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Including the Excluded: Community Safety in Tallaght West 
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Recent trends in community safety and crime prevention acknowledge the value of social 

interventions that maintain and, more importantly, work to improve local service networks, 

enhance social cohesion and promote civic engagement inside areas experiencing high crime 

rates. Using a qualitative methodology, this paper will present the early reflections from an 

evaluative study of an area-based Community Safety Initiative (CSI) situated in an urban 

area (Tallaght West, Dublin) designated as socially and economically disadvantaged, and 

with above average crime rates. It is one of five Tallaght West Childhood Development 

Initiative (CDI) sponsored services currently working to support better outcomes for children 

and families in Tallaght West. Its primary objective is to improve safety within the home, 

school and wider community environment. This paper assesses children’s, families’, local 

community workers’, Community Gardaí and other relevant stakeholders’ perceptions of risk 

and safety. It explores the underlying causes they identify as contributing to exclusion and an 

unsafe environment in their locality. It investigates efforts to promote civic engagement, build 

networks and boost positive social capital among the communities in the effort to address 

problems of antisocial behaviour and crime. Finally, it considers the impact of involving 

local residents in processes aiming to alter traditional agency/community relationships. 

 

1. Community Safety 

Community safety initiatives and other forms of multi-agency/community crime partnerships 

are broad-based responses to localised antisocial behaviour and crime problems. The general 

aim is to employ long-term partnership strategies that can effectively address the number of 

complex and interconnected social problems identified as affecting crime and disorder in 

disadvantaged areas (Tilley, 2005: 741). By supplementing familiar state-led policing 

strategies with more holistic, localised and comprehensive crime prevention responses, 

„community safety‟ seeks to change the conditions and processes that negatively shape 

communities and thus the lives of children and families. The concept generally involves 

activating local area-based partnerships between key local criminal justice, development and 

community actors (which can include residents and young people) in order to develop 

strategies and programmes promoting civil society, crime prevention and local 

socioeconomic and physical regeneration.  

The evolution of community safety in the social intervention landscape provides insight, as 

Lacey (2001) has noted, into how and why key institutions in civil society – families, youth 

groups and housing associations, personal friendship networks and so on and so forth – are 

increasingly perceived by nation states as bodies relevant to the effectiveness of crime 

prevention strategies. Our behaviour and its impact on others can either reinforce support 
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networks amongst communities or weaken individual or family capacity to respond to local 

adversity. In the absence of good relations among neighbours and between residents and local 

service agencies, antisocial behaviour, physical disorder, crime and the fear of victimisation 

all increase. This puts extra pressure on the social structures and resources available to 

address the problems affecting disadvantaged areas (Harris, 2006).   

In its broadest sense, community safety seeks to galvanise a sense of citizenship among 

residents living in communities in decline. This is done in order to combat the apparent 

breakdown in social cohesion and increase in social disorder that have become common 

features in disadvantaged areas (Kelling, 2001: 135; Sampson and Raudenbush, 1999; Wilson 

and Kelling, 1982). In „disorganised‟ communities punctuated by a lack of social control and 

low collective efficacy (Sampson, 2004), the withdrawal of residents from community life 

frequently results in the „normalisation‟ of antisocial behaviour and crime. In many examples, 

community safety is interpreted as an intervention to (re)construct civil relations that may 

lead to the “values, beliefs and sentiments identified as underpinning responsible self-

government and shaping individuals conduct” (Flint and Nixon, 2006: 940). Initiatives 

regularly aim to create, support and expand the social service infrastructure and local 

networks to increase community members‟ capacity to access positive social capital. The 

rationale underpinning many initiatives is that by building people‟s capacity in this manner 

their bond to their community is strengthened. This may then create a greater personal stake 

in the development and maintenance of their area.  

