


Policing has seen more change in the 21st Century than any previous generation according to Walsh and Vito (2019). They found that whilst the police remit has become far broader than just crime investigation, future challenges to policing are simply a mix of past and present issues and therefore somewhat predictable.  
This paper considers those future challenges to governance in UK Policing.  There is much research into Policing at the organisational and Governmental level; research into the narrower topic of governance however, is mainly focused on public bodies. 
The chartered institute of personnel and development (CIPD) defines the subject by stating, “Good corporate governance is about effectively supervising the management of a company to uphold the company’s integrity, achieve more open and rigorous procedures and ensure legal compliance.”
Vaughan (2021) classed it as a ‘clunky mechanism’ that required constant review, preventing it from becoming unmanageable and ineffective, summarising it as the ‘right people making decisions and being held accountable’. Therefore, do we have the right people in Policing and are they making the right decisions?
Policing in the UK was established in 1829 and has borne nearly two centuries of development and growth since that point.  What started as watchmen overseeing their local force, acting on the will of their communities; became the tripartite system of the Home Secretary, local Police authorities and the Chief Constable, with an inspectorate function to ensure compliance against Government dictated performance measures (UK Parliament 2020).  This has since developed and now includes Police and Crime Commissioners and Police and Crime Panels in place of Police authorities and the College of Policing as an arm of the Home Office setting professional standards for Forces across the UK.  
Adlam and Villiers (2003 pp. 57)  identified that the Police service themselves cannot solely decide on the standards against which they are held to account but must also include the communities view on what they want their Police service to achieve, the Police ‘need to know what is fundamentally valued by society’.
Given these existing challenges, do Police forces and those that govern them know what the public want and how to achieve it? Is it possible to demonstrate progress in the areas of Police Governance, to show that successive governments have learned from - and built on - the success and failures of those that came before them?  Is there evidence that UK Policing has been well positioned to tackle future challenges within the UK or have they instead gone full circle, with Commissioners simply taking up the position of the old watchman? 
This paper will consider previous and existing Governance challenges including legitimacy held with the public, devolution of Policing in Wales, the introduction of Police and Crime Commissioners and the appointment and removal of Chief Constables. Exploring these issues and providing an understanding of their implications will bring a sense of the challenge ahead for UK Policing. 
Walsh and Conway (2011) found that governance and accountability struggle to keep sufficient pace with the changes to legislation and the rapport Police forces have with the populations they serve. Without both Governance and accountability, the police service will lack the legitimacy required to enable them to continue to police with consent. 
Police legitimacy is being questioned now, more than ever, after decades of policing under the ‘broken windows’ zero tolerance style which has impacted negatively on minority communities (Walsh & Vito 2019). The public are demanding more transparency, accountability and oversight in what Police forces are doing and how they treat their citizens.
Legislation outpacing accountability also influences the community perspective of Police activity, an example of this occurred in the UK following the arrival of the covid-19 pandemic.  The Government rapidly introduced The Corona Virus Act 2020 and The Health Protection Regulations 2020.  Police forces were not consulted due to time constraints and gained access to the legislation at the same time as the public, who were duly informed that the Police would be enforcing those laws. This strategy created an inconsistent approach across forces and created public mistrust of the legislation resulting in a level of public backlash. (Kettle 2020)
Waseem and Laufs (2020) reported that following the Corona Virus legislation that the public, particularly the marginalised and minority groups, of whom many already harboured a mistrust of the Police, may have experienced adverse community relations with the Police as the new increased powers, which created infringements on civil freedoms, were exercised.  
This created a governance challenge for Police leaders who were faced with trying to build better legitimacy quickly to offset the response whilst simultaneously providing improved communications on the announcement of each new set of restrictions.  Looking more widely than the pandemic is the longer-term solution of greater stakeholder engagement by Government at the policy creation stage.  They should consult widely, to understand the likely impacts and effect of any law making.  When considered against the backdrop of Welsh Policing, the potential to be devolved and work alongside the Welsh Government in a much closer and regional context could better reflect the community’s views and therefore their compliance with new legislation.
Compliance brings with it a suggestion of force and control however, Walsh & Vito (2019) argue that Police leaders need to change the police culture of ‘crime fighters’ to that of ‘Guardians’ of the communities they serve and protect.  This would assist in building trust and therefore legitimacy – without which the public can resist requests or direction given to them.  The spontaneous and instant public backlash following the death of Sarah Everard in the UK allegedly at the hands of a Police officer shows that instant accountability, in a digital age, can also be owned by our communities (HMICFRS 2021).  
