


To evaluate the challenges of governance within 21st century policing, it would enhance our understanding if we identified the origins and meanings of governance.  

[bookmark: _Int_D3MUCFj9][bookmark: _Int_UAxv3gRo](Cadbury, 2002) explains the origins of governance stem back to the early 1600s, following the granting of a Royal Charter to the Company of Merchants of London, trading into the East Indies.  The East India Company was governed by a Court of Directors, who were also referred to as Committees, leading to some confusion.   

(Meredith, et al., 2016) explain governance derives from the Greek “Kybernan (to steer) and Kybernetes (pilot or helmsmen)” which signifies an organisation would steer itself.  Also, they identify how much more difficult this would become when more people are involved in the leadership and there are more hands used to steer, highlighting the potential for conflict.     

(Ansell & Torfing, 2022) describe governance as being a “fashionable and frequently” used term within today’s society, alluding to this term being used to identify a control structure of power holding accountability, such as government; whilst (Chhotray & Stoker, 2008) describe governance as the process in which decisions are made collectively, effectively, and legitimately.  

Governance is relevant and applicable in several settings and various circumstances, to include that of corporate or business settings, as well as political organisations.  What remains is the fundamental meaning of governance, as alluded to by (Cadbury, 2002, p. 1), who describes governance as “the system by which companies are directed and controlled”.

Through time, governance has evolved, with similarities to be drawn between these beginnings and those that are relevant today.  (Bouvaird & Loeffler, 2016)  

[bookmark: _Int_UI7Z2zh6][bookmark: _Int_92vIGSdf]In addition to the basic understanding of the term governance, one can identify this term with several pre-fixes, such as public governance, corporate governance, global governance and so on.  (Ansell & Torfing, 2022) identify the phrase ‘new governance’ as being the most recent buzz word used during reforms within the public sector.   Whilst some areas of governance are provided with a prefix, this generally assists in identifying a genre of the governance, with the overall meaning of direction remaining.

From academic literature there are several definitions of governance, with (Marks, 2014) describing it as the overall method in which an organisation manages and controls its affairs.  Whilst (Weiss & Thakur, 2010) explain governance to be a decisive arrangement of directions or norms that guarantee direction outside of what naturally takes place.  Further, when considering the domestic setting, governance is often beyond government, suggesting that, in addition to the authority held, there remains a shared objective.  (Bevir & Rhodes, 2003) go on to explain governance as a method of informing general changes in practices.  However, when this is related to government, they identify the assumption that those following such direction understand the cause, for example, voting and the concept of voting.  

This assumption is addressed by (Jugdev, 2019) who refers to governance and governmentality being confused.  These are differentiated by governance being seen as a regulated structure of controls, with a set of processes, both formal and informal, to steer people across boundaries within organisations.   This is explained further when alluding to governmentality having more to do with culture and the mindset of people concerned.  

However, (Ansell & Torfing, 2022) highlight that having these readily available definitions and strategies can be problematic as, due to their very nature, they remain open to various interpretations or, alternatively, are limited due to a narrow definition.  

Members of an organisation do not always hold a conscious awareness of culture; however, culture can have an insidious impact on workforce behaviours and is often borne from leadership and governance within an organisation.  As (Mullins & McLean, 2019, p. 564) explains, put simply, culture can be described as “how things are done around here”.   (Atkinson, 1990) goes on to explain that organisation culture indicates the inherent expectations regarding the way in which work is performed, i.e. the boundaries of accountability, together with what is encouraged as acceptable and likewise, discouraged.  

(Alvesson, 2013) states that, although the most senior managers may hold a robust familiarity of the implication of culture, often, there lies a dearth of greater understanding of how the organisation and its members perform in relation to culture, and control over it is rarely achieved.  Such awareness and understanding of culture, will vary between managements and organisations.  As (Yuki & Gardener, 2020) suggest, culture is based upon the common principles and standards of members, but leaders may strengthen them or change them.  (Schein & Schein, 2017) argue that these changes can be done positively.  However, for this to work, the changes must be agreed and shared by all involved, internal and external.    If a change is made for one’s own goal, then this will encourage closure of ranks and resistance from within (Alvesson, 2013).

The same principles stand when discussing governance within policing, as referred to by (Beare & Murray, 2007), who suggest this raised the question regarding the management of the police, together with our awareness of both the independence of the police as well as the culpability for their actions.  

