
2000) Nonetheless, the Fire Service as an organisation was keen to expand its influence,
and was actively trying to increase their bridging social capital (Putnam, 2000); by

establishing wider links throughout the community.
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The third sectorand Community grops were the organisations who were the most
unsure of how they were perceived partners. For the most part community groups saw
themselves as necessary to the process, but, were perhaps unsure of their importance.
Within their own communities they had me bonding social capital through close ties to
both friends and family (Putnam, 2000); more links to people like them (Briggs, 2004), but
perhaps less bridging social capital to individuals and organisations outside of the
partnership process (Putham, 200 In Avon Isle community groups had arguably more
linking (Woolcock, 2004) than bridging social capital insofar as their links were more

vertical to people in positions of authority (such as the local elected Councillor).

However, in Burnside in partitar, this view was changing. For instance, Community
Councils on local Area Partnerships have arguably more power now compared to the past
(more voice through the power of a vote), which means that their perceptions of their
identity/role may change; as #y gain more knowledge/capacity about how the new
structures operate. Community Councillor Participants fromoth Burnpark and
Burnwood sat on the Burnpark Area Partnershybich covered a geographically distinct
area ¢ it bordered the city centre/commeral district (which included Burnwood a
recently developed upmarket area inhabited by mainly the professional/middle class)
and Burnparkg bordering the city centrédenoted as an area of high deprivatjoifhere

was a distinct difference in attitude abbwstatus between both participantg the
Burnpark participant perhaps lacked the capacity to fully engage wittpénmershipat

the strategic level (which possibly explains his reticence in perceiving himself as an equal
partner), whereas the Burnwood picipant (a local businessman) was fully conversant in
how the structures operated and represented the Area Partnership in the sectoral CPP. In
essence both Community Council representatives had both bonding and bridging social
capital for Burnpark (areaf high deprivation) bonding social capital washapsgreater

(more social integration within the local community) than their bridging social capital
(less capacity to link/integrate into wider organisational group#)ereas Burnwood was
lower on bondng social capital (less social integration within the local community), but
exhibited higher bridging social capital in bothe local business area and within the

wider community planning structure.

The perceptions of théhird sectoron their roldstatusis possibly linked to future funding

(insofar as services offered by thi@ird sector are issue specific), therefore their role may
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be viewed in terms of necessity. For example, Housing and their skill and capacity to deal
with antisocial behavioucould possibly be thought of as more necessary panership

than other third sector organisations whose role and resource availability is not
immediately linked to policy goals (Coleman, 19883pecially if thepartnership is
following the multiagercy tasking and cordination model (MATAC) favoured by the
Police.However,as one participant argueqthe third sectork & 'y 2 NBI A8% &l G A
collaboratively the biggest budget 0 . tmereforé, their social capital may increase as
public sector resources decrease; in terms of being able to provide necessary setwices
local communitiesThough for somehird sector organisations the opposite may be true
especially if they have been resource dependent on the Council. For example, as
competition ncreases for scarce Council resources (funding), those organisations with
more capacity (in terms of bridging social capital) may succeed in securing funding at the
expense of smaller organisations with similar (but different) programmes leading to
organistional failure (Bunger, 2012); which could ultimately impact on the type and

quality of services available to local communities.

Partnerships are normally created to tackle complex problems, which mean allowing for
diversity within its structures, whicim turn could lead to an appreciation of the range of
skills utilised to tackle complex community issuekwever, tensions could arise with
respect toperceptions on status anthe role of powerfulpartners to ultimately make
strategicdecisiors. Partigtants on the whole alluded to aspects of horizontal decision
making practices; nonetheless, it was also made clear by some participants that decision
making was also heavily influenced by the dominant agenda of both the Council and the
Police (influencedni turn by national priorities and a desire to meet key performance
indicators). If partnership working within the domain of community safety is thought to
benefit the goals of some agencies over others then this could ultimately impact on the
effectivenessof the partnership Fa example, problems may be addressed through a
consensual viewpoint based on perceptions of equality and status, wherein decisions
around the long term goals of community safety are discussed and decided as a
partnership But, if ths is absent, and decisions are made by those agencies with the most
power, based on short term quantifiable goalen conflict and less commitment to

partnership working could be the result (Collins and McCray, 2012: 188} other
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problem may influene the efficacy of community safety partnership workiggthe

impact of fiscal austerity measures.
5.12.2 The Impact of Austerity on Partnership Working

Partnerships in general are thought to not only garner improved communication but, also

to engender information sharing, reduce inefficiency, avoid duplication and identify how

to effectively share resources (Broussine and Miller, 2005: 379). Howevemnas s
participants have pointed out partnership working is only effective if it is fully resourced,
which is problematic during periods of significgmiblic sector reform. For example:

within community safety less money means less community safety evengsiuation in

staffing levels means there is a an added pressure to produce more services with less
resources; if key personnel are not replaced thpamtnership commitment can flounder
6188 LRAYG KAIKEAIKISR ARarnersaiR &sesbmentyTéd/0 1T NR
and engagement may grind to a halt. This point was also highlighted by research carried
out by the Scottish Community Safety Network (SCSN) on CSPs, which found that a
ydzYo SN 2F S@Syida ¢SNBE OFyOStft SR Ilofikeyl RA
LISNE2YY St > gKAOK gl a Ay GdzNYy RANBOGE & fAY]

Across all three case study areas funding has become a major issue in respect of, not only
implementing, but in some cases continuing with some commusafety initiatives. This

opens up the question owhat will be prioritisedor de-prioritised in terms of community
safety.In Burnside there is a continuing focus on initiatives associated with the-tingét
economy; this is also the case in Cartside; touia lesser degree. Youth diversionary
initiatives are also still in place in both Burnside and Cartside, but, more in line with risk
management, and early intervention in an effort to reduce offending in line with national
objectivesq or as Darke (2011gontends as a form of social crime prevention more akin

to social control (Garland, 2001). In Avon Isle initiatives directed towards the elderly
population have been prioritised ahead of others, including diversionary activities for
young people. While ttre are some positive associations by young people towards
diversionary activities; particularly those associated with sport (Coakley, 2011; Kelly,
HAMHUY GKSNB IINB f&a2 Yirye ONARGAOAAYA | &z
(Bannister and Keasy 2012: 381) and the negative labelling (Becker, 1963) of young

A

LIS2 L)X S WKFy3IAYy3d 1062dz0Q a FYyGAaz0Alt 06SKE
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2013). Nevertheless, it appears that quantifiable projects (focusing on risk
management/youth offendig) that match up tdocal andcentral government objectives
continue to be prioritised ahead of more generic initiatives. Kelly (2012) argues that this
has the potential to draw more young people into tBeiminal Justice Systethrough a

net widening eféct, rather than steering them away from it.

It is clear that fiscal austerity measures have had a major impact on partnership working
across all three case study areas, in terms of the reduction in personnel, which in turn has
impacted on attendance at paership meetings. This has the potential to generate a
knock on effect insofar as commitment was not only linked to attendance, but also to the
type of services that could be provided tgartnership For example, resources for most
agencies were viewe@ ¥ | a &dttghding Mngelngs, and linking queries or sign
posting problem individuals onto the relevant agencies. Other resources entailed
providing specialist knowledge, information, or-site intelligence, which is considered a
crucial resourceo be accessed mostly by the Police and some key Council agencies

dealing with antisocial behaviour, alcohol and drugs, or child protection issues.

In the past there has existed a somewhat sceptical attitude towpedttership working

from the Police (particularly during the 1990s and early 2000s). Scepticism was
somewhat focused on the belief that ngoolice agencies not only lacked a proficient
command structure, but that they were intruding on traditional policing functions;
compounded by an orgadil G A2yt ARS2t23& (KIG OASHSR
LR2fAOAYIQ 6hQbSAff YR aO/ | NIKE&X HAMOY MM
change in attitudetowards partnership working N2 Y | L322 f A OAy 3 LIS NEA LJ
McCarthy, 2014: 148)This has been supported by the evidence within the case study
areas wherein partnership working, especially during times of austerity, is now viewed as

a necessary tool within crime prevention and community safety (Apex Scotland, 2013).
However, it has afs been acknowledged that commitment to it has become more
difficult to maintain for example, aeacent Audit Scotland (2016) repdrighlighted some

major fiscalchallenges affecting policing in Scotland inclugdingg 2 NJ] Ay 3 Y2 NB Of
other organistions, inside and outside thpublic sectorto ensure commung &l FS{ & ¢
(ibid: 9).
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It has been suggested by the Home Office that pooling resources in the mixed economy of
policing will always be an advantage to both the Police andptii#ic sector (ibid). This

has been recognised somewhat by participants within the case study areas who have
acknowledged that severe cut backs may encourage agencies/organisations to pool their
resources, and possibly force some recalcitrant agencies to returthegpartnership

table; such as Health, Education and Social Work. However, this also highlights a
dichotomy of sorts, insofar asyhile austerity may encourage partnership working

W ySOR20GFft28Q 2N w2y LI LISNDI S ddoRBwhd@ndt i K NI
it has the potential to force agencies to retrenishck to their core activitieg highlighting

a possible barrier to partnership working.

5.12.3Batrriers to effective partnership working

Despite a number of participants claiming that teewere no barriers to partnership
working that they were aware of, it has become clear from the data that there were a
number of contentious issues that proved contrary to that opiniBor example, itne
pressures were cited by some, as was a lack of commenit or willingness to participate;
also referred to by a Community Councillor as a general apathy amongst local
communities to attend community meetings. A lack of capacity by community
organisations was also cited as a barrier to partnership workingichwimay be
exacerbated by noi€ouncil organisations having to cope with deciphering Council
W2l NH2Yy Q 0{ LJ NN ¢ Enduring barrizrdtopartdeisiip widrkirgicited 2 &
throughout all the case study areas was in relation to issues around datagbi@t and

the sharing of information.

A number of participants commented dssued NP dzy R WR I {mhichltéNdedit& O i A 2
hamper ceoperation. In smaller geographical areas (Avon Isle; Cartside) this was thought

to pose more of a problem insofar aseagies were reluctant to discuss individuals within

'y 2LSYy F2NMzYT RS&aLIAGS GKS dzaS 2F WAYT2NYI
that some intefLINP FSaaA 2y | f NBf I (A 2 fich Kathédahanl B G @
2 LIS NI (ohfltyg @&y age out of who has power and authority over a particular
jurisdiction in terms of service delivery (Irvine et al., 2002) and information has long been
cited as a source of power. This was possibly viewed as an issue between the Police and

other social wdhre based agencies (particularly in Avon Isle and Cartside).
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Barton and Quinn (2002: 342) also contrast the role of confidentiality and consent to
GKS INRGOK 2F WNARAA1Q FYR WNRA]l YIyl3aSYSyi
NE & LIS O i st'2Fer efampieh tiiere is a concern between the rights of the individual

with respect to confidentiality and consent, andCGaiminal Justice Systethat is more
concerned about measuring, identifying and classifying offenders. Hunt and Van Der
Arend (2002)have also written about the reluctance of Health workers to share
information with the Police due to concerns around patient confidentiality, and plyssib
violating professional codes of practice. This was a point highlighted by some participants,
withonS / 2dzy OAf f 2 NJ F NP Vas soazNy yolk rieStiorddata sharigfigThe @ w X
6 F NNA OF R&a 063 RicrdatldobakdsAsthana (2006: 659) argue thaherous

codes of practice, or practice frameworks in relation to information sharing, can lead to
problemsin terms of perceptions owhat can and danot be shared between agencies, a

point highlighted by ¢ S LJ- NIi A O A LJI r¢pilesehtgtives ddite gartrierd t 6 NB y Qi
OSNE 4ddzNBE GKId 0KSEA0WYLehnok gfAl., (B013/ 138)dargus thét « X 6
this can be tackled by ensuring that all personnel are given adequate training and clear

information sharing policies.
5.12.4 Colocation

It hasbeen argued that one possible solution used to overcome barriers to effective
LI NOYSNEKAL) g2NJAy3 YIFIed NBaid Ay | 3SyOASa
and Coventry, 2010: 159); based in a single locat®tanley and Humphreys, 2014).
However,evidence within the case study areas suggests that there esast® resistance

to the concept of cdocated service delivery. This could be based on geography (Avon
Isle) wherein an island community was thought to be more or lesslacated entity; or

tKS SFFSOO 2F Ayadaddzirazyl € WaAf2 YSydalf.
information or to give partnership working much support (Hunter and Perkins, 2012); or
structural difficulties with respect to reform (accountability and cost awarenessjith
respect to problems associated with access to computer data bases. However, there was
some support in relation to operational Hubs within local areas; although these were
usually associated with reactive services in relation to prevention mosh afssociated

with antisocial behaviour, drugs or alcohol abuse.

U5 NHzA ¢NBFaGYSyd FyR ¢8adAay3d hNRSNDaA
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There are also issues in relation to blurred lines of responsibility/accountability. For
example, @mmunity Safety Burnside (CSB) a celocated service, which houses a
number of agenciegiird andpublic sector), which has been cited as having a big impact

on crime reduction in Burnside. CSB as an organisation is funded by both the Police and
Burnside CityCouncil;however,accountability issues may emerge in relationditferent
organisational work practiceswudit Scotland (2011) in their repoft NXénhgth external
organisations (ALEOS): are you getting it Kght LJ22 A y 1 & 2dzi GKIF G GKACf
responsibility for service delivery, the Local Authority is responsible feurerg that they

are held to account on how they use public funds. CSB is also accountable to the Police.
However, where policing was once aligned with Local Authorities, it is now bypassed and
the Police estate is overseen by the Scottish Police Authayity centralised structure.
There is also accountability to the CSB Bognade up of representatives from the
Council, the Scottish Police Authority, and independent Directdits. boardostensibly

meet six times a year in order to scrutieiperformance(Burnside, 2015b), but iis

difficult to ascertain just how much time or diligence is allocated to this process by busy

city Councillors or members of the Scottish Police Authority.

Nonetheless,co-location may encourage trust (instrumental to building social capital)
between agencies. Trust may also be achieved through other megvertimershigs, for
example,it may grow through time as actors come to know each other, or throagh
sharedcommitment to partnership goalsFukuyama (1995: 26) asserts that trust arises
within communities based on egperative behaviour, and shared nos by members of

that community;andda 2 OA F € OF LIAGFE | NA&aSa aFNRY GKS
certain pdNJia 2F A (¢ 0O Cdocladirgnetwobks. Todkibp (004 20))asserts
GKFG G2 GF1S 'y GAYyaGaNXzySyalrt @ASgeg 27F ( NYz
G2 O2yaARSNI K2g aiaGNHzZadG OFy o©0S OF Lihed tof A &SF
access resources, economic capital, or indeed opportunities to work together in
partnership LIN2 A RAY 3 2F O2dzNES G KI ( Aldcatidgnamayd 2S¢
improve trust amongst some agencies; howevenduring concerns regarding bled
boundaries and accountability persist, which will be discussed in the Accountability
Chapterin relation to partnership working, Police reforrand perceptions on localism

within the case study areas.
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Chapter 6: Accountability

A key aim of CPPs is to improve the delivery of public services in a way that is inclusive of
the Single Outcome Agreement (SOAncorporating best value while achieving the
{O02G0AaK D2@SNYYSyidQa ylFriA2ylf 20®RSIDANDSa
will thereby be held accountable for the delivery of national outcomes. However,
CPP/CSPmvolve a number of agencies/actors, and not juke two key statutory
organisationsnvolved in the governance of community safety (Local Authority and the
Police) This means that a number of actors/organisations machere to their own
internal and externalaccountabilitymechanismsConsequentlyactors have a statutory
responsibility tothe SOA(in turn accountable to the Scottish Governmgnindividuad
accountability for certain areaddr example, key performance indicators within poliging

and accountabilitytowards a successfylartnership(ibid: 413). There is also, some may
argue, the ultimate democratic accountability; being held accountable Idoal

communities through engagement aisérvicedelivery.

Accountability is therefore a complex issue wittmcal governmenpartnershigs, which

can lead to increased tensions with regard to the blurred lines of responsibility between
the centre and the local, and between tipiblic sectorand third sectororganisations.

This next section will examine some contentious issues that pagably arisen within

the case study areas with regard to: Third Sector Organisations; Third Party Policing;

Polie Reformand Community accountability.
6.1 Third Sector Organisations

Thethird sectoris a term used to describe organisations that are gemeiatiependent

from government¢ 6 A G KAY 3JI2@BSNYIyOS GKS& IINBE 002N
OMppHL Tyl f238 (K2&aS 2NAFyAalGA2ya 6AGK
21LIJ2aSR (2 WAGSSNAY3IQ GKNRAAK Y2yAG2NRAy 3~
(ibid). However, many problems have begun to emerge within partnership working, which

YI @& &adzLJl2 NI (GKS FNBdzYSyid GKIFG D2@SNYYSyid
through the use of target setting, and funding which may force some orgamnsatd

adapt their core aims (Hastings et al., 2015). Thactor organisations are thought to be

value driven in the sense that their broad remit is to improve social goals (environmental

or health and wellbeing) and are commonly known as-flootprofit organisations
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(National Audit Office, 2010). There are a number tbird sector organisatiors
throughout the UK who operate alongside thablic sectoreither as support services for

- Employment and Welfare, Health and Social Care, Housing, Educatidveaming or as

part of a wider framework for theCriminal Justice Systédocommunity support and
community safetyc (Home Office, 2005). Thaird sectork N3 WOt 2a4Sf & NBf
public sectoE G 0620K yFGA2YylFf YR &dzZLNI Yyl GA2Y]
relationship has grown increasingly stronger in recent decades as more functions are

delegated to thehird andprivate sector(Sgueo, 2015: 9).

According to the Scottish Governmewebsite thethird sectorin Scotland is wide and

varied and includes;charities, social enterprises, community groups, voluntary
organisationsgco-operatives and individual volunteers, who each have an important role

to play in the creation of a more su@sful country with equal opportunities for all
(Scottish Government, 2015d). It states they not only have a substantial part to play in
GSN¥Ya 2F {O020ftFyRQa SO2y2Yeésx odzi lfaz KIFQ
the wellbeing of its citizengnd are equally important at the local level in terms of the
development of{ h ! \thin Community Planning Partnerships (Scottish Government,

2015d).

I ydzZYOSN) 2F ¢KANR {SOG2NJ hNEIYA&lI GA2YyE 0¢C{
community saféy domain across the three case study sites, although some of them are
more involved with thepublic sectorthan others; in the sense that a TSO may be
approached on an ad hoc basis depending on a particular initiative. However, two key
themes identified ly the Scottish Government as areas of concern are Violence Against
Woment? and Alcohol and Drug MisuSe Consequently these twoentral government

areas of concern have also been prioritised within Local Authority areas via the

community planning/communitgafety agenda.

A number of agencies operate under the heading of Violence Against Women (VAW)
GAGKAY (GKS OFasS &aiddzRe | NBFaz F2N SEIl YLX S

12 Scottish Government Violence Against Womemttp://www.gov.scot/Topics/People/Equality/violenee
women

13 Scottish Government Reducing the damaging impact of drugs and alcohol
http://www.gov.scot/Topics/Justice/policies/drugslcohol



http://www.gov.scot/Topics/People/Equality/violence-women
http://www.gov.scot/Topics/People/Equality/violence-women
http://www.gov.scot/Topics/Justice/policies/drugs-alcohol
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Protection public sectoy. However, although these organisations may shsanglar aims,

it became apparent that there exists an underlying tension in terms of differing
organisational values, goals or culture between two of these agencies. One representative
from Rape Crises thought that this was due to a politically gendema on VAW in
particular; which meant that some organisations fared better than others in terms of

government funding.