Community safety initiatives thus seek to build the inter-community and service agency 

relations that raise confidence and trust that may allow the establishment or restoration of a 

community‟s „presence‟ (Harris, 2006, 115). The underpinning rationale posits the generation 

of positive values, a sense of identity, attachment and reciprocity among community 

members as leading to pro-social behaviour (Edwards et al., 2003; cited in Harris 2006). This 

may subsequently allow for the effective management and policing of areas (Harris, 2006). In 

essence, the aim of community safety can be described as one of reducing antisocial 

behaviour and crime and with that the fear of victimisation through rebuilding stable and 

functioning communities. 

1.1 The Emergence of Community Safety in Ireland 

Policing „beyond the state‟ (Vaughan, 2004: 58) began to take shape in response to a 

significant increase in drug-related crime being committed on certain Dublin City local 
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authority housing estates and flat complexes since the early 1980s. Mulcahy and O‟Mahony 

(2005: 4) point out that concentrated crime and victimisation within these areas has 

excessively burdened some of society‟s economically weakest and socially most 

dysfunctional communities and groups with the corrosive affects of criminal activity. The 

„burden‟, they argue, has over recent decades alienated many communities, damaged 

relations between communities and the police force and guaranteed that such areas provide a 

vastly disproportionate number of Ireland‟s growing prison population (Mulcahy and 

O‟Mahony, 2005: 4).  

Indeed, a succession of statutory and policy reports investigating urban crime and social 

disorder have focused attention on the interconnecting relationships between disadvantage, 

spatial segregation in housing and their propensity to unite and pocket crime and antisocial 

behaviour in specific areas. A common recommendation to emerge from this research and 

commentary – The Committee of Inquiry into the Penal System (Whitaker, 1985), The Inter-

Departmental Group on Urban Crime and Disorder (1992), the Department of Justice‟s 1997 

paper Tackling Crime and the Report of the National Crime Council (1998) and National 

Crime Council policy contributions (2003, 2004) – was for the introduction and sustained use 

of more coordinated and integrated crime prevention initiatives incorporating local decision-

making (Mulcahy and O‟Mahony, 2005: 31). This was said to be especially necessary in 

areas experiencing high or above-average rates of crime and/or instances of antisocial 

behaviour.  

The introduction of Neighbourhood Watch schemes and its rural equivalent, Community 

Alert, during the mid-1980s, and the advent of community policing from 1987 were early 

signals that partnership with communities was becoming an increasingly used tactic in crime 

and antisocial behaviour management. Police/public consultations on crime matters in the 

1990s and 2000s (e.g. the National Crime Council, Joint Policing Committees) reflect an 

evolving „whole of society‟ approach to crime prevention (An Garda Síochána, 2009), one 

that recognises the limits of the criminal justice system to address crime alone.  

 

Significant legislative developments in local government and justice underpin these 

developments in crime prevention, most notably the An Gardá Síochána Act, 2005, and the 

Housing (Miscellaneous provisions) Act, 2009. The significance of the former derives from 

its restructuring of the crime prevention mandate of local authorities and its installation of 

Joint Policing Committees in each local government area (Section 36.2, 37.1). The legislation 
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also provides for the establishment of Local Policing Forums to provide mechanisms through 

which communities, Gardaí and local authorities (and public representatives, other statutory 

agencies as well as other stakeholders as required) come together to address issues relating to 

local safety, policing, antisocial behaviour and estate management (Section 36.2). 

The Housing (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act, 2009 requires local authorities draft a local 

antisocial behaviour strategy that, amongst other things, facilitates the coordination of 

services in preventing and reducing antisocial behaviour in their area of administration 

(Section 35). In broadening crime prevention responsibilities, the Act‟s elevate interagency 

partnership and local decision-making on certain crime prevention and safety matters. By 

doing so both Acts‟ link solutions to localised antisocial and crime problems with responses 

to social disadvantage, low social cohesion and exclusion in these areas.  

