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Overcoming community resistance

The title of this speech is, Overcoming Community Resistance and is informed by Universities Police Science Institute report: Assessing the Effects of Prevent Policing released earlier this year. This was based on the analyses of the British Crime Survey and in-depth interviews with Muslim community members and police involved in delivering Prevent. 
To date, there have been numerous commentaries and policy‐level analyses of Prevent and of the legislative frameworks associated with it. There have however, been far fewer fieldwork based studies that have systematically sought to gather evidence about how Prevent interventions are being delivered, perceived and experienced in different areas.
Thus, the UPSI report sought to develop an evidence-led account of what Prevent policing has and has not achieved since its inception in 2003. 

Looking at the aspect of overcoming police–community resistance in Prevent, I first want to make the point that Prevent policing utilizes two principal forms of community engagement:
First, there is Internal engagement: where Prevent officers network with other police staff, particularly in the Counter-Terrorism Units and Neighbourhood Policing Teams. It also encompasses working with staff across different partner agencies. 
This is accompanied by External engagement: which is public facing, and concerns the ability to connect directly with citizens and with civil society groups. Considered variously in the police as pink and fluffy, bean baggy, not ‘real’ police work or as a dark art best avoided
Focusing primarily on the external engagement stand I want to explore four points here.

First, I want to consider the level of resistance to policing from the Muslim population and misconceptions about it

Second, I want to examine how the concept of being a ‘suspect community’ has played out.

Third, I want to look at some critical issues in the tactics of police engagement

And finally, consider different modes of coproducing responses to violent extremist narratives and actions.

Taking the first point. In considering the level of resistance to policing from the Muslim population, it is essential to not overstate that level of resistance. It has been over hyped,…..badly and inaccurately reported… and, dare I say it….., deliberately misrepresented by those who seek to foster division.

Looking at the big picture, based on our analysis of the British Crime Survey, Muslim attitudes to policing are, in fact, broadly comparable to the general population.

Where differences exits they are marginal. For example young Muslim men have slightly lower confidence than the same group in the general population, but over a third still express high levels of confidence in the police. That is not to say there is not a wider problem affecting attitudes to police in young people, as highlighted in the recent report on the riots earlier in the year. 

Interestingly, older Muslim women express lower confidence in policing than the general population. Our face-to-face interviewing revealed that a possible reason for this was, that they were adopting this view as a result of the exposure of their young men, in their mid to late teens, to policing, such as stop and search and so on.

Next I want to examine how the concept of being a ‘suspect community’ has played out.  Obviously the potential to be treated as, or perceived as a suspect community is real and we are not denying that this exists. The installation and subsequent removal of the controversial, ‘spy camera’s’ as they have been referred to in the predominantly Muslim Washbrook Heath area including Alum Rock in Birmingham, is but one example.

However, we must not conflate the notion that because people perceive themselves that they are a suspect community that they wont talk to the police. The reality is more complex and nuanced. Despite these issues, communities can and do talk to the police, even if at times relationships become strained. As an example, it seems evident that the very controversy of the camera installation may have created the stimulus for action in the community around the Alum Rock Road to engage with the police and discuss their concerns. However forcefully this was done, and dispute the media commentary surrounding it, it did in fact represent an essential form of local activism that was absent prior to this event and came to endure long after media interest had past. 

This leads me to my third point, regarding the critical importance of how the police organise and approach engagement around CT issues. 

The overall quality of police-community engagement practices can be assessed on the basis of their capacity to ‘reach down’ and ‘reach across’ communities. The former refers to the ability to get beyond ‘surface’ level contacts to access detailed information about a local situation. In contrast, reach across is concerned with establishing a viable community intelligence network that connects with the various groupings that collectively constitute for example, the Muslim community.

It must be stressed that this is an ‘interpersonal system’ based on the personal skills of people not their organizational status. Thus this has implications for recruitment and management criteria for these operatives

Too many times we have read and heard officials pronouncing the need for engagement, or saying glibly “we will engage with the community”. Alternatively, we are presented with organisation charts where Group A and Group B are joined by a two-way directional arrow symbolic of some form of communication.
What interests me, and I suggest should interest you colleagues, is what process, system and investment does that much overlooked little arrow represent with regard to reach down or reach across capacity.

