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Information is an important prerequisite in the delivery of community safety. For it is
information and the analysis of this data that enables the contours of the risks and threats
to which a community is exposed to be calibrated, and the ways of effectively and
efficiently targeting the causes and consequences of these risks and threats to be
identified. In the absence of a sufficient quantity of high quality information it becomes
more likely that the wrong problems will be targeted, their causes misdiagnosed or
inappropriate solutions implemented. In this chapter, we are going to concern ourselves
with thinking about the police role in community safety efforts and the approaches that
police use to collect information that feeds into defining which problems they should
focus resources on. In so doing, our aim is to develop the emerging concept of
‘community intelligence’, propose a community intelligence methodology applicable for
agencies involved in community safety work, and to use some empirical data to show
some of the intriguing findings resulting from the application of this methodology.
TERMS OF ENGAGEMENT
Prior to examining the notion of community intelligence in more detail it is first
appropriate to clarify a few key issues that relate to and establish a context for the
ensuing discussion. Firstly, the notion of community safety is a necessarily nebulous
concept encompassing a wide range of diverse activities. The levels of safety perceived
and experienced by any individual community are dependent upon a wide variety of
factors that can be divided into direct and indirect kinds. Factors directly affecting
experiences and perceptions of safety include crime, disorder, and traffic management.
But any such experiences and perceptions can be amplified or attenuated by broader
processes of social change, including changes in neighbourhood demography, economic
change or inter-community tensions, that have more of an indirect affect. Perhaps even
more problematic is the very notion of community itself. Much has been written and said
about the problematic notion of community, debates that we do not intend to reheat here,
except to say that in any practical programme of interventions it is vital to clearly define
and demarcate precisely what community is having its safety interests addressed.
Whether it be a geographic community, a faith community or a community of interest, it
is imperative to establish who’s risks and threats are the focus.
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In terms of the delivery of community safety, it has been widely recorded that a range of
agencies and organizations are now routinely involved in efforts to promote and
manufacture improvements in safety in communities (Crawford 1997; Garland 2001).
Whilst recognizing this to be the case, in this chapter we are focused particularly upon
aspects of the police role. Delimiting the focus of our enquiry in this way can be
explained on two grounds. Firstly, given the particular interest of this chapter in the
informational base of community safety efforts, police probably remain the most
influential institutional actor in terms of supplying the crime and incident data upon
which such efforts are founded. As Ericson and Haggerty (1997) show police are
increasingly cast as ‘information brokers’, supplying data to a range of other private and
public sector agencies. In spite of the widespread recognition that the data that police
supply is a manufactured artefact of their organizational policies and practices, rather
than any real reflection of the nature and extent of the safety problems that exist across
different communities, the information that they have available remains probably the
most important source of material. A second justification for focusing upon police
information in community safety is that, because they have a long history of seeking to
manage and apply information to community problems, they have comparatively well
defined processes and systems. This enables the uniqueness of the emerging community
intelligence methodologies that are the main focus of the chapter to be illuminated. The
hope is that in illuminating the nature of these differences, all those agencies involved in
community safety activities will be able to see how the concept of community
intelligence and the methodologies that are starting to emerge in relation to it can help
them to think in a more structured and defined way about what they are doing.
In terms of police involvement in community safety efforts we can differentiate between
two key types of information that they routinely make use of. Intelligence is prospective
information in that when subject to some form of analysis it is information that gives a
sense of how to act at some point in the future, under certain conditions, in order to
achieve particular objectives. In contrast to which evaluative data is retrospective, in that
through analysis it allows an assessment to be reached in terms of how successful some
set of past actions have been in achieving a defined objective. Differentiating between
intelligence and evaluation in this way is important because to date, with notable
exceptions, the social research community has probably been more engaged with
concepts and processes of evaluation rather than thinking about how the tools and
techniques they are familiar with can be applied to intelligence generation. Indeed, going
further, we would argue that a lot of the time there is a basic confusion present with what
is essentially evaluative data being used as intelligence to plan future activities. When, as
we will show in due course, constructing the key task as strictly one of generating
intelligence produces some important new insights.
