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Introduction

“The idea of citizen participation is a little like eating
spinach: no one is against it in principle because it is
good foryou.”

This paper examines community engagement initiatives within the field of
public safety. These include initiatives that aim to improve the quality of
life in a particular neighbourhood as well as to reduce anti-social behaviour
or lack of safety through higher levels of social cohesion. While such
activities can only be encouraged, their effects are usually not as extensive
as initiatives that are related to public safety. Citizens, for instance, can
organise an event in which neighbours get to know each other, without
much involvement or regulation from the government being needed. Yet,
when those same citizens want to start patrolling the streets or provide
prevention advice, it becomes very important that they are trained and
monitored by an authority figure.?

Therefore, this toolbox offers an overview of the various types of citizen
engagement initiatives that can be created as well as the related challenges
that can emerge when impeding them. The aim is to inform and support
policy-makers as well as other practitioners that work with citizen volunteers
on the common pitfalls. For this reason, the final chapter of the toolbox
includes practical guidelines that can help policy-makers in creating

citizen engagement initiatives to work towards an enhanced community
engagement framework.
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Community
engagement in
allits forms

U Member States are increasingly

recognising the importance of citizen
participation within their societies, as it
can enhance trust and social cohesion as
well as create a safer environment.: This
is why more governments are shifting
towards an integrated approach to safety
that includes cooperation with various
actors, such as citizens.:



This is not a new phenomenon and the inclusion of citizen volunteers is very common in
some sectors. In many countries, firefighters, for instance, rely heavily on volunteers to
strengthen their numbers and support in emergency call-outs. Yet in other fields, their
inclusion is not always as straightforward.® When it comes to safety and prevention,
citizens are often expected to cooperate, albeit in an active or passive form. Local
authorities, for instance, try to encourage people by promoting their engagementin
neighbourhood watches.® Nevertheless, the concept of community engagement has

in some cases also become a ‘buzzword’ and many authorities define the conceptin
different ways.”

Community engagement is a participatory approach that refers to the opportunity,
capacity and willingness of citizens to work collectively towards long-term political and
societal changes (e.g. safer society, social inclusion or a bias-free society). It serves

as both a goal and a tool to empower communities to partake in social and behavioural
activities from the start (i.e. determining priorities) through to the end (i.e. performing
outreach activities).® Citizens are therefore viewed as coproducers of public safety that
operate through many forms of direct participation or indirect engagement. In general,
the first example that comes to mind are surveillance-type activities in which the public
operates as additional eyes and ears for the police. However, community engagement
can be much more comprehensive by, among others, also tackling underlying concerns
within a neighbourhood.’

Yet, in order for community engagement initiatives to be effective, several
considerations have to be made. Firstly, achieving societal changes cannot be achieved
through a short-term, ad hoc project that is not embedded within a local needs of
aneighbourhood. Citizens have to be capable, willing and motivated to help create
change or tackle problems they find relevant.”® Secondly, community engagement
should strive towards collaborating and empowering communities instead of merely
informing them or asking for input. This can be achieved by listening to citizens,
strengthening community ownership and including representative stakeholders.”
Finally, various actors play an important role in facilitating citizen engagement.

The most common partners are national and/or local governments as well as law
enforcement bodies. However, other stakeholders should also be included depending
on the focus area, for instance sport clubs, community centres and local businesses.
It is consequently important for these actors to align their goals and expectations in
order to achieve success."”
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Community engagement can be considered as a means for both authorities and
citizens to cooperate and enable change within their neighbourhoods. Nonetheless,
there is currently a lack of evidence on which approaches are most effective to achieve
successful community engagement.”

Typology

There are many forms of community engagement depending on the scope, purpose,
intent and level of the arrangement.™ A pioneering publication on this topic is Arnstein’s
typology of citizen participation. This typology is presented as a ladder consisting of
eight increasing levels of participation, ranging from non-participation to citizen power
and it has since been translated and reproduced many times.'™ This toolbox uses a
simplified version of the participation ladder, created by Edelenbos and Monnikhof,
consisting of five levels instead of eight. The higher the level, the more influence is
given to citizens. The five levels are discussed below (see figure 1).'

» 1. Informing. The first level ‘informing’ refers to any one-way flow of information,
authority or input.” When reflecting on Arnstein's model, ‘informing’ is a minimal
form of engagement as it generally consists of a city (council) informing the
public.” It is usually deployed to increase government transparency by informing
citizens of decisions. However, effective targeted communication can also lead
to citizen engagement, for example encouraging them to install anti-burglary
measures that were promoted during a neighbourhood meeting.” In practice, it can
be stated that most examples of community engagement fall under this category
because most of these initiatives are designed, organised or regulated in a top-
down manner.

» 2. Consulting. At the second level, ‘consulting’, a basic level of public input is
considered by decision-makers and others when establishing policies and
activities. The element of consultation allows citizens to have their say and it offers
the authorities alternative perceptions to take into account, although participation
again remains limited as this citizen input is non-binding. It is, therefore, merely the
first step towards ‘total’ participation.?®

»2. Advising. The third level, ‘advising’, is the process in which the public is allowed
to provide input (i.e. pose problems, formulate ideas or offer solutions) that is
considered by the authorities. Despite the fact that the decision-makers might
welcome this inclusion, it does not mean all suggestions will automatically be



implemented.?' This level is the first in which some level of power is given to the
public, although it remains a choice for decision-makers whether to use it.

»4. Coproducing. The fourth level, ‘coproducing’, entails that both decision-makers
and the public jointly agree on the policy agenda and the planning of activities. In
this type of participation, the power is redistributed as the policy level is obliged
to take citizen's input into account during the final decision-making. It therefore
requires a good understanding of the needs and patterns within a community in
order to obtain a functioning type of co-production.?

» 5. Co-decision making. Finally, ‘co-decision making’, allows full citizen power as the
public is in charge of developing policy or governing actions, while decision-makers
set predetermined conditions as well as formulating advice, making it a bottom-up
method of self-governance.*

Co-decision making

Citizen power Co-producing
Advising
Consulting

Basic participation

Non-participation Informing

Figure 1: Five levels of community engagement.
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This typology is subject to some justified criticisms. Firstly, it is important to highlight
that lower levels of engagement, such as informing citizens, are not negative or
harmful by default. In reality, not all communities want or require citizen co-decision
making and informing citizens can be adequate in certain situations. Furthermore, this
typology can also serve as a sequence in which the first step is informing citizens of
new policies, for instance through social media, which are followed-up by a dialogue
on the implementation of those policies.? Another critique states that five categories
are not sufficient to represent the complexity of society as well as the existing

power dynamics. This is why it is important to use this typology as a spectrum and

to also incorporate other classifications, such as the domain in which communities
can participate. Below are seven domains in the field of prevention in which the
engagement of the citizens can take place.