When exploring governance and policing, it is wise to also focus on both legitimacy and effectiveness, known within policing as policing by consent.  Referring to the creation of policing in 1829, the term the ‘Peelian Principles’ are often referred to.  However, as discussed by (Home Office, 2012) the probability of original governance came from the first Commissioners of the Police of the Metropolis.  It was they who instigated governance, as well as culture, within police by devising nine ‘General Instructions’ to every new officer.    The formulation of the Police Service and the issue of these instructions were based upon a vision of the then Home Secretary, Sir Robert Peel, of policing by consent.  The purpose of this was to ensure officers would be reinforced by the standards of non-allegiance and accountability to the rule of law, not to government.  (Liberty, 2010)

The ethos of these instructions was firm but fair and continue to be known today as policing by consent.  The idea being that this consent is confirmation from the public of the legitimacy of policing, formed upon a consensus of support based upon transparency regarding powers, the integrity in the use of those powers, together with their accountability.  (University of Washington, 2023)  It was upon these instructions and the desired approach that policing by consent was generated and has since been maintained to this modern day.  

To proceed and continue successfully, policing requires the ‘buy in’ from the public, and this is a continuing process to maintain today’s public support.  According to (Bacharach, 2016) to obtain the support of others requires an ongoing process of persuasive negotiations.  The idea of negotiations is key here, in that it is an exchange between police and the public and it is important that, whilst maintaining an ideal, the police must be receptive to the views of the public and afford the opportunity of involvement in some form, particularly decision making when it comes to policing services.  As alluded to by Sir Robert Peel when establishing the Police Service in 1829, “The Police are the Public and the Public are the Police”  (Home Office, 2012)

That said, this hasn’t been a simple process and there have been many challenges throughout the duration.  It is for the governance of the overall structure of policing to seek to represent the views of the public.  However, with the ever-changing demographics of society, this continuously presents a challenge.  One size doesn’t fit all.  To maintain the governance of an organisation effectively presents the biggest challenge to leaders today, due to continuous change in manners and inherent attitudes of the public.  (DiLeonardo, et al., 2020)

According to (Walsh & Vito, 2019) the 21st Century has witnessed more change in Policing than any other generation and refer to the challenges faced in future policing will be a combination of past and present concerns, therefore in effect, foreseeable.    

However, as (Adlam & Villiers, 2003) discuss, it is not for the Police alone to decide upon the standards against which their accountability is measured, and it is therefore fundamental for the police to hold an awareness of what is valued within society.  For this structure of policing to continue, it is an easy assumption to make that it requires a form of forced control.  (Walsh & Vito, 2019) argue this, indicating that a change in culture from Police Leadership is required, from that of ‘crime fighters’ to ‘guardians’ of the communities served.  This would further assist in the compliance and belief of police legitimacy from those such communities.  An example of the expectations of the role of ‘guardian’ can be drawn from the murder of Sarah Everard by serving Police Officer Wayne Couzens and the subsequent handling by Police of the public vigils held.  Although dealing with a public order situation, the public perception had already been marred by Couzens.  In addition, the Police were already being scrutinised for their handling of crimes against women, with many victims claiming they had not been treated in a sensitive manner. (The Economist (online), 2021) Although these actions may have been a necessity at the time, it did nothing to assist in public confidence. 

It raises the question; is it for the leaders of Police services alone to manage this structure of governance or, to ensure transparency and accountability, should this be managed by local or central government?  

Arguably the subjects of accountability and legitimacy, together with performance measurements have been predominant within any relationship between the police and government.   (Reiner, 1992) says that while most police officers, including the Chief Constables are firm on the stance of the police remaining neutral, in addition to policing and politics not mixing, any such relationship involving a power element indeed is political.  This becomes clear when broken down, in that, the police are accountable to the public, yet a politician or government represent the public and in a natural process they hold a relationship with the police.  It can be argued that any such association with the police will be motivated by their political views 

Policing, therefore, does not differ to those organisations within the private or public sector, in that it is governed; and for this to work, there must be a senior leader, or a head of the organisation.  In 1964, the governance of policing was legislated by the Police Act 1964.  It was this legislation that implemented formally local Police Authorities to all Police Services, with exception to London, Greater Manchester and West Yorkshire.  (The National Archives, 2022)  

Within part 1 of this Act, it was directed that the Police Authority for a police area, which contained a county, would be known as a Police Committee.  This committee would comprise of several members; however, it would be for the county to determine how many members this would hold.  Ultimately, though, the Act is clear on the breakdown of members an authority or committee must hold, in that two thirds are to be members of the council of the said county and, one third to consist of Magistrates for the county.  The Act goes on to stipulate that the appointment of Magistrates as members of the committee will be appointed at such times “as may be prescribed by rules made by the Secretary of State”.  (The National Archives, 2022)