The definition of intelligence provided above deliberately seeks to strip away a lot of the
perjorative connotations associated with the concept of intelligence in the policing sector.
Thanks to its history intelligence as a concept routinely connotes notions of covert,
secretive and politicized social control. Because of the ways in which it has been used
and abused it has come to be seen as part of the dirty work of democratic policing (Innes,
2006). If we look at other organizational settings though, intelligence has less perjorative
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associations. Many organizations use intelligence as a form of prospective information
providing foresight about how to act effectively and efficiently in the future given certain
conditions. In this respect intelligence can be contrasted with evaluation. Evaluative data
is retrospective – concerned with the ex post facto calibration of the impact of some
intervention that has already happened.
COMMUNITY INTELLIGENCE AND LAMINATED INTELLIGENCE
METHODOLOGIES
The notion of community intelligence (Commtel) is one that has been around in policing
circles for several years now, although it has been employed in a variety of different
ways. This non-specific quality results largely as a result of commtel being defined in
terms of what it is not. That is, in terms of its current discursive deployment, it is used as
a generic term to account for a range of intelligence data that does not fit the traditional
types of intelligence that police have accessed. So whereas more traditional types of
intelligence tend to be gleaned from covert sources, where access restrictions of some
kind must be circumvented, community intelligence tends to be open source material.
In two recent studies a greater sense of conceptual precision to the notion of commtel has
been sought. Innes, Fielding and Cope (2005) differentiate four key master-types of
intelligence: crime intelligence; criminal intelligence; community intelligence and
contextual intelligence. Developing this approach, Innes, Roberts and Maltby (2005)
conducted interviews with a range of police staff to capture their understandings of what
does and does not warrant being classified as community intelligence. They provide a
synthetic analysis of these accounts to arrive at the following definition,
Community intelligence is information acquired either directly or indirectly from
a community, that when analysed can be used to inform policing interventions.
The information can come from variety of sources, but it will inform police about
the views, needs and expectations of a community and the risks and threats posed
to it or by it, either in terms of internal or external issues. (ibid.,: 2)
The significance of this definition is that it clearly differentiates commtel from other
kinds of intelligence. Particularly important in this respect is the introduction of a notion
of the ‘direction of risk’. That is community intelligence will provide, albeit maybe in
very imprecise terms, some indication of who is constituting a risk to whom. This may be
on the basis of inter-community or intra-community tensions.
Under this framework care is taken to differentiate commtel from criminal intelligence
and crime intelligence, where the former is data on the law-breaking activities of
particular actors and the latter is focused upon particular incidents or series of incidents.
Distinguishing between commtel and contextual intelligence is especially important in
order that commtel as a concept retains some sense of definition and is not used as a
short-hand phrase to cover all sorts of data that do not fit under the extant crime and
criminal classifications. Contextual intelligence is that data which provides insight into
the situation or contextual conditions which contribute to the make-up of a place or its
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people. This approach differentiates commtel from other kinds of intelligence data police
use and casts it as an additional stream of data that police can draw upon in planning their
interventions to enhance community safety.
Traditional approaches to crime and criminal intelligence have tended to be based upon
the use of Covert Human Intelligence Sources (CHISs). Typically the information that
such individuals provide to police gains its value from the proximity that they have to
criminal activity. Police typically have to engage in some form of trading relationship to
obtain the information (cf., Innes, 1999; Innes and Sheptycki, 2004; Dunnighan and
Norris, 1999).
More recently though, police have started to innovate and adopt different methods for
accessing different kinds of intelligence. These changes need to be related to structural
reconfigurations in the constitution of society which have been summarized as the
emergence of an ‘information age’ (Castells,xxxx). In essence, in relation to the impact
that this has had upon agencies involved in policing and community safety work, a shift
has occurred that can be characterized as a move from ‘information deficit’ to
‘information surplus’. Particularly consequential in this respect has been the development
of the internet and the diversification of mass media. So whereas previously the key
policing problematic was to be able to gain access to restricted data, this has now been
supplemented by a need to be able to search through the vast amounts of data that are
publicly available – what in police discourse is referred to as ‘open source’ intelligence.