As multtagency partnership working became the dominant discourse (especially under
New Labour); Carmel and Harlock (2008) argue thatetivas been an attempt bgentral
government (UK) to institute voluntary and charitable oONB I YA &l GA 2y & I a
A320SNYFofS GSNNI AYyQ 0OA0A Riird septar (THis hdgybBed NJ (i F
 OKASOPSR GKNRdIZAK WRA&O02dz2NBESas &0NrXGS3IASas
156) ¢ through governance (regulation and performance management). The effect of
GKAOK A& (2 SadlofAak | yR Syl (bid 1596)yontdkhy a i A
otherwise distinctive terrain. They further argue that in so doingtthed sectoris often

then viewed as generic service providers rather than distinctive organisations with

specific goals and ethos (ibid: 156).

For example Rape i€is tackle sexual violence towards any victim (or any survivor as they
LINBFSNI (2 OFtt GAOGAY&EA 2F &SEdzrt @Aaz2f SyQC
violence against womewithin a domestic environment. Consequently, it was asserted

they receive mordunding from the Scottish Government in comparison to Rape Crises,

which the TSO participant for Avon Isle/Avonside found to be ss$ighted,;

agL GKAY] F2NJ wl LIS / NAard OSyudNBad |yR UKS
we have always been theery poor relation to Women's Aid who have masses of mega
bucks thrown at them, because domestic abuse Is the thing of the day. But | tend to
think that a lot of people are horrendously short sighted becauBave they actually
considered what domestic alse consists of? Sometimes it consists of the worst
possible kinds of sexual abuse and violence. But, | think people are much more
comfiortable in thinking that domestic violence is about shouting or emotional abuse or

the odd slap here or there, becausealls what's in their comfort zone. But, when we

lake it fo the next level, we're just not as comfortable, so we tend not to get money
UKNBGY |0 dza GKS &l Y(B00Yc/Rape CridigAchidSy 44 ! AR
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Since 2010 funding has become a key issue for bothptitdic and thethird sector
(Hastings et al., 2015), but it has arguably affected smaller to medium sized organisations
more than others. According to the Scottish Council for Voluntary Organisat@igQq)

cuts to small grants programmes are mainly affecting small (around 12,000+ organisations
with annual budgets under £25knd medium (around 5500 organisationstween £25k

and £1m annual budgetsipr example, 83% or four in five small organisatioeseive no

funding from statutory sources Ay G 2GFf cdgz 2F ¢{hQ&d NBOSAK(
(SCVO, 2014). However, while the larger organisations (around 800 with a turnover over
£1m) are also experiencing cuts they seem to benefit the mosterimg of 50% of this

groups income is from thpublic sectoSCVO, 2014).

Over the past decade TSOs have had to compete against each other for funding (Brandsen
and van Hout, 2006), and post 2008 (in a climate of austerity); the prospect of having your
budget cut may in some cases be used as a way to force change on some smaller TSOs
(Hastings et al., 2015). The previous respondent discussed how they once had access to
three different Scottish Government funding streams; including the Rape Crisis Specific
fund ¢ which is part of the VAW stream; each Rape Crisis organisation receives a core
fund of £50,000 from the Scottish Government and in every centre it funds different

things;

G2 S K| \olenc&ainst Women fund, we had the Rape Crisis Specifiaahd

we had the Survivor Scotland fund. We only ever got £30,000 from the Violence
Against Women fund and we lost that last yedr K | i & | d y" H#BO020XReHé A y dzS
Crisic Avonside.

Although funding streams are discontinued for a number of reasdnaias however
intimated that the loss of the £30,000 in funding, may be linked more to a difference in

organisational ethos (or arguably a refusal to change core values);

dL GKAY] GKIFd Ad 6F+4d d2YSOKAYy3d G2 R2 G4
eva got £30,000 from that funding stream, and last year we weren't successful.
22y Q4 AR Ay | D2YyEARS GSNBE FAPSYy mMopgs
¥ 2 i K(AQOFRape Crisig Avonside
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The potential loss of funding has become problematicni@ny TSOs; as highlighted by a
study conducted by the Joseph Rowntree Organisation on the impact of culscah
governmentand poorer areas (Hastings et al., 2015); insofar as there was an added
pressure on TSOs to adapt bids and grant applicationpeaifgcations that did not fit
their core purpose in order to secure or continue to secure funding, which ultimately has
the potential to stifle creativity and innovation (Hastings et al., 2015). For example, more
time may be spent chasing funding streamg/ R W2 dza 0 A T8 Ay 3 Q & 2 dzNA ¢
Hout, 2006: 542) than performing core functions. The participant from Rape Crisis in
Avonside discussed how they often had to spend time chasing funding streatmsh

had a strict criteria attached to themand often had to tailor their services in order to
access them; although it was pointed out that they would not however apply for anything

that was way out of their remit;

d. dzi> AF L OFy (22] |yR dl1é 4Sff |Itdtidz ff
will meet our service users needs and theirs, then absokitelyd | qIRape Crisis;

Avonside.

A Burnside Local Authority Councillor acknowledged that TSOs would have to change

their work practices in order to meet the prerequisites for funding;

AOPOOE 4SS O2YRAUAZ2WIRtanAbLEIonONE | 2 )& IdPHEBY & Fd
know it's all very well doing youth work with small children during the week, | mean it's
good because its preventative, but we said they needed to be doing work onay Frid

and a Saturday night when most of the issues are arising, to be out doing street work
and so on, and that was a condition of the grant that they also have to do that in
O2yedzyOiA2y GA0K Y. dzNJdA RSou knbuFieQoinédyup (i | f
F LAINE | OK 06SisS8Sy (BglzCeuncillof Safe0GrdigCSB Kltgis

Burnside.

This could prove problematic for some organisations relying on volunteers for frontline
services, for example, asking them to go out on Friday and Saturday mgiresas where
violence may occur, may impact on their decision to volunteer. Relying on volunteers
could also generate tensions between thablic andthird sectoras each sector competes
F2N ft AYAGSR ¥ dzofiRg & A i @BNIpSaliis YeusStofTr/iurdland Sport

Burnside an ALEGwith Burnside Council being the sole member (Burnside, 2014a), and
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its staff may feel resentment towards someluntary organisatios if it is thought they

are replacing trained paid staff. This was the caseliraHi Ay 3a Sd | f Qadz o
public sectorstaff objected tounpaid volunteers taking over a service; in this instance a
library service in England, and subsequently refused to support them. Although this was
not mentioned directly within the casdwly areas, one participant who worked within

the VAW Partnership discussed cut backs and the use of volunteers within frontline
62YSYyQa 2NARFyAaldA2yaT

d think what organisations are doing is relying heavily on volunteers now to coming in
and help shoe up elements of the business that they're in and the way of delivering to
d dzLJLJ2 NIi i K SBO19¥ AW Ardiakol (ICER; Burnside.

Consequently the tensions that arise out of disparities in funding or service provision
could lead to a divisip amongst services culminating in a fragmented service delivery
(Hastings et al., 2015). Trying to retain your autonomy could also lead to increased
GSyairzya o0SG¢eSSy ¢{hQa YR 0SG6SSy ¢{ha I\
referencetothecod Sy i a YIRS | 02@S | 02 dzi Butnide O, K| DA
g2dzft R GKA&A 0S | & Sl dVg 4 LkeHie feddigabcy, 2hedeby 2 dzf |
setting the agenda. Grix and Phillpots (2011: 12) discuss this in relation to their case study
on 49 Canty Sport Partnerships in England; they argued that although outwardly it
appeared as if theartnershipg conformed to a governance narrative based on equality
YR O2yaSyadzas Ay NBIfAGE GKSNBE oI Spokty | a
9y FfeyR® LRTAGAOFE FTNY 2F GKS paim@S.NFov Sy i Q
example, if a TSO wished to obtain funding for a local project, they must first sign up to
the partnershid Yl yRFG2NE t dzof AO { SNIBAOS ! ANBSYS
WKAOK ¢g2N]la (G2 SyadaNB (KS-abdey ARZ MNOER S fyRI SN
MMOT GKAOK Aad Y2RBSNOZAAY WSHNIF@KDSIRI ORY | dz
partnership(ibid: 12).

In essence this highlights the difficulties some TSOsfaweyin the future, with regards
to remaining autonomous, while being reliant pablic sectorfunding; especially funding
with strings attached. In order to survive TSOs may have to adapt their services in line

with the overarching aims of community plaing, rather than focusing on their core
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aims, which may ultimately impact on the types of services available to local

communities.

For smaller organisations there is the added problem associated with trying to keep pace
GAUK ¢{hQa ¢K2 rdNBsequéilyihd/blincfedssdusd’. Fbr instance,
¢{hQax &dzOK & wlkLS /NRarAar KI @S G2 RAGSN
order to access funding streams in the first place, and in order to do this they must first
become known. One sualkay to do this and gain access was through presentations to
partnershis to promote their organisational aims; which again requires utilising scarce
resources. However, it was thought to be crucial by Rape Crisis in both Avonside and
Cartside that their agganisations became known within the domain of Community Safety

Partnerships despite the obvious financial hardships;

dooe®6 L U0KAY] L paktnéd@piaiRheny@ensdiFl gdve d 2 0
presentation about TESSA and we shared some of the workshops that we do with the
partnershipand as TESSA became better known and more established in Avonside

GJKSy ¢9{{! 6Fa ]AiAyR 2A0FREpe AgiEdMonddsS 4 d NI

TESSA (To explore sexual exploitation and sexual abuse) was in reference to a youth
prevention programme that was established in 2009. The programme was currently
(2013) funded for three years by Comic Relief to deliver a preventionsiogkin ten
secondary schools in Avonside (covering quite a wide geographical area). In a discussion

around status and equality within the CSP the participant returned to the topic of TESSA,;

aLQff &edzdid 3F2 o) O] 2 6KI| i ventiog litAsRery ¢ 2 dz
obvious to me that that's where the interest lies, and again it doesn't surprise me
because prevention work Is very proactivet concerns young people, whereas our

core work s not something everybody is comfortable with and theyleast likely to

gl yia 42 ]y 2 B00RApECrisiAGNEIdE. o

Measuring performance has become a key factor in terms of partnership working
throughout the UK- the majority of Local Authority funding comes frooentral
government therefore a©2 dzy G 6 Af AG& G2 GKS OSYydiNB Aa
YR FAYIYOAILf |dzZRAGAQ O6CSYysAO| Siespdcibligps H 1

those directed towards youth preventiog are often favoured more than others within
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the community safty agenda; especially when it meets botbartnership and
organisational outcomes. For instance, the Police had decided to duplicate the youth

initiative around internet safety in schools previously undertaken by Rape Crisis (TESSA);

a L K2 dz3 Rl strangeA wihy dreithey doing that, because we are in every
secondary school, but they were going into do it as well, but not nearly as good as we
were | have to say. It was covered in much more detail by us, but because you know, it
seems to be a good RS G KI i GKIF G438 (ABOR)G iRapei GriSi® 4 K 2

Avonside.

They were asked if this duplication of services was perhaps down to a lack of
communication between themselves and the Police, or was it down to strategies being

put in place;

A/ think they had a strateqy and they were keeping to it. Because it wasn't a case of a
lack of communication, because they knew precisehecause of me feeding back
what we were doing, and | thought it was absolutely bizarre 6 | qiRape (Crisis

Avonsicb.

In this sense genuine partnership working is perhaps superseded by the fact that other
agencies are still accountable to their own organisations, to the point that they will
duplicate activities in order to meet their own organisational aims and olvestwithin

performance management regimesike the one that exists within Police Scotland;

dOOPDPE 2A0KAY t2fA0S {O02iflyR UGKSNBEYE |
f22]14 Fd SOSNEBUKAY3I FNBY (KS Gl é BF,SQONS
FYUGAazO0Alf o6 SKIJiBopsypAredPolic® ConndndeBurn@ideS 7 O @

In partnership such as the CSPgenerating trust is often associated with effective
partnership working (McCall and Rummery, 2017). However, this could be erotiesl if
thought that by providing information (around initiatives such as TESSA) it may lose an
organisation its competitive advantage (Brandsen and van Hout, 2006); insofar as larger
organisations (such as the Police and the Council) may duplicate theirctive service

provision, or in the case of Cartside try to take it over;

d w@@e®P8 i 2yS LBRAYisS aSdslilllak vn the £&5Pavarded A O U

to do it irhouse at Cartside Council, and needless to say they never bloody got it
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(laughs). If they had wanted to do it, they could have done it at the same time that we
RAR A5 42 4S5 NBFdzEW5)RApe CrisiEGadside. KSY 72 K.

The conflict around the youth project was principally between the Council and Rage Crisi
YR gl & Lzt R2gy G2 (GKS @&2dziK LINPeBOold o
personaliies 6/ nnpuvI FTyR AdG ¢la €F3GSNI Of I AYSR
started they had been threatened over comments they had once made in an annual
report WA OK A dzZ3 A PHHA TR SEKAR YE G A YSad OF ¥S 04 ying K ¢
They were chastised for this by some Council representatives and more or less warned
that they were thought to be operating owtith their remit and were effectively given a

warning to stop;

dwX6 | yR UGKSYy 4§ theySwalBadn'tinknbits It ¢ sy HeRwere
threatened, it was a case efwell if you don't work in our way we will close you

down. | said 'l beg your pardon, could you make sure that that threat is minutetf; b
gladydie Lo 614 Zdzdid | (COS\Hapelysis Gafiside.i K/ i 7.

Although this incident had occurred in the past it perhaps highlights how smaller
organisations reliant on Council funding (the TSO had originally been givee affo
payment to fund their pilot), have constraints exerted on them by more powerful
partners. Fenwick et al., (2012: 413) discuss this in relatiopatdnershigs within local
governance in England and Scotland in terms of while there may be internal
accountability within localpartnershigs; ultimately there is accountability towards the
centre. This may explain why statutory organisations such as the Police and Council
agencies pay more cognizance to what is required of them as organisations intemally
externally (accountability to the centre) rather than to what may be expected of them

with regards to peer accountability within thgartnership(ibid: 413).

It also resonates with Lukes (2005) second dimensional view of power in the sense that
the Council were trying to exercise their control over this agency through decision making

¢ or nondecision making (setting the agenda on what is reported in the minutes) or as

[ d21 S 62dzf R I NHdz2S YI1Ay3 &ada2NB (GKFG INASOI
polit A Ol f | NSyl ¢ O6A0ARY mMmMMOD® LG Ffaz2 NBazyl
of power ¢ to prevent conflict through the shaping of perceptions; or in this case

preventing future conflict through the shaping of reports and minutes.
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¢ KS ¢ { (A@isideAayid Cartside) commented on above perhaps emphasise an
asymmetry in power within partnership working within the domain of community safety,
insofar as they have arguably less status compared to other more dominant statutory
agencies. However, iBurnsidec K2 ¢ ¢ { h Q& ¢lwhs&hou@it & dé& éhanging
insofar as thethird sectorare now represented at the strategic level of decision making

within the Community Planning Partnership;

GC2NJ I YVdzYoSNI 2F Sl NEBE A4 GrHl Sefid? GorumBadniks a4 S )
into being and | was elected as its Chair; that was the first time for a number of years
that we had rée NGB A Sy il G A2y | ¢ ON.(rddhaidddf Aifd Se@WS ¢
Forum/SCPP Burnside.

The participant went on to point out juswhat the third sector had to offer local

communities;

G2S ONAYy3IS L GdKAY]S d2YSGKSNBE 06SidSSy HZS
the third sectorA y» (G KS OAié5S G6KAOK NBLINEIASYydd |
economy. Those organisations operate at different scales, so some are quitéhache

sector organisations dealing with multi million pound budgets and contracts, and
others are vensmall, very location or issue specific, and that as an entity it seems to

me, brings an opportunity for th@artnershipto deeply connect into the web and

GKINF 2F 2 0/BO10PShHinroiFidd seéctorFérdmdSaPBurnside.

It is clear thatthere are a number of organisations operating within different spheres of
public life, and most of them will have clear internal or external accountability
frameworks in place. However, not all organisations that operate alongmibéc sector
agencies ee linked into those strategic frameworks, and therefore lack external scrutiny,
which could also prove problematic in terms of accountability. One such organisation
GKAOK KlFa 3INRgYy AYy ydzYoSNI Ay GKS Swraet 2 SN
t | & {j PfaitH Based TSO affiliated with The Ascension Trust, which was first pioneered

in London in 2003 (Barton et al., 2011).



179

6.1.1 Third Sector Organisations/scrutiny

A A A A s

Ly 620K . dzNY a/AREE § i/ &e iH dpexaichbalh Qughthey are geaps

more involved in Cartside. The Pastors were referred to many times in response to
discussions around key Local Authority cross cutting priorities (SCSN, 2014: 12), such as
the nighttime economy and antisocial behaviour; and usually in a positive Brann
Another TSO participant (from addiction services involved with the Community Safety

t I NI Yy SNEKALIDAS Sl joRsutieskefN\EEday and Saturday night and had

done for about the last five yearslooking after people;

dt | NI A Odzf éawidy &lubs JSte aUhight of whatever who may be vulnerable
because of alcohol misuse, or because they're stranded, or they can't get home or
GKIGdSOSNE 42 G(KIHd4d94d o S(6007)-/jAddictios Supportqzd S F dzi
Cartside.

They were also assated with the control of antisocial behaviour insofar as certain

agencies often cordinated their services;

dwX6 28 G2N] GAGK UKS 61 NRSyd |yR 0KS W/
with the Police on that, just kind of emrdinating things andd K| NA y3 AV F2Z N
(C010} Youth Services Cartside.

LG ¢2dz R | LILISAENS il aikel dnbngamasioRithat are growing in influence
in terms of the nightime economy, and in other areas linked to the prevention of
antisocial behaviour. This is not a new phenomenon, as religious organisations have a

historical legacy in terms of deliveg services to those in need (Green and Johns, 2011).

| 26 SOSNE | & LING/OARBESAG are roflinh@ddERDa Goikfal stategic
accountability framework compared to otheartners within the CPP/CSPs, and therefore

lack external scrutinyr accountability with regard to their work practices compared to
others (Green and John, 2011; Barton et al., 2011). For example, Green and Johns (2011)
have commented on their continued lack of secular or «@mistian faith based group
involvement withh y  Stleé&t Padtan Y2 @SYSyYy T RSALIAGS GKAE
stated aims. Other areas of concern include: the efficacy of their crime prevention role; or

that they may be used as a substitute for policing; or anecdotal evidence that suggests
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they preach more than they prevent (ibid). One Community Council participant in
. dINYVAARS KIR (&NBSH2t Ad&&2NBdzi W

G SIHKZ (GKSEUYNLB 6S02YAy3 Y2NB | YR Y2NBE LINE
tFAU2NEQ dzyiiAf GS RRWesh ahd we &e&ded thali we YidiNaE & =
watch our affiliations with different organisations, but again we have a role with them

and we want to encourage thém 0 . -nQemndunity Councillor Burnwood GC

Burnside.

The reticence he described could be cent@d/ LIS NIS LIi A2y ME SiK | ti/ did
(members of an evangelical faith based organisation) may have a censorial attitude
towards some sections of society. For example, this Community Council represents an
area that is inhabited and frequented by largecsons of the LGBT (lesbian, gay, bi
sexual, trangyender) community. A similar reserve came from disabled respondents in a
dldzReé O2yRdzOGSR o0& DNBSY | YR W2KY &treétH n Mmm |
Pastor T RA &l 0f SR NBa LISyH8S yal a2 TS EMKMEMARI SR, 2 & F2560R
however as the study was principally directed towards student attitudes, it did not
SELX I Ay ¢ &P S/ TdenfitggahdWaiBnds in contrast to secular viewpoints

based on inclusivity and equality,eh perhaps this organisation and others like it should

be open to more scrutiny.