1. Surveillance

Citizen surveillance is probably the best-known and prevalent type of community
engagement. There are various forms in which citizens both actively and passively
employ surveillance, such as neighbourhood watches. A neighbourhood watch group
encourages citizens to keep an eye on their neighbours’ houses and report suspicious
activity among each other or in some cases, to the authorities. They can also take on
amore active role when citizens organise safety patrols in their neighbourhood. In this
case, their aimis to prevent public nuisance as well as increasing citizens’ feelings of
safety.®

Notwithstanding this, whether there is a correlation between the presence of
neighbourhood watches and lower crime rates and a greater sense of safety is
inconclusive. This is because areas that have a neighbourhood watch are more likely
to report higher feelings of unsafety. Furthermore, within the same neighbourhood,
those citizens that are involved in such initiatives are also more likely to report these
than the others who are not included. This might be explained by the fact that certain
citizens are more likely to experience such feelings (due to higher age for instance)
and consequently will be more inclined to join a neighbourhood watch scheme.?®
Despite these mixed effects, a positive aspect is that neighbourhood watches seem
to be linked to improved resilience and cohesion as well as residents being more
satisfied with the work of the local police. This effect can be expected as citizens will
probably join such initiatives to support their neighbourhood and get into contact
with like-minded citizens. The question therefore remains, do neighbourhood watches
strengthen local cohesion or is a sound neighbourhood more conducive for effective
neighbourhood watches??’
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Another example are stewards. Generally, stewards play an important role
in monitoring as well as managing crowds, implementing safety measures
and working with the police and emergency services during large events.
This is specifically the case during football games where stewards are used
to maintain order. While law enforcement teams as well as private security
can be deployed by football clubs, many rely on volunteers to take on this
task. The idea is that these volunteers can be placed in and around the
stadium, become familiar with the fans, and when necessary quickly assess
risky situations and call for assistance. Nevertheless, due to the increasing
pressure on stewards, such as the increasing violence within stadiums, many
of them are dropping out, intervene less or ignore certain actions for fear of
escalation.

2. Detection

Detection entails that citizens help the authorities with detecting and/or
reporting antisocial behaviour. The neighbourhood watch schemes also partly
fitin this category, as citizens can often report their discoveries directly to
the relevant local authority, usually a police or municipal authority contact
point.

Citizen engagement within the scope of detection also include police
volunteers. These are citizens that support local police officers in their work
by performing supplementary duties, such as completing paperwork, CCTV
monitoring or staffing the reception area. At times, however, they even take
on some of their policing duties. In the Netherlands, for instance, voluntary
frontline officers are employed who have broadly the same judicial powers as
their law enforcement colleagues and they wear the same uniforms.?

Another example is the many detection apps available for citizens. These
apps serve to report crimes or antisocial behaviour, but can also be used

by citizens to report practical nuisances, such as poor roads or broken

street lights. Safer Cities is an international platform where citizens can
anonymously report incidents of sexual harassment. While it is not a hotline,
the cities will receive an overview of the amount of incidents or whether
there are particular hotspots. As a result, this information can be used by the
authorities to shape policies or future measures.’

EUCPN | Toolbox Crime prevention through community engagement | 11



3. Care for public space

A common practice in the ‘caring for public spaces’ category is the organisation of
community budgets. These are funding opportunities that are specifically dedicated
to increasing the quality of life in specific areas. Their aim is to make citizens
responsible and include their perspective in decision-making processes. In reality,
other professionals, such as municipal officers or advisors, are also included to
support the process.° A specific example is People Powered Places, a participatory
budgeting initiative in London in which eight neighbourhoods receive a limited amount
of funding to make improvements in their local area.”

4. Conflict mediation

The best-known example of conflict mediation is neighbourhood mediation. It helps
citizens (often neighbours) to improve their communication and subsequently solve
problems. Trained and voluntary mediators guide the mediation process between
two or more parties by listening, understanding the conflict and creating a space in
which all parties can come together and try to resolve the issue. The key strategy is
that mediators do not offer solutions themselves, but they encourage the parties to
pro-actively tackle issues and shifting the responsibility to the citizens themselves.
This method is mainly applicable for ‘basic’ irritations or conflicts that occur during
everyday life and that might not fall within the jurisdiction of the police (e.g. in the case
of parking nuisance) or of the municipal authority (e.g. overhanging trees).*

Key factors for successful citizen mediation are that mediation is guided by and

for citizens, meaning that it is free, accessible and also independent without

official authorities enforcing power imbalances. Another important aspect is that
the mediators are trained, so they can act impartially and professionally, while all
discussions are confidential. In the Netherlands, for example, the Dutch Centre for
Crime Prevention and Safety offers a basic training for mediators as well as quality
accreditation for specific neighbourhood mediation initiatives. They also set a yearly
benchmark and organise consultation sessions between mediators.** As a result,

it shows that neighbours often find their own solutions for conflicts without it even
having to lead to a conversation between them. Conflict mediation can, therefore,
contribute to improved connectedness between neighbours which in the long run
might lead to an increased quality of life and it saves precious time and resources for
local police units.**

12



5. Contact promotion

Contact promotion or citizen outreach occurs when citizens engage with particular

or marginalised groups within society, such as adolescents or people who are
homeless.* One such example is the project Neighbourhood, a Swedish initiative
focusing on the development of young people into their adult life. Its aim is to motivate
adolescents by setting achievable goals (e.g. graduating from high school and learning
anew skill) to ensure positive long-term effects.* The value of using citizens in such
initiatives is its motivation, as the intention is to help these people on a voluntary
basis, therefore encouraging the adolescents to feel they are treated more as people
rather than clients.

There are also many volunteers active within criminal justice institutions, such as
prisons. According to numbers from 2019, the criminal justice voluntary workforce in
England and Wales is larger than both the prison and probation services workforce.
Meaning that these services are very reliant on the contribution of volunteers.