As part of their response to this and other social trends police have started to re-think
their approaches to intelligence. One methodology that they have increasingly adopted
for accessing and processing community intelligence data, particularly in their relations
with minority and vulnerable communities, is based upon developing ‘strategic contacts’
with community leaders and opinion formers (Innes, 2006). This strategic contact
methodology is a way of engaging with communities and obtaining information from
them where historically relations may have been difficult. If the CHIS methodology
through which they have traditionally accessed crime and criminal intelligence works by
establishing intelligence as a commodity possessed of an exchange value, the strategic
contact method is based upon developing a small number of ‘strong ties’ with key
individuals across particularly important community groups.
Whilst acknowledging the benefits that can be accrued from generating strategic contacts,
Innes (2006) identifies a number of limitations of any such approach based upon the logic
of Granovetter’s (1982) work on ‘the strength of weak ties.’ Granovetter proposed his
approach as a solution to what can be termed the ‘diffusion of information’ problem. That
is, how is it best to access different bits of information that are distributed over a wide
social space. He found, through empirical testing, that individuals able to activate a
network of loosely coupled contacts in their information search were more effective than
those reliant on a smaller number of ‘deeper’ contacts. A permutation of this diffusion of
information problem seems to be one encountered relatively frequently in the policing of
community safety. That is, how do you bring together information held by a number of
individuals to map the risks and threats posed to or by a community, which is the basis of
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community intelligence as defined previously? For whilst the strategic contact
methodology can produce such intelligence, based as it is upon developing a limited
number of ‘strong ties’, it may not be the most appropriate way of organizing to perform
this function.
Set against this approach we are now going to outline the key features of a community
intelligence methodology. It is an approach to intelligence that seeks to establish the
degree of collective or shared knowledge located in a community based upon systematic
scanning of a community to try and detect what different individuals know about
criminal, disorderly and problematic behaviour.
Seeking to develop a network of weak ties for the purposes of garnering intelligence
provides a radically different approach to the problem of how police should acquire
information about the problematic issues that they should focus their resources upon.
Indeed, it runs counter to many of the expectations and culturally embedded assumptions
of police culture and its expectations about who knows about criminal behaviour. That a
small number of people commit the majority of crime is now well established and
following on from that is the assumption that only a comparatively small number of
individuals will have detailed knowledge of crime and its conduct. The mistake here
though is to draw the inference that ‘ordinary people’ will not be aware of a range of
behavioural and environmental cues that rouse their suspicions. This needs to be set
against a backdrop where we are increasingly aware of the fact that community safety is
not corroded by crime alone, but that antisocial behaviour and physical disorder can
function as potent signals of risk (Innes, 2004). So in terms of being able to focus efforts
on the things that matter to communities this approach seems to have a particular
contribution to make.
In proposing this community intelligence methodology, our argument is not that it should
surplant the other two methodologies already in use (CHIS and Strategic Contacts), rather
it should supplement them. Each of the three methodologies discussed is effective in
accessing different types of data that is more or less suited for a range of different
purposes. On this basis it might be helpful to think in terms of developing a ‘laminated
intelligence methodologies’ (LIM) approach. By LIM we mean that each of the three
different approaches to gaining intelligence can be understood as making a unique and
individual contribution to the police’s efforts to construct a picture of the range of
different risks, threats and hazards that different communities and individuals are subject
to. In everyday useage, the concept of ‘lamination’ implies greater resilience than any
one component of a system would have individually; lamination is a process of
strengthening what would otherwise be comparatively weak materials. This is precisely
what an organization employing all of these intelligence methodologies could expect - a
stronger and more robust intelligence system. Because each of the respective
methodologies has particular strengths in terms of the issues that police might have an
interest in, by integrating them, a more coherent and more detailed picture can be
assembled.