The public are able to easily record and quickly replay injustices to a wide audience and voice their discontent with police action on social media. They are able to take to the streets to protest in a coordinated and highly publicised manner, thanks to technology, in a way that would not have been possible in previous decades. This is already presenting challenges to UK Policing with misrepresentation or misreporting of information often stirring high emotion and public disorder (HMICFRS 2021). Policing needs to adapt and become more adept at documenting incidents and pre-emptively releasing that information to the public, further building on their legitimacy.  This could be achieved by reviewing the use of and access to officer’s body worn camera footage, given the high level of confidence this type of evidence carries with the public Ariel et al (2015).
Other researchers have identified alternative means to build legitimacy and trust with Policing.  Research documented by Flemming (2015) reported that female officers utilised less force, built more rapport and trust within the community and attracted less complaints.  As such, their presence and work within Police forces of the UK can promote the legitimacy described by Walsh & Vito (2019).  This is a position that could work concurrently with research by Eagly and Carli (2003) as cited by Roe (2014) who found that the skills required by leaders were changing, as organisations are increasingly required to collaborate with others and these were skills more often demonstrated by female leaders.  Operation Uplift and local force equality plans are certainly looking to improve the diversity of Police forces with both (Hales 2020) and HMICFRS (2019) noting the lack of diversity at Chief Officers level as a cause for concern.
Legitimacy, culture and diversity are significant challenges to all forces and individual leadership teams will be at the forefront of making those changes however, they will undoubtedly require the strategic support locally from their Police and Crime Commissioner as well as from Government to ensure this can happen on a consistent and broad scale across all UK forces.  It is not clear however that Commissioners and the Home Office are governing Policing in a way that can achieve these outcomes.  The power balance between these three entities makes progress on issues more complex as Chief Constables attempt to satisfy the competing, sometimes political demands.
Williams (2003) noted the Government’s desire to retain central control of policing for fear of ‘left wingers’ influencing policy and their general misgivings about the ability of locally elected persons being able to govern effectively. Questionably this veers in the realms of undemocratic behaviour i.e. a dictatorship; a fear of the local voice rising up and overruling the Government of the day
The Police Act of 1964 created Police Authorities and determined that they would consist of two thirds Local Councillors and one third Magistrates with a duty to ‘maintain an adequate and efficient police force for the area’. Police Authorities were established to have ‘ready made’ governors, those who had already learned the trade in local Government or the judicial system and could apply that knowledge within Policing.   
It was the interference with that legislation Loveday (2018) states, and the constant undermining of the Police Authority that enabled the Home Secretary to control and direct Police forces, resulting in Police Authorities having authority in name only.  This view had not been held by Herbert (2011) however, who stated ‘The government has been clear about the lack of effective accountability that police authorities exert on policing. They are insufficiently connected to the public.’  
The Coalition Government of 2010 promoted the ‘Big Society Agenda’ (Chambers 2015), of which the introduction of Police and Crime Commissioners was part. It was proposed they would increase local scrutiny and accountability whilst decreasing direction and control by the Home Office.  The role was considerably different to that undertaken by the Police Authority (Herbert 2011) with a statutory duty to include victim’s views on crime and the power to commission services from private and third parties.
Would it have been more effective to simply ‘reset’ the Police Authorities with clear guidelines, or have elected Police and Crime Commissioners bought more accountability to Policing?
Walsh and Conway (2011) debate the need to moderate and manage the political challenge put to the Police to ensure that they are not drawn into effecting political demands against the wider public.  This is clearly a difficult path to navigate given the Home Secretary oversight of Forces and Police and Crime Commissioners potentially elected from political parties.  
This redirection, from a Government that had gripped control of Policing for such a long time, came following equally high profile incidents, such as the death of Fiona Pilkington and her 18-year-old daughter in 2007.  They were victims of harassment and anti-social behaviour in their community but overlooked by their local Police Force as whilst the Government was busy creating legislation to deal with such offending, they were not checking or evaluating outcomes or indeed, even aware if the legislation was being used. (Strickland 2012).
This led to a fundamental change in the relationship between the Home Office and the police service.  In an effort to decentralise and return functions to locally elected officials, the Police and Social Reform Act 2011 created the role of Police and Crime Commissioner.  Loveday (2018) discusses this reversal of centralised governance as a move away from the long established Tripartite model moving the Police and from a target focused, tick box organisation to outcome-focused, with a community driven approach.
 Flemming (2015) cites this as the biggest ‘constitutional change in policing in our generation’ with the Policing Protocol 2011 setting out the terms of reference for this major change.  Police Forces were no longer to be governed by just their Chief Constable but also a police and Crime Commissioner, a move which involved politicians in much greater detail in the day to day governance of Policing than had previously been seen, with a higher level of diplomacy, negotiation and performance interrogation of Chief Constables than they were accustomed to.  