I FdzNI KSNJ ONX U AOARMKS f SEISAHAIERENG F 2 0OHz8 Ry W
$2YSYy Qs &dz33SaildAy3a OSyaz2NR2dza OASga 2y 6+
nighti A YS SO2y 2 Y& daddEK1Bat their prime focus is centred around
antisocial behaviour and at risk groups within the nighte economy, although the label

of vulnerability is mostly attributed to young women (Green and Johns, 2011). A focus on
Wa2dzyd 62YSYy | a @dzZ ySNrofSQ fta2 oSOlFYS |
two participants around a report that was presented to the Community Safety

tF NOYSNBRNMESE. 6 KSITRPNEQ

However, there are some problems with the data, in ta2 f dzy 0 S S NBEStra@eh (G KAy
Pastof2 Y2@SYSy (G oAttt 06S YIF{Ay3a LISNBE2YIf 2dzR:

who they perceive is vulnerable. It could also be problematic insofar as the volunteers
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decide on whom to help, and it may be consideretes# approach women as opposed

to men late at night (Cartside Street Pastors, 2013). A European study analysing the
financial accountability oftommunity sector organisations (a term attributed to all
voluntary sector organisations within Europe) statbat a criticism levelled at these
2NBFyA&al GA2ya Aa GGKFG GkSe 101 GKS WSELISI
GKSAN) 26y | OQUAQBGAGASEAQ 6{3dS23 HAmMpPY MpO D

In terms of the nightime economy in Cartside and Burnside it would also suggest that
tK S{ (MNG S are [irdiduAtiMg tilemselves within areas of concern traditionally
associated with policing and social services, despite the fact that they are not specifically
trained to work in these areas, and are therefore less accountable to existigulatory
bodies. One other unintended consequence may concerrwiééning (Mazerolle and
Ransley, 2006), for example, contacting the Police to report people who are aggressive
when approached- who may only have become aggressive because they were
approached, may bring more young people into tReiminal Justice Systemho may
otherwise have escaped police attention (Kelly, 2012); which may in turn further reinforce

social exclusion (Crawford, 1997; Gilling, 2007).

6.2 Responsibilisation and Third Rg Policing

With the advent of nediberal policies from the 1970s onwards advocating major
structural and financial reform within both the public apdvate sector(Gilling, 2007),
there has existed to some extent a laiséere attitude from the govenment in Britain
(most notably the Conservatives and New Labour) in terms of crime prevention, whereby
the government takes a step back and promotes an individualistic notion of

responsibilisation (Garland, 1996; 2001).

In consequence there has arguabhy§ Sy I NARAS Ay WLINRAR QI GS LINX:
whereupon local communities, individuals and groups together withptineate andthird

sector have been persuaded to adopt practices to reduce crime and disorder
(Neighbourhood Watch, alarms, CCTwcks/grills etc.). This situational approach to

crime prevention eliminates causation by restoring liability onto a rational actor (victim or
offender) and further adds to the crime debate by reassigning responsibility for crime

control out of the doman of the Police and onto individuals and communities (Hughes et
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al., 2002: 326; Tilley, 2002). According to Garland (1996: 453) this sends out a message

GKFG GKS wadlrasS ft2yS Aa y2a4z yR Olyyz2i
controlingch YSQ® LG | fa2 | RRNBaaSa GKS LINRofSY
measures due to cost (Garland, 1996), for example, there are fiscal limits to the amount

of Police resources available not least regarding the amount of Police officers employed

and ceployed in problem areas (McLaughlin, 2007).

For the Police much attention had been focussed on the notion of community policing
characterised by high visibility in communities in an effort to promote public reassurance
(HamiltonSmith et al., 2013) throdgcrime prevention. However, the reassurance, crime
reduction agenda was only one half of the coin, the other half included adopting a holistic
approach to crime prevention, which included the promotion of community safety
through partnership working forhie ceproduction of security (Gilling, 2007). One of the
biggest developments in this field (not limited to, but especially in the UK and the USA)
was the desire to combine the informal crime control practices of somestate actors

with the more formalactivities of the Police themselves, particularly if it could be

presented in the guise of community safety (Garland, 2007: 124).

¢CKAAd NBalLRyaAaAoAtAalGAzy FF3aASYyRI KlFIa 0SSy
A2 BSNYYSyalt aS0i02ND mikingt B yr&ge of ncrimeY M
prevention/community safety organisationgtworks, such as mutagency Community
{FFShe& tI NIYSNBKALAS gKAOK 200dzLle 'y aAyd:
GKS aidldS FyR OA@GAf &2 OA BoikédécommDrityNdf erighdR = H
prevention connects criminal justice agencies to the activities of local communities and

citizens (Garland, 2001: 170).

This extension of the governance of crime control advocates that -stae
actors/organisations take respoidity for the control of some forms of incivility by
governing the conduct of others (Flint and Nixon, 2006: 940). The governance of conduct
Ay GKAa aSyasS A& FNHdzofeé oFaSR 2y 6KI G w
conduct is subject to wet political discourses around a type of moral and ethical
behaviour expected from communities. Flint and Nixon argue that antisocial behaviour
presents a clear challenge to the constructed norms and values of society, and therefore

opens up a channel fom range of governance interventions, and wider debates
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AdzNNR dzy RAy3a GKS SGKAOA (GKFd dzyRSNLIAY WOA
Nixon (2006: 940).

One key concept linked to the notion of responsibilisation is Third Party Policing.
alT SNR2fttS ownmnY onH0O RSAONAROGSA AdG Fa |«
party) and an external entity (the third party) where the legal powers of the tpady

I NE dzaSR (2 LINBOSYG 2NJ O2y iNRE | ONRYS LIN
remedies beyond the control of the Police are used as an effective and additional tool to
add to the policing arsenal (Mazerolle and Ransley, 2006). Thi®endyough the use of
co-operative partnershigs in the sense that the third party is a voluntgrgrtner. It can

also be used as a coercive tool whereby fofiending third parties are forced to use
0KSANI OAGAf NBYSRASE W2 RUOAMRS G KOS A DA INS & 1
Mazerolle, 1998: 301) to reduce or minimise disorder caused by others; usually by the
threat of legal sanctions. For example, Mazzerolle and Ransley (2006: 104) refer to a
number of legal levers utilised by the Police in th8A to force landlords to deal with
antisocial tenants, such as; Health and Safety, Fire, Building, and Housing Codes. In
Scotland similar legal levers exist under the Housing (Scotland) Acts and the Antisocial
Behaviour etc. Scotland Act 2084whereby I Yy Rf 2 NRa OFy 06S WLISNA
threat of legal sanctions against themselves to take action against offending tenants. The
Police in this sense return to a compliance model in policing (Mazzerolle and Ransley,
2006). This approach by the Policeoféien used in conjunction with other policing
strategies, such as problem oriented policing which analgsese problems and then

implements a solution tailored to reduce those problems (Sorg et al., 2013: 92).
6.2.1 The Role of Housing in the Third Paiolicing of antisocial behaviour

Problem oriented policing (POP) is an analytical tool used within the arsenal of
community policing (in both the USA and the UK) as the Police move away from a more
incident driven response to a crime prevention model €@y, 2008). Cherney argues

that POP motivated Police agencies tetlienk how they addressed those problems the

public routinely expect them to deal with, and one such way is to harness the capacities
2T GKANR LINIASE Ay (RS OWDRRIYK SINIHYDS 2T (d

areas a number of references were made to the use of third parties, for example, using

14 http://www.gov.scot/Publications/2004/10/20146/45685#7
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Licensing legislation. Participants from all three case studies discussed how Licensing laws
were being utilised to tackle underagginking/alcohol related disorder, or to object to

new licensed premises iICartside one participant discussed advice that was given to the
Alcohol and Drug Partnership (ADP) on how to frame their objections to the Licensing
Authority with regards to aew pub being granted a licence in an area both the ADP and
the Police considered to be oversubscribed, which in turn could add to existent problems

related to alcohol fuelled antisocial behaviour;

Gd6S0OldzdS UKS !5t Ad y27 [|ctiesame akihe Webith2 6 2 S
Boards can now, the Public Health can now object to licensing applications, and so too
OF y i K®012) Bartside Licensing ForugCartside.

Licensing levers were routinely used to coerce third parties (landlords, licensadsers

etc.,) to control their premises more effectively. However, other third parties such as
Housing Associations did not appear to be coerced and readily worked with their Police
partners in order to reduce antisocial behaviour within their communitM&thin the

three case study areas Housing Associations operate across diverse geographic and
demographic areas. Crawley Housing Association in Cartside operates in a small
urban/commuter area and has approximately 730 homes (CHA, 2015), while Avon Homes
have approximately 5000 homes and cover a wide geographical area throughout
Avonside (including island communities); covering both smaller urban and rural
communities (AHA, 2015). Burnside Housing Association is the largest Housing
Association in Burnsidend one of the largest across the UK with over 43,000 tenants and

operates mainly within dense urban areas (BHA, 2015).

Throughout the UK Housing Associations have been described as independent not for
profit organisations, governed by voluntary boardsptovide lowcost social housing for
people in need (Mullins and Murie, 2006). In Scotland they are registered with the
Scottish Housing Regulator under the Housing (Scotland) Act2@0d regulated under

the Scottish Charity Regulator, which operatesejpendently, and furthermore is a Nen

15 Scottish Housing Regulator
http://www.esystems.scottishhousingregqulator.gov.uk/register/reqg_pub_dsp.home



http://www.esystems.scottishhousingregulator.gov.uk/register/reg_pub_dsp.home

185

Ministerial Department and part of the Scottish Administration via the Charities and

Trustee Investment (Scotland) Act 2685

In all three case study sites Housing Associations have become a key partner in crime
prevertion, mostly concerned with the policing of antisocial behaviour, however it was
GFr1Sy F aGdSL) FdzZNIKSNJ Ay . diNYyaARS 6AGK K¢
t F NOYSNEBKALIQS gKAOK gAff 0S RAaOdzaAaSR Y2 N
suwch as the Local Government in Scotland Act 2003 there now exists a statutory
requirement for the Local Authority, the Police and other relevant agencies to participate

in community planning; part of which includes the Community Safety Partnership and
subseuent thematicpartnership such as Antisocial Behaviour Partnerslgjagcording

to local need (Donnelly, 2008; Fyfe, 2010). One driver towards the policing of antisocial
behaviour rests within the Criminal Justice (Scotland) Act 2003, which placed a new duty
on the Police and Lat authorities to produce and publish antisocial behaviour strategies
(Fyfe, 2010: 193). The Police tend to be the lead agency in terms of tackling antisocial
behaviour throughout the UK, however, other actors in theblic and private/third

sectoralso hdp to coordinate or devise strategies;

dooov L F (GKSNBEGE | yé AiAddadzSd 2 Fagénggiiidz?
approach, whereas before, maybe going back a few years, the Police would be the lead
agency on that, and | suppose we're still thead agency, however, we do it now in

partnershiE (A004)- Senior Police Officay Avon Isleg Avonside.

Noise pollution (noisy neighbours/loud music etc.,) has long been a source of complaint
by tenants throughout the UK and a typical third party measutargeting antisocial
behaviour in social housing, for examples eviction or the threat of eviction. Many
Housing Associations in response to antisocial behaviour legislation have put in place

measures to tackle disorder;

a, Sa5 4S5 7 wiie RSBO brBufhbtisagial Behaviour Partnershipyd
we managed to... we were successful in evicting a tenant for prolonged antisocial

behaviour. We evicted another one for growing cannapise group all helped with

B {/ w W! fGEtg/devw.aer.6rg.uk/about/aboutoscr
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that, you know, were supportile S d LJS OA | f A0A0)-dHEUSIng Manbgegd S ¢ 0

Avon Homesg, Avon Isle/Avonside.

Discussions around partnership working and antisocial behaviour within all three case
study areas was mostly linked to Housing; however, this was more prominent in durnsi
insofar as a uniqupartnershipwas established between the Housing, the Police and the

Fire Service called the Community Improvement Partnership (CIP).
6.2.2 Community Improvement Partnership (CIP)

In 2010 Burnside Housing Association (BHA) established what has become known as the
Community Improvement Partnership (CIP) alongside the former Burnside Police and
Burnside Fire Service (now known as Police Scotland and the Scottish Fire and Rescue
Servie). The purpose of thpartnershipwas to deal with antisocial behaviour and other
safety related matters concerning not only the tenants of BHA, but also wider

environmental issues affecting their properties such asifiging, vandalism and graffiti;

dwooo®6 i FANBEG 6KSYy 4SS a4Sid Ad dzaJd Ad #1148
Fire in through a different route, we were looking at asset management, and Fire
Services were part of that. Then we realised to make a bgéemershipthe three of

us had to work together and so that's tha@artnership there - it's a tripartite

partnershiphA ¥ & ABR07)c ByrmSide Housing AssociatiqBurnside.

Currently the CIP has eighteen Police personnel seconded to it; twelve constables, two
sergears, an inspector and three intelligence officers including an analyst (B007). A

senior Fire Officer from Burnside also discussed their involvement with CIP;

d2S 4802y R (g2 2FTFAOS8don yhmahdedikBere/abdia® 2 S
Watch Commander.b 2 6 &GS YNE LI Ay 3 F2NJ 2ySsS | YR
(BO09)- Senior Officer Fire ServigeBurnside.

Ly GSN¥a 27F NBBa2 dzpudSrerent things itdtidSo@@ 163 Sho 0 S a
funding had been agreed between the partners up to January 2015. When asked who set
the organisational strategy for thpartnershipit was stressed that Housing were at the
forefront of the partnershipc¢ tasking meetings were held in each.ofl | Q& f 2 OF f 2
I v R (afé Scuallphosted and driven by Housing6 . nnt0® hyS 2F GKS

this was;
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d w@e®6 hyS 2F (GKS d0l0AdidA04 dKIHd S ]y
82dz USFf 2NJ NBELI2NI OMNKEESIPFQS | V)RR y2K A )EHZA
2y Ay @2d:NJ ySATKOG2AdINK22RQS FYR crE? dl A
2yfé osE? dal AR UKSé(BOGE- dirmgidel/HBUsing Adskiciatiant 2 £ 4 C

Burnside.

The BHA participant indicated that theformation passed onto Housing Officers from

local communities was beneficial to the Police in the sense that it was intelligence they
20KSNBAAS g2dd R y20 KIFIZFS KIR® ¢KS@& SYLKI &
staff - where they were joined by # Police. At one seminar Housing Officers and Police
hFFAOSNAR 6SNB Fai1SR G2 6NRGS dzLlJ 6 KSNB GKS
behaviour etc.) were to see if it was in the same areasirfted out they did not match as

both the Police andHousing were working on different sets of intelligence. The Police
oFraSR UGUKSANI Fyrfeara 2y NBO2NRSR ONARYS:I 4
O N ¢ruBré€ported crime (Hope, 2009).

a{ 25 | 2dzdaAy3 h¥FFAOSNEH 7S NBwhBleway @reppded K & K
and they (the Police) were going with what was reported. So that was the interesting
bit for us to say- NA IKid (GKSNBE A4 4BAONS BUknsigeFHoukiNG 0

Associatiorg Burnside.

A Senior Fire Officer also praised ingglice sharing within the CIP. He said that Station
Commanders go to tasking meetings either weekly or once a fortnight to the Housing
Office in their area where they just discuss issues and share information (B80&)e
statistics were given to supporhé success of some of the preventative work of the CIP.
For example, prior to thepartnershipBHA experienced approximately eight to ten fire
deaths a year within their housing stock, which was tragic in itself, but also led to high

costs economically;
a9l OK TFlilfiiaé 2y | @OSNI IS 0240 é2dz | o6 2dz
for that is because of apart from somebody dyingthe ferociousness of the fire for

that to happen as well, will mean that you've got a lot of work needed done in your
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LINBLISNIIié ® L O2dx R 06S ddzNNBdzyRAY 3d -LINE L
SOSNEGZ2REQ4 UAYS UKIidda o6KFIi (GKSé dléo ¢
the 14th of July 2011. So, since thartnership has been established with the Fire
Service, there has been no fatalities since that date, so that's twenty three months

with no fatalities 6 . - Burriside Housing AssociatiqiBurnside.

The sharing of information between these organisations is arguaiked more to a neo

liberal economic assessment of risk as opposed to a responsibilisation ethos (Carrabine et
al., 2009), however, a number of crime statistics were listed on the BHA website (6671
(stop and searches, drug seizures, warrants, ASBOs etuch could attest to it also

being linked to social control strategies (Garland, 2001). Jonathon Simon refers to new
A0NF GS3IASa 2F O2yuUNRf Fa GKS WI QividredR | £ |
0K2aS ARSYGATASR | aid: @R NafeBRINIBd/MdM HoNFing btgedsS NP

or shopping malls.

The website states that more than 450 home fire safety visits to vulnerable tenants had
been carried out since July 2011 (BHA, 2015). Furthermioveas suggested during a
discussion on effégive communication between agencies that staff should be trained to

spot hazards or issues for other agencies;

aSo for instance, me as fare Officer going through the front door the first thing |
would look at would be the front doorcan it lock, is isafe, Is it secure, is it fit for
purpose. Then you would look at the general layout of the house, you would look to
see If there was poverty issues, health issues and anything else right, then you could

feed that back (B0O09) Senior Officer Fire ServigeBurnside.

Intelligence about local crime is also passed onto the Police by Housing Officers during
the weekly tasking meetings; where decisions are made on how to tackle pertinent areas
of concern. However, it was pointed out that once the intelligen@es passed on to the
Police - Housing effectively ceased to have any more to do with it. This type of
information from Housing Associations has proven to be invaluable to the Police as
evidenced by the crime statistics listed in the BHA website. It wasraisforced by an
Article in /nside Housingreporting on a CIH (Chartered Institute of Housing) conference

in Manchester, whereby a former Police Scotland Chief Inspector (who had previously

g2NJ] SR F2NJ G4KS / L padtnershipsltd beSdRjed etvdekn dHousiRgy 3 S N.
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' 3a20A10A2ya YR t20Ff t2f A0S C2NDS&aQ 0652«
held information that was of incredible value to Police Forces, and indicated that he
wished he had forged a relationship with them at the begiy of his career (Douglas,

2014). Stating that further assessment had to be made on the information Housing

' 3a20A1 0ABKENBSYRIKE &dzdd 6S F (AGGES F2fF
UKS Ol fadzS 2F¢é 0652dz3fFas HAMIU @

Although there are obwus benefits to information sharing within the CIP, there could

also be a downside; especially within the domain of Third Party Policing. Mazerolle and
Ransley (2006) for instance assert that there are some social side effects to Third Party
Policing whichare often difficult to measure. For example, while sharing information may
seem beneficial to some organisationsr@tworkssuch as the CIP, for other actors this

may produce some unintended consequences. For instance, Housing Officers passing on
hearsayevidence on drug dealing, antisocial behaviour or-lewel incivility may increase
intelligence on neighbourhood crime, but it could also draw the attention of the
authorities onto individuals who may otherwise have escaped attention (Kelly, 2012). This
net-widening effect further disadvantages certain individuals/groups who are drawn into

the criminal justice net simply because they live in a targeted area (Mazerolle and

Ransley, 2006).