The Children‟s Act, 2001, is also significant in this process of redefining relations between 

communities and the Irish justice system. The Act supports preventing juvenile involvement 

in crime through co-ordinated family, education and community support interventions. It also 

indicates growing acceptance that alongside addressing individual and group criminal 

behaviour, responding to crime and disorder in society is a matter of improving the prospects 

and life chances of those living and growing up in disadvantaged circumstances (White, 

2003). Moreover, the recent broader interpretation of how the state intervenes to protect the 

safety of its citizens is driven in part by the social changes that have taken place in Irish 

society. In particular, it acknowledges the significant inward migration since the mid-1990s 

and of the need to involve (in partnership) ever more diverse urban communities in the social 

and crime policies that affect their lives and communities (Mulcahy and O‟Mahony, 2005: 

31). In 2006, for example, non-Irish nationals represented 13 per cent of the 1.16 million 

people living in County Dublin (CSO, 2006). 

2. Background to the Study  

Tallaght West is a mixed tenure residential area comprising four communities – Brookfield, 

Fettercairn, Killinarden and Jobstown – 14 kilometres to the south west of Dublin City. Its 

population is significantly younger than in most other areas in Ireland. In the 2006 Census, 

almost one third (31 percent) of the 24,252 total was under the age of 15, which was nearly 

11 percentage points above the Irish national average (CSO, 2006). In addition, local 

authority rented housing or homes sourced through voluntary organisations accounted for 

nearly half (47 percent) of all households (CSO, 2006). It has been designated as a socially 
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and economically disadvantaged area and was granted RAPID (Revitalising Areas by 

Planning Investment and Development) status in 2001.  

The socioeconomic ramifications of the current downturn in the Irish economy are 

considerable in Tallaght West, particularly for the area‟s already marginal communities. In 

2006, the unemployment rate recorded locally averaged 15 percent, more than double the 

national levels (CSO, 2006). However, a 45 percent increase in the numbers of people 

signing on for benefits at Tallaght‟s social welfare office over the period of this research 

(October 2008 to October 2009) appears to confirm and widen this uneven trend and is a 

stark indication of the local effects of the crisis.  

Since September 2008, the Community Safety Initiative (CSI) has worked to promote 

community safety in Tallaght West by coordinating a partnership response to local antisocial 

behaviour and crime problems. Its primary objective is to improve safety within the home, 

school and wider community environment and promote „new ways‟ of working among 

existing and new service agencies. A core component of the CSI strategy to create safe 

communities in Tallaght West is the objective of mobilising communities to develop and 

implement a community safety agreement. The initiative employs a community-led, 

participatory methodology “to bring residents, service providers and young people together to 

identify ways of taking the fear out of neighbourhoods, by agreeing on acceptable and non-

acceptable behaviour” (CDI, 2008: 4). The analysis presented represents stakeholder 

experiences of this use of „partnership‟ and „community‟ as agents in promoting community 

safety in Tallaght West.  

2.1 Methodology 

Qualitative data were derived from the first year of a three-year independent evaluation study 

of the CSI. For the purposes of this paper two principal sources were utilised: (1) key-

informant interviews and focus groups were conducted with a total of 46 community 

residents (youths and adults), service providers (local authority staff, the police, the probation 

service and youth services staff) and the intervention‟s own staff, and (2) data from structured 

observation of CSI processes including committee meetings, community forum meetings and 

other interactions with the target communities.  

Data retrieved were coded based on an analytic scheme that organised responses around two 

core themes: (1) experiences of partnership; and (2) using „community‟ as an agent in 
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preventing crime and antisocial behaviour. The NVivo software package for qualitative 

analysis was used as a tool to categorise data into these themes and sub-themes according to 

key words in context and word count analytic techniques (Denzin and Lincoln, 2003). The 

codes, categories and sub-themes were generated inductively from the interview and 

observation data, and deductively based on specific issues outlined in the relevant literature 

and contained within the various interview schedules. Themes also emerged inductively from 

the researcher‟s own experience of the data gathering process and field notes, and from a 

comprehensive exploration of the recorded data. The analysis also took into account the role 

and position of each respondent in order to understand patterns in differing perspectives by 

category of respondent. 