Their inclusion is positive in the sense that they bring ‘humanity’ to the prisons by
visiting the prisoners, organising recreational or mentoring programmes or providing
assistance in accessing community resources.?” Nevertheless, it should be considered
to what extent these initiatives are placing public responsibilities in the hands of
citizens and whether this counters the need for political action because it diverts
attention from problems such as understaffing. It can be stated that in many countries
much needed prison-reforms are ignored by policy-makers, potentially because
alternatives like citizen engagement are reducing their urgency.®

6. Information mediation

Information mediation is a broad category. It includes both the exchange of
information between citizens as well as between the authorities and citizens.
Examples include: (online) neighbourhood platforms, think tanks and citizen or peer
education initiatives.®? Peer education initiatives involve specific members of society
who are recruited and trained to increase and/or influence their peers’ awareness,
knowledge and attitudes. It is mainly used in social interventions, such as substance
abuse or bullying initiatives in which peers and bystanders’ interactions play an
important role.“©

However, it also includes information sharing between authorities and citizens. One
such illustration is prevention advisers. Belgium has theft prevention advisers who

EUCPN | Toolbox Crime prevention through community engagement | 13
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visit burglary victims in their homes to offer aftercare and provide practical advice on
preventing re-victimisation. This job is performed by professionals (e.g. local police
officers) but volunteers are also increasingly being trained to fulfil this role.*' Similarly, in
the United States, training on recognising child abuse and neglect is provided for non-
medical staff who work with children (e.g. teachers) to improve their ability to recognise
abuse as well as their confidence to report potential cases. Paediatric health-care
providers and school nurses are best suited to deliver such training as they often have
close connections with their local communities.*?

7. Policy influencing

Policy influencing is any mechanism in which the public has some type of say or impact
on local decision-making structures. Examples include initiatives or tools through
which members of the public can voice their opinions and perceptions, such as a
neighbourhood survey or a security monitor. This can be an effective tool for including
citizens in local governing, which can lead to more legitimacy as they can help shape
priorities.** However, if nothing is done with citizen input, people will lose interest and
stop participating.** Nevertheless, it is very common for authorities to consult the
public, for instance through the use of neighbourhood meetings and public hearings.
These hearings are often seen as a requirement for policy-makers to demonstrate that
they have listened to their citizens, yet in reality very little is done with it.*

Another method is the use of citizen (advisory) boards. These boards are included in
the development, revision and implementation of policies, prevention strategies and
actions, such as assisting with the reorganisation of a neighbourhood. Their purpose is
to increase the participation of the public as equal partners in policy-making processes.
It can subsequently enhance the transparency and legitimacy of policy procedures

and improve citizens’ understanding of local governance.“® However, this will only really
be the case if the citizen board is perceived as being on equal footing with the related
decision-makers. Otherwise, the initiative could also increase distrust from citizens and
decrease community engagement levels.*’

One more example is neighbourhood governing initiatives (such as Buurt Bestuurtin
the Netherlands). These are forums that allow guided deliberation in which citizens
can prioritise (basic) safety goals. They serve as a tool to create a shared framework
between citizens and the policy level. To ensure realistic goals, the initiative should
include residents, professionals (i.e. police or municipal authority representatives) who

14



take on a coordinating role and other relevant stakeholders (e.g. housing associations
or local business councils). In some cases, frontline workers might not care for such
forums, because their workload is already demanding or they prefer more operational
activities. As aresult, it is possible that this prevents any depth of conversations, focus
on sensitive issues and dealing with interpretation differences.*®
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Common challenges

C ommunity engagement is not automatically
or unconditionally appropriate for each
situation. With regard to technical or complex
matters, such as tackling organised crime
groups, it might not be desirable to transfer too
much authority to the public.» Additionally,
there are various challenges related to the
concept and implementation of citizen
engagement. This makes sense as citizens are
considered as both the problem and the solution
in the field of public safety. Certain groups
within the population are often responsible for
crime and public nuisance, yet at the same time,
the government expects the public to take action
against this behaviour.=
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Thisissue is partly related to the focus area. Alongside public safety, there are various
domains in which the public are encouraged to set up initiatives. For example, residents
of a neighbourhood can easily create activities to support the quality of life in that area
without this needing strict arrangements with the local municipal authority. However,
the same citizens cannot take on sanctioning power without governmental regulation
or even having received training.”' A second difficulty is the fact that the effectiveness
of citizen engagement is often questioned. While community engagement initiatives
are expected to enhance social cohesion, trust and political efficiency, it often creates
frustration, tension and alienation. Moreover, the positive effects are likely to be

felt only by a small number of citizens, decreasing its cost-beneficial character for
society.>?

This chapter discusses four main challenges related to the recruitment, organisation
and representativeness of community engagement initiatives.

Recruitment hurdles

There are various reasons why volunteers want to contribute to their neighbourhood.
In many cases, they want to give back to the community, for example by combatting
nuisance or enhancing the quality of life. Another reason is for their own interests,
because they want to learn new skills, meet new people and gain experiences.>® This is
why the recruitment stage is an important step to consider in any citizen initiative. The
recruitment and composition process as well as the distribution of tasks and activities
can cause friction. Additionally, an unfair recruitment process in which specific groups
are ignored will cause an even bigger divide.>*

The type of recruitment strategy that is chosen, should depend on the type of initiative,
the type of volunteers who are needed and the available resources for the recruiters.

In the Netherlands’ example of conflict mediators, volunteers were recruited through
door-to-door distribution of leaflets, local media (i.e. messages in the newspaper) and
information sessions organised by the municipal authority.> Yet in the case of citizen
advisory boards, it might be beneficial if they are elected.*®

The chosen recruitment strategy can at times even influence the effectiveness of an
initiative. By way of illustration, in certain situations it matters whether volunteers are
recruited on a voluntary basis or through nomination. This difference was tested out
during the NoTrap! Anti-bullying programme recruitment stage of peer educators. This

EUCPN | Toolbox Crime prevention through community engagement | 17



programme aims to reduce bullying victimisation by promoting bystander defending
behaviours. They found that voluntary recruitment produced peer educators with
different characteristics and personalities, while peer nominations lead to the most
popular classmates being chosen. Consequently, bullying prevalence decreased for

all students in the voluntary recruitment classrooms while it remained stable in the
nomination settings. This is because nominated peer educators were not able to
generate change in behaviours and actions, while the voluntary peers were. This study
shows that merely working with peers is not enough, the recruitment strategy and
implementation process needs to be well-considered in order to be effective. In this
specific context, an objective recruitment strategy was key for the peer-led programme
to work.®’