This resonates with labelling theory (Becker, 1963) insofar amiiti stigmatise and label

certain sections of the community, and in the worst case scenario lead to eviction for the
whole family; not just an offending parent or child (Mazerolle and Ransley, 2006). One
evaluation on a new system of on the spot fines nglend and Wales supported this
FA3aSNIA2y o6& TFAYRAYy3I GKIFIG o0SGsSSy KFEF |
0dzaAySaaQsr ¢gSNB 3IAQPSYy G2 LIS2LXS gK2 ¢2dz
prosecuted (HalligaDavis and Spicer, 2004). Other negatspects include arguments

that the Police are usurping resources and agendas away from their primary roles and
purposes, for example by ampting other agencies to deal with crime instead of focusing

on their core roles (Mazerolle and Ransley, 2006). Otpmblems surround the
disproportionate allocation of policing resources in some areas while ignoring others,

which could lead to accusations around the legitimacy of the Pabad.(This is possibly
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pertinent to the policing of social housing under themit of BHA in terms of having a

dedicated policing team.

There is also the problem that agencies intent on improving the safety of some citizens
may inadvertently increase further victimisationorFexample, in some cases some
service providers are taskl with noticing other problems in households, such as social
workers assessing risks associated with domestic or child abuse. This holds true for other
service providers, such as the Fire Service who enter properties principally to assess fire
risk, butmt @ Ffaz €221 T2 NI 2K SNbE] @liok {(HEOGOHE NgtO S |
only has this the potential to newiden, but it may also lead to retaliation from a violent
offender who thinks his/her spouse/partner has reported them to the authoritiess Thi

f SFrRa (2 200A2dza SOKAOIE [[dzSadAz2ya &dzZNNP
possible violations of the right to privacy; or questions around accountability in view of
asking untrained actors to assess risk leading towidening (Mazerolle and Raey,

HnncoS 6KAOK ¢g2dzfR faz 6S GKS OFrasS Ay &St

While it was clear that the Police had ease of access to information, this may not be the
case for the other agencies within CIP. For example, if BHA wanted to have access to
certain Police intelligence (regarding their properties/tenants) then they wdade to
conform and change their work practices in line with the dominant policing model. This
created some tension amongst staff within BHA, for instance, in order to comply with
data protection laws and policing practice an intelligence hub had to betexieon BHA
property. This entailed creating a secure room to store dat¢hile this was not
structurally insurmountable, the next request has possible repercussions in terms of

eroding trust within the Community Improvement Partnership;

a ¢ KS t 2 dro@6 veldrig Prithé staff that worked for BHA, because they were
in the partnership Now we've come to an agreement through thartnership that
actually the way the office is laid out and everything we don't need to go through that.
[...] it was somdting we had to think aboutit was all about the data and how did we
make sure that all the data was protected ¢ . -rBormsigle Housing Associatign

Burnside.
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They were asked if this may have caused some conflict within BHA in terms of members

of staff being reluctant to being vetted by the Police;

d¢KSNE 614 | 6SS o040 27F I(pHtheistipthat wé Wekey ] A
able to come to a sort of solution, which did mean the way we are working just now is
FAYS® wX6 2 K[| wreedfSsybotly nénlcories intatigeitibetshipf CIP)

to work in that particular location, before they come we will explain that they will need

P D L S

g2 o0S (BDS7)-Bush&lde Housing AssociatigiBurnside.

Working in close concert with the Police alsguably has the potential to change
community perceptions around the role and identity of Housing Officers. Flint (2002: 634)
commenting on a previous study (around the role of Social Housing Agencies in the
governance of antisocial behaviour) found thatncerns were expressed by some
Housing Officers in relation to providing information to the Police. Especially if it led to
direct interventions; insofar as, not only was there a need to protect sources, but also in

relation to agency identities and legitamy being maintained (ibid: 634).

A key criticism directed towards Third Party Policing tactics concerns the notion of
accountability. The Police have a legitimate monopoly over the use of force and are held
accountable by various regulatory bodies bath policing and in government. The
mechanisms for accountability for policing in Scotland has traditionally been based on a
balance of power betweeentral, local governmentand the Chief Constable, however,

under the new Police Reform Act, this balance may change, which will be discussed next.

6.3 The Reform of the Police

The Police and Fire Reform (Scotland) Act 2012; established oft tifeApril 2013 (now
referred to as the Reform Act) created the single Police Service of Scotland; (8SS)
Police Scotland as it is now known (Scott, 2013). Police Scotland takes overall
responsibility for policing in Scotland and upon its creation wdsbl Chief Constable
Stephen House; it is now led by Philip Gormley. Previously governance of the Police
Service existed under the tripartite arrangement and responsibility was split between

eight Police forces, the Scottish Crime and Drug Enforcementcxg@CDEA), and the
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Association of Chief Police Officers in Scotland, which are now abolished together with
the Scottish Police Services Authority (SPSA) (Scottish Government, 2014a). The functions
of the SCDEA and the SPSA will now be absorbed by Ruatan8 (Oag, 2012a: 17). This
previous structure allowed for a form of accountability based on an equilibrium of
interests, betweercentral, local governmentind the Chief Constable (Scott, 2013: 142),
whereas now, governance and oversight of Police &adtlwill exist under the new

Scottish Police Authority (SPA).

Some early evidence from a qualitative study (in progress) jointly conducted by the
Scottish Institute for Policing Research (SIPR) and by ScotCen Social Research, as part of
the highly regardd annual Scottish Social Attitudes Survey, has Indicated that reform has
ONRdzZAKG 6AGK AG &a2YS &aA3ayAFAOLYyG OKFy3aSa
Authorities (Anderson et al., 2014:6). For example, as Local Authorities have now lost
their stautory responsibilities for policing, the perception is that they are now in a
weaker position in terms of influence. The study found that Local Authorities are still
trying to develop their new roles in terms of local scrutiny and engagement, espegially i
GNBfFGA2Y (2 (GKS LINRPRAzOGA2Y 2F [20Ff t2f A
issues emerging surrounding national policing priorities and local priorities. For example,
the study highlights how in some areas national and local priorémsear to be closely
aligned, while in some other areas a tension has arisen between what is perceived as a
national agenda compared to a local one. For instance, a national agenda focused on
crimes of violence as opposed to some local concerns about d¢yfpess of criminality,

such as property crime (Anderson et al., 2014:6).

The Reform Act may have a significant impactiaral governmentaccountability with
regards to local policing, which in turn may impact on local community accountability
with regardto community engagement. Therefore those sections of the Reform Act that

have an impact on local scrutiny and accountability will be briefly examined below.
6.3.1 The Reform Act Policing Principles

For the first time in Scottish policing history thew Police Service of Scotland (PSS) will

have to abide by a set of guiding principles designed to recognise the significance of
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partnership working as a key element of policihgcott, 2012: 136; Apex Scotland, 2013:

9). The principles will also underpiihe importance of localism, and improve the safety

and wellbeing of citizens within localities and communities (Terpstra and Fyfe, 2015: 531).
Furthermore, the principles highlight that the PSS should be accessible to and engage
with local communities, aftough how accessibility and engagement is to be determined

is very much in the hands of the Chief Constable and Local Commanders. The PSS already
consult with local communities through annual consultations and what they describe as

Police and Communitiesé¢tings (PACTS);

aYes, well it starts at the ground level with Police and communities meeting, where
community Police officersConstables will meet with members of the community on a
daily basis and work out what their issues are. So that will eitheat a Police
community officers surgery, or one of these things that we call PACTS and basically you
can have one of these on a street corner if you want6 . ¢jPalioelChief Inspectar

Safe Groug Burnside.

In light of the speed of the reformrocess it could be argued that the new Police plans

have been put together fairly quickly, which could raise issues around the consultation
process. Newburn (2002: 111) commenting on Police consultations in England and
Waled® states that when they are céhdzOlG SR [jdzA O1t & WiAYS LINB
RAFTFAOMzE G G2 O2yadzZ i 6A0GK WKIFINR (G2 NBI OKQ
social inclusion and representation within communities (Phillips, 2002; Myhill, 2007;
Harkin, 2015). Especially, repessation from groups of young people that seem to be

the target of stop and search initiatives, or for noise complaints related to antisocial
behaviour, or indeed those on the fringes of society, such as the homeless, or people with

a disability (Myhill, @07). As one senior Police officer admitted;
O oQRd FSauAiAy3d YSIYyAYyIFdad O2yddz il idiA2zys L
we consult enoughh 0 . - Ralice Superintenderd NWCPP/ADP/One Burnside.

However, another senior Police officer from rBside seemed to suggest that

consultations were representative;

17 Sectbn 32: Policing Principlégtp://www.legislation.gov.uk/asp/2012/8/section/32/enacted
18|n reference to Crime and Disorder Reduction Partnerships
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WS R2y4id &cdzdi WeAftfé yAfféeQ F2 [f2y3F 2
them to give us or ask people to tell us how good we are, that's not going to achieve

anything  03)¢/Police Chief InspectarSafe Groum Burnside.

There has been much written surrounding the apparent lack of community involvement

in local policy decisions which may have a direct impact on local communities. Many
reasons have been cited ranging from public apathy to the difficulty of breaking down
organisational/cultural barriers within mukagency partnership working. Head (2007:
443), states that there has been an international trend towards a more society centred
form of social democracy since the late 1980s. At the national level it is linkeantore
participatory approach as governments recognise the need to share responsibility for a
Y&NAXIR 2F O2YL}X SE a20Alf AaadsSaz 2N &2 Ol
belief that there are benefits associated with involving local citizenslentifying and

tackling local problems, which in turn helps to build social capital (Head, 2007: 443).

One Police participant in Burnside had mentioned that one obvious route for consultation
was through Community Councils, or through elected repnesteves or surveys (B005),
which may take place within local communities, or througbh CPPprocess This could

be problematic on two counts: firstly, in terms of Community Councils/PACTS opinions (as
previously suggested) may be based on a small uesstative sample of local
communities (Myhill, 2007; Harkin, 2015: 736); and secondly at more formalised
procedures, such as CPP/CSP meetings, there are arguments around an inequality of
power and knowledge that tends to favour the Police above citizensofar as
community representatives may bow before the wisdom of the Police (Harkin, 2015:
737). This comment about community consultation from a senior Police officer in Avon
Isle, would suggest that the Police already have solid opinions on what tlideprs are

within a given locality;

L dQa (AGSNIffE t2fA10S 2FFAOSNAE GA0K Of AL
FadjlAy3 GKS LdzftA0O [dzSdadA2ydT WeKlEia R2 @&
O2YYdzyAiéQR> o6/ dA Ol fiHeseal.Khe EdlideBnow, &dl Sexhink K | (i
we know what we should be addressing, however, we ask the public tc aed
they're generally- to be honest the same, they're very clase 6 ! -rSanibp Police

Officer¢ Avon Islec Avonside.
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It has been egued that consultationsefther through surveys, focus groups, or through e
participation etc.,) a a form of participatory democracyithin complex governance
structures, often amount to little more than tokenism (Pollock and Sharp, 2@E2an

and Hendiks (2013: 427) argue that tokenism is embedded in a particular form of
f20FftAaY dzadzad tte Faa20AFGSR gAGK -4 20800 DR
volunteers (Community Councils), which arguable are devoid of any real power, or are
usedtod N} GA2yFfAasS SaidloftAaKSR LI26SN (KNERdJzIK
O2y OSLJi 2F (G21SyAray Aa vyvYzadte Faaz20AlGSR
t F NOAOALI GA2YQ AY BHKAOK Nizy3a GKNBSS F2dzN
and placation) refer to citizens being allowed to hear and be heard but lack the power to
ensure that their views will be taken into consideration by the powecfuling eight

being citizen control.

This resonates with comments from Taylor (1998) whewhate about the 1968 Town

and Country Planning Act in the UK, whereby a special parliamentary group was set up to
examine how to secure participation from the public. Taylor argued that the conclusion
reached by the committee was that decisions must remavith trained officers
(planners), which basically meant that participation translated as peripheral consultation
rather than active decision making (cited in Astrom et al., 2011: 573). The same could
arguably be true for Police consultationBolice consltations may genuinely try to
Sy3ar3asS gAdGK 20t O2YYdzyAGASaz 2N G6KSe& O2
exercise, based on the assumption that the Police have already decided what their
priorities will be. Under the Reform Act the Police migdiow a particular legislated path

with regards to Strategic Priorities, and the Strategic and Annual Police Plans, which in
turn will arguably have an impact on Local Authorities in terms of consultation and

contribution.

For example, Government Min&t set the strategic priorities for the SPA (taking into
account the Policing Principles) and consulting with both the SPA, the Chief Constable,

| YEAMOK LISNE2yd +d | LIISI NE (2 0GKSY UFRO S NI
other persons askt S & OZ2 y d A R S Niimateli Jja/@pylafithe guiteyic priorities,

the Strategic Police Plan, and the Annual Police Plan must be laid before the Scottish

Parliament (Legislation.gov.uk, 2012). This is a significant change in terms of Police
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accoungbility, for instance, it means that unlike the previous tripartite arrangements, the
Scottish Parliament has a statutory voice in terms of Police accountability. They can if
they so wish, summon the Chief Constable and the SPA to be questioned on aayntrele
matters that may arise (Scott, 2013: 143). Furthermore, the Strategic Police Plan must
also obtain the views d¥ LIS N&/ 2y /&considers likely to have an interestaalicing)

and involve the Chief Constable (Legislation.gov.uk, 2012). A draft copy is sent to each
Local Authority, and persons it considers likely to have an interest in the plan, whereupon
recipients are/nvitedto comment within a reasonable period the SPA s The plan

is then given to Scottish Ministers for approval and a copy is laid before the Scottish
Parliament. The Annual Police Plan (prepared by the Chief Constable) must take into
account the Strategic Police Plan and once prepared send a copg 8PA for comments
within a specified time, thereafter the published plan is also laid before the Scottish

Parliament (ibid).

There have been questions around just how local will local policing become, and how
much input will Local Authorities have in 8eg the strategies and priorities for their local
areas. Traditionally Local Authorities have been linked to policing since the I8te 18
century, however now that Police Boards have been abolished the task of holding the
Chief Constable to account, angerseeing resources for policing within a local area has
passed onto the SPA, leaving the Local Authority, some would argue, with very little voice

(Scott, 2012; Fyfe, 2014).
6.3.2 Local Authorities

Under the previous tripartite arrangements Local Autties had a say in the direction of
policing within their local areas, they not only ensured that resources were made
available for policing, but they also conveyed policing concerns from the local electorate
to the Chief Constable of the local force ar&adtt, 2012: 137). Now however, the extent

of how much input they may have in local policing has become a source of tension. For
example the Reform Act states that a copy of the Strategic Police Plan must be sent to
Local Authorities whereupon they ar@vifed to comment (Legislation.gov.uk, 2012),
however, it does not specify what will happen if they disagree with the plan, a point also
highlighted by Oag, (2012a) and Scott, (2012;2013). Fyfe (2014:10) also point to another

potential area of tension withegards to Local Policing Plans which have to take into
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account the national Strategic Police Plan, but also any priorities identified by CPPs. A
GSyarzy LRGIBNBAN Rt EaKSEbaGayd®S o0SisSSy || ¢
approach to setting localJNA 2 NAGASa FyR 202S0GA@0Sa¢ oce¥

There exists under section 45 of the Reform Act a scrutiny role for Local Authorities
GKSNBdzLR2Y (GKS@& OFy WY2YAG2N) FyR LINRPJDARS
L2t AOAY3 2F AlGa 2008 Reeddagk SraW idciude Fokwardiy i@ ¢ dz]
views of any local policing matters, recommend improvements, and specify measures it
wishes the Local Commander to include in the Local Police Plan. However, under
subsection (6) a request may be referred up ttee Chief Constable if the Local

I 2YYFYRSNI GKAyl1a GKS NBIAdANBYSY (G WYAIKEG LJ
GKS t{{ 2N 0KS LINRaSOdziaAzy 2F 2FFSYRSNEQ
Authority requests can essentially be vetoed by t@Ghief Constable if he so wishes,
further removing some oversight from Local Authority purview. Terpatra Fyfe (2015:

poHO FNBdZS GKFIG FfdK2dAK G(KS wSTF2N)X ! O
AYTFNI a0NHz2OGdzNBQ Ay LX FOS F2NJ 6KS 201t 33
moved from governance to what is now referred to as scrutiny angagement (ibid:

534).
6.3.3 Scrutiny of the Police

A scrutiny committee has been established under the new remodeled community
planning structure in Burnside, called the Safe Burnside Group, and it isgrauyb of

the of CPP Strategic Board, and alole€o-opt suitable persons to assist in its function. Its
main role is to scrutinize and review the Police and Fire and Rescue plans and the Safer
Communities plans (Burnside, 2014b). When the Safe Burnside group first came into
existence there was some gfusion amongst its members as to its specific function. A
number of participants when asked if it was to replace the function of the now defunct
CSP within Burnside; often referred to it in relation to scrutiny of the two services only.
However, at the Sa Burnside Group meeting on the ®2f August 2013, it became
apparent that not everyone was clear on their new roles within the remodeled CPP
structure, including the roles and remit of those involved on the Safe Burnside Board;
discussions took placegarding the changing role of the group and how they would have

to think beyond the role of scrutin{Safe Group Partnership meeting 22/8/13). This is
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probably related to a lack of guidance within the Reform Act, as local scrutiny structures
and processebave been left up to each Local Authority to decide on; with the result that
different layers and forms of scrutiny now exist across the 32 Local Authority areas
(Terpstra and Fyfe, 2015).

For example, in Cartside scrutiny of the Police, Fire and pulbéityssow exists under the

GPublic Safety Sub 2 Y Y A {QD19)S 15 Avon Isle there appeared to be some confusion
regarding the existence of a scrutiny committee or its function, for instance, the local
Councillor at first said they did not have one, an8%i 61 & dzyadz2NBE AF (KS
LF UKSEé KIOJS (KSé KIdSyQi (d2fR YS360bpaiy i®.
this case there appears to be a disconnect between the local and the-lbe&lveen a
mainland Council area in Avonside ahés Councillor on Avon lIsle itself, who seemed to

be operating within a sort of silo mentality, insofar as they all had their own committees

and jobs to do, and generally left the policing to the Policalbeit with perfunctory
consultation within the G and through its thematic groups. However, the local
Community Safety Cordinator stated that the Local Authority and its elected members
g2dzZf R LISNF 2 NY (KA dPerfordasnCeiRedey and BavByz8dmmitee S &
(A001¢ 19.

There appeared to be some ambivalence towards the new scrutiny arrangements
amongst some elected members within the case study areas around the perception of a
loss of localism. The following quote is quite lengthy, but it may explain some of the

disquietamongst Local Authorities;

dwX6 Ay (GKS LI &0 é2dz KIR dSLJ NIGS t2fAiA0S8
scrutinising and holding the Chief Constable and a force to account..the Police
Authority would then hold the Chief Constable ultimatefdahe force to account for

any budgetary demands, also for operational issues etc., without going into detail of
individual operations of course but in a general term. Now with the single force you've

still got a Scottish Police Authority, but thats netally accountable to Local

P dzZi K2NA GASE 2NJ 02 GKS O2YYdyAuiASas AiQa
.adzis GKS dONHziAyé i1d O2YLIESiSté 2y | RA:
their budgets are, we can't determine what they shwiile doing. Obviously what we

can do is try and sit down and agree what we believe for the City and on a localised
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level, the Local Policing Plans and Local Fire Plans, and make an input in that sense, but
a proper scrutiny | would say is lacking from th@izNJNSG v~ ((BO&5% Courslldec

Burnpark Area PartnershipBurnside.