COMMUNITY INTELLIGENCE CAPTURE
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The community intelligence methodology outlined above was originally designed as part
of the National Reassurance Policing Project. Established by the Association of Chief
Police Officers and the Home Office the NRPP was tasked to design and test a policing
style that would reduce public fear of crime and increase trust and confidence in the
police. A recently published Home Office impact evaluation of what happened across the
16 trial sites records that significant impacts were achieved across a number of indicators
(Tuffin, et al., 2006). The theoretical engine for Reassurance Policing was to focus upon
tackling signal crimes and disorders as these are the incidents that have most impact in
generating fear (cf. Innes, 2004; Innes, 2005). In order to do this though, the police
needed a systematic methodology enabling them to identify what kinds of incidents were
functioning to signal risk to individual communities.
In order to address this issue, the community intelligence model and two key data capture
tools were designed by the authors of this chapter. Drawing upon a variety of principles
derived from the social science methodology literature, these tools were designed to
encourage police to capture community intelligence in a systematic and structured
manner. The first tool was a simple notion of having a ‘conversation with a purpose’. The
object of this tool was to ensure that whenever police staff interact with a member of the
public who was not a victim, witness or suspect to some other incident, they saw it as an
opportunity to check on any concerns that the citizen may have and if there were, to
collect intelligence upon it. In so doing, the aim was to ensure that police do treat such
encounters as unimportant or irrelevant, but as a mechanism to improve their knowledge
about an area and its problems. Having a conversation with a purpose (or CWAPing – as
it was described to police) with a member of the public encouraged officers to seek
information about:
•
•
•
•
•
•

WHAT problems are driving insecurity (including all crime, physical and social
disorder types) and what other issues they are connected to;
WHERE these problems are located;
WHEN these problems occur;
WHY they are having an impact upon the individual or community, in terms of
causing, fear, anger or changes in behaviour;
WHO is known to be involved in causing these problems;
HOW effective police and their partners are perceived to be in acting against these
problems.

CWAP is a basic tool to improve the community intelligence feed into police systems,
that does not require any special equipment and very limited training. Subsequently a
more sophisticated software package was written to provide a more advanced data
capture and analysis tool. This was labeled the ‘intelligence based Neighbourhood
Security Interview’ (i-NSI). Running on tablet PCs, i-NSI provides a structured interview
tool that encourages people to identify the key problems in their neighbourhoods, similar
in principle to other Computer Assisted Personal Interviewing packages. The i-NSI
process starts by defining a territory where intelligence is required. The area is then
subdivided into equally sized cells, a step that provides what equates to a sampling frame
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for collecting intelligence. Individuals are then selected for interview and these
interactions are conducted by local police staff (either constables or PCSOs).
The data from across all the interviews conducted in an area is then analysed to establish
the problems and locations where multiple interviewees are describing the same sorts of
problems as occurring. This mode of analysis works by effecting a form of data
triangulation that establishes how much confidence should be assigned to the data. In
effect, the more people that identify a problem as occurring at a particular location then
the greater the degree of confidence we can have that this is a ‘real’ and significant issue.
A particular feature of the i-NSI methodology is that informed by the research on signal
crimes and disorders it seeks to collect experiential data and knowledge, rather than the
attitudinal data that is the focus of more traditional fear of crime surveys. The questions
and script of i-NSI is specifically designed to try and elicit from people information about
problems in their neighbourhoods (or further afield) that they have either encountered
themselves or been told about by others.
In order to give a sense of i-NSI and how it operates in terms of collecting and analyzing
community intelligence some extracts from a report on Burnley in Lancashire is provided
below. The report concerned was based upon 30 interviews with members of the public
living in Trinity Ward.
In Figure 1 below a basic screenshot from the software is provided. As can be seen this is
a fairly high resolution map. Superimposed on this is a pink line marking the ward
boundary and a series of blue cells that are used for sampling purposes to ensure full
intelligence coverage is achieved. Each cell must be populated by a certain number of iNSI interviews with sources of drawn from whatever the target population is in order to
generate sufficient levels of intelligence and ensure coverage across the area. The sample
of respondents across these cells are used to systematically identify community
intelligence sources, whether it be the community as a whole, a faith community or
demographic sub-group.