Many European countries have specific regulations for certain types of citizen
volunteers. For example, the An Garda Siochana in Ireland have a strategy for the
appointment of Reserve Garda (i.e. citizen volunteers in the police), based on

their educational qualifications, character and age. It offers a roadmap to deliver a
community-focused policing service, promote diversity and ensure a worthwhile
commitment for the volunteers. The strategy focuses on six objectives (e.g. training,
deployment and governance) by setting clear goals embedded in an action plan.*®

Organisational barriers

Organisational support is associated with effective community engagement. If the
management level is not supporting these initiatives, citizen input will likely not be
heard, professionals will receive little support in their collaboration with volunteers and
amultitude of initiatives will vanish over time.>®

Various community engagement initiatives happen spontaneously or in an informal
manner, and are run by a few motivated citizens or professionals who often lack
support, investment or resources, meaning that they are often temporary and fade
away after a while because people lose interest or are not capable of continuing.®®

A strong institutionally embedded initiative has more chance of being effective.®'

At the same time, bureaucratic frameworks can challenge effective participation.
Strict hierarchy structures can, for example, reject proposed changes by community
engagement. While it is not possible or desirable to remove all mandates and
procedures, it is recommended to review the necessity of some processes and design
alternative measures that facilitate community engagement.®?

18



Citizen engagement is often seen as a means for (local) authorities to take
accountability and promote transparency of, among others, the use of public
resources. Yet the public hearings in which such matters are discussed often operate
on a short-term basis and do not leave much room for citizens’ perspectives. These
types of token participation in which a municipal authority pretends to request or
value citizen input, will end up falling flat.®® Policy-makers need to take on board the
input provided by citizens, otherwise they will think their involvement is pointless and
they will drop out or not even show up in the first place. On the other hand, however,
citizens may also experience participation fatigue if they are included too often or
their task becomes too demanding. It is therefore important for involvement to occur
selectively.®*

Another essential element for effective community engagement is capable and
motivated frontline workers who are in charge of shaping and/or driving local initiatives,
especially since many countries lack a formal framework on dealing with community
engagement. These practitioners are required to have a special skillset as well as
anetwork to strengthen the cooperation with volunteers. In order for them to do

S0, they have to make sure everyone is included in the initiatives and that all efforts

are taken seriously to avoid people losing motivation. At the same time, they should
discourage other citizens from actions that are not aligned with the general interest of
the community. The same frontline workers can also become a barrier if they enforce
rules too strictly or pay little attention to the contributions of volunteers.®® Lastly, the
bureaucratic system is not the only barrier: the managerial support within this field also
matters greatly. If the manager of a motivated frontline worker is not on the same page
or does not allow the necessary flexibility, it will become very difficult to gain resources
or achieve any long-lasting impact.©®
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Crafting

Crafting refers to the, often improvised, manner of working that
professionals need when working with community engagement
initiatives. It refers to capacities, such as an open attitude towards
institutional rules and connecting various insights to find
common ground, while at the same time maintaining trust and
legitimacy towards all partners. Crafting citizen initiatives will
likely be a long-term process of trial and error.®’

The placement of volunteers within an organisation is also linked to bureaucratic
hurdles. When the roles and responsibilities of volunteers are not well-defined, the
boundaries of their authority as well as their position towards other citizens in society
becomes unclear. This poses an issue for both the wider public as they do not know
what to expect from citizen volunteers, and for the paid practitioners as their legitimacy
is put at risk.®®

While many volunteers are positive about their experience, there are some common
critiques that seem to occur in many citizen initiatives. These include: confusion about
their position, an initiative’s authority and its coordination structure, discrepancies
between the expectations of the position and reality, the feeling of exclusion from the
professional culture as well as being under-used.® As aresult, it can become a struggle
to maintain citizen engagement over time.”® These issues often cause tense relations
between volunteers and the paid workforce. One reason is because volunteers can be
seen as a threat for job security as they are a ‘free’ substitute for salaried work. Another
limitation is that volunteers might not have the same level of skills or powers as their
professional counterparts. All these struggles can result in them not being accepted
within the workforce.”!
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To tackle some of these challenges, professionals should balance between providing
advice while also maintaining a level of control, particularly over bottom-up initiatives.
If citizens start organising their own patrols, law enforcement has the task to supervise
these activities and step in when boundaries are crossed.’? In addition, to preserve
accountability, the profiles and tasks of frontline workers should be better aligned with
the volunteer position and the area in which they operate. They need to consider what
the precise role of the frontline worker consists of (observing, facilitating or directing),
in which area they are operational (city centre or a specific suburb), etc.”® Furthermore,
a comprehensive legal framework is necessary to set clear boundaries of accountability
through clearly defined roles and tasks. The aim of these measures is to prevent the
excessive transfer of state responsibilities to citizens.”*

It can be concluded that volunteer’s supervision and the corresponding management
structures require significant improvement in most European countries.”® Policy
frameworks on citizen involvement require legal and political deliberations in order to
ensure their transparency and provide a formal accountability framework related to
each volunteer position.’® Finally, there is a need for more attention to the position

of volunteers before initiatives are created as well as on how these volunteers are
included in daily operations.””

Lack of training

Education is a critical element in citizen engagement, as inadequately trained
volunteers pose a potential risk for themselves and their surroundings. That is why
volunteers should be able to follow a training course when joining a citizen initiative.
The provided training should differ depending on the type of volunteer and the tasks
they perform. Police volunteers, for example, sometimes perform the same tasks as
full-time police officers and therefore need a good understanding of the extent and
legitimacy of police duties.’”® Nevertheless, these trainings often lack a focus on critical
thinking, problem-solving skills and up-to-date content based on the changing roles of
law enforcement in society.”?

For this reason, there is a need for comprehensive and role- as well as context-
specific training materials to better prepare citizens in their volunteer positions.
This means that volunteers in advisory boards, for example, receive training in
constitutional principles, meeting techniques, conflict management and teamwork,
to ensure effective participation in governance. Police volunteers require knowledge
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on operational protocols, legal foundations and physical training, while mediators
will rather focus on social competences such as active listening and operating in an
encouraging yet impartial manner.2®

Also, the delivery of the training should be considered. A handbook can be
accompanied by exercises or case-studies and supportive materials like handouts or
podcasts could be provided.?' Yet for some positions, a more extensive training might
be necessary to fully learn skills and techniques. This would be the case for police
volunteers or stewards who need strong resilience and confiict mediation skills to deal
with verbal and physical intimidation.