The purpose and general functions of police authorities were such to ensure and maintain an efficient and effective police force for its area, whilst providing a service capable of standing up to public scrutiny.   It was for the Chief Constable to maintain and implement such a service, whilst adhering to the policing plan of the Local Policing Authorities.  Ironically, despite the enactment of this legislation covering most of the commission’s proposals, there was no introduction of a statutory role of the Police Authorities in their responsibility to offer guidance or advice to the Chief Constables.  (Frost, 1983).  Prior to the enactment of the Police Reform Act 1964, the Chief Constable had no senior officer, and quite literally, the buck stopped with them.  

This paper has discussed the governance structure within policing between 1964 and 2011.  More recently, the structure of overall governance has changed again, based upon the legislation held within the Police Reform and Social Responsibility Act 2011.  This is considered by (Flemming, 2015) to be the largest change in policing in generations to date, with this legislation coming into force in September 2011 and remains current today.  The primary area of this legislation was identified to assert clear obligations regarding the administration and governance of Britain’s police forces.  (House of Commons, 2011).  

This Act directs police services outside of London to have a Chief Constable, under whom a police service and all its staff will sit.  Within this same piece of legislation, this ruling differs to that of London, whereby the Commissioner of the Metropolis will lead, rather than a Chief Constable, whilst the same principles of leadership remain.  (Government, 2011).

To summarise, each Chief Constable, will run what is known as a corporation sole.   This involves the Chief Constable holding responsibility for fulfilling all statutory and legal obligations of such office, in addition to the compliance with Schemes of Governance or Consent that are in existence.  (College of Policing, 2022)  This forms the basis of there only ever being one ‘office’ holder at any specified time.  This is an officially recognised position and has been directed in statute but is only held within non-profit organisations.  By having a corporation sole, any newly assigned person to that office, will hold the same rights and responsibilities, legally, as their predecessor.  (Saylor, 2022)  For the Chief Constable, this means that, any operational decisions in policing, will lay with them and no other member concerned in the governance of policing.  (Llewellyn, 2022)

However, central government remained of the opinion that Chief Constables were to hold more accountability (Caless & Owens, 2016) and the Police Reform and Social Responsibility Act 2011 has identified the need to replace the previous structure and legislates for the appointment of a Police and Crime Commissioner for each police force, excluding the Metropolitan Police, Greater Manchester and West Yorkshire Police, who will have an elected Mayor.  Albeit, as identified by (Walsh & Conway, 2011), whilst there remains a close affiliation between governance and accountability, this remains “untidy and ill-defined”.

In essence, whilst the Chief Constable’s accountability previously lay with the Police Authority, this now falls to the elected Police and Crime Commissioner.  This role holds many similarities to that of the previous Police Authorities in that they will set the strategic priorities and budgets.  However, it was anticipated it would improve police accountability and hold the police accountable to their communities.   It was also anticipated this would reduce ambiguity with there being one post, rather than a committee.  (Llewellyn, 2022).  

According to (Raine & Keasey, 2012), there has remained a balanced argument for and against a directly elected PCC.  Identifying that in their favour was the seeming flaw of the current arrangement of police authorities.  However, this is argued by (Joyce, 2011) who identifies the concerns for politicisation of policing, explaining a PCC wishing to exert political control over policing and the risks raised would offer a compromise to the longstanding protection of independence accorded to Chiefs.   

Therefore, to improve the level of accountability, in addition to directly elected PCCs, which came into being in November 2012, the legislation later provided for the implementation of a Police and Crime Panel (PCP).  Since their introduction there has been extensive criticism regarding the level of power they possess to hold their PCC accountable.  (Llewellyn, 2022).  PCPs weren’t factored into this structure in the original review, but, due to increased Coalition pressure from the Liberal Democrats, this was implemented as an additional layer to the governance structure of policing.  (Bailey, 2015) suggests this wasn’t part of the Policing Minister’s plan, to make such a body, as it was believed this may question the general perception of direct election.  Additionally, it was feared this could result in the restoration of previous police authorities.  