- FIGURE 1 ABOUT HERE The second figure below illustrates one analytic product that can be derived from
operationalising the methodology. It shows how people living in this part of Burnley
understand the different geographic communities present in the area. As can be seen,
rather than focusing upon the political boundaries of a ward, they see the composition of
the area as being far more complex, comprised of a number of distinct communities of
identity. The boundaries of these ‘symbolic communities’ (Hunter, 197x) are calculated
by a software algorithm that takes data from the different interviews and looks for where
individual respondents have marked similar boundary lines on the maps they are
presented with. A potential use for such analysis is in informing engagement strategies or
simply understanding which groups inhabit an area and how they relate to one another.
The importance of understanding the make-up of communities is often overlooked in
efforts to improve public security. It is important in terms of providing insight into
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establishing precisely what the problem to be addressed is. For example, for a programme
designed to reduce insecurity better understanding the make-up of local communities
may assist in identifying whether the objective of any intervention should be to reduce
fear of crime a little across a large number of people, or whether what is actually required
is a large reduction or fear for a minority of the population. Defining the problem with a
greater degree of precision such as this identifies how different types of intervention may
be necessitated.
- FIGURE 2 ABOUT HERE Figure 3 moves the focus of analysis away from respondent self-identification of
communities, to plot all the data on the problems they are concerned about from the
interviews that were conducted. The data is plotted in three forms: ‘points’ (for specific
problems at specific locations),;‘lines’ (where a problem occurs along a road); and ‘areas’
(where problems take place across a location i.e. a park). Of particular importance are
where the larger red dots are plotted. The larger dots represent multiple respondents
identifying a problem at a location. As can be seen from this mode of representation, the
incidents of crime, social disorder and physical disorder around which concern gravitated
in this area are not evenly distributed, but tend to cluster in particular locations.
- FIGURE 3 ABOUT HERE The interesting thing about this analysis is just how many of these larger dots there are
suggesting that actually perceptions of risk and threat in an area do have a collective
dimension to them. There is a fairly strong degree of coherence in terms of local people
identifying particular locations and incidents as problematic.
Figure 4 provides an analytic representation of what the top signal crimes and signal
disorders are for each of the cells in this territory, together with the problems that are,
according to the members of the public interviewed, directly connected to them.
- FIGURE 4 ABOUT HERE In the corner of each of the cells is a coloured marker denoting the respective levels of
signal strength and coherency in each cell. The notion of signal coherency is used as a
measure of the number of people affected by a particular signal event. The greater the
number of people affected by a problem, the more ‘coherent’ the signal is said to be. This
is different from the strength of a signal which is concerned with the impact that an event
has upon an individual’s perceptions of vulnerability. Thus in Figure 4 those cells where
the marker is red denote the micro-locations in the ward where the signals are
comparatively intense and concentrated, and often the signal radiates out from these
locations to drive insecurity across a much wider geographic area. As can be seen there
are strongly coherent signal crimes and disorders present in cells: A3; B3; C3; B4 and
C4. These are the micro-locations in the ward that community safety efforts should be
targeted towards in order to achieve maximum impact upon levels of public security.
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In each of the cells are listed the signal types that are functioning as key drivers of
insecurity in that particular micro-location. Problems in emboldened capitals are the
principal signals, whilst those in ordinary type face are ancillary problems, identified by
the interviews as being in some way connected to the main signals. Importantly, it can be
seen that the key drivers of insecurity differ across the cells, although drug related crime
and disorder feature especially prominently. So in the micro-location correlating with cell
A3 drugs and crime and disorder involving young people constitute the main signals
present. Whereas, for example, in cell C4 public insecurity gravitates more around youthrelated disorder, antisocial behaviour and traffic management issues relating to the
prevalence of cars and motorbikes racing.
