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Abstract

This paper challanges the idea of crime prevention partnerships in terms of political and administrative processes. The praxis of political discussion over policing-strategies in partnerships on a local level provides the opportunity for a variety of stakeholders to discuss ideologies such as law enforcement, social welfare and environmental approaches to crime prevention. However, the political system in western democracies is not appropriately prepared for this clash of policing ideologies. Consequently, we currently experience a severe deficit of democratic procedures and accountability in crime prevention partnerships. Drawing on the theory of "Deliberative Democracy" the political decision-making process is discussed under ethical aspects such as deliberation, political equality and non-tyranny and under reference to the discourse ethics of Jürgen Habermas. The proposed concept of "Discursive Crime Prevention" is based on both theoretical and proceduralist considerations about democratic will-formation and can be read as a communicative tool in crime prevention partnerships. Nevertheless, it has to be acknowledged that this idealist concept must be incorporated into the wider social context which presents a number of obstacles for realisation: Whenever there are rules one must expect resistance; whenever political participation is demanded one must expect political apathy; and whenever action for safety as a public good is promoted, there is also concern about private interests. This paper scrutinises the pros and cons of deliberative-democratic procedures in a multi-agency approach towards public safety.

The politics of policing

The history of the modern police and the criminal justice system is closely associated with the idea of the sovereign nation state and the separation of the state and the people. Originally, the political ideology of the "social contract" was not only thought to regulate the relationship between the state and its citizens with regard to the distribution of power, but also as a compromise between liberal rights and authority. Thus "contract theory" can be regarded as the early justification for governmental control executed by a professional police force. While the institution of the police exists unchallanged in most societies today, their performance varies widely between two ideal types: Bowling and Foster (2002) distinguish a liberal model of "consensual, community-based policing, focussing on 'peace keeping' and conflict resolution" and an "authoritarian 'military model', which prioritizes 'hard' paramilitary tactics and coercive, repressive and 'distanced' policing." These two basic forms of policing highlight differences in the tradition, in values, goals, techniques and equipment, and represent different principles concerning a police ethos, the management style and tactics applied in policing. This general conceptual distinction may be important within the police and beyond. By all means, the work of the police represents only one part in the complex definition of policing:

"Policing implies a set of processes with specific social functions. ... Policing is arguably a necessity in any social order, which may be carried out by a number of different processes and institutional arrangements. A state-organised specialist 'police' organisation of the modern kind is only one example of policing (Reiner 2000, p.1-2)."

Since the emphasis within crime control has shifted from the "prevention of crime" to "community safety", the praxis of law enforcement through the police has been supplemented by a number of informal practices of social control for public order. This process has been fostered through the introduction of the deviance-argument in the discussion about victimisation and fear of crime, emphasizing that forms of incivilities and social disorder are linked to serious crime and urban decay (Wilson and Kelling, 1982).

Thus, this paper looks at practical problems that arise from a combination of policing methods "by, through, beyond and below government" (Loader 2000). The combination of national policing, multi-agency policing, private policing and citizen policing, linking the police force, local authorities, non-governmental organisations, private patrols, security guards and active citizens, culminates in a severe political decision-making problem. Then "policing" means the sum of all formal and informal practices of social control aiming at both crime reduction and an enhanced feeling of safety. In this interpretation policing is a political rather than a social concept. It does not only mean forms of social control with a particular orientation towards safety and security, but also means an intentional political process of decision-making where a number of stakeholders must chose one or a particular combination of policing practices. This process of decision-making and its implications for democracy can be called the "politics of policing".

In the "politics of policing" stakeholders are bound to find a compromise between public and private provisions as well as between different conflicting interest groups in society. With the emergence of the multi-agency approach and the emergence of private policing methods the traditional "social contract" gets blurred while the praxis of law enforcement through repression and coercive action gets challenged. In this paper I will discuss the multi-agency approach towards crime prevention - as it is accomplished in crime prevention partnerships - with respect to institutional problems and under the premise of a severe democratic deficit in connection with prevalent communication problems. After outlining the problem I will elaborate a normative proposition for a solution to those problems based on selected readings on democratic theory summarised under the term "deliberative democracy". Finally I will critically discuss that normative argument and introduce some objections and shortcomings in a counter-argument.