3. Risk Factors in Tallaght West  

Residents involved in the Community Safety Initiative identified three issues as significantly 

impacting upon their sense of safety and security: drug misuse, intimidation and antisocial 

behaviour. Indeed, despite a fall in overall crime rates recorded in 2008 for the area as whole 

in comparison to 2007, recorded instances of public disorder, complaints relating to antisocial 

behaviour and convictions for drug offences all increased in the year. Residents spoke of a 

lack of informal controls and their fear of becoming a victim of the crime, intimidation, and 

antisocial behaviour happening in their area. In addition, fear of utilising local community 

venues, shops and children‟s playgrounds was common among residents. Some adults 

identified teenagers as threats when they congregate in groups in such public places. 

Conversely, young people and members of the police said this concern was often misplaced 

since teenagers congregate in or close to public venues, around shops and businesses because 

of their own safety fears. In attempting to explain local anxieties participants commented: 

“I don’t know if it’s a fear of crime, its just fear of an area, fear of what's 

happening around us, fear that the kids have no fear anymore” (Resident) 

“The problems up in West Tallaght aren’t about stopping break-ins or 

burglaries…up there you’re more concerned about people hanging around a street 

corner, is it safe to walk down to the shop” (Policeman) 

Each participant group also identified low social cohesion as a general problem affecting the 

quality of life in the area. Resident interviewees who moved to the area in the 1980s spoke 

nostalgically of the greater „community‟ of past times, and of looking out for each other 
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because “we all had nothing then”. The recent Celtic Tiger boom years from the mid-1990s 

to the mid-2000s brought jobs, wealth for some, better transport links and amenities, they 

commented. Those who could afford to moved out and left the area. According to these 

residents, the earlier „pulling together‟ and community spirit subsided during these times. 

Indeed, residents and service providers also commented on the high numbers of families 

living in social housing applying to the local council for transfers out of certain areas. One 

resident remarked: 

“……we had great neighbours. We had a great community spirit, it was great but a 

lot of people bought their houses [from the local authority] and moved on” 

(Resident) 

Furthermore, as is common in disadvantaged areas affected by above-average rates of 

antisocial behaviour and low social cohesion, a certain sense of disconnection was said to 

exist between residents in certain areas of Tallaght West and the support networks and 

services around them. For example, some felt the relationship between local communities and 

service providers was unsatisfactory, with a perception that the services they received was 

inferior to that experienced in other areas. A majority maintained many families were isolated 

on estates and vulnerable to crime and antisocial behaviour because „community life‟ and the 

networks of support it can provide appeared absent in many instances. Thus residents felt 

unsure about their own and their neighbours‟ ability to change the safety situation in their 

locality. A resident and community worker commented: 

“They [bullies/criminals] know you’re on your own, you’re vulnerable, you can’t 

fight back” 

“They know nobody, they feel isolated, they don’t know what to do if something 

happens, they don’t know who to contact and there’s no sense of community 

spirit” 

3.1 Experiences of Partnership 

A new committee was formed in November 2008 specifically to steer the CSI agenda in 

Tallaght West. It incorporates residents, local authority, criminal justice and voluntary service 

agency representatives, as well as staff from the organisation leading the initiative. 
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The partnership is conceptualised as a means to encourage responsibility for addressing 

safety issues across participant groups. Several participants felt that community participation 

and service interaction does indeed support accountability on all sides and among services 

themselves. It may help to counter any inclination by services to leave issues that may be 

considered outside of their remit to other services and, likewise, of residents leaving it to 

other residents. One stakeholder explained: 

 “…what it does is it identifies common goals [between all stakeholders] and we 

all work to share resources and working towards these goals”  

Service agencies also regarded the partnership as an opportunity to build meaningful partner 

relations with local communities and groups. Several felt that it offers potential through 

inspiring new ways of dealing with disorder problems (both safety and environmental) on 

estates by involving residents directly in solutions. It may help increase the reporting of crime 

and intimidation which police identified as “the big problem for us”. The CSI, one policeman 

emphasised, could go on to represent “a new type of way of doing things”, one that is “more 

tuned into the actual communities themselves and more bottom up”. 