Although open to criticism and felt to have been born from ‘political compromise’, both the Conservatives and Liberal Democrats were of the opinion there was a requirement for some form of arrangement to be put in place to ensure police forces were democratically accountable.  However, on the formation of the Coalition Government in 2010, it became clear that each party had significant distinct proposals.  (Lister, 2014)  

PCPs were established with several legislative roles, with the overall aim of improving scrutiny and accountability.  Additionally, this legislation provides for the PCP to ‘review and scrutinise’ the PCC throughout the practice of his statutory role whilst maintaining regular checks and ensuring balance within the Office of Police and Crime Commissioner (OPCC).  As discussed by (Llewellyn, 2022), whilst the PCC holds the Chief Constable to account and is responsible for hiring and firing of such, the legislation holds that PCP must be consulted throughout any decision-making process.  Whilst the PCP are to be notified, the contradiction in their powers and function lies with the PCC not having to follow direction or decisions made by the PCP, but rather they must hold some regard for the reports of the panel.  (Bailey, 2015).

As such, the purpose of this panel is questionable; is it just a tick box exercise, something else to promote the election of the PCC and their role or, is a more robust approach needed to prevent the concern of ‘Maverick’ type PCCs utilising their powers without consultation?  These indeed, being the concerns held by the Liberal Democrats at the time, that too much power was aligned to one person.  (Lister, 2014)

In order to stand for the position of PCC, candidates face a strict set of rules on who is and who is not eligible to run for election.  However, there is allowance for applicants with a political connection such as a member of a political party. (APCC, 2022)  So how does this fair, with the political views of the public and their ‘independent’ views when voting?  Significant concerns had been expressed previously regarding the changes made in police governance.  As reported in the Home Affairs Select Committee, (Liberty, 2010), the idea of political intrusion and its effect in policing was already an area of concern and it was held that the introduction of a PCC was indeed a move in the direction of politicisation of the police service.  

It is inevitable that the role of the PCC will become political through engagement with the external forums such as the Home Office and the undertaking of portfolios that is required of the role. (Llewellyn, 2022).  Whilst the PCC holds no direct control of the operational policing, they hold control over influential factors of such operating and by this means, may hold an influence politically. 

The influence of politics in the basic electing of the PCC can be noted from the election process.  In 2012, 41 PCCs were elected, however, of this total, 29 held a position within a political party and only 12 were classified as independent candidates.  For this first election process, the turnout sat at 15.1% which is significantly lower when compared to that of other nationwide elections (The Electoral Commission, 2019).  

2016 saw an improvement in electorate turnout and this has increased to 27.3%.  (The Electoral Commission, 2019).  It can be argued that this result lies with the increase in candidates belonging to political parties, rather than holding independence, or, as is more agreeably suggested, this was due to the election of the PCC coinciding with the other elections being held on that same day.   (Joyce, 2017).

Whilst the APCC allow for candidates to stand as independent of any political party, there remain several barriers to do so, such as submitting a deposit of £5,000 for the opportunity to stand.  Additionally, an independent candidate is required to collect over 100 signatures in support of their quest to stand as candidate.  (APCC, 2022).  There will likely be cost implications along the way and during a canvassing campaign which will be met by the independent candidate alone.  From this it can be seen why there is a motivation to stand as candidate with the support of a political party, not only for votes from loyal party supporters rather than PCC supporters, but to meet the cost implications faced in standing for the post.  (BBC News, 2016)

Of some contradiction in Wales is the devolution of government which, for example, from the latest devolution dispensation, it is clear in the fact that policing in Wales remains a matter for UK Ministers and central government.  This is in contradiction, however, of the Welsh government’s control over various social policies, such as education, health, social care allowing for confusion in accountability.  (Jones , et al., 2022)

One of the significant challenges faced in today’s policing and the governance of such, is the building and maintenance of the relationship between the Chief Constables and the PCCs.  

For this to be successful, (Davies & Johnson, 2016) suggest that, at the commencement of such a relationship, time should be afforded to sit together and agree mutual goals.  If this is not completed, there is a risk of a public and damaging fall out.  

Essentially, as discussed by (Waterman & Meier, 1998) this one-to-one theory of principal – agent, recognises at least two conditions that are likely to lead to dispute: these being “goal divergence and information asymmetry”.  When the principal and the agent hold differing goals and their ultimate objectives result in them competing against one another within their roles, then goal divergence occurs.  Additionally, if either party failed to share resources and information with each other, this can lead to information asymmetry.  Either way, if there’s a failure to identify these conditions, it is highly likely disagreements and contradictions would arise and hold the risk of destabilisation of the relationship.  