An interesting finding is that confidence declines among some volunteers the more
time has passed after receiving a training. This means that volunteers might benefit
from ongoing training opportunities or refresher courses during which they obtain new
information or get the opportunity to train existing skills.®

Unequal representation

Citizen engagement is often presented as a mechanism to include citizens of all
population groups and to counter society’s intolerance. Nevertheless, a key issue
in community engagement is the discrepancy between those that take part in the
initiative and those that do not. This notion has several related challenges.

Firstly, citizen initiatives will benefit from activists who are motivated and ready to
take action. These often include a small group of drivers or informal neighbourhood
‘leaders’.®® Well-functioning citizen initiatives therefore often have a largely
homogenous composition, meaning that that the instigators as well as the volunteers
active in such initiatives have comparable socio-economic and cultural backgrounds
and mainly originate from richer, safer areas. This can cause various issues. To begin
with, having an overly homogeneous group of volunteers can result in a gap between
neighbourhoods that pro-actively and continuously organise citizen initiatives, and
those that are left behind, since not everyone will benefit equally from these initiatives
and disadvantaged areas will decline even further.2* Subsequently, certain groups
within society, such as ethnic minorities or disadvantaged young people, are in danger
of being targeted by such one-sided safety initiatives.® For this reason, the so-called
‘leaders’ within citizen engagement are generally not regarded as representative. Even
worse, they are mistrusted when they start exerting too much influence.®®
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Secondly, there is a clear absence of certain (minority) population groups within
community engagement schemes. A key factor on this matter is the public’s willingness
and capability to become involved. There are various structural, political, and historical
arguments that affect a community’s capability.?’

Capability is linked to the resources that citizens or a neighbourhood has available
(e.g. time, money and social contacts). These resources are generally more accessible
inrich and safe areas, as its citizens are often more highly educated and have
applicable professional skills (e.g. leadership). This means they are more inclined to
set up initiatives or to mobilise political support in case an issue presents itself. At the
same time, disadvantaged areas, with more minority populations, usually have fewer
connections to the policy field, even though their need for citizen engagement is often
higher. Education is not the only contributing factor; other resources like available time
and commitment also matter because lower paid citizens choose not to participate

as they might have multiple jobs or cannot afford day-care. As a result, pro-active and
well-organised citizen initiatives mainly occur in safer neighbourhoods in which they
are less essential because they are already ahead of the curve, while disadvantaged
areas fall even further behind.®

Participation paradox

The participation paradox entails that, in general, already
empowered citizens (mainly from safer neighbourhoods) are
overrepresented in citizen initiatives compared to less empowered
individuals, even though they would benefit more from this form of
engagement. This occurs because those groups with a strong social
position usually already have some sort of influence on the policy
level. This paradox is contrary to the need for an inclusive society
that works towards common goals.??
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Another contributing factor is the manner in which citizen engagement is facilitated.
This often occurs in a less organised or hands-on manner in disadvantaged areas,
due to tense relations, past conflicts or a lack of trust between authorities and the
communities in which they operate.®® That is why, these citizens will likely be less
inclined to assist in reporting anti-social behaviour or participate in more specialised
initiatives, such as citizen councils.”'

To solve these issues, it is important that all groups within society are being reached
and they all receive the opportunity (and potentially additional encouragement) to
participate. Instead of merely focusing the neighbourhood, the social and economic
characteristics should very much be considered when designing an initiative. °* It might
additionally be necessary to combine multiple participation strategies in order to make
it as accessible as possible while at the same time respecting the needs and norms of
different communities.*

To achieve this result, it is important for the involved professionals (e.g. community
officers) to identify and counter polarising attitudes (e.g. activities targeting a specific
group of residents). They are the connecting links with the public and receive a lot of
information from various sources, they can serve as an anchor for local engagement
policies and practices. This also means they should be aware of being guided too
much by the expectations of certain groups.®* They have the responsibility to channel
participation activities, so everyone in the community is involved and/or treated
equally.®® Furthermore, frontline workers need to focus on building trust between
themselves and all citizen groups in order to maintain continuous and effective citizen
engagement.® Representativeness of police or municipality officials is a key factor
toincrease this trust. This can be facilitated by improving the recruitment methods,
offering additional assistance to particular target groups and creating more flexible
participation schemes.?’

Finally, not everyone feels the necessity to engage.’® If the authorities experience
increased difficulty in engaging with a particular community, engagement night not the
most appropriate strategy. In those cases, police officers should rather focus on their
core tasks and improving the neighbourhood instead of taking on additional activities
that are likely not going to result in a positive outcome.? Another rule of thumb to keep
in mind is to look at quality (i.e. the substance of the activity and whose opinions are
included) over quantity (i.e. the number of citizens included). Not everyone needs to be
actively involved; certain groups can also make their voice heard through other means,
such as local associations.'*°
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Guidelines to
strengthen community
engagement

tis important to acknowledge that no single type
of community engagement is effective for all
communities. Participation is sensitive to context,
meaning that is should be organised according
to the needs and perceptions of the citizens,
the characteristics of the neighbourhood, the
organisational resources and well as the purposes
and expectations of those involved. Additionally, it
should aim for long-term engagement by ensuring
investments from the relevant authorities.
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The following chapter aims to offer guidelines for policy-makers and frontline workers
who want to establish a community engagement initiative.' It consists of six

steps that follow the entire process of creating, shaping and running a community
engagement initiative.

8 5@ 1Checktherelevance

(5] (5] Before starting to create a citizen initiative, the first step should be
to determine whether community engagement is an appropriate
strategy for the given issue or context. To do so, the ‘Effective

Decision Model of Public Involvement’ (created by Thomas in 1995) can be used.

This model (see figure 2) consists of seven steps to identify whether community

engagement is appropriate and if so, which type of engagement is best suited.'*®

9,
&)

1) What are the qual- Usually, decision-makers have to take into account legal or

ity requirements of budgetary restrictions. They therefore have to consider what is

this decision? allowed, what is possible taking account of the financial means and
how might any of this hinder citizen engagement?