Strategies in Crime Prevention

Crime prevention strategies follow different theoretical and thematic approaches in criminology. In an ascending order from an individual micro-level to a holistic macro-level of society we can distinguish: A developmental approach, a situational approach, a community approach and a socio-structural approach (table 1). Whereas the developmental approach towards crime prevention focuses on high-risk individuals and on the pedagogics practiced in social training courses in order to change attitudes and modes of conduct (Farrington 2002) the situational approach concentrates on the geographic infrastructure and the environment to change the opportunity structure for crime through target hardening, street lighting and the praxis of Newman's defensible space concept (Clarke 1992). A social approach intends to influence the local social conditions and social institutions either in a communitarian form of self-governance and vigilantism or in a more administrative form of cooperation between the police and the community in Neighbourhood Watch schemes, the concept of community policing and problem-oriented policing
 (Goldstein, 1990). Finally, on a macro-level of a social structure, different political sectors are combined, linking the welfare system, the health system and the economic system for a better regional development towards social integration of socially and economically disadvantaged members of the society. We can clearly see that the decision-making process gets more and more complex along that scale: On a micro-level citizens simply get informed about the penal law and about individual counter-measures against violence, sexual offences and addiction, or they are offered psychological help from professional institutions. The situational approach is grounded on a pragmatic "managerialist" (Young 1991) approach which focuses on the professions of planning and public design, including both technical products and landscaping practices. The community approach is also rather one-dimensional in scope: Depending on the social organisation of residents in a neighbourhood and their capabilities for collective efficacy (Sampson et.al. 1997), community crime prevention also focuses on mainly one stakeholder – the residents. On a structural level of society, however, a multi-agency approach towards crime prevention and community safety is intended, in which representatives of the state, the market and civil society should work towards unanimity in political action. In Great Britain, for example, the policy of de-centralisation through the "Crime and Disorder Act 1998" forces local councils to establish crime prevention partnerships together with the local police and other stakeholders. Adam Crawford (1999) observes that there is a trend of shifting responsibility for public safety from the national level not only upwards to a supra-national level, and not only downwards to the regional and local level of decision-making, but also outwards to partnerships. We are confronted with a situation, in which the politics of policing are not only "glocalised" but also dispersed. Here a variety of antagonistic crime prevention concepts such as target hardening, zero tolerance, social training, problem-oriented policing, community policing, private policing, social integration, employment, sanitation and urban development etc., collide. This leads to a political conflict between representatives of the particular lobbies such as the police, private businesses, technical product suppliers, the community, the city council, the probation services etc. I want to argue that this fairly new trend of crime prevention policy is afflicted with a number of problems of managerial and theoretical kind.

First, in this game for power and social control non-consensual or antagonistic voices are either never included in the process of problem-solving, or they soon pull out because their interests are getting ignored. The least powerful and the most disorganised sections of society are increasingly excluded from those partnerships: that is the unemployed, the youth, the homeless, prostitutes – in general: the trouble-makers and "the policed". Another problem in those partnerships arises when issues are managed "off stage" in private settings. Then decisions are taken in more informal "shadow meetings" over the Internet and not all members can follow the proceedings and the partnership is quickly divided into two antagonistic sub-groups. 

	Crime Prevention Strategy
	
	Focus on ...
	Goals: 

influence on ...
	Praxis (examples)

	Developmental approach
	Micro-level: individuals
	High-risk Individuals
	Attitudes and modes of conduct
	Information, 

education of students and parents

social training courses

	Situational approach 
	Meso-level 

Environment
	Objects

spatial and social situations
	Geographic Infrastructure and environment
	Opportunity structure of crime

Target hardening

street lighting

defensible space

	Community approach
	Meso-level:

Social groups
	Spatial communities 

and communities of interest
	Local social conditions and social institutions
	Neighbourhood Watch

Community policing

Problem-oriented Policing

	Socio-Structural approach
	Macro-level:

Social structure
	welfare politics

social exclusion structural conditions
	Unemployment

health system

human rights
	Social integration programmes

Multi-agancy-approach

Partnership-approach


Table 1: A methodology of crime prevention strategies

The displacement of responsibility for public safety from a national level to a local level entails a further displacement from crime control as a legal matter of enforcement to become a political matter of alternative decision-making. In fact, crime control gets politicized, while in praxis partnerships are left alone to cope with the policy split between law enforcement and service provision. They are also left alone in steering and rowing the process of problem-solving. They are confronted with structural key-questions such as: Who is setting the agenda in the partnership? Who is defining the problem in a local area? And what shall be done to solve the problem? How can we guarantee that different interest-groups and lobbies have an equal voice in the decision-making process? What kind of communicative processes can be applied in order to level out the imbalance of power? In short: there is a communication problem and a problem of a democratic deficit in the decision-making process for a particular crime prevention policy. In this respect Crawford (1999) recognises a failure of the traditional structures of local representation (1) to encourage participation, (2) to include marginalized voices and (3) to foster kinds of socially just policy outcomes, particularly in the field of crime control (Crawford 1999, p. 261). Crawford makes it very clear when he says: 