Residents viewed their involvement as centred on (re)connecting local families and especially 

children and young people with their community. The majority of adults and young people 

interviewed expressed the opinion that working in partnership with services should act as an 

outlet helping them to become more involved in their community. They were hopeful that 

working collaboratively could re-establish the informal links and networks that encourage 

residents to take responsibility for what is happening in the area. It could signal the beginning 

of „community‟, bringing “the community together so that they can all stand up as one” as 

one person commented. This could enable them to access the resources available in their area. 

While enthusiastic about the overall purpose of the committee, the residents interviewed, for 

the most part, were unsure of how it would achieve its objectives on the ground. In particular, 

they questioned how they might attract those who they considered need to be involved and 

engaged, “the ones causing the trouble” as one resident put it. This led to a sense of 

uncertainty regarding the partnership, affecting their confidence and perceived capacity to 

promote the strategy locally.  
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3.2 Using ‘Community’ to Build Safety 

To operationalise the CSI, four sites each containing approximately 100 houses were 

identified in Tallaght West to pilot the initiative. Sites were selected by the steering 

committee based on local criminal and antisocial behaviour data supplied by service agencies 

and through local resident knowledge. In two sites, community representatives from the 

committee formed working groups with several neighbours and subsequently distributed CSI 

information leaflets door-to-door to households. The strategy provided the opportunity to not 

only make the initial contact with residents but also to measure support for the CSI‟s plans. It 

laid the foundation for interagency/community partnership on local safety. This collaboration 

began by coordinating local community-building events, including sports days, street 

festivals, and clean-up days over the spring and summer of 2009.  

Interviewees living on the two sites reacted positively when questioned about the impact of 

the various activities and events that had taken place. They particularly emphasised the 

positive reaction of children and young people to the events. Neighbours were said to be 

“coming together” and displaying “a sense of unity” in addressing safety issues. Residents 

involved in organising activities emphasised that their contribution is primarily motivated by 

what they regard as the potential beneficial effects on local safety accruing for themselves 

and their families. It should not be seen “as patrolling” as one resident remarked, 

considering her participation as remedial, akin to “maintaining a community’s wellbeing”.  

However, key residents involved on the pilot sites did report a constant demand on their time 

and energy. The „bottom up‟ flexibility which is the hallmark of the approach adopted, while 

a clear asset in generating the local ownership required to drive the CSI on the sites, had the 

paradoxical affect of leaving key community members feeling separated and remote from the 

more focused committee. Such disconnection translated into a sense of vulnerability (to 

intimidation) for some on the sites because they are now identified within their area as 

leading an initiative seeking to achieve particularly fundamental changes in community life. 

A resident explained: 

“…we don’t want to be the ones saying I’ll give you this and I’ll give you that and 

it never comes through” 
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3.3 The Agreement 

The community safety agreement method was explained as constituting an evolving process, 

one that would develop from the communities themselves and take shape as the CSI 

implementation moved forward on the sites. While the agreement is voluntary and not legally 

enforceable, its development and subsequent promotion is, however, expected to inspire pro-

social behaviour and community and service agency collaboration in tackling local safety and 

physical environmental issues. 

Most residents interviewed felt that the process leading to a signed written agreement 

confirming acceptable and non-acceptable behaviour would channel the goodwill achieved 

through CSI engagement on the pilot sites. This, they hoped, could then be translated into 

effective solutions to the problems of fear and isolation identified as affecting many in the 

area. Young people spoke of the agreement putting down ground rules for behaviour, “…this 

is what we do in our estate, if you’re part of this estate, this is what we do. It’s a community 

thing” as one remarked. Service agencies were hopeful the agreement would promote 

community engagement with local services. Meaningful engagement with residents, many of 

whom they accepted have lost confidence and trust in the representatives of the state, 

specifically the police and local council, may follow. This could potentially build confidence 

and the skills required to strengthen the partnership focus on local crime and disorder 

problems. Police officers considered the agreement and, indeed, the overall CSI idea as 

representing and maintaining a “bridging link” between local residents and the police. 