2) Is sufficient in- The less information is available on public preferences or practical

formation available feasibility, the more citizen perspectives might be used.

to make a quality

decision?

3)Is the (policy) Itisimportant to consider beforehand whether citizens will be al-

issue structured? lowed to help shape the policy decisions or whether their influence
should be limited to choosing between predetermined options. The
latter might face public resistance, but would be more manageable
for the policy level.

4)Is public accept- If so, citizen participation is crucial for its success. On the other

ance required for hand, decision-makers are able to make an autonomous managerial

the implementation decision (type 1) without public consultation (see figure 2), or a

of the decision? modified autonomous managerial decision (type 2) for which the

policy-makers gather information from the public without directly
consulting them, for instance.
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The following steps are only taken if acceptance by the public seems to be

required:

5) Who are the
public/relevant
actors (Le. people
with specialised
knowledge or that
can facilitate the
implementation of
an initiative)?

6) Does the target
group agree with
the predetermined
policy objectives?

7) Is there disa-
greement within
the target group
about the preferred
solution?

This step requires various considerations:

- Should the participants be representative?
If the aim is to reinforce support, representativeness is more
crucial than in the case of testing new ideas.

- How large should the group of participants be?
While large groups will likely bring more ideas to the table, it
might also hinder depth and achieving consensus.

- To what extent should the participants be informed before-
hand?
Well-informed citizens might obstruct new perspectives as
they are too strongly directed, while non-informed citizens
will likely not reach the core of the matter because of too little
understanding.

If so, it is beneficial to allow the public to be involved, i.e. a public
decision (type 5) (see figure 2). To avoid public objections, deci-
sion-makers can also opt for unitary or segmented consultation.

This question is crucial in case the policy level has determined

the issue and solutions themselves. If the public disagrees on the
proposed solution, a unitary consultation (type 4) is better suited as
it shows the differences within the target group.

When the target group agrees and together opposes the deci-
sion-makers, segmented consultation (type 3) is more appropriate
(see figure 2).
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7

What are the Do I have Is the Is public acceptance Who is  Does the Is the conflict
quality sufficient problem necessary for the relevant on the
requirements  information?  structured  implementation and public? public agree  preferred
? ? unlikely without with the solution likely
involvement? agency’s within the
goals? relevant
public?
At
Gl
All
Cl1
Cll1
Cl
Type 1= autonomous managerial decision Al
Type 2 = modified autnomous managerial decision
Type 3 = segmented public consultation
Type 4 = unitary public consultation Gl

type 5 = public decision

Figure 2: Effective Decision Model of Public Involvement, Thomas, 1995

Thomas distinguishes five types of decision. The first two options are applicable
when no public acceptance is required. These are autonomous managerial decisions
(without public consultation) and modified autonomous managerial decisions
(information is gathered from the public without directly consulting them). In case
community engagement is required (see step five and beyond), this can occur
through consultation or by leaving the decision entirely to relevant public actors.
The consultation can occur once for the entire public (unitary) or through various
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sessions directed at specific target groups within the public (segmented). The
specific mechanisms through which public involvement can be achieved are plentiful
(e.g. advisory boards, surveys, public meetings, etc.) and depend on the available
resources.'”*

When using this model, it is important to take additional (external) factors into account,
such as the complexity and scale of the issue, its seriousness and the urgency of the
solution. For example, when an urgent solution is required, it is likely not appropriate to
carry out segmented public consultation.'®

2.Decide upon the goals

Once the applicability and relevance of a community engagement
initiative has been confirmed, the second step is to decide upon the
goal for the initiative.'°° These goals can range from improving the
relations of citizens among each other to enhancing the inclusion of minority groups. It
can also be aimed at improving the decision-making capacities of citizens or extending
the public support for autonomous policy decisions.®” A good central aim is for
community engagement initiatives to be supplementary to existing practices (such as
police work), as well as providing added value and rewards for both these professionals
and the citizens in that area.'*®

However, it is not always easy to identify the goals of public safety initiatives. Very
often, the policy/delivery goals of a project are confused with its engagement purpose.
To illustrate, a municipal authority might create a ‘community budgets’ initiative in
which citizens receive a budget to increase the quality of life in a designated area. While
the delivery goal of this project is to improve the area, the engagement goal aims to
include citizens in decision making processes and increasing their commitment to their
neighbourhood. This example shows that even though the activities and execution

of the initiative are quite common, the community engagement aspect should be
considered separately.'%?

Another challenge is that in many cases, goals are pursued that cannot necessarily be
achieved through community engagement. This is the case for neighbourhood watches
that aim to improve people’s feeling of safety."” This is why the authorities first need to
consider their interpretation of effectiveness, meaning that they should have a clear
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aim or desired outcome of citizen engagement initiatives that is feasible. Furthermore,
they should consider the added value of citizen involvement, instead of organising
these activities for the sake of doing something. The best way of doing so is to map not
only the activities and strategy of the initiative (e.g. providing budgets for community
groups to manage public spaces), but also its desired goal (e.g. enhanced attention

to local policy or increased responsiveness to debates). The activities then act as a
means to reach the general goal.

Atarget tree can be used to logically display these activities and their correlating
goals. Target trees visually represent the main goal of an intervention in relation to the
sub-goals and corresponding activities (see figure 3). Additionally, each activity can be
assigned to a particular partner within the initiative.

Include
citizensin
decision making
processes

increase
provide participation
community capacity of
budgets minority

populations

Monthly organise
meetings workshops

Figure 3: Example of a target tree for acommunity budget initiative.
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Ideally, identifying goals happens at the start of an initiative. However, residents often
spontaneously set up citizen initiatives themselves. For example, it happens for more
than half of the neighbourhood watches in the Netherlands. This, of course, makes it
difficult to proactively set relevant goals. In such cases, it is important for authorities to
have a framework that shapes these initiatives and help citizens when necessary. The
creation of a framework is discussed in more detail in step four.™

ﬁ o e __o_ 0 °
B 3.Design the initiative
(_J Once the relevance and goals have been identified, the following
step is to design the initiative. To do so, the previous goals need to
be clarified and specified and a suitable participation form needs to be chosen.