“What is needed are mechanisms and processes for moderating power so that it is not concentrated in too few hands, as at present. (Crawford 1999, p. 246)" 

With the following conception of "Discursive Crime Prevention" the demands for a reconciliation of empirical and normative approaches shall be met. "Discursive Crime Prevention" shall represent a proposal for "mechanisms and processes for moderating power" by linking the practical procedures of crime prevention partnerships with the democratic theory of deliberative democracy. I will first introduce briefly the theory of deliberative democracy before outlining the concept of Discursive Crime Prevention.

Discursive Crime Prevention

Literature on deliberative democracy is everything else but consistent. Some authors emphasise a deliberation process for the construction of a constitution, others focus on the deliberative setting as a set of institutional conditions that promote impartiality, some define deliberation by its outcomes, others by its process. Critics of deliberative theory have underlined the time-constraints to make a decision and look at combinations of deliberation with voting and bargaining procedures.
 Nevertheless the contributors share some basic assumptions as an entry to the discussion. As Elster (1998) contends: 

"All agree, I think, that the notion [deliberative democracy] includes collective decision making with the participation of all who will be affected by the decision or the representatives: this is the democratic part. Also all agree that it includes decision making by means of arguments offered by and to participants who are committed to the values of rationality and impartiality: this is the deliberative part (Elster 1998, p.8)". 

In their introduction to their anthology on deliberative democracy Bohman and Rehg summarise the theory: 

"Broadly defined, deliberative democracy refers to the idea that legitimate lawmaking issues from the public deliberation of citizens. As a normative account of legitimacy, deliberative democracy evokes ideals of rational legislation, participatory politics, and civic self-governance. In short, it presents an ideal of political autonomy based on the practical reasoning of citizens (Bohman and Rehg, 1997, p. IX)".

In a technical discussion over the theory one can critically reflect on the feasibility of that approach, on the possibility of participation and the desirability of public deliberation in our culturally diverse societies. Taking into account some of these questions, I will draw my attention to the practical problem concerning the decision-making process in crime prevention partnerships. I will select five core principles taken from several different contributions in the theoretical debate on deliberative democracy and discuss them in terms of "Discursive Crime Prevention". James Fishkin (2002) describes the modern debate about deliberative democracy as an exploration into the compatibilities of three principles: deliberation, political equality and non-tyranny (the effort to avoid tyranny of the majority). In the following I will briefly introduce each of these ethical principles. I will add a fourth principle referring to Jürgen Habermas and the institutionalisation of public forums linking liberal and republican political concepts (1984, 1987, 1996), and a fifth principle focussing on the situational dynamics of deliberation as discussed in the field of planning professions by John Forester (2001).

Deliberation: lawmaking by public debate

The principle of deliberation is probably as old as democracy itself. In the Athenian Polis under Pericles in the 5th century B.C. "lawmaking by public debate" was practiced in a deliberative setting, where citizens could speak in public to convince their audience of their argumentation as opposed to other speakers before. However, Fishkin (2002) alludes to the fact that when coming to make a decision the Athenians faced the same fundamental problem as more modern democratic societies since they could not gather all relevant citizens together in the same place. Consequently they employed legislative commissions chosen by lot from the citizenry to make final decisions in legislation. In a "deliberative microcosm" (Fishkin 2002) they could keep the participants to a managable number while also realising a form of equality. A Council of about 500 men set the agenda for the Assembly, where legal issues were debated and decided.

Whereas the deliberative element – a balanced and reasonable discussion of competing arguments - seems on the first sight applicable to crime prevention partnerships as the equivalent to the "deliberative microcosm", the democratic element – selection by lot – is more problematic since it challenges the expert-laymen-distinction of our times. We will have to keep this in mind for the later critical discussion of Discursive Crime Prevention.