The Councillor did say they had an input up to a degree to get their point across about
certain issues, but it was the Police who finalise the document that they believe reflect
the greatest needs of a specific local area (B015). It is clear that Local Authorities have
lost significant input in terms of local accountability when it comes to setting local
priorities and improving funding for specific policing initiatives. Thers alao a concern

that Police priorities may not converge with Council priorities and if this is the case how
will an agreement be obtained. However, the Chair of the Safe Group intimated that the

Police could change their plans if asked;

G2 KSYy (KAEGHFEALAzR (GKS FANAHG LI Fya F2N . d
they got a lot of comments, and they changed it, believe it or not. One of the big ones
gl4da KIFHiS ONAYST 4SS FStid UKSNBE GFaydi Sy:
cops took it awg and came back and said they would reword it to make sure that was
Ay GKSNBZ 4 KBOO&K- Cduhdilor (IGhadirR3afe Group/Chair VAW

Burnside.

It was clear that some form of Scruti@@mmittees and Groups were being established
within the cag study areas, however, there were still concerns being expressed around
accountability and a loss of localism with regard to the governance of policing in

particular.

6.3.4 Local Policing and MultMember Ward Plans

¢CKS (G2LAO 2F Wi20lf LREAOAYIQ KIR 06S02YS
expressing concerns about the possible loss of local accountalbtity.perceived loss of
localism was highlighted by a number of participants within the case study .aFeas
instance, a Licensing Standards Officer in Avonside (who was also a former senior Police

officer) admitted he was against a national Police service;

a woddrdnfe th€re is a lot of negatives about going national in my personal

opinion...basically, its with the point of view that everything is determined from the
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Licensing Standards Officg Avonside.

However, according to the PSS they have taken into acdogat sensibilities, and they
have in essence gone a step further than what was required within the Reform Act, and
this was pointed out by a senior Police officer in Burnside who discussed how the former
Chief Constable Stephen House had volunteeredrtivide MulttMember Ward Plans
alongside Local Policing Plagsa point also highlighted in the Apex Scotland Annual
Lecture (Apex Scotland, 2013: 3);
a w XdBwhat you've got is a Police Scotland Plan for the whole of Scetasiiategy.
You've got 32 dcal Policing Plans for each individual divisional area to cover the
Councils, and then MutMember Ward Plans. So there's 36 MuMémber Ward Plans
F2NJ GKS . dzNy d A RB003) 2PbliteD Chief/ Il dtoBade aGPomg; £

Burnside.

In essence tb PSS will have 32 Local and 353 MJkmber Ward Plans (MMWP)
alongside the Annual Plan (ibid; SPA, 2013), which also take into account the Scottish
Government Strategic Priorities and the SPA three year Strategic Police Plan
(Legislation.gov.uk, 20123ee Table 6; which lists out the priorities for each plan during
201314. As you can see many of the objectives match up, with a couple of slight
variations or outliers in the MMWP, but even then, they are ostensibly similar priorities.
Avon Isle for exanlp, has road safety as one of its priorities; despite the fact it has been

acknowledged as not an issue on Avon Isle (Police Scotland, 2014a).

Table 6: Annual, Local and Muliilember Ward Policing Plans 20113}

Police Reducing | Reducing | Protecting Dealing Contributing
Scotland violence road people at professionally | to a resilient

Annual crime and | casualties | their most with major Scotland

Police antisocial | and vulnerable events and

Plan behaviour | fatalities (particularly | crimes

2013/14 (ASB) victims of

CA@S v domestic

0§ KNBI R abuse and

affecting all children

communities

Main Violence, | Protecting | Road safety | Serious Major Public
Objectives of | Disorder | the public | and road organised events and | confidence
Annual and ASB crime crime and resilience

Police Plan Terrorism
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Avonside Violence. | Protecting | Acquisitive Serious crime Increase
LPP Disorder | people and road and public
20132014 and ASB crime responding to confidence
national and local
events engagement
Avon Isle Violence | Public Road Safety | Major crime Acquisitive
MMWP and ASB | Protection | and and Terrorism Crime
Nov 2013 Enforcement
Burnside LPP Tackling | Protecting Tackling and Increasing
20132014 violence, | People Serious responding | Public
disorder Organised to National | Confidence
and ASB Crime Events and Local
Engagement
Burnpark Assault Drunk and Drug use and House
and City and disorderly drug dealing breaking
MMWP violent behaviour and theft
Nov 2013 crime
Cartside LPH ASB, Protecting | Road policing| Serious Community
20132014 Disorder | the public | and road Organised confidence
and crime Crime and
violence, Groups engagement
Tackling
Domestic
abuse
Cartside East| ASB, Protecting | Making roads| Disrupting Crimes of
MMWP Violent people safer organised dishonesty
Nov 2013 crime and places crime
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The PSS have said that they consult with the local public and Local Authorities in terms of
setting their strategic priorities and objectiveshhls also been highlighted by some Police

LI NOAOALI yiGa (KIFIG GKSe ¢g2dzZ R y20 LdsE Ay
highlighted in the Apex Scotland Annual Lecture (Apex Scotland, 201ro2igh on the

face of it, the plans are fairly simil The three case study sites are a mixture of dense
urban, smaller urban/commuter, and small/urban remote/island communities, and it was
quite clear that some participants were concerned that the new single service may not
take this into account; partidarly in Avon Isle. There was also a perception by some that
as the former Chief Constable was from Strathclgdbe largest force in Scotland, and

one of the largest forces throughout the UK, that what was happening to the PSS was a
F2NY 2F WOINRRKQf ®RRF ST HamnoI AyazFlrN | a
become the template for the whole of Scotland or as the former Police officer from

Avonside now referred to it as;

W/t is kind of Strathclyde versus the rest of the world noits kind of StrathGlasgow
UKFUO Nbzya {O2df 1 yR [fAFL5)ELACENSINg Bilandads Officry d S

Avonside.

| 26 SOSNE Ay | G2yaARS W 2yS aAiai S FTAGa ff
be possible due to the difference in geographieas; especially island communities. One

representative from the voluntary sector on Avon Isle CSP claimed;

&/ don't think in an area like Avon Isle they can allow that to happen, because | worked
with the Police for nine years in the island and locabledge is absolutely
everything. Especially on the islands, because Police officers can't disappear at night to
go and live somewhere else the way they can in the mainland, they have to live side by
side, so they could be standing having a quiet dring bar next to the guy that they'd
locked up the night befoke 6 ! gyRape Crisig Avonside.

When you have a hierarchical organisation such as the Police then performance
management can become an issue, with many commentators asserting that paficing
many aspects has become performance by numbers, or a tick the box exercise. Fyfe

(2014: 11) argues that over two thirds of Local Authority areas have sincetbieApril
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2013 increased substantially their stop and search activity, with some areasghan
increase of 400%. This in turn prompted the SPA to launch a scrutiny review on the
practice, which recommended that the PSS must ensure a balancing act between search
powers and the rights of individuals (Fyfe, 2014: 11). Trying to find a balaactng
between reactive policing and community engagement was discussed by a representative

of the third sectorin Burnside;

dL UKAY] UGKSNBE NGB (A]Sfé d2 68 | ydzyoSAN
show up in many localities. So if | coldde as an example of thattrathclyde Police

KFcrR F2NJ | ydzY6SNJ 2F éSINE [jdAdS | LINBI Oii.
probably see an increase of that stop and search strateqy now being rolled out across
Scotland. Now that obviously has ihpD | G A 2ya 2y | 20FfAiAayYy | :
got a national strategy which is around stop and search and maybe quite proactive,
GKAES i GKS dalYS 0AYS E2dzO0NB (NBAY 3T 02
dUNI G§STES TKSYy (K2BS dRANKQ (P yIS{BBIYPERIIak ST @FRX 6
Third Sector Forum/SCRmBurnside.

Although there has been a renewed scrutiny on the role of stop and search activity it has
none the less still been rolled out across Scotland, and as you can see from taldevy bel
only a small percentage of the searches were consensual. The positive searches were in
the main related to drugs or alcohol and a total of 226 weapons were found, and only one

non-positive search was related to terrorism (Police Scotland, 2016);

Table7: Stop and Search Quarterly report ApBSlept. 2016

Statutory | Consensual| Positive Search
Avonside 458 25 110
Burnside 7503 274 1822
Cartside 318 16 125
Force total 20665 888 6708

Source: Police Scotland (2016)
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In terms of community engagemenhis could have a negative impact on local

communities as one participant from Burnside stressed,;

A  ¥h8y can have something like one in five of the people they stop are carrying an
offensive weapon. Now | have said or would say back to that, that means that four out
2F FAOS | NBYyQi FyR é2dz 62dz2 Ry Qi 3Si St SO
bS Y2NB A (BULG-Chair & Bhifd/Sector Forum/SCPBurnside.

The restructure of PSS was also thought to affect some communities more than others,
for example, plans to restructure policing in Avon Isle caused a lot of upset within the
local community. One major cause for concern was the removal of the senior Police
Inspector post from the island. Policing was to be dealt with remotely from the mainland.

This annoyed most of the islanders who thought they were being treated unfairly in terms
of a) they would be losing a valuable colleague/neighbour, and b) a seslioe Bfficer to

deal with any major incidents.

This issue was discussed at a packed Area CPP meeting off tfeD&cember 2013,
whereupon the Police officer in attendance tried to assure the islanders that they would

be perfectly able to direct polieg from the mainland. This angered more than a few local
Community Councillors at the meeting, who thought that the Police were trying to change
their borders without informing or consulting locally, one Community Councillor declared
that this sounded likél KS A & & dzS @k agcorhpl, NS R34 (1S WORvo dzf 7 |
Isle Area CPP meeting, 2013).

They argued that the Police were failing to take into account the stretch of water or boats
being cut off if they had an incident (the island is 30 misutem the mainland by ferry);
particularly if the weather was bad, which highlights the difficulties of commanding an

emergency remotely (Avon Isle Area CPP meeting, 2013).

However, the Police spokesperson said they had a Police Officer trained in sespol
they were confident that they could deal with emergencies and remote control; further
adding that this was not about one mant was about the whole structure. Nonetheless,

it was felt by the community that a desk sergeant was not a suitable gepiant for an

experienced Police Inspector (Avon Isle Area CPP meeting, 2013). Furthermore, Police
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Scotland admits in their Local Policing Plan for the area that incidents happening in
NEY23S FINBlIa FyR AaflyRasz ¢ KA Ogood-wedkher2 yf &
LINSASY (G dzyAljdzS LRfAOAY3I OKFffSyaSaqQ o6t 2fA

the former Police officer in Avonside, who had previously worked on the island;

&/t's a busy, busy island, and although it doesn't appear to be on thossahdalls,

they are busy the officers there- and they do need leadership, and the sergeants
need leadership as well ,and they're not going to get that from somebody that stays in
Ridgeway qh the mainland = f yR (Kl idda FNBYE LBOWAWR )Y |
Licensing Standards OfficgAvonside.

An elected Councillor in Cartside who at first praised the new structure on the grounds
that is was questionable as to just how effective the old Board structure actually was,
nonetheless also criticised ackaof consultation between the Police and the Council over

actions taken on Public Counters in particular;

dwX6 GKSYy t2fA08 {020flyR 022] (GKS RSOA&E
there was enough advance consultation on that with elected members, and indeed

GKSYy (UKSEUNSL Gl t]AiAy3d | o62dai GA0GKRNFI 64Ay3 2
enougk O2yddz il diAz2y NBIIFNRAY T (COVAEColndler & K| ¢

¢ Community Planning and Regeneration Commit{é€gartside.

It is clear that there are a few teething problems in terms of the new structures, which
could result in some imeased tension between the national and local governance of
community safety, both in terms of accountability and a perceived loss of localism, which
was more apparent in Avonside and Cartside. However, one elected Councillor in
Burnside thought communitewould now have more of a chance to discuss Local Police

Plans;

ad! YRSNJ 0 KS 2fR 4UNHzOUd2NE GKSNBE S KIFR ! N
so this Is new that they are going to have these Local Police Plans and discussed at that
level, and | thik that's really positive, because it does bring community voices in more

to sit round the table, to be discussing those things. They did previously do

questionnaires to ask the public and they still do that, but there wasn't really a forum
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for discussiormbout the outcomes before they were finalised, so | think that is really
LJ2 4 A (Bo0gEL6uncillorg Safe Group/CSB ChgiBurnside.

Nonetheless, bringing community voices round a table to discuss things will only be
pertinent if they are actually heed and their concerns are duly noted and acted on in
Local Police Plans. One other area of concern was highlighted in Burnside in relation to
tensions that may occur between national and local agendas, not so much around a
disagreement of priorities, butnore to do with a national policing agenda failing to

engage with localities, which does further add fuel to the fire around a loss of localism;

dhyS 2F (dKS KAy3Id O0KIid LYOS y20i10SR 0K/
think have been moved2t | t 2f A0S {O20fFyR LISNELISOGA
there's a bit of a... how would you put it, there's a bit of a kind of gap in partnership
working between what's happening at a national level and what's happening at a local
level, and the impactfahat can be quite significafit]{ 2 F2NJ SE} YLI S (K
. SUUSNI [ APDSEQ OF YL AFyS UKSé HSNBE R2Ay3
F2NJ Ay . d2NVEARSS o6dzi AdQd |fYy2d4d (A]S i
filtering down tol £ 2 O/ (B020j- 26 6f £ity Centre Alcohol Action Group

Burnside.

Prioritising national agendas ahead of local ones could lead to a perception that there is
less local accountability, less local input, which could have consequences in teams o
erosion of trust between communities and logartnerships. The PSS may argue that this
is not the case. However, this last section will examine some areas of concern with regard

to community accountability in the governance of community safety.

6.4 Community Accountability

Pollock and Sharp (2012: 3063), point out that there has been a desire deoitnal
governmenti KNR dzaK2dzi GKS 'Y (42 WNBOADBS OADBAO :
the hands of communities. In Westminster in 2008 thére & G KS Commnyifies 2 F
AY O2yiNBfY NGB/ ibllowelig2009 Dy the \BBottigh GHVEraneNBEEN
GKSe 1 dzyOKSR GKSANI FOGA2y LIy 2y WO2YYc

from deep concerns regarding citizen apathy and the belief that including communities in
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decision making would have a real impact oncsety; hence the push towards active
citizenship especially within the confines of community planning, crime and disorder or

Community Safety Partnerships.

However, despite the political rhetoric there has been widespread criticism directed
towards the extent of any real community engagement. In Scotland, for example, one of
the key findings of theChristie Commission & G KIF G GKSNB A& ek ySS
Fd GKS KSIENIG 2F O2YYdzyAde LIEFYYyAy3ad YR Lk
19), this was aimed towards CPPs in particular. Not only were services to be redesigned
around the needs of citizens, but they were also to involve local commumtidstheir

elected representatives, and above all be democratically accountable to the people of
Scotland (S.G., 2011b: 81§ristiewas not advocating for a new direction within
community planning, rather he was identifying that one of the key aims ftoenariginal
statutory guidance for CPPs was not being met, for example, ensuring people and
communities are genuinely engaged around decisions on public services, which may have

a direct effect on them (Scottish Executive, 2004: 1).
6.4.1 Community engagment/consultation

Davidson and Elstub (2014) writing on deliberative and participatory democracy in the UK
have argued that people are becoming disillusioned and disenfranchised by the prevailing
political institutions and decision making practices; thias been evidenced by the
marked decline in voter turnout and trust in politicians in general (ibid). If Politicians are
to regain the trust of local communities then there would have to be a real effort to
encourage citizens to engage more in politicatid®n making. For this to happen, it has
been implied thapower has to be decentralised from the top levels of government down
to the Local Authority/community level, at which point individuals may be able to

influence issues which affect their local camnity (Patsias et al., 2013).

It could be argued that within the concept of participatory democracy there are varying
degrees or levels of community engagement within local governance structures. Many
policy documents postChristierefer to the importanceof engagement, but are quite

ambiguous in terms of its implementation. For example the Scottish Government

Statement of Ambitionstresses the value of solid foundations for CPPs based on
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dzy RSNREGIF YRAY3I GKSANI O2YYdzy A (A S &ortdndies ©S A y 3
O2yadzZ 4 Sy3ar3aS FyR Ay@2ft @S GKSYe¢ o6{O020G0A
comment on the extent or level of engagement this should entail. The same could be said
T2N) GKS | dzR A (Refpondinigtia Ghillende® 408 Sdaggéd overview of

[ 20Ff D2 @SNy Y(BuydiiScatlagnd, 200R) Holvglieg?, hile it does not go so

far as to suggest how CPPs should engage, it does assert that there is a variability in the
effectiveness of community engagement whereupon there isadure to link up
engagement activity and consultation with decision making in order to improve services

(Audit Scotland, 2013c: 10).

This was evident within some of the case study sites when key stakeholders were asked
about the levels of community engagent within CSPs. The concept of engagement took
on various forms ranging from direct engagement to it being indirectly facilitated through

various actors/groups or agencies, as this participant from Avonside explained;

aSo for example, Avonside Police yhearry out community surveys, they attend local
¢SylyiaQ |yR wSadARSYyidaQ DNPdzJd iy NBFf | .
intelligence and information that they will feed into the community safety planning
process. Housing Associations obvioushkK NP dz3 K (G KSANJ G2NJ] A
WSAARSYU1AdQ DNRBdAzJi | YR GdKSANJ 26y 4dSNDIIOS
information, so it's based upon community engagement, but in some ways Is maybe

indirect [.6 €  0O-Ust)yCammunity Safety Gordinator ¢ Avonside.

Key community safety issues were incorporated within the Avonside SOA, which were

I R2dzZRISR G2 KI @S 088y i ABdcaf8R st)iHOMNRalzihK |
GSN¥a 2F Sy3alFr3asSySyid WwWoz2iG0G2Y dzZiamgd, icouldS | dz
imply that there is direct engagement with the community or it could be through various
street level bureaucrats (Lipsky, 1980). When asked if it was bottom up in terms of a
community group being involved with the CSP it was stated thaiows partners
provided data and added information from their own individual perspectives and that
information was then analysed. However, they also took into account engagement via the
local Area Community Planning Groups (through which it was thoughtolex strong
decentralised community focus on services) and by individual services with groups such as
¢SylryiaQ YR wSaARSyGaQ !'aaz20AlGdA2yQa Ay
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engagement in this sense isdically being filtered througthird party organisations or

the public/private sectoy as the previous participant states;

a o erpdyément isn't necessarily the CSP as an entity directly engaging, but it's fed
into - rather than replicating engagement that takes place already in different shape

and forms 0 !- Ist)-@ommunity Safety Gordinator ¢ Avonside.

The CPP Partnership Manager in Cartside stated that community consultative groups
engaged with communities at the early level of the CPP; because they needed to engage
strategically. Tis took place through Area Community Planning Forums; which are made
up of representatives from Community Councils, Regeneration Groups, Development
Trusts and other local groups. Community engagement did not seem to take place

through these forums in amsictured or consistent fashion, for example, it was stated;

& 2e would use them if we want to talk to our communities, we would use then as a
stepping off point if you like [...] i.e. If we wanted to go and talk to them about the new
SOA, we would requéshrough the local group whether or not they want to hear it
basically. And that very often is a jumping off péint 6 |- Isth-i@ommunity Planning
Partnership Managet Cartside.