The responsible actors firstly need to consider and prioritise the required goals of the
initiative. It is, for instance, counterproductive to organise citizen consultation when
policy decisions have already been made. Such token participation can undermine
trust and willingness among the general public. Additionally, it has been shown that
participation generally favours the strongest groups within society, while minority
populations are mostly excluded. " That is why a first consideration needs to be how
engagement is possible and whether a specific type of engagement (e.g. informing or
advising) will contribute to the identified goal."™

The choice will be affected by the purpose of each of the participation forms: informing,
consulting, advising, co-producing and co-decision making. A prevalent goal of local
authorities in general is to strengthen the relations both among and with their citizens
and almost all participation forms can be suitable for this purpose. Both informing and
consulting can be applicable for minority populations that might not be interested in
co-producing, yet informing them could make them more engaged and included within
the neighbourhood. Nevertheless, for those that are capable of taking on a higher

level of citizen power, co-decision-making is a strategy that fully includes themin the
policy processes. Another common goal is capacity-building. This goal is probably less
relevant for those neighbourhood drivers that are already involved and well-connected.
However, informing, consulting and advising could be used as a participation form

to include those particular groups. Youth advisory boards are one example of how
adolescents can be encouraged to take on some responsibility within a city council and
promote the interests of young people.
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In many cases, there is a lack of knowledge and creativity when it comes to choosing a
participation style. Many authorities only consider informing the public.™ It is however
possible and often desired to combine various participation strategies to make an
initiative as accessible as possible, i.e. the segmentation of participation. ™ This, for
instance, entails that, next to existing citizen budget initiatives, specialised consulting
activities can be done with representatives of minority populations in the same

area. Such a combination would be better tailored to the needs of different groups.
However in order to achieve this, the policy level should have a precise overview of
which populations are present in their community and how they could be included.”™
Additionally, sufficient flexibility needs to be allowed for community engagement
processes so that trial-and-error can take place and the demands can be adjusted
based on the number of volunteers and their availabilities.””

All of these considerations point to the importance of including citizens as soon as is
feasible. A potential technique could be the use of a steering committee that helps to
find partners, establish support and discuss the shape and aim of an initiative. They
can take on the first brainstorming sessions or even the start-up period of an initiative.
Therefore, it isimportant that the steering committee has sufficient knowledge on the
matter and that they have some sort of influence or even decision-making authority on
a strategic level, so they can set things in motion. It can include the initiator or funders
of the idea, such as the police, city council or resident association. Then, at a later
stage, citizens can also be involved to appropriately shape the initiative and maintain
the achievability."®
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Tracking the progress

The design phase should also lay out the evaluation framework and
prevention techniques that are used. Based on the goals, it needs to be
identified which data is necessary to track the progress of the initiative
as well as how and by whom this data will be collected. As engagement
usually centres on citizen's perspectives and attitudes, qualitative data
(e.g. interviews or focus groups) will likely be most relevant.™

To logically display the activities, their correlating goals and resources,
alogic model can be used. It serves as a tool to map the planned
activities to their required inputs (i.e. resources) and desired outcomes
at various stages of a process (see figure 4).”*° One important
consideration to be made, however, is that logic models are fairly linear
as each activity will lead to one outcome. In reality, citizen engagement
initiatives are likely to occur in more diverse ways.

Inputs Activity Output Early Later
outcome outcome
Budgets Monthly Dedication Improvement | Inclusion of
meetings of money to of physical citizensin
particular issues within | policy making
issue the area processes

Figure 4: Example of a logic model
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When designing an initiative, clear communication is key in order to manage
expectations of both the citizens and stakeholders, meaning that, if the citizen

input will be minimal, this should be clearly communicated beforehand.'' Practical
agreements on the amount, frequency and intensity of the participation as well as

the type of feedback that will be given, should also be transparent and based on the
needs of the target groups.'?? Secondly, the design phase of the initiative should also
already take the evaluation into account. The relevant evaluation criteria should be
chosen at this stage so that during the actual implementation the correct data can be
gathered.”?

4.Create a framework

A framework serves to help shape a community engagement

initiative, not to overly control or regulate it. Its purpose is to offer
uniformity and support where necessary and serve as a tool to counter the challenges
faced by community engagement initiatives.

Firstly, frameworks can determine the content, shape and scope of an initiative.”*
Toillustrate, in the case of citizen conflict mediation, it can describe the mediation
process, the core values of the process (i.e. confidentiality and voluntary participation)
as well as the number of hours volunteers have to be active.”?® In terms of surveillance
actions, it can include the purpose and focus area of the activities as well as the
communication flow and how frontline workers, like police officers or municipal
authority workers, should collaborate with the volunteers.'?

Secondly, frameworks can play an important role in countering the representation
hurdles. They can set norms to promote the inclusion of particular age- or minority
groups or provide a timeline by which capacity-building activities need to be
implemented and the goals need to be achieved.™’

Thirdly, supporting frameworks can set out the required or beneficial communication
strategies. For instance, neighbourhood watches often operate in a fragmented way
through informal channels, such as social media groups. A framework could require
the use of online interactive platforms to streamline the communication between
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citizens as well as with the authorities. It can also include policy briefings or reporting
templates, and as a result increase the professional follow-up of such initiatives and
enhance the trust between the involved actors.?®

=]
(%0} 5.Plantheinitiative
:] Community engagement is a strategy that calls for extensive effort
of the organising authority. Determination on both on a cultural

and organisational level is essential for the success of citizen participation.?® That is
why the planning phase is an important step during which the practical arrangements
are finalised. This entails, among other things, examining whether there are sufficient
resources to carry out the planned activities. This includes funds to cover the initiative
as well as time and staff to manage it all.”®

Another element to be finalised in this step is the inclusion of stakeholders. The
relevant local stakeholders, those that have an interest in the activity or its effect,
need to be determined. The general public is a first stakeholder that comes to mind, as
they are either expected to participate or to experience a change in their environment.
That is why, it is important to distinguish whether the target is the general public (e.g.
an entire city) or a specific target group (e.g. adolescents).” Next are the involved
practitioners that monitor and adjust their volunteers in their activities accordingly.™?
Their responsibility also entails deciding which stakeholder is responsible for

which initiatives and how this supervision takes shape. In practice, the role of local
governments often receives too little attention in official documentation. For example,
an evaluation of the neighbourhood watch system (BINs) in Belgium shows that

city councils have little responsibility in these initiatives, leaving a high workload for
the police officers in the municipalities.”™ Another example is partner organisations
that may focus on the same topic or could lend a hand in reaching out to particular
communities.* It is, however, important to remain attentive. Too many stakeholders
can obstruct the efficiency of the cooperation processes, yet too few could lead to
opposition against taken decisions."*®
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: 6.Execution and evaluation
@ Evaluations remain a sore point within the field of crime prevention.
The mindset that evaluations can be a valuable tool still seems to
be absent. Furthermore, engagement structures are complex, variable over time and
flexible in terms of the number of participants and their varying contributions. All these
elements make it more challenging to evaluate community engagement initiatives.™®