Political equality

While the Athenians thought to guarantee political equality by the introduction of a random selection process for decision making through a lot, we must consider that at that time a large number of "non-citizens" were excluded from the democratic process. Until today we are facing this problem of political equality, which demands "the institutionalisation of a system which grants equal consideration to everyone's preferences and which grants everyone appropriately equal opportunities to formulate preferences on the issue under consideration (Fishkin 1991, p.30-31)". Political equality then means that every voice should have equal chances to be the crucial voice for a final decision. In our (post-) modern mass-democracies, however, this postulation is only realised in voting procedures, where clear rules about who gets a voice and who does not, can be controlled. In deliberative procedures, in contrast, voices are generally clustered into interest, which inevitably renders a direct-democratic system into a representative system of democracy. With reference to crime prevention partnerships the principle of equality is not only problematic in terms of who's interests get represented, but also in terms of power relations between different lobbies to accomplish their needs. This leads to the third principle in a deliberative democracy: non-tyranny.

Avoidance of "tyranny of the majority"

Deliberative democracy in a modern form provides that rather than single voices preferably all interests should be represented. This leads to imbalances between lobbies and interest-groups depending on power and influence. In Fishkins' words: "For our purposes, we can say that tyranny (whether of the majority or minority) is the choice of a policy that imposes severe deprivations of essential interests when an alternative policy could have been chosen that would not have imposed comparable severe deprivations on anyone (Fishkin 2002, S. 227)". This clearly refers to the mentioned problem of marginalisation of "the policed" in crime prevention partnerships, as mentioned above. Consequently, a procedure that takes into account the deliberative principle of non-tyranny must provide for an equal recognition of interest-groups in a local polity. This requires a transformation in political procedures from a majority voting system to a direct democratic system of deliberation, and from the principle: "the more votes – the more power" to a neutral principle of power relations. In the end the principle of non-tyranny is composed to protect minorities and to give a voice to the marginalised social groups in society.

Political institutionalisation of public forums

"Lawmaking by public debate", "political equality" and "non-tyranny" are ethical concepts in the political discourse on deliberative democracy. It can be argued that those ideas are powerful theoretical foundations for a more democratic model of crime prevention. Equally important, however, is the question about the feasibility to construct crime prevention partnerships that follow these principles. In other words: we must account for an institutional practicability of Discursive Crime Prevention Partnerships. How can an integrative model of interaction between city management, police administration and civil society be realised? And how can a modern administrative state deal with its power in a democratic way? These questions deserve a more detailed analysis.

Following Max Weber the modern state becomes increasingly bureaucratic in structure, that is, it becomes more specialised, rule bound, hierarchical and closed off to feedback. Most importantly, as Jürgen Habermas (1984) contends, the modern state is guided by instrumental rationality and treats its citizens as objects. Moral and spiritual orientation is replaced by scientific, technical and economic rationality. In The Theory of Communicative Action Habermas (1984, 1987) distinguishes between "systems" and the "lifeworld". Whereas agents act instrumentally in spheres such as the economy and the administrative state, the sphere of everyday-life is full of interaction of agents who reach consensual agreement by communicative arrangements. However, Habermas claims that the lifeworld gets "colonised" by the intervention of money and bureaucracy. Over time, systems become rationalised and decoupled from the lifeworld by the emergence of autonomous organisations that are focused on political administration and on economics. Consequently, the administrative state often lacks proper communication systems and a forum in which such communication can take place. On the other hand, individuals approach organisations not in their lifeworld-generated identities, not as human beings, but in disguise of the differentiated roles of employees, consumers, taxpayers and clients. That is why citizens feel they have little opportunity to engage in dialogue with planners and administrators. As citizens become depersonalised they demand more attention by the administrative state. Since authorities cannot meet those demands, citizens become even more alienated, which results in a general rejection of politics and a resort to individualised legal means. According to Habermas, a democratic theory must balance the competing demands of system and lifeworld in a way that preserves citizens autonomy and at the same time guarantees forms of justification by the authorities. Habermas' theory of deliberative democracy proposes a discursive solution for actors in a system, and therefore can be consulted for the present proposal of "Discursive Crime Prevention".