There have been several high-profile public disagreements between PCCs and their respective Chief Constables, and additionally, the PCPs.  These include the sacking of Chief Constable David Crompton of South Yorkshire Police, by PCC Dr Alan Billings, a day after the verdicts in the Hillsborough Inquests.  On appeal, it was held that Dr Billings’ actions were made unlawfully and irrationally, which were believed to have been made for the benefit of public perception, rather than any misconduct.  (Conn, 2017).  

The ‘forced’ resignation of Gwent Chief Constable, Carmel Napier, in 2013 attracted public interest and media reporting.  Due to claims of bullying by Ms Napier, this matter was discussed before the Home Affairs Committee, a committee made up with MP members from all parties, who hold the responsibility for scrutinising work of the Home Office and its related organisations.  (Cabinet Office, 2022).  

Ms Napier alleges that she was bullied out of her post by the then PCC, Mr Ian Johnstone, saying she was told to leave, or he would “humiliate and dismiss her”.   Ms Napier had considered fighting this decision, however, following legal advice, opted against this and resigned.  (Home Affairs Committee, 2013)

This is countered by Mr Johnston claiming Ms Napier’s resignation was requested because her work wasn’t acceptable, despite acknowledging to the Chair of the Home Affairs Committee that his own website held an article advising of how hard Ms Napier has worked since joining Gwent as a Deputy Chief Constable.  Mr Johnston went on to say he became aware of Ms Napier advising her staff, during the early days of him being in post, that they were not to engage directly with him, and would face disciplinary action if they did so.  Mr Johnston felt this was due to Ms Napier not understanding his role as PCC, nor supporting it, adding the Chief Constable had not embraced the Act of Parliament that created PCCs and he further dismissed any notion their disagreements were due to a personality clash.  (BBC, 2013)   It can be argued that if the relationship was in difficulty from as early as Mr Johnston alludes to, then why wasn’t anything put in place to improve this prior to the action he took.  It also highlights a gap in the system, perhaps, in that, where does the PCC go to when such incidents occur, why wasn’t a middle agent involved in the early stages to address such occurrences?

What did become clear throughout this process was that Mr Johnston requested the resignation of Ms Napier, without any consultation with the PCP.  Mr Johnston did raise with the Chair of the Home Affairs Committee that there did in fact remain confusion on the process, although he claims he sought legal advice.  (BBC, 2013). The current structure dictates that a decision to remove a Chief Constable must be referred to the local PCP, who will subsequently have six weeks within which to consider the matter and pass a recommendation to the PCC.    They may hold a scrutiny meeting and request a report from HMICFRS, however, as discussed previously, this panel holds no power of veto and any recommendation will be purely advisory; the final decision rests with the PCC. (Home Office, 2013) 

It is to be asked, therefore, whilst the implementation of the PCC may serve to hold the Chief Constable to account, who exactly is holding the PCC to account, if the PCP holds no power over the PCC and, additionally, what exactly do they do (the PCP).  In this instance, it is clear this process holds no safeguarding for the Chief Constable, as discussed, the PCP aren’t able to change the decision of the PCC and nor can the Inspectorate of Constabulary, not even the Home Secretary.  (Home Office, 2013).

That said, this is addressed in the case of the request of the resignation of Nick Gargan, former Chief Constable of Avon & Somerset Police by the then PCC, Sue Mountstevens; this was done as she invoked the responsibility of the Police Reform and Social Responsibility Act 2011 and demanded he left his job.  This arose from a situation whereby, following suspension amid allegations of inappropriate advances to women, of which he was cleared, a further internal misconduct hearing was held where Mr Gargan was found to be guilty of misconduct.  It was Mr Gargan’s original intention to return to office following his suspension, however, there was outcry from previous Chief officers and members of the public, including an online petition.   Ms Mountstevens fulfilled her obligations and took her concerns to Sir Tom Winsor, Chief Inspector of Constabulary, who supported her view in that Mr Gargan must leave his post.  (Morris, 2023)

It could be argued that this legislation and the introduction of the PCCs and the PCPs have only added visible layers of governance rather than actual facilitating layers, to what can be described as an already crowded arena of governance for policing in the UK.  

In addition to the previously discussed bodies, governance of policing doesn’t only lie with the PCC and the Chief Constables.  The central governing of policing includes many other bodies, such as the Independent Office of Police Complaints (IOPC), National Audit Office, College of Policing, Information Commissioners Officer and Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of Constabulary and Fire Rescue Services (HMICFRS).  This is on top of the internal accountabilities such as Professional Standards Departments.