Vaughan (2021) when questioned on the validity of the Police Commissioner structure of accountability stated ‘we (Chief Constables) hold so much power and force, we ought to be accountable for that’…I’m an absolute advocate of public scrutiny of us and I think the Police and Crime Commissioner can fulfil an important part of that’. 
An organisation operating at a local level with a locally elected official should be an attractive option to the public however, Loveday (2018) found low voter turnout and limited public engagement represents a public community that is uninterested or unaware in the role or existence of the Police and Crime Commissioners.  Therefore if the public have limited interest or engagement with the Office of the Police Commissioner it would appear that Forces are being directed by the will of just one person, the Police and Crime Commissioner; given the politically funded candidates being put forward for the role, the potential for political interference in policing has never been greater. 
One outcome of the introduction of Commissioners has potentially been reflected in the subsequent high attrition rate of Chief Constables, short tenure and quick turn over at Chief Officer level seen since that time (HMICFRS 2019). This unintended outcome of introducing Police and Crime Commissioners appears to have been the creation of a unique Governance challenge in itself. Evidence of a reduction in applicants to Chief Officer posts, high levels of anxiety and quick turn over once in the post have been identified; creating constant flux and significant impact on Police forces (HMICFRS 2019). 
The terms of reference for Police and Crime Commissioners dictated that the Home Secretary would no longer intervene in disputes between Chief Constables and their Police and Crime Commissioners (UK Government, 2011).  A number of decisions where therefore challenged in the court and were upheld with it becoming apparent that the Commissioners behaviour could not and was not, being reined in.  Chambers, (2014, p. 35) cited Members of Parliament challenging both the Prime Minister David Cameron and Secretary for Wales, David Jones on the resignation of Gwent Chief Constable Carmen Napier; it was noted both politicians responded by highlighting the ability of Commissioners to hold Chief Constables to account but failed on both occasions to acknowledge the lack of accountability of Commissioners themselves.  Lister (2014) also highlighted the Home Affairs Select Committee decision in 2013, to review the role of the PCC just a year after they had been elected, indicative perhaps that the scheme had not been as successful as initially hoped. 
The notoriety of the relationship between Chief Constables and Police and Crime Commissioners speaks volumes of the absence of Police and Crime Panels that had isolated themselves from processes or had been purposely excluded by their Commissioners.  This presents significant Governance concerns, when one individual can, for example, remove the most senior Officer from a Force, without consultation or providing a rationale for their decision.  
MP Keith Vaz, on launching the Home Affairs Select Committee reports into Police and Crime Commissioners stated ‘Police and Crime Panels must redouble their oversight of their PCCs…we need to guard against maverick decision making’ (Lister 2014).
These views were reflected by North Wales PCC Arfon Jones who accepted that HMIC had graded his office as ‘inadequate’ at public engagement for the 5 years of his leadership, later stating that the public did not know enough about certain crime categories to make informed decisions (Jones 2021). Jones also made insightful statements about the police and Crime Panel, stating that they only get one chance to veto his decision after which they have to accept the second proposal and that he had ‘carried on’ with his deputy Commissioner nomination despite the Panel’s rejection of that individual.  
Loveday (2018) discusses the Hillsborough disaster and the implications of Commissioners and before them, Police Authorities, not interfering in operational policing, in an attempt to uphold the requirement to maintain Political independence.  During the Hillsborough enquiry, evidence did not show the Chief Constable had been challenged by the Commissioner on the fact that all officers were required to rewrite their notebooks to eradicate evidence of Police mistakes.  Operation Midland, the failed investigation and prosecution of alleged sexual abuse by high profile politicians also demonstrated the refusal of the then Met Commissioner to provide transparency about what his staff were doing.  Therefore, Loveday argues that a more proactive approach would bring benefits and value to all parties.
Loveday (2018) does document examples from Nottinghamshire (of stop searches on the BAME community) and Staffordshire (dealing with Mental health) where the PCC has taken an innovative and proactive approach resulting in not just local change but a National strategic change of direction on the topic. This was noted by the Local Government Association (2014) in a report to the Home Affairs Select Committee stating that Police and Crime Commissioners were being publically acknowledged for their strategic governance of Police Forces and being held to account for such. 
However, (Chambers, 2014, pp. 32 - 39) cites a number of examples where Police and Crime Panel have failed to intervene in their Commissioners authorising unjustified increases to Chief Constable pay and Council tax precepts due to their insufficient powers and failure to undertake their role properly.  