In considering this problem, some of the police forces that took part in our research had recognised the critical and central importance of this issue and had set about replacing redundant quantity based processes, i.e. a tick box, how many contacts have we got approach? With quality ones i.e. what have we learnt from that contact, how valuable is that information, where are the gaps, what will we do next, and so on. In doing so they were beginning to recognise the different forms of knowledge available to social networks, something that is vital to developing the ‘situational awareness’ of intelligence systems.

They also came to understand quite clearly that for some there could be a personal cost for even being seen to speak to a police officer. Such that it is possible to say, much as with serious gang violence that there are HIGH COST and LOW COST settings for the exchange of information that change the transaction cost for all those, including police officers in the engagement. 

In consequence it was interesting to note how subtle the process of building effective and enduring contacts had become, from first contact, building familiarity, to information exchange. As one officer said:

“We never ask any of our contacts to give us intelligence, we’d never task them...however if you have something they know who to come to...” (Police, 2659-­‐15)
Overall then we can deduce that to break down barriers to communication a number of key investments are required.
· Deliberative investment in skilled natural communicators
· Being ‘Out there’, as much as possible
· Working on connecting
· Building familiarity and normalising encounters
· Reviewing the value of connections made
· Maintaining the network and keeping an open channel
· Clear signposting - Visible, overt CTO in uniform. So people know who to speak to by name when they have a problem 
· Feeding back information, creating flow and dialog
· Deliberative management for knowledge growth

It is of note that when we described several years ago how situational intelligence from community policing would become essential to Prevent as it is to all forms of crime control, we were lambasted by several senior officers who said we would never get anything from a community police approach. Now there are numerous examples of this working very well indeed.

Now I want to turn to my fourth and final point, which deals with the understanding and managing engagement within a problem solving and action oriented framework. This begins with the essential realisation that the police, councils and so on are not the only game in town. 

By distinguishing between whether it is the police or community that identifies and defines the presence of a problem, and who assumes principal responsibility for leading the response, it is possible to identify four key intervention modes: 
Protective – is where the police ‘own’ the intervention. The tactics they engage can vary from disruption to law enforcement, but the crucial aspect is that the nature of the problem is determined and responded to by police. 
Mobilisation – is the converse to the above. In effect, the problem is identified by the community and they harness their informal social control resources to construct a self-help response. This response can range from direct community interventions through to awareness raising. Critically though, police and their local authority partners are reduced to bystanders, or indeed they may be wholly unaware of the activity. 
Type 1 Co-production – in some situations, the police act to deal with issues brought to their attention by the community. This type of collaborative working has been previously documented in other situations in the research literature. As part of Prevent, this mode is engaged for two main reasons. First, because a problem is sufficiently troubling that it is beyond the scope of purely community-­‐led interventions to impact upon it. Second, on some occasions police craft a response principally to build community trust and confidence. 
Type 2 Co-production – The final ideal-type is where police identify a problematic issue, but enable or encourage community-based actors to deal with it. This can either be through material / practical support, or more tacit forms of backing. Engaging this style of collaboration in Prevent work reflects how some problems encountered are complex and cannot be effectively treated through application of the criminal law. To the best of our knowledge, this style of working has not been previously identified by researchers. 
It is evident that in the first two types –Protective and mobilization, can and do occur in isolation, one from the other, but for type 1 and 2 co-production the interpersonal aspect is an essential component, but further, skills relating to group management become involved. Thus we conclude, that if the police and other statutory bodies, as well as communities are not investing in this capacity they are severally limiting their tactical options and capability to tackle and prevent terrorism.

Thus in summary, we have seen that there are in reality very few actual barriers to engagement beyond the cost imposed by the setting, what is necessary is the recognition of the centrality of interpersonal engagement and network management to the art, craft and science of counter terrorism policing.

[bookmark: _GoBack]Ladies and gentlemen thank you very much for your attention..
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