When asked how they specifically consult around community safetyat wa (i Whab R &
we do around community safety is pretty much reactive actéallyd /- tist).nin other

words if a local community wanted to find out what was happening in terms of alcohol
and drugs in their local area, then a member of the Alcohol and Pastnership would

go out to speak to them;

&/ think it does need to be a little much more proactive and that's very muloére we

see our implementation of the next SOA, is much more about where we've got to this
point, we think these are areas of activity we need to get better at, how can we work
U2FSUKSNI G2 A Y(CDOR DS - (Cadiidity Rlagnihg S artnership

Managerg Cartside.

Community engagement in Avonside and Cartside (with respect to community safety)

was arguably based more on the occasional consultative level, as opposed to a more fully
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devolved form of participatory democracy/active citizenst@me criticism levelled at this
GelS 2F Sy3ar3aSySyd @GASséga AL a YSNBte Wiz
Hendriks, 2013). In Burnside, as previously reported, organisational reform within the
community planning process had attempted to impeocommunity engagement insofar

as local communities (at least in terms of representation from Community Councils) were
not only being heard, but that they also had a voice and a vote on local planning

decisions;

o/ think if it beds in and you get that gagement, in other words people can see that
what they say locally does happén] you can change the way services are by the way
Police are in there, or Fire and Rescue whatever, because you've got them round that

J I 6(BAGG} Councillorg Chair Saf Group/Chair VAW Burnside.

Having discussions round a table may improve communication between different
actors/organisations and local community representatives, but it does not necessarily
mean that those organisations will change their strategigeotives. For instance, in
Burnside Community Council representatives have voting rights on Area Partnerships and
sectoral CPPs (but not at the strategic level). However having a voice and a vote and being
able to exercise that privilege is very much deg@nt on the capabilities (or social

capital) of each individual, particularly if the vote is not always left open to deliberation;

aThe last meeting the ne@ouncil reps didn't have a lot to say, and | think they need
to sort of find their voice as wektause (sic) they've got an equal say and they've got a

vot&€é 0O . -Rouncillorg Chair of NWCP®Burnside.

o/'ve only been involved in two occasions so far where we've went to a vote [...] but
UKSe4doS YIRS Ad [dzAdS OfeSdteNoniissues thapdre A F
SEIGNBYSteé avitf Fff 0KS GdAYS H6SONBE F2iy3T
GAFE 0SS (AGSNI & Lidzi 7 @®NB-CIRustyTowBldzy £ 7

Burnwood CE Burnside.

It is clear that CommunytCouncillors have a voice in Burnside (to an extent), however it

can also potentially be shaped by knowledgeable others;
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FKSIR 2y GKS 06FdAd 2 HoisOkyygetiadreemiontor ad 2 &
GFé F2NBIFNR Ad LINPO /I 6 f &BOLLK Souride, iChaig 6f & 0 2
NWCPR, Burnside.

Pollock and Sharp (2012:3066) comment on how the institutional mechanisms in which
communities are engaged and empered in the first place, often act as a mode of
adzo2S0OtA2ysS Ay (KIFG GKS@ WwWSyO2dzN}» 3IS | f A
202SO0ADBSaQ OAOARY onccoO® LT O2YYdzyAide NX
truly mean to affect change and become iaetcitizens then they will need to develop a
stronger voice apartnershipmeetings in order to ensure active participation within the
decision making process. Nonetheless, they did appear to have more of a voice within the
community planning process inuBiside compared to Avonside and Cartside, who did not

(at the time of the interviews) have a vote at any level of the community planning
process. In the Cartside CSP there did not appear to be any representatives from the
community, and the Area Commandr the Police in Cartside (who also chairs the CSP)

confirmed that currently no Community Council were represented on the CSP, but added;

OFor the Partnershjp Group of the new CPP there's going to be ten community
representative groups and five electenembers. So the elected members essentially

are the Chairs of the Community Councils in the main, and iIf that's not the case then
the community partners themselves will, so essentially the Community Councils will be
represented on the groups that repaiw the Community Planning Partnerséip 6 | n mm 0

- Area Commander PoliegCartside.

There may well be an increase in community participation (to the extent that they are
represented by a select few) within CPPs in Cartside, however, it remains to bé théen i

will actualise as genuine participation to the point that they can affect the decision
making process. However, allowing citizens to attend and take paparnmership
meetings is one thing, but actually achieving that could be another, for exampl
cannot force citizens to turn up and actively take part in formal discussions. Van Steden
et al., (2011) found in their study in Amsterdam that active citizenship is difficult to

achieve, for example, it may be unrealistic to establish informalmei prevention
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YSOKIyA&Ya Ay dNBFy FNBlFa RdS G2 GKS FI O
KIS ySOSN) SEAalGSRE o60ly {GSRSy SiG I f ®dI w7

This statement finds some foothold within some of the case study areas in terms of a
perceived apathy bgertain sections of the community to actively engage with agencies
or Community Councils about matters that may concern them. At an Area Partnership
meeting in Burnside it was noted that there was no members of the public present to
observe what was happémg (Area Partnership meeting 30/5/13). A Chief Inspector of

Burnside Police later stated;

Othat's replicated all over the areas in Scotland that I've worked in [...] we'd have our
quarterly local Area Partnership meeting, where it would be the full €bun
representation of elected reps (sic) for five wards and very seldom did we ever even
get the local newspaper turning up and no members of the péblicd . qnPolza)

Chief Inspector; Safe Groug Burnside.

In instances like this more importance még placed on the views of street level
bureaucrats (front line workers) who in their capacity to engage with hard to reach
groups may possess firsnd knowledge of local community need when there is no
obvious representation from local communities (lips 1980; Durose, 2011). This is
thought to be particularly difficult in areas where there are mixed communities within a
mixed economy of Council houses, homeowners and private lets. It was suggested that in
the past when Housing schemes were predomina@buncil owned there was a sort of
unity of purpose compared with today stronger bonding social capital (Putnam, 2000),

whereas now, if there is a unity of purpose it is usually single issue based.

Van Steden refers to studies in the UK and the USA llave shown that active
participation is more likely to take place in neighbourhoods that are defined as middle
class with low crime rates and strong community networks. This means that paradoxically
active citizenship flourishes in privileged low cric@nmunities compared to high crime
under-privileged communities who arguably need it the most. This was also noted by
Patsias et al., (2013) in their study on participatory democracy in Montreal. Consequently,

middle class communities and residents gengrahve a greater capacity to connect with
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social capital (van Steden et al., 2011: 436).

In Avon Isle consultation or direct engagement often meant the same tlingdme

I 3SYyOASad ¢KSNBE ¢gSNB WS@PSydaQ 2NHIFIYAASR
agencies taking part; they basically set up stalls and waited for the community to come
and engage with them, which was then reported as a form of communitgudtation.
Engagement was also thought to occur when draft community plans or the draft SOA
went out for public consultation. However, this could quite often be described as
tokenistic in gesture (Arnstein, 1969) as it is arguable that the strategies dieaady

been decided. Furthermore, it is often reliant on the wider community being able to

access consultation documents online;

&/ know there are some people that haven't even got access to online to view, and that
kind of thing. But, there probably,ibut | can't remember, hard copies in some of the
libraries, or available at your Council office. But that's just for the big ones the SOA and

what have yo&i 0 ! - Brmoup Commander Fire ServigAvonside.

Consultation in this sense is left in the hanaf the public, or in the hands of Community
Councils; arecognised mechanism in terms of accountability within local governance
structures. Their views must accurately represent the views of their local community, and
accordingly they must try to represat and secure the involvement of all sectors of the
community (Scottish Government, 2009jowever, this leaves open to question the
effectiveness of Community Councgdor example, how well attended are they? How
well organised are they? And how isetvider community they represent consulted in
general? For instance, does the wider community realise that a Community Council exists
within their neighbourhood, and if they did, how is this form of consultation viewed? For
instance, some consultationevérda. K|l @S 06SSy NBFSNNBR (02 I &
exercises by some participants. One participant in Cartside described (in great
O2yaidSNYyFridA2ys K2g | OA DA f AaSNBIFyad Ol YS
SYLRSNYSYGQ odzi itk yhey roglyF Batld6ré RmonihKi& Yihe

consultation exercise;
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dhy OS | 3l Ay & 2-tekingBxerkiseNtB all2ighe and adusted' | said, 'My
Community Council is meeting right now, and we will not meet again for another
month, this Iis holidayime, | couldn't possibly call a special meeting between now and
then' and | heartily got a clap for saying what | said. A lot of the stuff igibkarg
SESNDAESAd 2 &lé d6oFy3Ia (Lola)fCarsifle LEHshgS 4/
Forumg¢ Cartsde.

Levels of consultation will vary between different agencies and actors ranging from local
events to online selparticipatory surveys as a form of wider community engagement.
However, this means that some hard to reach communities or communitiesnaragle
largely fail to take part, either through a lack of knowledge of the process, or through a
lack of capacity to engage in the first place. There is also the added problem of how
representative are Community Councils as some participants in the ¢adg areas

pointed out;

a w BmdMigger question isare Community Councils the most representative around?
- They ought to be, but they aren't always 0 . -&aouncilor¢ Safe Group/CSB Chair

¢ Burnside.
6.4.2 Active Citizenship

Carr (2012: 398) argues that community action is essential for improving civility and for
strengthening control, and writes about the benefits of collective efficacy in two US cities,
GKAOK KS RSaONARoSa lFa GKS f Ay $pechsor crifrol. Wi NHz
However, he argues that there has been no real attempt to analyse the different levels of
action or how much agency an individual has within a community in terms of negotiating
order, or how or when it varies. He views negotiated ordsra mixture of aims and
inputs, whereby individuals residing in communities, have a say on defining what order is,
and actively try to achieve these aims. Order in this sense is negotiated because there is a
clear attempt by citizens to campaign for safeind act together with institutions and
other individuals to create it. However, not all citizens have the same input in negotiating
order. Carr (2012) refers to four ideal typestizen partner, citizen associate, citizen
bystander and citizen opponerifhe first two possibly resonate with the descriptions of

some active participants within the case study areas;



215

G OTKAY] GKId KAGU2NAOIffé KIHd KFLIISYSR
RAANBALISOG Fazt 5 AidQa | i 8ticdmes fdrward, S iotehils 2 F
to be people either who have had an issue or maybe have a community development
background, or something like that, so they're used to kind of raising issues about the
community, but therell be members of the community thatyb nowhere near a
/2YYdzyAidé /2dz/OAf YR AU F2dxd B @3-hdaghid S NG
Officer for Cartside ADP.

This was possibly the case in Avon Isle, where one respondent from the Avon Isle Elderly
Forum (white, middle class) wathe only consistent representative on the local
Community Safety Forum. Furthermore, they had been asked to join the Forum by the
local Councillor and then asked to sit on the local Alcohol and Drug Partnership (ADP)
despite the fact that they had little fowledge around drug and alcohol issues. The

respondent commented on being on baplartnershirs;

OFersonally | get more out of the Safety Forum meetiatie ADP the Councillor asked
me to take that and he asked me to come alerigdid say to him that's's not my-

you know- I've no...but the more you get into it you realise you could be helping
people with your input, because | could be the actual member that lets them know the
things that are going on in the town 06 ! -JConvmunity RepresentativeAvon Isle

Forum for Older Voices.

CKAA NBazylraSa 6A0GK [ | NN&Zen dssoovarn that thisy 0 R
community representative was in the position to pass on their subjective local knowledge

as an objective assessment of a local confmui @ T a2 o6S (GKS SeSa |
(ibid: 408). This raises questions about how organisations such as the Police view the
representativeness of the wider community in general. Harkin (2015) in his study on
public consultation forums in Edinburdbund that there were concerns that the Police
viewed Forums (sometimes with as little as three community members in attendance) as

I WLINPE& F2N 0KS 4 A R&NSted2 doOMmieyits that Some dctivd R 'Y
local residents are drawn into the cuie of the Criminal Justice System order to

contribute to the control of individual behaviour. This often benefits the Police and other
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Burnwood Community Council (CC) in Burnside was one of the Councils on the
Burnpark/town centre Area Partnership; representing a largely middle class area in the
city centre (the other being Burnpark). Their represéne (a local business person) also
represented the other Community Councils in the sectoral CPP, and in the Community
Council Liaison Group; which worked with the democratic services on Burnside City
Council. Burnwood CC was proactively involved withltbeal Authority and the Police
regarding licensing applications for pubs, restaurants and fast food outlets, and also
provided local intelligence on crime and criminality. Crime was associated with low level
drug dealing as the area is dominated by upmaidafe/bars and restaurants; therefore
cocaine was the drug of choice amongst some city revellers. Begging was regarded as a
Y 22Nl AaadzS SAGKSNI FNRY WwWadzy1ASaQ 2N W2NHI

G o D Rémanians in particular, we can feed that backintda | é Wf 22] 5
vehicle they drive, this is how theyrive at thecity, you know, they rotate the beggars
every week [...] so we can feed that back into them ¢ . -rCenamunity Councillor

Burnwood CE Burnside.

.dzNY 622R // Qa LI NIAOALI YO | OO2NRAYy3 G2 /|
be described as aitizen partnenn view of the fact that they not only report back on
crime, but actively take part in solving local problems within their area. Ir&sinto
Burnwood ¢ Burnpark CC lies on the outskirts of the city in an area which could be
described as socially disorganised as it consists mainly of part Council/part private let flats
within a working class or for some a deprived working class arésa Cimmunity Council

was started by the Chair (and her husband who represents the CC on the Area
Partnership); because they had an issue with a derelict site opposite them. Since then
they have been content to deal with local concerns where and when thisg aif at all,
however, they seemed quite put out by the new governance arrangements, which they

felt was imposing more on their time, compared to when they first started,;

awe got together with people, like minded that wanted to sort of kind of geam at

that point it was going to be for our wee comfort zone, but gradually you get more and
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more people imposing on your time [.] 06 . -rCaranmunity Councillog Chair of

Burnpark CG Burnside.

This was in reference to planners asking to come atongeetings to give presentations
and the amount of extra work this entailed via the Area Partnership. Under the old Area
Committees they did not have much input, but now under the new structure they were
expected to take more responsibility and have areactive role, which these elderly

respondents found particularly off putting;

QThat's the paperwork he took to his last meeting, now he's got to sit and go through
all that before he actually goes to a meeting. To us that's never been involved in all of
these [...] | mean | know it impacts on the area, but to me it's setting up committees,
and people’s voluntary time, and the other people are getting paid thousands of
pounds to do all these jobs ¢ . -ICenuminity Councillo¢ Chair of Burnpark CC

Bumside.

Burnpark CC appeared to be weaker compared to Burnwood CC in terms of capacity,
commitment, and connections to the local community, and they did not have a set
process of contacting the community (unlike Burnwood who have their own website and
facebook pages), it seemed to occur on an ad hoc baéis the local daiy 6. nmT 0O |
was halfjokingly suggested. Burnpark CC participants could be describeditiasn
associate® O/ I NNE HAnMHU I K2 ¢S @S NIoitizérkgstandec® d& R |
that they accept the role of the Police in producing law and order and only provide
information when asked. On the face of it, they have less bridging social capital than
Burnwood CC both in terms of capacity, commitment and connections to other
orgay Adl 0A2ya o6tdziylYSE vwnnnod tdziylyY | a&8SNI
LINAYOALIt 2F ISYSNIftAAZSR NBOALINROAGEE OA

I
0
reciprocity is strengthened by solid networks of social exchange, for eraggiorkers,

friends within a tight knit community. However, there is a difference between meeting
YR GNMzAGAY3 a2YS2yS Ay GKS f20Ff WRFANEBQ
trusting someone you meet on a casual basigpértnershigs). Trusthat is embedded in

strong social ties and wider networks is referred to as thick trust, whereas, thin trust in

the generalised other (a casual acquaintance) also requires some form of shared network

and notions of reciprocity, but, thin trust is judged be more valuable insofar as it
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expands our notions of trust beyond the list of people we know personally (Putnam,
HAnnnY MocO® ¢KSNBF2NBI . daNYyg22R [/ / Qa SEGS
GNXzAG FNBE Y2NB STFSO0A D Bse 0awsrkd oldBigk tris2in . dzNJ

securing more resources for their local community.
6.4.3 The Usual Suspects

A key criticism levelled at community organisations, such as Community Councils,
WSAARSYGaQ !'aa20AlGA2yas /2YYdzyAde tI NIySt
(Lowndes and Sullivan, 2006), typified either by their backgrounds in community
development, or social class (van Steden, 2011; Patsias, 2013), and age. This resonates
within the case study areas wherein all of the community representatives interviewed (or
observed afpartnershipmeetings) have been between the ages of 50 to 75 yeatsall

of them were white, and most of them were middle class. In terms of representation
Community Councils are supposed to make efforts to encourage grejgesented

groups, including young people to either participate or attend (minimum age to be a
Cauncillor is 16 years). However, in reality this was not the case within the case study

areas;

& e wise they tend to be all retired, our secretary he's yourg's in his thirties,
there are one or two there that are maybe late fifties early sixtieg\fre don't have a
teenager or even anyone in their twenties 0 ! - Commiinity Councillog Avon Isle

Community Council.

Other hard to reach groups (homeless) would also not qualify as Community Councillors
as you must have residency within the argau represent and be named on the electoral
register (Scottish Government, 2009b). In terms of engagement young people and other
minority groups often feel that they are talked at rather than talked to, and community
safety initiatives are not often plandewith input from these marginalised groups, who
are quite often the targets of initiatives. According to Carr (2012: 408) they can be
described aw/tizen opponent; defined as generally alienated from the accepted norms

of law and order, this smallegroup potentially has a tepeavy effect on criminal justice
policy and on negotiated order. Consequently, according to van Steden (2011: 437) the

quest for community safety is in danger of doing more harm than good in terms of
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exacerbating conflict throug enforcement rather than looking for solutions amongst all

members of a community (van Steden, 2011: 437).

Participation is also inhibited dgcal governmentegislation, for example, to take part in
Community Councils or Area Partnershgogou must beregistered on the electoral roll.

This rules out a lot of people who either have never voted or are not registered because
of past debts incurred during the poll tax years. The Scottish Government has stated that
it plans to bring in legislation banning@hcils from using the electoral roll to chase
historical debts (Carrell et al., 2014). Burnside Council have written off arrears or have a
five-year cap on pursuing debtors, whereas other Scottish Councils have recovered
£400,000 in unpaid poll tax arrearCarrell et al., (2014) writing for th@vardiarsaid a
majority of the Councils plan to use the updated electoral roll to chase other debts in an
effort to offset some of the cuts to Council budgets enforced on them through austerity
measures. Bureauceg and a lack of capacity may be another factor inhibiting local

residents from taking part in participatory democracy;

d2A0K O0KS . dzNYLI NJ] /Adé t/FNIUYSNEKALI | YR
they're making the representatives put forward a register of interest. 1've no problem

with that and my colleagues they've no problem with it, however, if youre a wee
family Iwing in social housing [...Jand somebody says to you that you have to fill out a
NBEIAdUGdSNI 2F AYiSNBEGS (GKS FANBI GKAYy3I 0K
have to tell us if you've got any directorships or shareholdings or if you've rgot a
O2y FftA00d4d5 R2 €&€2dz 62NJ] Ay | yé odzdAiySddsSa
people completely, you've just lost them, they're gone and theyll just tear up anything
e2d24 @S F20 |y RBOIBK-NBEmMunity/ CoungillbréBfimwood GC

Burnside.