The particular significance of this analysis is in how it can be contrasted with more
orthodox techniques employed in the community safety field. Standard survey
instruments might be used to identify top level issues at a ward level but ordinarily would
not provide the level of granularity to differentiate the problem locations and the signal
events located therein with such precision. This enhanced precision and problem
definition is significant though in as far as it enables resources to be targeted to those
problems and locations that are really impacting upon levels of neighbourhood security.
CONCLUSION
This chapter has sought to do three things. Firstly, it has introduced the concept of
community intelligence, illuminating how thinking in terms of commtel can encourage
police and other agencies involved in community safety efforts to think carefully and
precisely about the data and information they make use of in the planning and conducting
of their interventions. An important distinction has been drawn between forms of
intelligence as prospective data and more retrospective forms of evaluative data.
Secondly, developing this argument a concept of ‘laminated intelligence methodologies’
has been developed in an effort to stimulate thinking about how different sorts of
intelligence data can be related to each other. Three distinct methodologies for accessing
different forms of intelligence have been identified and it has been suggested that these
make different contributions to understanding the range of risks and threats that
individuals and communities are subject to. By using all three different methodologies
agencies involved in trying to make communities safer are better placed to build up an
accurate picture of the problems affecting places and their people. The strength derived
from adopting a laminated approach is that findings derived from one mode of
intelligence can be cross-referenced with intelligence data from the other two
methodologies to check its reliability and validity.
To date, it is community intelligence that is the least developed form of intelligence data
in terms of its integration within contemporary community safety practices.
Consequently, in the latter parts of this chapter a fairly detailed description of a new
commtel methodology was provided. The approach outlined is based upon a systematic
scan of a community or territory to establish the degree of knowledge about problems and
their impact across an area or population. So whereas the CHIS and strategic contact
methodologies are structured by the demand or supply of intelligence, the community
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intelligence methodology outlined herein simply takes a sweep of a community at fixed
points in time, in order to establish what are the risks and threats currently posed by or
too a defined group of people.
The emphasis in this chapter has been upon the role of police in community safety
efforts, but the intention has been that the sorts of issues and considerations discussed
should be relevant to all agencies involved in community safety work. A good quantity of
high quality intelligence is a vital precursor for all those involved in the provision of
community safety if their efforts are to be efficient and effective.
REFERENCES
Crawford, A. (1997) The Local Governance of Crime. Oxford: Clarendon Press.
Dunnighan, Clive and Clive Norris (1999) ‘The detective, the snout and the Audit
Commission: The real costs in using informants’, in The Howard Journal, 38: 67-86.
Ericson, R. and K. Haggerty (1997) Policing the Risk Society. Oxford: Clarendon Press.
Garland, D. (2001) The Culture of Control. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Granovetter, Mark (1982) ‘The strength of weak ties: a network theory revisited’,
Sociological Theory, 1: 201-33.
Hunter, A. (1974) Symbolic Communities. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.
Innes, Martin (1999) ‘Professionalising the Police Informant: the British experience’
Policing and Society, 9/1: 357-383
Innes, M. (2004) “Signal crimes and signal disorders: notes on deviance as
communicative action”, British Journal of Sociology. (55/3) pp. 335-55.
Innes, M. (2006) “Policing uncertainty: countering terror through community
intelligence and democratic policing”, Annals of the American Academy of Political and
Social Science (in press)
Innes, M. and J. Sheptycki (2004) “From detection to disruption: some consequences of
intelligence-led crime control in the UK”, International Criminal Justice Review (14) pp.
1-14.
Innes, M. N. Fielding and N. Cope (2005) “The appliance of science: the theory and
practice of crime intelligence analysis”, British Journal of Criminology. (45/1) pp.39-57

10

Innes, M., C. Roberts and S. Maltby (2005) Community Intelligence: A Report to the
National Community Tensions Team. (unpublished)
Tuffin, R., J. Morris, A. Poole (2006) National Reassurance Policing Programme.
London: Home Office.

11

FIGURE 1: TRINITY WARD IN BURNLEY
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FIGURE 2: RESPONDENT SELF-DEFINED NEIGHBOURHOODS
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FIGURE 3
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FIGURE 4: ‘HOT CELLS’ ANALYSIS
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