Both authors make honest representations and provide examples of panels and commissioners who have taken no action, demonstrated positive, forward thinking innovation or simply displayed negative behaviour bordering on bullying. All are a reflection of the many varied Police and Crime Panels along with their Commissioners who fall somewhere across a range of differing levels of understanding of their roles and varied intentions for taking up the role in the first place.
Although controversial, Jones (2021) does make valid points; the first that the general public would not have the detailed knowledge or statistics available to them to come to relevant conclusions or make decisions.  However, this makes a sweeping judgement on the general knowledge base and would suggest that Commissioner candidates are making pledges on which they potentially have limited or no knowledge. 
Secondly, Commissioners have a duty to engage with their communities on these matters. Arguably, if they were to do so effectively, for example by utilising a publication scheme, this would enable the electorate to make those informed choices and become more engaged in what is happening in their communities. 
The final aspect of Jones’ views around Police and Crime Panels emphasises the comments made by Vaz; that Police and Crime Panels are not equipped to challenge or restrain those Commissioners that are determined to push through their decisions regardless of representations or negotiations made.
McDaniel (2018) reported that Police and Crime Commissioners were introduced to provide accountability on behalf of the public however, given such low public turnout at Police and Crime Commissioner elections, the author queries the claim they represent the main public opinion at all. Follow up research from the 2012 Commissioner elections showed just 15.1% of the population voted (Rallings and Thrasher 2013) with the authors noting that this figure was only achieved due to by-elections running concurrently. The figure had increased to 33.8% for the 2016 election (Rallings and Thrasher 2016) with all bar two of the existing PCCs being replaced by new candidates; suggesting perhaps, that the public had not been enamoured by the first iteration of Police and Crime Commissioners.
Therefore, in their vetoing of the Police and Crime Panel powers to avoid a reincarnated Police Authority, Loveday (2018) concludes that the concerns over Chief Constables with unfettered powers had been resolved, only to be replaced with a system of Police and Crime Commissioners who could not be held to account.
The Home Office (2021) have undertaken a review of the Police and Crime Commissioner and the Police and Crime Panel, citing a lack of accountability, transparency and professionalism.  The review appears to have acknowledged the numerous oversights by Police and Crime Panels by calling on the Local Government Association to provide guidance on how to govern and undertake the role effectively.  The review also calls for better delineation between Commissioners involving themselves in operational matters and training for Commissioners prior to commencing their role.  This would appear to bring Police and Crime Panels and their Commissioners into line with the statutory training and guidance for other public servants across the numerous other public services.
It is questionable when considering the number of public officials working across all public services, as to whether they should be part of the governance structure for every public service in their local area. Certainly, the initial creation of Police Authorities in 1964 was based on the use of existing public officials – those already of good standing within the community.  Could Commissioners and Crime Panels instead have been Co-opted Local Authority Councillors, School Governors and Community members?
Bouvaird and Loeffler (2003) certainly feel there has been an ‘audit explosion’ and credit the cost of auditing versus the low public confidence in such bodies, as being responsible for the lack of public interest.  This view was also held by Travers (2007) who cited an entire industry empire built for public scrutiny and suggested that the money spent on auditing public services would be better spent on the services themselves.  
The introduction of Police and Crime Commissioners has added a further layer of control and audit to an already congested field of Governance for policing in the UK. The field includes the Independent Office of Police Complaints (IOPC), Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of Constabulary and Fire Rescue Service (HMICFRS), National Audit Office and Information Commissioners Office.  Walsh and Conway (2011) consider the external governance structures such as the Home Office and lay visitors and the internal organisational checks and balances, stating that the existence of a disciplinary structure i.e. a Professional Standards Unit, is in itself a signal of a fair and legitimate organisation.  Despite the presence of an independent complaints body in the IOPC, the vast amount of police complaint investigations are still conducted internally therefore not providing the independence or legitimacy intended.  Therefore, if the existence of the IOPC is not improving public trust and confidence then where is the value for money and what benefit does it deliver to either Policing, the public or the Government?   
Bouvaird and Loeffler (2003) found that it is the Government’s difficulty in arranging their own public services in the first place, that has created the litany of inspectorates, auditors and commissioners, as they battle to manage and oversee a disparate array of functions.  The Home Office review (2021) of Police and Crime Panels would add weight to this viewpoint. Have they created a further layer of governance that they cannot control and therefore seek to bring into line after the event?