As stated by (Walsh & Conway, 2011) these external governance structures have the potential to adversely affect many aspects of policing, including the already low morale of police and hinder their capability of management of police and their ability to emphasise their authority and discipline throughout the organisation.  If, for example, focus was put to the IOPC and their role, it can be argued that police already hold their officers to account with their internal departments of Professional Standards (PSD), surely that’s enough.  As stated by College of Policing, the theory of policing by consent is based upon the investment of the public’s trust and confidence.  The PSD’s role is not only to investigate ethically any misconduct or complaint, but they too play an integral part in maintaining that public trust.  (College of Policing, 2017)

But, as suggested by (Savage, 2013) the concept of independence on any investigation of police complaints is questionable and identifies a system failure of independence when it comes to such complaints.  The impact of the PCC’s responsibilities to police complaints, which was implemented following an overhaul of the complaints and discipline system again takes away the public perception of impartiality.  This failure also reaches that of the IOPC, and it is to be questioned therefore if their existence is worthwhile, in that, if they are not increasing trust and confidence in policing, then surely this could be argued as a superfluous agency that is not delivering.  

Again, whilst the notion of a PCC to hold a Chief Constable to account has proven to be a selling point for the electorate, exactly how independent is a PCC and how can that reassure and fulfil trust from the general public?  There is a recommendation from the Association of Police and Crime Commissioners (APCC) that each office of the PCC holds a Chief Executive Officer (CEO) to advise the PCC in the discharge of their statutory duties.  This CEO will hold responsibility for the efficient implementation of the PCC’s Police and Crime plan, in addition to the proposed strategies and effectively manage resources of the office of the PCC. (APCC, 2022) Surely this role is a hidden post to ensure the PCC isn’t the one solely responsible for the accountability measurements, therefore questioning the transparency of the OPCC.  

Is this not just a safeguarding tool for the PCC, rather than advisor?  Is it time to identify a more streamlined service of governance and, in particular in Wales, to maximise the position of a devolved government?  For simplicity it would make sense to devolve the area of Policing and Law also.

In conclusion, since the introduction and initial electoral term for PCCs, it is clear this has brought with it some disruption and impulsiveness to policing in England and Wales.   (Davies & Johnson, 2016)

There have been significant differences in the relationships held between PCCs and Chief Constables, fluctuating between strong workable partnerships driving forward with the police and crime plans and organisational priorities, to some complete failures in engagement.  

The PCCs role will remain in post as indicated following the further election in 2015 of the Conservative Party.  Additionally, this post will face continued review and will hold a significant role within British Policing for future years.  (Caless & Owens, 2016)

Whilst there are several environmental factors posing a challenge to policing in modern times, such as the nature of the role changing to that as more of a social worker than a crime fighter, together with the challenges faced by the fast-paced world of digital crime, it is the governance of Police that remains the focus of control and accountability.  It is always to the top that the public or ministers will go to for answers, for example, the Sarah Everard murder Investigation into former Police Officer Wayne Cousins.  The blame has been laid at the door of the then Commissioner, Cressida Dicks and subsequently the culture held within the Metropolitan police.  (Bell, 2022)  How can we change this or, indeed, can we change this?  If this was to be changed, to whom would the accountability be directed?

In addition to Policing, the government policy for PCCs is an ever-developing one.  For example, in 2018, the government has passed for PCCs to assume responsibility for the fire service in a joint governance structure, in a bid to save funding and afford the best service to its communities.  Interestingly it was the members of the fire service who argued this plan was fundamentally flawed, however the PCCs concerned have supported this notion and welcome the ruling.  (BBC, 2019)  It can be argued this was supported by the relevant PCCs as they held an interest in additional powers.  However, as discussed, it is important that lessons have been learnt from previous breakdowns in professional relationships.  

What has become clear throughout this paper is the attention required by both the PCC (principal) and the Chief Constable (agent) for awareness of the conflict opportunities surrounding them, such as goal divergence and information asymmetry and the importance of their working relationship, irrespective of their personal views.  If the mutual goals are set early, then conflict can be avoided. 

As suggested by (Davies & Johnson, 2016), in addition to this, the importance of a middle agent has been identified.  One only must look at the examples of broken relationships referred to in this paper to acknowledge the importance of such.  The purpose of the PCC and subsequent relationship with Chief Constable can only be possible and successful when this working relationship is purposeful, balanced and steady.  (Waterman & Meier, 1998).

What is not disputed however, is that the governance of policing has been, and continues to be, complex in its very nature.  
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