It is clear there are a number of issues which may deter community participation in local
democratic processes ranging from the exclusion of youth (owing more to a lack of active
engagement rather than deliberate omission), to institutional maukms that may act

as a mode of deterrence (register of interests) to participatory democracy (Pollock and
{KIFNLX HAMHO® Ly Gdz2Ny GKA& Yl & € L.Bdtiken G2 )

partner) | cyfizen associat€x, more reliance on the usual suspects (Lowndes and
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Sullivan, 2006) in negotiated order; rather than active engagement with all members of

the local community.

6.5 Conclusion

Within the governance of community safety a number of issues have emergadh wh

may ultimately impact on local service delivery and community accountability. Due to
fiscal austerity measures a number of governance changes have been put in place
(influenced by theChristie Commissig/which has instituted a reform, not only of,dabd
ldzGK2NRGe [/ 2YYdzyAaide tflyyAy3a tI NIYSNRARKALJM
regional services (Police and Fire) into two separate national entities. There are concerns
GKFIG GKS {020GAaK D2@SNYYSydQa onhiiégai dS
outcomes and objectives) may impact on localism; especially with respect to policing
(Scott, 2012; 2013; Fyfe, 2014). Furthermore, regulatory policy levers such as the National
Performance Framework and the Single Outcome Agreement call forfloc / t t Q& G 2
O23yATIFyOS (2 GKS {O020dAaK D2@SNYyYSyidQa 2
et al., 2015; Cairney, 2015b); they do however state that Local Authorities have the
discretion to determine how to achieve them within a localisedisgt(Cairney et al.,

2015). However, achieving this balance is arguably difficult when attention is focused on
Iy WSGKz2a 2F R2Ay3 Y2NB gAGK f£SaaqQ o{O02dd
force a hard pressegublic sectorto focus not only on gantifiable measures (or
initiatives) in line with the national agenda, but also have an impact on the types of

services available to local communities.

Accountability is therefore a complex issue within the governance of community safety,
and consequetly questions were asked around themes (based on
responsibility/accountability, and benefits to communitieset within the bespoke
framework influenced byHudson and Hardy 2009 51) Wartnership assessme@t (1 2 2 €
This in turnallowed the researcher task the case study participants about the overall
responsibilisatiorprocesswhich in turn may help to address some of the research aims
with respect to how the reform process in general impacts on local accountability.
Further issues were examined aroumdnsultation practices, perceptions on localism

(post reform), and the impact of community safety strategies on local communities.
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Consequently, a number of issues arose within the domain of community safety, with
respect to problems aroundlurred linesof accountabilitywith respect toThird Sector
hNBFYAalFrGA2y a o ¢{ hQa Rornt; &hddENunity Abchudtabilitg, t A OA

which will be commented on in turn.
6.5.1 Third Sector Organisations

TSOs can make a significant contribution te lires of the most vulnerable people within
2dzNJ O2YYdzyAllASas K2gSOSNE (-srihgsapacBed grans dzA y 3
G2 tFNBS O2yiN}XOila FyR &aSNWAOS S@St I 3N
around the financial accountability of TS® relation to reliance oone donor (in this

case thepublic sector). This in turn could lead to donor dependency; which could
arguably result in less accountability to local communities if organisations align
themselves to a dominant policy positionn (iorder to obtain funds) rather than
advocating on behalf of wider societal interests (Sgueo, 2015: 11). Agencies are obliged to
pay cognizance to what is required of them as an organisation, however, within complex
governance arrangements they are oftenpartnership with a broad range of state and
non-state actors who also have their own internal and external regulatory frameworks in
place (Fenwick et al., 2012), which may impact on the core aims of smaller agencies to the
point that they may feebbliged to change their own organisational goals/organisational

form (Carmel and Harlock, 2008).

¢tKA&a 61 & SOARSY(l G2 a2Y$S SEGSYylG 6AGKAY az
had been informed that, not only, would they have to change their wanctices in

order to secure Local Authority funding, but they would also have to align themselves to
0KS /| 2WdyisehdgihQexternal oONBF yAal GA2Yy 6! [ 9h0 W, dzNJ &
tensions may also emerge with respect to perceptions of asymnagtpower relations

(McCall and Rummery, 2017,y R YSy 22 BDER A2 Q ODNRE I yR
as opposed to equality in partnership working. There are also issues with respect to

[ 9hQa o6SAy3a LRGSYUGAITffe& 2y pseRdllds caldbd OSR
the case for Community Safety Burnsigare they accountable to the Council, the Police,

their Board, or other private interests?
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There were also concerns expressed in Avonside and Cartside with respect to the
RAFTFAOMzE GASAE aYIftftSNI ¢{hQa KI@BS Ay (SSLAY:
funding in the first place. For example, Rape Crisis received far less fundirfg thahS y Q &

Aid from the Scottish Government, and had to adapt their services and utilise scarce
resources in order to access other funding streams, which could have an impact on the
type andnumber of services available to local communities. According t&EO0 policy
YIYylF3ISNIT OKIFINRGASE gAff KIS (2 | RFLWG 2NJ
funding sources as existing (and predicted future cuts) frompiligic sectorare already
KFEGAyYy3a Iy AYLI OG 2y &SNIA OSway shrugdeNditi8nsthen n mn
domain of community safety based on perceptions of a lack of status. For example, in
Avonside and Cartside Rape Crisis had problems around their youth programa®&SA

with respect to dominant agencies such as the Police (in gigeh and the Council (in
Cartside) either duplicating their service, or trying to take it over due to its apparent
success. This is further compounded by a lack of Voicéhe third sector on strategic

decision making, which arguable goes against the YyrOA LI Sa 2F WO2 YYdzy
However, this may change in Burnside as the Third Sector Forum now has a seat at the
strategic community planning level; nonetheless, it remains to be seen whether or not

their voices will be heard.

Within the governance focommunity safety organisations (including tpablic sector)

should be held accountable for the types of services available to the public. For the most
part there is scrutiny around performance management, best value, but this does not
always equate witlgood value in terms of what is available to local communities in terms

of tailoreda SNWA OSa® 2KFG Ad YIé@ R2 K2¢gSOSNI Aa
2NRSND 2y |y 20KSNBAAS RAAUGAYOUABS (GSNNI A
hand, there is often a lack of scrutiny for some organisatiqmmarticularly those who do

not buy into service level/single outcome agreements, such as religious organisations like

0 KStreebPasto®@ K2 KI @S AYGSNYyFf | OO2dzyétHos At A G

but lack accountability to Local Authorities and more crucially to local communities.
6.5.2 Third Party Policing

There are a number of issues around the concept of Third Party Polipagnership

between the Police as the first party and an external entity as the third party, whereby,
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legal powers of the third party are used to control crime and disorder (Mazzerolle, 2014
342). And a number of key aspects were highlighted including’they RA @A Rdzl £ A & (i A
NEBalLlR2yaArAoAftAalriA2yQ ODFNIIFYRSI MdbpdhcT HAAMO
with their civic obligations (Gilling, 2007: 40). Although a numbethofl sector legal

powers were utilised throughout the case study ar@ath respect to Licensing laws, the
concept was predominantly associated with the Housing sector. In this case
responsibilisation lies with Housing with respect to the extension of the governance of
crime control over some forms of incivility by regulatihg conduct of others (Flint and
bAE2YS wWnncY ¢dnn0d w288 o6Hnnnv NBFSNNBR
standards of local communities are subjected to scrutiny in line with constructed norms

of what is deemed acceptable behaviour. Foucawters to the construction and
GFNBSGAY3I 2F LI NIOAOdzf F NJ LI2LJdzA FdGAzya (G2 0S8
(cited in Flint, 2002: 620). Power for Foucault is not always expressed in an overtly
negative form, in this sense it can be conceivegraibitive rules and regulations, which
nonetheless could also be viewed as productive in termshefwider social network
(Foucault, 198Q)throughti KS aSGdAy3 2F Wy 2NXI EBint@®2:adl y
620, Lukes, 1974; 2005However, theres arguably a debate around what is an accepted

norm with respect to the classification of antisocial behaviour. Flint (2002: 631) argues
that there are limitations to the extent to which Housing Officers can advocate a
responsibilisation ethos on sociabising tenants. He cites one Housing Officer in his
study, who questioned the ethics of demanding social housing tenants wash common
stairs, when increasingly this is not required in ownecupied properties (ibid: 631).
However, norcompliance can oftemesult in eviction in cases where prolonged bouts of

W LIS ND&satialbéhaviour are deemed to violate tenancy agreements (Flint, 2002).

All of the Housing agencies within the case study areas had used eviction as a legal lever

in particular cases.

| 2dzZaAy3 hFFAOSNARA | NB AYyONBlIaiay3dte SELISOGS
was particularly relevant in Burnsideghen a Community Improvement Partnership (CIP)

was established by Housing, the Police, and the Fire segvioean effort tonot only
assessrisglo dzi G2 F NHdzZ 6fé& O2yiNRt GSylyidiQa oSKI
respect to blurred lines of accountability. For example, within the CIP agencies are trying

to co-opt others to assess risk (Fire Service acting as alssorker; or Health agencies
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assessing fire risk). Housing Officers now also operate as part of an informal intelligence
service¢ passing on information to the Police (often based on hearsay evidence), which
could lead to newidening as more individualare drawn into theCriminal Justice
System This could result in a lessening of bonding social capital wiplmicular
communities brought about by a decline in sociaust (Wallace and Pichler, 200and

GKS a20Alt SEOf dza A 2997; Bifing,2603). W2 1 KSND 6/ NI 4 7

However, the single most fundamental accountability issue concerns who is ultimately
held responsible for policingthe Police or those copted into policing functions. Ad hoc
Policepartnershigs in this sense do not sit well witonventional notions of democratic
governance. The institutional and legal apparatus set up to control and make accountable
how the Police use their powers do not necessarily affect how other actors use them,
especially if they are not state agencidazerolle and Ransley, 2006: 186pr example,

this is evident amongst private security firms employed to patrol Housing estates and/or
other business premises. Similarly, in Britain #hecess fo Justice Act 1998s devolved
some policing powers to neRolice actors involved in amongst other things the transport

of prisoners, immigration centres, and prison custody (Mazerolle and Ransley, 2006: 184).
In this sense agencies that employ coercive policing tactesatr subjected to the same

strict protocols and their actions lack accountability.
6.5.3 Police Reform

With the advent of the Police Reform Act It is clear that some tensions have emerged in
the case study areas with respect to a loss of localism, ul@t®n practices, and a
perceived erosion of Local Authority accountability mechanisms. For example,
Community safety was situated within CPPs in the form of CSPs and their associated
thematic partnerships. The Police have been traditionally viewed asl lagencies within
CSPs, however within the new national policing agenda, local Police Commanders have
also to take into account national priaes, which had raised some concerns amongst a
number of participants in the case study areas. In the past lRalide Authorities had

the power to hold the Chief Constable and the (local) Force to account (with respect to
budgetary demands/operational issues in general terms). However, Police Scotland was
now answerable to the new Scottish Police Authority; whauim is answerable to the

Scottish Parliament, leading to perceptions of a loss of accountability to Local Authorities
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and local communitiesand implications for political interference in policing (Scott, 2013)
Terpstra and Fyfe (2015: 532) have poingedizi K2 ¢ GKS WAy adAdddziasz
place for the local governance of the Police is weak, it has in effect moved from

governance to scrutiny and engagement.

A number of participants discussed the scrutiny arrangements with respeaidalPolie

Plans; one elected Councillor from Burnside thought they did have room for manoeuvre
and discussed how they had asked the local Police Commander to changedheplan

G2 AYO2NLERNIGS Y2NB 2y WKIGS ONRY $a&they. nnc
could sit down and discuss what should be prioritised at the local ¢etvedy had input to

I LAY UGS 0 gzibpet sBriRiByRs lackkaly fiom éhe current settup 6 . nmp 0 =
that ultimately the Police will finalise the document. Within tReform Act local Councils

I NE WAYGAGSR (2 0O02YYSyidiQ 2y [20If tflyas
does not stipulate what will happen if they disagree (Scott, 2012; 2013; Fyfe, 2014).
Furthermore, any requested changes to Local PolicesPtan be vetoed by the Chief
Constablec if it is thought to interfere with national prioritiex; removing further
oversight from Local Authorities. There was evidence of Scrutiny arrangements being put
in place throughout the case study areas; howevkeré appeared to be some confusion
around exactly what this entailed (especially in Avon Isle), possibly related to a lack of

guidance within the reform act (Terpstra and Fyfe, 2015).

Other issues emerged around national priorities superseding local anésrther
reinforcing perceptions around the loss of localism. For example, this was most evident
gAOK NBAaLISOG G2 FSIENBR GKFdG t2ftA0S {O024ft1
However, they have tried to allay those fears by putting in place strastto produce not

only Local Police Plans, but MtMember Ward Plans (MMWP) for all 353 wards in
Scotland (Apex Scotland, 2013: 3); a point reiterated by one participant in Burnside.
Nonetheless, Anderson et al., (2014: 6) point out that Local Authsritee appear to be
weaker in terms of influence, and in some areas national and local priorities appear to be
aligned. There is evidence of this in Table 6, which appears to show that on the face of it,
MMWP are fairly similar to both the Local and the AahBolice Plan (based on national
strategic priorities). There were other concerns expressed around an apparent gap
0S06SSy t20Ff YR yIOA2ylf LINA2NAGASad C2
[ AGSaQ O YLIATY AYy . dZNVEA2ARSAYONBINOSR | YR
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activities on local community engagement initiatives (B010). One participant in Avonside
thought local policing was now based on the former Strathclyde policing model
Strathclydification (Fyfe, 2014), which raised cowdea 2y K2¢ GKA A& | LILJI 1T
F£fQ FLLINRI OK ¢2dz R AYLI OG 2y AatlyR O2YYc

Participants in Avon Isle were also very vocal in expressing their annoyance towards the
restructure of local policing at a packed Area CReting (held in December 2013), with
respect to the loss of the of the Senior Police Inspector post; with policing on the whole
to be directed from the mainland; this they argued was decided without proper
consultation. A lack of advance consultation wvaso commented on in Cartside with

regard to the review of Public Counters and the possible withdrawal of Parking Wardens.

Within the Policing Principles (Reform Act) it is stated that partnership working is a key
element of policing (Scott, 2012: 136; &p Scotland, 2013: 9), it also underlines the
importance of localism (Terpstra and Fyfe, 2015). However, if it is thought that
consultation is little more than tokenism (Pollok and Sharp, 2012) insofar as citizens are
heard, but lack the poweor knowledgeon Police reform (Fyfe, 20149 ensure their
views will be taken into consideration (Arnstein, 1969), then it may impact on ¢rast

key component required to build social capital, which is a key social policy aim with

respect to encouraging citizens b@ involved in local decision making (Head, 2007).
6.5.4 Community Accountability

The Christie Commissioresired more accountability within local governance structures,
and argued that one of the key aims of CPPs were not being ereturing peopleand
communities were genuinely engaged (Scottish Executive, 200Ba¥)dson and Elstub
(2014) argue that in order to regain trust and be accountable to local communities then
politicians must make a real effort to engage with citizens. However, asopisyi
highlighted policy documents can be quite ambiguous in terms of how engagement is
implemented. For example, while they may advocate that opportunities should be
provided to consult, engage or involve communities, they generally do not state the

extert or level of engagemenequired

Consequently, although there was an effort to engage with local communities within the

case study areas by both the public sectorand other organisations, it was often
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haphazard in the sense that reliance was placedamal communities to engage with

them; rather than the other way round. Consultation when it happened could be
AYGSNILINBGSRE YR ¢6Fa AyiGSNLINSGSR Ardstein,2 YS |
1969; Ercan and Hendriks, 201%; G A O1 (KS o62E SESNODA&ASQO®
events in Avon Isle generally took place twice a year in the local Payihoessence they

waited for the community to come to them. Or as one participant pointed out the
community could access documntsronline¢ provided of course they have the capacity,

or the resources (social capital) to do so (A003). This was also the case in Cartside where
engagement (if it took place at all) was through Area Community Planning Fayums
provided local communitiedeclared they wished to know more about particular policy
decision making processes. One participant in Cartside reinforced a belief that
consultation was tokenistic in gesture, when he described how Community Councils were
asked at short notice (within month) to consult their local communities on the concept

of community empowerment, during a holiday period, which they declared was just not

L2 aadAof S ad/BriesyMis otk exercises to sdpangs table)
GSQDS d ABXEE  Gil2n MRS

Interviews had taken place during a period of structural reform within all of the case
study areas; therefore, how communities are engaged in the future may change.
However, community engagement as a priority seemed less visible in Avongide an
Cartside, compared to Burnside, who had put in place new governance structures
designed to include local communities within a more participatory decision ngaki
process. However, this was arguabityough the direction of knowing otherset within
institutional mechanisms whereby communities are encouraged to vote a certain way
(Pollock and Sharp, 2012). For instance, in Burnside, Community Councils now had a vote
2y I NBI t I NOIYSNBKALBASE FyR 2y aSO02N}f /tt
making), but one Community Councillor pointed out how it was made quite clear by
knowledgeable others that deliberation took too long, and therefore voting &/

literally be put through on round the table nod 6 . nmo U0 ® ¢KAAa KAIKTE A:
repreentatives perhaps lack the capacity (sociapital) to actively participatevithin

local governance structures. Pollok and Sharp (2012: 3066) comment on how
WAYAGAGdzAA2YFE YSOKFYyAaYaQ Ay 6KAOK 02YYdz
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as amode2¥ adzwa2SOGA2ysE Ay GKIFG GKS& SyO2dzNt
I320SNYYSYyild 202S00A0SaQ OLOARY onccou®

One other cause for concern was how representative were Community Councils in
general. Community groups for the most part were peopled by Medza dz f @& dz& LIS
white, middle aged/elderly, middle da (Lowndes and Sullivan, 2006). Therefore, they
often precluded those who would have a vested interest in community safety initiatives
(homeless, ethnic minorities, targeted young people etc.), witloer did not know about

the structures; were not interested according to some; or were precluded through
legislative means (election roll, register of interest). This means that community
consultation/representation is often contingent on the viewpoirdb those select few

who often have a desire to take part in local governance, or as van Steden (2011) argued
those active local residents who have a desire to control the behaviour of others. This was
arguably the case for one participant in Avon Isle vdad on two partnershigs, and
SELINB & &SR K2b thé &bd memdedzthaR lets them kndihe Police)the

things that are going on intheton 6! nMmMO ® | I NJAY OHAmMpO KA
Forums (often with as little as three in attendance) weféen viewed by the Police in

LI NI AOdzf F NI K& SA RIMPER2YVFE®&NA {8Q 60A0ARY Toc

case within the case study areas.

A disparityalso appeared t@xist betweenlocal communityparticipantswith respect to
capacity (social capitatp engage in local governance (in Burnside in particulaoy.
instance, indeprived areas often with diverse ethnic communities, and a mixrivhfe
lets, socal housing, and home ownershif is perhaps more diffidt to establish strong
bonding social capitajfPutnam, 2000with homogenous groups of people, whoay
share the same aims with respect to community safety (van Steden et al., ZI01i4).
appeared to be the case in Burnpar€ommunity Council participant® this area
appeared to lack the knowledge and capacity to engage effectorelyehalf of their local
communities. Two participans (husband and wifeyailed at the amount of policy
documents they were expected to read and more importantly understag@ming
people in the Councijot paid thousands for this, and éli were expected to do it for
nothing. There was a sense that these Community Council members were not only lacking
in capacity, but also bridging social capifautnam, 200Q)insofar as thy did not have

sufficient contactsresources, or technological prowessaid them in their endeavours.
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In this case more importancevasperhaps placed on the viewpoints tifose street level
bureaucrats (Lipsky, 1980) attendance(Police, elected Caillors etc.)who may claim

to speak forhard to reach groups (Durose, 201This was in contrast to the Burnwood
community participant(a local businessmanyho represented amiddle class area
populated in the main by a professional cla$kis participant not only hal the cultural
capital (skills and knowledg®&) advancehis community needs (online forums/websites
etc.), but crucially more bridging social capital (Putham, 2000); links to other
organisations/agencies to ensure their voices are heardtiher words privileged low
crime communities often benefit the most from active citizenship compared to high crime
neighbourhoods who arguably need ntore (Patsias et al., 2013); those who possess
more social capital have the capacity to exploit widesawrces of power (van Steden et

al., 2011: 436).