The antagonism between liberal and communitarian approaches in political philosophy has been widely debated.
 Put simply, communitarians reject the liberal view as too egoistic which binds rational action to the profit-motive, whereas liberals will reject the communitarian model as too romantic and unrealistic. The state-centred liberal view of politics can renounce a collective activity of the citizenry, whereas the political self-organisation of society - societas civilis - is clearly directed against the state apparatus. Jürgen Habermas (1996) constructs his conception of deliberative democracy as the synthesis that emerges from the political concepts of liberalism and republicanism. In this, Habermas does not fully reject the two models of democracy. Rather, he works out positive and negative aspects of each and composes a third form that, in his view, better fits the practical challenges of democratic will-formation. One of the advantages of the republican model he identifies as the public use of reason, jointly exercised by autonomous citizens. With its emphasis on public discourse it closely relates to a radical democratic form of democracy in the sense of self-organisation of society by communication between rational citizens. Moreover, Habermas claims, collective goals are not dependent on a "deal" between opposed private interests, but underlie a communicative process that strives for consensus. But in a pluralistic society, he thinks, there are pre-political values and interests according to cultural peculiarities. Whereas republicans proceed from the assumption of a settled ethical consensus, Habermas finds the mistake of the communitarian interpretation of republicanism in "an ethical constriction of political discourse". Ethical questions of self-explication that ask who we are and who we would like to be as members of a community are important political questions, but they cannot be solved in a rational, power-neutral discourse. Rather these conflicts of ethical interests are solved in the way of a compromise between parties that may rely on mutual threats. Thus the bargaining process requires some form of prior regulations and a legislative norm: "A discourse-theoretical interpretation insists on the fact that democratic will-formation draws its legitimating force ... from both the communicative presuppositions that allow the better arguments to come into play in various forms of deliberation and from the procedures that secure fair bargaining processes" (Habermas 1996, p.24). Moreover, Habermas stresses the multiplicity of communicative forms of political will-formation: "Deliberative politics should be conceived as a syndrome that depends on a network of fairly regulated bargaining processes and of various forms of argumentation, including pragmatic, ethical and moral discourses, each of which relies on different communicative presuppositions and procedures" (Habermas 1996, p. 25). It is not only the ethical self-explication of the republican model, but also a rational compromise on the basis of rational choice decisions and bargaining that needs to be considered in political processes; not only moral justification, but also the test of legal coherence. In this way Habermas shows an interpenetration of dialogical and instrumental politics and finally of republican and liberal views of democracy.

In his proceduralist view of politics Habermas reflects upon the forms and conditions of communication that are constitutive for institutionalised opinion- and will-formation. In Habermas' discourse-theory the democratic process is affiliated with a normative connotation stronger than in the liberal model but weaker than in the republican model of democracy. In accordance with the republican model Habermas emphasises the political process of opinion- and will-formation, but without construing the constitution as something secondary. Rather the constitution plays an important role for an institutionalisation of the corresponding procedures and conditions of communication. According to Habermas, deliberative democracy can be characterised by autonomous public spheres that remain as distinct from the economic system as from the administration.
Building on these theoretical foundations we can argue for an institutionalisation of communication forums for deliberation about crime prevention policies in the public sphere, where local politicians, the police, planning authorities, private security companies and residents meet on a regular basis. Public forums should accomplish the demand for different forms of argumentation through an exchange of pragmatic expert opinion (public designers, police and political administration) and subjective common sense including moral attitudes (citizens).
Delibaration as a process: Situational dynamics in Discursive Crime Prevention forums

Besides the political argument and besides the institutional argument of deliberative democracy a situational aspect should be considered in a model for Discursive Crime Prevention. Once discursive forums are institutionalised the political work can begin. The concern then concentrates on the proceduralist question of how to keep some order for a constructive and productive decision-making process. It seems self-evident, that in Discursive Crime Prevention forums discipline to obey a minimum of communication rules is required. But what are these communication rules? In a pragmatic approach Elster (1998) distinguishes three different procedures: "When a group of equal individuals are to make a decision on a matter that concerns them all and the initial distribution of opinion falls short of concensus, they can go about in three different ways: arguing, bargaining, and voting. … Groups can reach a decision by using one of the three procedures, two of them in combination, or all three. (Elster 1998, p.5)". Whereas a voting procedure often takes place in secret and non-verbal settings, and whereas in the case of bargaining antagonists make offers and concessions in the way of deal-making until they find a compromise, deliberation is bound to rational arguments brought forward to convince others in the discussion. Deliberative democracy is not satisfied with voting nor with bargaining alone. But what exactly are the advantages of deliberative negotiations before voting or bargaining? At least three arguments can be produced:

1. Aggregation of information and resolution of prejudice

2. Transformation of initial arguments

3. Find a sustained consensus

We will procede from the assumption that the Habermasian demand for institutionalisation is accepted and that all participants agree with the procedure. This "assumption of discipline" is also required in mediation processes when consensus about the rational-discursive character counts as a precondition from the very beginning.