Stakeholders did, however, identify several issues that may slow or even obstruct the safety 

agreement from becoming a feature of the neighbourhood structure. According to several 

residents and young people, the agreement should have some repercussions for those 

involved in or adding to antisocial behaviour (whether directly or through not „controlling‟ 

their children) for the whole process to work. Services also shared concerns regarding 

apparent weakness of the safety agreement to enforce accountability and responsibility 

among all residents regarding safety. One community police officer, for example, explained 

the agreement‟s potential as follows:  

“The only potential is that it [the agreement] binds a road together and builds a 

better relationship…The enforceable thing isn’t going to work, ….But if people are 

all standing together and if they’re standing up and reporting crime, even between 
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themselves…coming together and saying listen this is going on and we’re not going 

to stand for it anymore”  

On balance, the majority of stakeholders thought the agreement represented a route towards 

building community spirit and one helping to reinforce relations with key service agencies. 

Among those residents charged with introducing it to the community, the „wait and see‟ 

element underpinned by the community-led and participatory approach adopted creates a 

degree of uncertainty among stakeholders concerning the method and, in particular, what 

exactly can be changed as a result of its implementation.  

4. Emerging Issues 

As we have seen here, socioeconomic disadvantage, crime and antisocial behaviour and the 

fear of victimisation emerge as risk factors negatively affecting the quality of life of 

residents. Over time, they combine to disrupt civic interaction and restrict the local use of 

public space. According to participants, the safety anxieties these „risks‟ generate and foster 

among community members translate into the low levels of social cohesion and the high 

resident turnover experienced in certain areas. Research findings also reveal a significant 

level of personal isolation on estates and an impression among some residents that the area 

has been left behind or in some instances abandoned by wider society.  

Wyvekens (2004: 73) argues such feelings of neglect alienate affected communities from 

those on the “outside”, typically represented, as in this case, by the police and local council. 

The social outcomes are represented in two ways. First, a lack of a local framework 

facilitating community interaction and collaboration means that many residents live under 

these difficult conditions without solid relations with local service agencies and/or broader 

familial support that promote cooperative behaviour. Second, it has also limited the efforts of 

service providers to initiate and then maintain the traditional local connections necessary to 

minimise the exposure of children and families to the risks associated with crime and 

antisocial behaviour. Consequently, in some CSI target areas a significant distrust of these 

key service agencies by residents unites with an apparent absence of the norms and structures 

of „community life‟ to produce contexts where antisocial behaviour and crime can flourish. 

The implications can be immense for local families and especially for marginalised young 

people and children. As circumstance curtails personal goals and thwarts ambition, and as life 

chances deteriorate, so too can the accepted social and cultural value systems that regulate 
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conduct and personal behaviour decline (Bernburg, 2002: 729). An almost inevitable 

consequence of this spatial concentration of criminal activity and antisocial behaviour in 

disadvantaged urban communities is that both the majority of the perpetrators and the victims 

of criminal activity are increasingly excluded and pushed to the margins of society 

(Crawford, 1997: 277). Acting as a catalyst for wider disadvantage and exclusion, crime, 

antisocial behaviour and a disordered environment also tend to filter out residents with the 

resources to relocate out of „problem neighbourhoods‟ from less (financially) fortunate 

neighbours (Hope, 2001). This can separate higher income households, those less susceptible 

to the risk factors motivating criminal behaviour and who may be more likely to positively 

influence community interaction and civic engagement.  

In this context, the CSI in Tallaght West seeks to galvanise senses of citizenship among 

residents that may help to change the social and environmental conditions. Its goal is to 

promote civic engagement; build local community/service agency networks and to strengthen 

the social bond among residents and their communities. This strategy assumes „active‟ 

citizenship and enhancing civic society is conducive to addressing actual crime and antisocial 

behaviour problems and increasing positive perceptions of local safety. The underpinning 

rationale also assumes that civil society and social policy are key institutions in the 

management of crime and disorder inside disadvantaged urban communities (Lacey, 2001). 