It is clear that the planned governance changes within the governance of community
safety and the Reform Process in general have not met the stated aims of the Christie
Commissiorg, a desire for more accouability within local governance structures. This is
most evident in perceptions of a loss of localism/local autonomy/consultation with
respect to Police Reform throughout the case study areas. This is possibly exacerbated by
the blurring of accountabilityvithin some partnershigs ¢ in particular the Community
Improvement Partnership in Burnside, where actors take on policing/social work roles
despite their lack of training to the contrary. However, more crucially, community trust
could decline further if he reform process in general adopts tokenistic measures with
respect to active communitgonsultationengagement (relying on the usual suspects); or
Ay GKS OFasS 2F LRtAOAY3I [R2LJia | Ww2yS &Al
account thediverse nature of local communities, both with respect to geographical

location, and community capacity to engage in the first place.
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Chapter 7: Discussion and Conclusions

7.1 Introduction

Community safety partnership working evolved differently intlaoal (see chapter 2)
compared to England and Wales (McGarvey and Cairney, 2008; McAra and McVie, 2010;
Mooney and Scott, 2012; Croall, 2006; Croall et al., 2010). This was partly related to
{O020fFyRQa RAAGAYOOH tS3AIf aeadiédns Radzi Ay QF
culture (ibid). Nonetheless, there have been many (ideologically driven) areas of policy
convergence in Community Safety Partnerships; (as previously stated in chapters 2 and 4)
with respect to managerialism, and the adoption of anjwe penal agenda directed
towards young offenders, and the targeting of antisocial behaviour within local
communities. Similarly, within the Criminal Justice System there have been many areas of
L2 f A08 RAGSNHSYOST (KS / RO7fMABadMcVie, 30104R y 3
Croall, 2006), and the retention of penal welfarism (McAra and McVie, 2010) during the
Thatcher era in particular. However, post devolution this divergence was arguably tested
under a New Labour inspired Scottish Executive whwapsulated the Blairite
responsibilisation ethos (McLaughlin, 2002a: 89) around crime prevention and community
safety, by situating it within the statutory framework of Local Authority Community
Planning Partnerships (Henry, 2009). This arguably placedmewhat contradictory
emphasis on both centralisation and localism (McAra, 2007), which has continued to an
extent under the current SNP government. In this case through the simultaneous
promotion of community empowerment/local accountability, within thesterity-driven
centralised reform process, which has witnessed the amalgamation of eight regional
Police and Fire services into two distinct, and arguably contested national entities within

local governance structures.

The purpose of this study was toolo at the governance of community safety in Scotland
during a period ofcentral and local governmentfiscal/structural reform; principally
through the role of Community Safety Partnerships (CSPs) embedded within the
community planning structure of three ggraphically distinct Local Authority aregs

known as Avonside, Burnside and Cartside. A comparative case study approach was
I R2LIGSR YR | 0S&aL}R21S AYUGSNBASSG FTNI YSF2N]
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O H N partoersMp assessment t&dl 6 t ! ffectivePpatNdrsBip working (see Chapter

3), and the following research questions were posed:

U What role do CSPs play in the governance of community safety in contemporary
Scotland?

U How will the planned governance changes and reform processes affectrCieRag
of local accountability?

U How will performance management cultures witlgentral/local governmentand in
particular within the Police, affect CSP priorities and/or goals?

U How do the organisational aims and culture of @&Rners, who possess ddfent

levels of power and influence, effect or determine the strategic priorities of CSPs?

Although constructing these research questions within a bespoke framework helped the
researcher to focus on the main aims of the thesis; looking at the complexfies
partnership working during a period of significant reform. They were nonetheless meant

as a guide that allowed the researcher to look at the impact of policy on practice within

the governance of community safety in Scotland. The questions within tleeview
schedule were developed in line with the seven headings constructed within a bespoke
framework (see chapter 3.2), which allowed us to focus on particular areas of partnership
working in relation to governance structure, strategic decision makingwep,
organisational culture, commitment and accountability mechanisms; which in turn
allowed us to address the research aims. Consequently, a number of contemporary
themes began to emerge (throughout the case study areas); in relation to the reform
process Ay 3ISYSNItI F2N SEFYLI ST 6AGK NBALISOI
governance changes, and the pressures this has placed on-agehicy partnership
working. After briefly commenting on the themes that arose from the empirical data
colleded within this thesis, this chapter will then comment on and summarise the key
findings to emerge within the case study areas, before reflecting on the implications of
these for policy and practice at both the local and national level for policy makess. T
thesis will then close by highlighting future opportunities for further research. But, first
GKAA OKIFLIWGSN gAff O2yaARSNI GKS dzaS¥dz ySaa
GAUK NBAaLISOG (2 GKS Ay Tt dzSyOS yaith rebpdzikta 2y |
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their six seO | t pafriersi principle@> | Y R friaplesmBySpp§y within the

domain of community safety partnership working (Hudson and Hardy, 2002: 52).

TOPH | dzRa2y | yR | I NRéQa &AAE LINAYOALX Sa 27

As has previously been stated a bespoke framework was developed not for evaluation
purposes but, to act as a useful framework to guide the direction of qualitative
interviews, in an effort to address the research questions/aims. Nonetheless, Hudson and
HaR & SxdkePartnership principle@ KA IKE AIKG oKFG GKS& 0SSt
failure) criteria for generic partnership working (ibid). When examined within the context

of community safety partnership working within the case study areaaumbe of issues

appear to surface, and a number of key points will be briefly commented on under each

principle heading.

7.2.1 Principle one. Acknowledgment of the need for partnership

Some of the key points reflected in this principle refer not only to recognition for the
necessity of partnership working, but also recognition thattners must appreciate their
interdependency for collaboration to be successful, and awarenegsftgers that some
WO2NBQ odzaAySaa 2F 3SyOASa R2Sa y20G NBIJjc
danger that one agency may step into the domain of another in a manner that is
perceived as unacceptable or threatening (ibid: 54). However, despite allstimse

barriers may be too formidable to overcome than others, even if some partnership
working is achieved; leading to the necessity to identify and address ways to overcome
them (ibid: 53).

The points raised here were addressed and answered to somentettieoughout the

thesis, for example, with respect to participants acknowledging the need for partnership
G2N)JAy3IT SaLISOALfte Ay NBfFGA2y (G2 Gl O f
OOKIFLIWISNI v YR p0 KSyOS (k& AMSEKR in B@nSie/ t t K
O2YYdzyAlle &l F¥Sie a | O02yOSLIi ol a NBfS3IFQ
the new community planning structure, signalling the demise of this particular thematic

partnership Interdependency was also evident; espdgiawithin issue specific
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partnershigs/co-located hubs etc. (chapter 5 and 6), particularly with respect to the
management of risk. However, this also highlighted some areas in need of development
with respect to attracting keypartners (Health/Education)put also engaging more
ddzoadl ydAlrfte gAGK O2YYdzyAde 2NHIFIyAaldAz2y
I 3SyOASa (2S5aQx IyR 0SAy3a FgFNB 2F F+y |3
perhaps highlighted with respect to TESSA a successful yotithivie duplicated by the

Police (in Avonside), and its attempted takeover by Council actors (in Cartside). Also, the
RSOSt2LIYSyd 2F a! ¢!/ Qa GKNRdzZAK2dzi GKS OF :
mostly associated with a general unease about theeation their partnership were

taking, and with confidentiality issues in terms of information sharing (chapter 6 and 4).
This highlights one of the formidable barriers to partnership working still to be negotiated

throughout the case study areas (chapr

7.2.2 Principle two: Clarity and realism of purpose

This highlights the need to identify shared values and principles, and if agencies have
enough in common to sustain a long term relationship. Once this is agreed more specific
aims and objective need to be defined; goals, aims and objectives that lack both clarity

and obtainability will diminish enthusiasm and commitment. The notion of collaborative
capacity is relevant here; which refers to the level and amount of actipartmership
arrangemat can endure without a loss of commitment. This is relevant to both tangible
NBE&a2dz2NDS&a o06AdPSPd Fdzy RAY3IOL YR GK2asS fSaa
partnershig@ Q Oy 6S | RStAOFGS LINROSaa 4 GKS
level, and there needs to be awareness of perceived threats to boundaries and practices
(ibid: 55).

For the most part shared values and objectives were usually identified in the case studies
(mainly by statutory agencies) through the SOA; usually destebe bottom up process
(chapter 4 and 5). However, this potentially created an imbalance within the decision
making process not only between statutory signatories required to pay cognizance to a
prescriptive framework, but also between others not requir® do so (third sector and
community organisatiors); which sometimes proved problematic with respect to

accountability (Chapter 6) or shared visionsespecially whenpartners with more
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status/power often set the course and strategic direction of comrtyusafety (chapter
5).

7.2.3 Principle three: Commitment and ownership

Partnership working is only sustainable if the understandings and agreements developed
through principles one and two are not only supported, but reinforced. This includes from
the top level down. Ideal inteagency commitment reflects not only the devetopnt of
connections between key decision makers; leading to greater trust, but also commitment
needs to be consistent and seen to be so. This does not imply that wider ownership is any
less significant, but wetleveloped strategies still need clear limketween the macro and
micro levels of organisational practices to ensure that operational staff adhere to shared
agreements; especially if there is a perception that shared activities may encroach on
traditional organisational boundaries. This highlightst only, the importance of key
personnel (who have the ability to drive forward change), but also how the loss of key
individuals could potentially damage the ongoing commitment and purpose of a networks

existence (ibid: 56).

Commitment to partnership wrking is arguably reinforced by legislation such as the Local
Government in Scotland Act 2003 (Scottish Executive, 2004) and other policy levers
(Christieetc.) that remind somepartners of their statutory obligations (chapter 4).
However, as the evidencehroughout the case study areas has shown (chapter 5),
O2YYAUYSy(d Aa y20 Slaeée G2 YIFIAYGlFrAYy gAOGKAY
especially if there is a perceived gap between the local and the national (chapter 6) in
terms of national piorities superseding local ones to the point that some organisations

may retrench back to their core activities.

7.2.4 Principle four: Development and maintenance of Trust

This is viewed as arguably the most obvious and most elusive of principlemforce
effective partnership working, although joint working is still possible with very little trust,
more successfulpartnershis endure longer where trust is present. However, its
generation is often hindered by disputes around territorial boundari@s,claims to

professional competencies, or access to resources. Trust is not easily won, which means
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its maintenance is an ongoing and reciprocal task, and a key aspect of this is in relation to
sensitivities on status; which means avoiding perceptionsdafoR  Wa Sy A 2 NJ 2|
partnela > 2 NJ WO2NBQ 2NJ LISNRALIKSNI f 3INRAzZLIAQ O A
commitment. Maintaining commitment means trying to avoid situations where one or

two partners set the agenda, or define the language within parstip working, which is
sometime unavoidable when there are lead agencies, however, being sensitive to all
agencies requirements and beliefs can offset areas of tension and mistrust, together with

acknowledging their existence in the first place (ibid-39).

The problems and maintenance of trust was discussed by participants in relation to a
number of issues, for example: doing what you say you will do; reciprocity; personality
issues; building relationships; overall commitment, with one participanBurnside
highlighting how building trust and confidence was not easy won, but easily lost (chapter
5). However, a number of issues emerged which could hinder its development in relation
2 LISNIOS LI paztned withid a peipieNiBgtbup (MATACagher 4), or with
respect to unequal aspects of status/power within decision making (chapter 5).
Nonetheless, the fact that most participants acknowledged potential barriers to
partnership working information sharing/confidentiality in particular exig in the first

place (chapter 5), means that there is scope to address this throughout the case study

areas.
7.2.5 Principle five: Establishment of clear and robust partnership arrangements

This refers to the need that partnership working is not encumbered by overly complex
structures and processes, which may reflegpaatnerQd RSFTFSy aA @Sy Saa | ¢
interests and insecurity about points of mutual trust. In consequence too much
bureawcracy may result in frustration amongartners leading to a further decline in
commitment to partnership working; especially if it is seen as marginal to organisational
interests. Partnership working should therefore be as clear and unambiguous as possible
with eachpartner knowing, not only, what they are responsible for, but the accountability

of their actions. Furthermore, there needs to be an understanding around the types and
availability of resources eacpartner brings to the table, not just finargimaterial

resources, but those less tangible experience, knowledge, power and legitimacy;
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especially in relation to community groups whose involvement confers a local legitimacy,

which may otherwise be lacking (ibid:-69).

The reform process throlgput the case study areas involved the reorganisation of
complex governance structures (chapter 4), which may prove cumbersome for some
partners more than others. This was possibly more evident in Burnside (chapter 4 and 6)
as some community participanteemed to struggle with the added burdens brought on

by excessive governance bureaucracy (Burnpark Area Partnership). Accountability
practices within the case study areas were not often clear, leading to blurred lines of
accountability (chapter 6); espedilbetween the public and the third sector (different
accountability mechanisms), and its impact on localism (centralisation and the impact of

police reform), which could detract from the overall partnership process.
7.2.6 Principle 6: Monitoringseview and organisational learning

Finally, this refers to the more reflexive elements of partnership working, wherein review
is viewed as integral to individual agency planning and management processes, which
may lead to discussions around levels of cotmment, or the costs and benefits of
partnership working to individugbartners; especially if it is not viewed as core work.
Monitoring, reviewing and learning are therefore viewed as a vital part, not only, in
relation to performance assessment, but alsdh respect to ongoing commitment and

the generation of trust. Success criteria needs to be made clear and agreed upon by the
partnershipitself. If evaluations do not occur then valuable lessons may be missed that
could inform partnership working elsewre Furthermore, being open about possible
problems may demonstrate awareness and a desire to overcome potential barriers to

future partnership working (ibid: 662).

Monitoring has existed within the Scottish Community Safety Network since its inception;
SALISOALFffe Ay NBfFGAZ2Y (2 3FdzARIFIYy OS> gAGK
(chapter 4) highlighting problematic areas in need of attention (SCSN, 2012: 2013).
However, this is often left up to key actors related \Hartnership andGovernanceXo
access and review. Within the individual case study areas, performance and review was
often discussed in relation to key policy levers (chapter 4), or commitment to
organisational strategies (policing in particular). However, it was highliglime@artside)

that local strategic assessments (in relation to community planning) were absent, which
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reinforced the necessity of the MATAC policing model in order to marry up local and
central strategic priorities. However, there did not appear to be g&yeric review on the
overall efficacy of community safety strategic decision making witbamtnership
structures (especially Avonside and Cartside who still retained a CSP), with respect to
successful active community engagement, and consultation, aativen partnershigs

were meeting the key aims of the Christie Commission (chapter 6).

PGATAAAYT 1ALISOGA 2F |1 dzRazy FyR | FNReQa 6
allowed the researcher to probe into areas deemed not only essential, but also
potentially problematic within partnership working in order to ascertain how community
safety as a concept, is not only maintained, but also viewed within the three case study
areas. This in turn has highlighted some enduring themes, but also led to theyenoer

of some key themes, which will be highlighted within the conclusions. This next section

will address some of the points raised within the research questions.

7.3 Partnership working within the governance of community safety

Much has been written araud the concept of governance (chapter 2) with respect to
K2¢g Lzt AO LIRfAOE RStEAOSNE KlIa aKAFTGSR T
Philpott, 2011: 4) through networks and partnerships, which has arguably led to an
erosion of central Governmentower (ibid); leading to a fragmented public service
delivery, wherein Government capacity to steer public policy is weakenbd state has
SaaSyidAalrfte o0S02YS WK2fft26SRQ 2dzi owK2RSa
sought to reduce the fragmeation inherent within the previous Conservative
D2JSNYyYSyiQa ARS2f23& 2F YINJI SO AYRAGARC
measure of power and political autonomy back into the hands of local government.
However, this ranvestment in local authoritgontrol was to be held in check by the tight

reigns of partnership working, often set within prescriptive regulatory systems (Carnwell

and Carson, 2009).

This was most evident within the domain of Crime and Disorder Reduction/Community
Safety Partnershigp in England and Wales (Hughes, 2002; Hope, 2005; Loveday, 2006;
DAffAY3AS wanntod ¢KAA GKSAAA RAR gfmisnatSad 2«
its aim. However, as the literature has highlighted, pdstolution-/ { t Q&4 Ay { 02
arguablyRS @St 2 LISR T NR Y -shiSasime[conba? phiiEsi(Crawtold,3997;
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Gilling, 2007; Henry, 2009), wheraientral governmentzf G A YI G Sf & WwWa (i SSNX
Gaebler, 1992) local crime prevention/community safety through regulatory frameworks
(in this case the NPF, SOA, afitaternent of Ambition ® ¢ KA & ¢2dzf R & dzLJL
(2000) assertion that while the state may operate within an often fragmented, complex
SYGANRYYSYyGuzx AG Aa y2ySOGKStfSaaz y20 a RA

would suggest.

This assertion is supported to some extent within the case study areas. For example,

/I {tQa KI @S aiAyOS (GUKS wHnno [20It D2@OSNYYSyYy
local community planning structures. These structures are in turrpesthaby central
governmentpolicy levers (chapter 4), which have the power to make actors/agencies
behave in a particular way (Dahl, 2002; Bachrach and Baratz, 2002; Lukes, 2005). In this
OFrasS GKS NRftSa 2F /{tQa ¢AlKRA Bcotiarntd Sre g JS Ny
only conditioned by the necessity of partnership working (Hudson and Hardy, 2002;
Powell and Exworthy, 2002; Rummery, 2002; McConnell, 2004; Gilling, 2007; Carnwell
and Carson, 2009; Henry, 2009), but also set within the contradictory aimns
centralisation and localisation (McAra, 2007). This was apparent within the case study
areas when a number of participants commented on local community safety objectives
being ostensibly bottom up. However, powerful statutory agencies also had to take
O23ayAl+yOS 2F ylrLiAz2zylt 2dz2i02YSazx 6KAOK Y
(Bachrach and Baratz, 2002) occurred in that strategic agendas were quite often set
within time frames (Mayo and Taylor, 2001) benefitting the most powegréutners in the
partnership(Rummery, 2002: McCall and Rummery, 2017: 59); the Police in particular.

During the research process, all three case study areas were in the midst of a centrally
directed reform process linked to fiscal austerity. Featherstone e{2012: 178) argued

OKFEG gAOGKAY WlHdzaGSNAGe t20FfAaYQ AG A& dz
SELISNIAAS FyR a20Alft OFLAGIHE QY K2 NRdziAyY
supported to some extent within the case study areBisis meant that someommunity

safety partners (third sector/smaller agencies/organisations) who participated within the
partnership process, quite often bowed (Harkin, 2015) to the wisdom/authority of

L2 6 SNF dzf 2NHBF yAal (A 2y aitegdnd dgoalsNB eéssadc®ihis doddd Wa
be perceived more as a compliance model of partnership working, rather than a

partnershipbased on equality. That is not to say thatprtners had disparate goals, on