A Discursive Crime Prevention forum is confronted with high demands since the different stakeholders have to consider the social consequences of their policy for public safety. Thus it is reasonable to consider different points of view first in the phase of problem-definition and later in the discussion about solutions on the particular situation in the area. Similar to a game of chess, in which imagination to foresee the consequences of one move is required, stakeholders in crime prevention partnerships must bear the consequences for their political moves towards public safety. Public deliberation may be time-consuming and may demand high discipline from the participants, but it can be assumed that an aggregation of considerations will lead to a better solution in the end. In the "politics of policing" different stakeholders represent their interests, which often are contradictory as are different moves in the chess game (only one move is possible at the time). But in contrast to the chess-game the moves are not pre-given but first have to be constructed in a deliberation process before a combination of moves are implemented. This deliberation process has the additional advantage to foster personal contacts and thus to get to know each others' preferences which can help broaden one's horizon about the problem at hand.

On the one hand contributions from the different disciplines such as psychology, education, urban planning, law and probation services make the situation more complex, on the other hand synergy-effects can be derived from an exchange of opinions. As a second rule to the game, however, it is essential that participants grant each other what Forester (2001) calls "diplomatic recognition - the recognition that they, and the interests they represent, are just as legitimate as the interests that I represent or that you represent. (Forester 2001, p. 107)". Similar to a mediation process participants in a discursive procedure not only exchange viewpoints, but they express their value-preferences and set the limits for what they can accept and what is beyond their limits. In this sense Forester points out the significance of emotions in discussions which should not be excluded like in the model of instrumental rationality: In one of his many examples for deliberation processes in the planning profession Forester quotes a mediator who says: "People shouldn't be saying whether or not somebody else's perspective is true or not, but instead how they hear it, how they feel about it, what it means for the organization. (Forester 2001, p. 146)". Here Forester wants to emphasise processes of transformation and learning about new perspectives and aspects of one particular problem. In fact he argues that the participatory process in action research is powerful enough to transform attitudes and initial arguments of participants and can transform prejudice into a constructive move towards a mutual agreement: 

"When affected parties "participate", just what are they doing? If, in part, they are coming to see both issues and the perspectives of others in new ways, and coming to see their own priorities, interests and relationships – themselves and others – in new ways, then they are doing far more than 'exploiting their differences', engaging in the trades of pluralists, interest-based bargaining. (Forester 2001, S. 168)".

In this sense the outcome is never equivalent with one of the inputs at the beginning of the deliberation process, neither is it merely the sum of inputs – it is more than that, or as Forester puts it: One plus one is more than two!

Finally it can be argued that a political decision enjoyes a lasting acceptance after a deliberative democratic procedure. Deliberative democracy can provide decisions in policing with a more sustained consensus. In other words: the time-consuming and sometimes costly process of deliberation in public forums together with experts of the various professions pays off in the long run, since the decision-making process is subject to a general agreement between different interest-groups. In the present case the politics of policing equal a mediation process between policing-institutions and "the policed". In the same way as alternative forms of crime prevention (developmental crime prevention, situational crime prevention, social crime prevention etc.) mediate between repression and anarchy, the praxis of deliberative public forums count as mediators between the police and "the policed".

In summary, Discursive Crime Prevention can account for a progressive and more democratic form of policing. As the "missing link" between 

· representation and participation,

· top-down and bottom-up processes and

· social control and service-provision

Discursive Crime Prevention represents a beneficial way forward in the politics of policing.

The counter-argument: limits and shortcomings of Discursive Crime Prevention

This proposal for a more democratic way of decision-making in the political process of policing can be challanged from several sides. In the last section of this paper limits and shortcomings of this normative concept shall be discussed. At least three problems can be identified: (1) To assume consent to accept the procedure; (2) To overcome citizen apathy and the rejection of participation and responsibility for public safety as a public good; (3) To overcome the dependence of participants in the partnership on their home-based organisations. Let us consider one by one.

Consensus or conflict? 