Evaluations should therefore start from a baseline measurement founded on clear
goals and measurable indicators taking all these aspects into account.” The

CLEAR model identifies five criteria for effective citizen participation (see table 1). It
anticipates five obstacles linked to citizen empowerment and links each obstacle to
potential policy responses. As a result, policy-makers have to consider the citizens and
their perspectives as well as their own organisational structures. Instead of promoting
one ideal type of engagement, the model allows for engagement strategies to be
diverse and specific for their context.™®
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What is needed Policy goals/targets

Cando Do citizens have the resources Enhance:
(time and confidence) and - Capacity building
knowledge to engage? - Training & support of citizens/
- Speaking skills, technical skills, volunteers
the time and confidence to - Mentoring & leadership
participate. development
Like to Do citizens have a sense of Enhance:
connection that enhances - Sense of citizenship
engagement? - community governance &
- The commitment to participate development
requires attachment to and - Social inclusion

identification with the area or
goals that are worked towards.

Enabled to Are citizens provided with the Enhance:
opportunity to engage? - Investing in civic infrastructure;
- Civicinfrastructure and - Community networks;
organisations can either block - Channels of communication with
or create opportunities for and towards citizens.
engagement.
Asked to Are citizens mobilised (by Enhance:
authorities, associations or other - Diverse participation frameworks

volunteers)?

- For example by asking for input,
creating opportunity for advice,
transferring responsibilities.

Responded Do citizens see effects or evidence Enhance:
to of their engagement? - Apolicy system that has the ca-
- Are citizens being listened to, are pacity and willingness to include
they allowed/motivated to share citizen input, for instance through
their perspective and see what is ongoing learning or feedback.

being done with their input?

Table 1: CLEAR model for effective citizen participation from Lowndes and
Pratchett, 01/01/2006.
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Alongside evaluating the effectiveness, considering whether an initiative is cost-
beneficial remains another important factor. Initiatives involving citizens are not
automatically financially beneficial, as can be claimed in times of budget cuts and staff
shortages. Usually, a lot of time and money is needed to set up an activity or to train
and monitor volunteers, which can reduce its overall cost-beneficial nature. It remains,
therefore, important to use volunteers as reinforcement of professionals instead of
mere replacements.’*?

Moreover, just because the goals of the initiative might not entirely be achieved, it does
not mean that the initiative has failed. Maybe the ultimate goal of including a particular
community in decision-making processes was not achieved, but other smaller effects
were realised, such as more people from this community starting to attend events
organised by the municipal authority; and as a result there is now increased interaction
between this community and the authorities. As the ultimate goal was not realised, in
the future this sub-goal can become a building block for further activities.®
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Conclusion

It is clear that community engagement exists in various forms (from informing to
advising or co-producing policy) and that it can be used for multiple purposes (such as
surveillance or contact promotion). Nevertheless, the implementation of community
engagement initiatives generally faces a lot of challenges that can have animpact on
its effectiveness.

Firstly, it is important to consider how citizens will be recruited into these initiatives
and what the required entry criteria may or may not be. As the type of recruitment
strategy can even affect its efficiency, this is a prominent first consideration. Moreover,
recruitment can also influence the membership of an initiative, which leads to the
second challenge of representation. It is vital for all population groups to be included
in some way, as otherwise it will likely become an overrepresentation of those citizens
that already live in a safe and strong socio-economic neighbourhood. Finally, citizen
engagement initiatives often face various organisational barriers, such as having
unclear responsibilities or position within a unit or not knowing who to report to. This
factor is also associated with the lack of thematic and recurring training that boosts
the confidence of citizen volunteers that do work on the ground.

To support policy-makers and practitioners in countering these challenges, this toolbox
offers six practical guidelines that shape the entire process of creating, designing

and running a community engagement initiative. It starts with the consideration
whether community engagement is even the correct approach for a particular issue

or context. If that is the case, the second step is to decide upon clear, achievable and
realistic goals. Thirdly, the initiative needs to be designed in terms of the participation
approach and the specific activities that will be implemented. Based on this step, a
corresponding framework should be established that helps shape the initiative. Finally,
the initiative should be planned, in cooperation with stakeholders, before the activities
are implemented, and evaluated afterwards.
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Factsheet

TOOLBOX ON

Crime prevention
through community
engagement

Community engagement is a participatory approach that brings
citizens together to work collectively towards social changes.
Citizens are seen as co-producers of public safety that operate
through many forms of participation, such as

surveillance
mediation

policy influencing
detection

care for public spaces

Community engagement is context-dependent and should be
shaped according to the needs of citizens and the neighbourhood.
Participation initiatives also face many challenges, including
recruitment hurdles, organisational barriers and unequal
representation.

% EUCPN

_ Read more in the toolbox:
This factsheet was funded by the .
European Security Fund - Police www.eucpn.org/toolbox-communityengagement
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O O 1.checktherelevance

That is why this toolbox offers 6 guidelines for
policy-makers and frontline workers that want to
establish a community engagement initiative:

2.Decide upon the goals

Before creating a citizen initiative,
determine whether community
engagement is the appropriate strategy
for the given issue or context;

¥

[—]
(—J 3.Design the initiative

Choose a central aim that is achievable
and offers added value for the people
involved and the community they serve;

4 Create a framework

Choose the appropriate engagement
strategy based on the goals and
characteristics of the community. If
needed, a combination of strategies can
be used to manage the public’s needs;

=
=

5.Plan the initiative

Frameworks help shape the initiative
by determining the content, form and
scope as well as laying the groundwork
to counter challenges, such as
unequal representation or fragmented
communication;

@ 6.Implementation and
evaluation

Arrange the practical aspects, such
as resources, and bring together the
required stakeholders to improve the
cooperation processes;

Ensure there is a baseline measurement
based on clear goals and measurable
indicators for the evaluation
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