This is particularly evident given the continuing broader policy push towards more 

coordinated interagency responses to social problems and towards greater support for the 

involvement of communities in these solutions.  

Therefore, the obvious question is: can community safety become the tap that turns on 

„community‟ and „partnership‟ in contexts where many of their structural pillars of support 

appear to have disintegrated? Early indications from the CSI in Tallaght West suggest that the 

answer is anything but straightforward. For example, for the service agencies involved, the 

primary aim is to initiate new structures of accountability that can facilitate wider local 

consultation in identifying local safety priorities and needs. The key for them is to ensure that 

this unfolds as an open-ended process which through interaction leads to the efficient and 

therefore effective management of local safety issues. Important is extending the reach of 

service agencies into certain areas and certain social groupings. Rather than repression, the 

focus is on changing relationships and thus behaviour through coordinated responses to crime 

and disorder problems. 
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Residents for their part recognised a value in building relations with key service agencies in 

crafting the harmonious community they desire. However, instead of service agencies 

supporting communities in maintaining local order, their view of the CSI is one of standing 

up to the causes of crime, antisocial behaviour, intimidation and more by creating awareness 

of its local effects. This is primarily expected to be achieved through the eventual and full 

implementation of the CSI‟s community safety agreement. The method is perceived as 

holding the potential not only to identify why and what negatively shapes the quality of life in 

certain areas of Tallaght West but also who in the community is responsible. By highlighting 

problems, the community‟s rights and responsibilities in responding to these local problems 

are expected to be more clearly defined. Thus, the purpose of „community safety‟ in the 

minds of residents was more one of creating local solidarity and accountability for what is 

happening in the area and not necessarily one of helping service agencies to support those 

identified as disrespecting the safety conditions that the community hopes to impose.  

These contrasting assumptions between groups of stakeholders in terms of what community 

safety can achieve are some indication of the hard realities of using community-led and 

participatory approaches to address what undoubtedly are entrenched, complex and 

multifaceted problems facing many communities. It illustrates that involving the 

„community‟ in finding solutions that may impact positively on levels of crime and antisocial 

behaviour, building the local trust and capacity needed, cementing partnership relations and 

so on, develop over time and require great effort (FPP, 2008).  

 

5. Conclusion 

The issues emerging from this research – diverging goals between stakeholders, power 

imbalances between more focused and experienced practitioners and community residents, 

time and energy constraints, the difficulty of stakeholders to identify the tangible benefits of 

involvement, engaging the „usual suspects‟ – all of which are familiar to participatory 

community initiatives, reveal potential perils facing the CSI. Indeed, methods and strategies 

which agencies believe are capable of affecting change in communities are frequently viewed 

differently by residents. Besides signalling the need for more dialogue with residents, such 

misunderstandings of „community needs‟ can result in the implementation of an initiative 

which is incompatible with those needs and one that most likely will not attain the required 

commitment and local acceptance (Richardson, 2006). Thus an apparent contradiction exists 
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between this type of „evolutionary‟, „bottom up‟ approach and the need for structure and 

guidance to facilitate the initiative‟s implementation. 

 

If a starting point to „partnership‟ is that all actors invited to participate expect to gain from 

their interaction (at least to a greater extent than could be achieved if they acted alone), then 

objectives should be broadly compatible with the expectations of all involved 

(Kouwenhoven, 1993). This may then produce the positive beneficial effects of collaboration 

important in nurturing participant commitment. Specifically, it may facilitate stakeholders in 

identifying and learning from the important interim “milestones” that are vital in sustaining 

participatory initiatives during the development and implementation stages (Kubisch et al., 

2002: 70–2). The logic underpinning such an approach follows the hypothesis that if people 

become aware that local collaboration can accomplish positive change, in this case to 

increase safety in the community, they are more likely to become involved in that effort 

(Carroll et al., 2005: 6). For this to happen, interventions should have concrete, attainable 

goals and objectives, and possess a clear purpose that is agreed and supported by all 

stakeholders (FPP, 2008: 24). 
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