Discursive Crime Prevention is a concept that springs form a consensus-oriented theory. From a conflict-theoretical perspective, however, one can argue against the assumption that the procedure including its communication rules is generally accepted. If under the premise of pluralism and publicity not only kindly and well-meaning representatives are invited to the deliberative forums, but also those who are genreally held responsible for trouble and disorder, then resistance against the "rules of the game" is not unlikely and confrontation has to be expected. Similar to all mediation processes, deliberative democracy requires a mutual agreement to the procedure. This often causes failure of major mediation-projects. Under this perspective, the liberal concept of openness and tolerance inherent in the idea of Discursive Crime Prevention must make concessions when, for example, racist and sexist arguments appear or people fail to "listen and learn" from each other. Then the "ideal speech-situation" following Habermas remains utopian. This normative form of politics even goes beyond tolerance and acceptance of other viewpoints, and it is not sufficient to hear different aspects when an unanimous agreement in local crime politics is intended.

Participation or citizen apathy?

Discursive Crime Prevention requires a paradigm-shift from a market-oriented to a political way of thinking in the society. Instead of the economic devide between producers (of public safety) and consumers (of public safety), responsibility gets dispersed over all segments of civil society. In contrast to the conventional understanding of crime control Discursive Crime Prevention does not rely on service delivery by the state for the citizens, but rather expects citizens to contribute to the production of safety as a public good. The problem with this approach is, that often public safety is not recognised as a public good but as a private good or a club good (Loader 2001, Hope 1999). This aggrevates citizen apathy while in fact the whole concept is based on citizenship as "citoyens" – the politically interested and motivated citizen, who is active in the public sphere, in contrast to "bourgeois" – the economic, self-interested citizen, who lives seclusively in privacy. This supports the valid objection that the idea of deliberative democracy over-estimates people's readiness to participate in public discussions and political decision-making processes. On of the core problems of all participatory concepts of democracy is this: In times of peace and tranquility people are difficult to motivate to participate in crime prevention policy, whereas in times of conflict it is difficult to keep control of public reactions and avoid vigilant justice.

Independent representatives?

Following the idea of deliberative democracy, Discursive Crime Prevention focuses on representation of interests rather than participation of all residents. While this involves a certain degree of organisation of the civil society in interest groups, the problem of representation also concerns the other side – the statutory organisations like the police, justice and welfare organisations. Those representatives are often subject to the policy-specifications of the organisations they represent, which consequently limits their contribution in deliberative forums. In fact they succomb to an intra-personal conflict when they should decide on a matter in contradiction to their superior in the organisation. This is because the decision-making process in hierarchically structured organisations like the police as well as in local councils differs significantly to that in a deliberative forum. Traditionally, hierarchical structures have no sympathy for deliberation and collective decision-making by discussion, but rather rely on the praxis of giving and following orders. Therefore we must accept that the clash between different organisational structures and between different practices of decision-making can represent a severe obstacle in the realisation of the idea of Discursive Crime Prevention Partnerships.

Conclusion

Late modernity has brought about a dissolution of traditional patterns of order and thus a patchwork of control measures. The challenge for future "politics of policing" is to be found in the construction of new social orders which are considerate about democratic procedures and socially just outcomes. After the original transformation of crime politics from simple practices of repression and exclusion towards the accomplishment of a "fully social theory of deviance" (Taylor et. al. 1973), a large variety of "other" stakeholders have entered the scene introducing social crime prevention to the discussion. However, after the dispute between "managerialist" and "welfare" approaches towards public safety, crime politics in many western democracies seems lost between developmental, situational, community and structural approaches in crime prevention. Therefore we need to search for new political procedures that are capable to integrate different ideologies in the decsion-making process, including educational, environmental and social methods in combination with crime control by the police. The proposal in favour for the praxis of Discursive Crime Prevention presented in this paper has the intention to foster the deliberation process between these different ideologies and should encourage their representatives to enter the discussion on the "politics of policing". Nevertheless I have also outlined limits and shortcomings as obstacles in the way to put this proposal into praxis. It is my conviction that future work should commence to tackle these obstacles to finally derive at a democratic and just political form of policing in a society.
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� For a description of recent problem-oriented-policing policies in the UK see: Leigh et.al. 1998.


� For an introduction to different approaches in deliberative theory see Elster (1998) and Bohman & Rehg (1997).


� For a summary see: Mulhall and Swift (1996).
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