These arguments do add momentum to the call for a ‘one public service’ system which would take all of our organically grown public services and redesign them from scratch, integrating and embedding different service elements as is required and dictated by public need and demand.  There are parallels to be drawn across the governance of all of the public services once operating beyond the tactical level.  There are also huge savings of public funds once the system has been created as services are streamlined and wider societal issues such as adverse childhood experiences and anti-social behaviour resolved much earlier on, reducing demand not just in the short term but for the lifetime of those impacted.
There are visible elements of this thought process starting to appear in Policing Governance structures; Adlam and Villiers (2003) (pp.184) note that the introduction of the Crime and Disorder act 1998 dismantled a ‘monopoly’ on policing and brought others such as the local authority into the community safety arena.  This was part of a new Labour Government vision of reformed public sector performance, evidenced based policing and reflective practise. These were largescale changes to how Police Forces across the UK had been operating and previously held to account.  However, for a fully incorporated ‘one public service’ system to operate in Wales, control of the police needs to move from Central Government to the Welsh Parliament (formerly Welsh Assembly).
Devolution by its very nature devolves power from the centre to a local level.  Welsh voters made this choice to become a devolved Government in 1997 (Cabinet Office 2019) however, unlike the Irish and Scottish Governments, The Welsh Assembly did not secure control of the criminal justice elements including the courts, prisons or policing.
The Thomas Commission considered the legal jurisdiction in Wales given the devolution of other matters such as health, education and substance misuse.  The report argues that the legal framework and policing are so intertwined with those devolved responsibilities that it no longer makes sense to have two different systems and that full devolution is required for effective policymaking. The report also argues that the Home Office funding contribution makes up only a third of the total cost of Policing in Wales with the Welsh Government and local Council precept providing the rest. The Welsh Government however, has very little input as to how Policing in Wales is run or its priorities, as these are set by the Home Office.  Is this position countered however, by the introduction of local Police and Crime Commissioners, should power be decentralised along with decision making back to local Welsh areas?  Alternatively it could be argued that with the Police and Crime Commissioner set up already in place, it is now a small step to devolve wider responsibility to those individuals albeit once the concerns around Police and Crime Panel responsibility and grip have been resolved,
The Thomas Commission cited benefits to policing of devolution such as the offsetting of the impact of austerity since the Welsh Government backfilled the Home Office funding shortages ensuring Officer numbers were not reduced.  The report calls specifically for the devolution of policing, prisons and courts (whilst respecting the need for independence of political interference) along with other aspects of the judiciary in order to deliver better local governance and inspection regimes. The report was published in 2014 with a recommendation that by 2017, the responsibility for the Police Service was devolved to Wales matched by the Assembly with a cross party group for Policing and Policing Board incorporating all of the Chief Constables and Commissioners.
This however, has not occurred and instead Policing has evolved by introducing an ‘All Wales’ Assistance Chief Constable, Police Liaison Unit in Welsh Government and joint committee of Chief Constables and Police Commissioners.  Whilst this ensures continued collaboration, it does not further devolved policing.
The report went further than just calling for devolution in making recommendations for such a devolved Welsh Policing Service – a focus on BAME strategy and funding for an apprentice scheme.
The Thomas Commission was not the only commentator to consider this proposal; Chambers (2014 pp32-33) acknowledges the need to consider Policing in Wales separately to England due the devolved Government operating in Wales.  
Brewster and Jones (2019) point out that greater attention is required to devolved Welsh decision makers so as to better understand whether outcomes (within the arena of drug policy) have been driven by local action or national policy.
Police and Crime Commissioners have brought a level of local governance to policing in Wales however, gaps continue to appear. An example being the Well-being of future generations Act (Wales) 2015. This was groundbreaking legislation created in Wales, involving many of our statutory bodies however, specifically excluding Police due to their non-devolved status.  Participation and engagement has still been encouraged but not formally recognised, supporting the findings of the Thomas Commission in that whilst public services can be planned in a collaborative manner, they are not necessarily in a position to execute those plans. 
However, the debate around Welsh devolution is not one sided.  The Home Office has responsibility for setting the Strategic Policing Requirement (SPR), funding and legislative framework (Silk Report 2014);  a good reason for central government to resist devolution as they could find themselves negotiating with multiple regional governments over national counter terrorist requirements for example – a clear threat to national security. Williams (2003) cites the Government using economy and efficiencies as further reasons to retain centralised control of all forces. However, the ability of the Irish and Scottish establishments to overcome these concerns in the main, whilst still supporting National requirements would appear to set a precedent for this to occur across all regions.  The recent Covid-19 pandemic has also illustrated the ability of the four national governments of the UK, to consider and nurture the local need alongside, when required, national collaboration and a united front. (Institute for Government 2020)
In answer to the questions at the start of this paper, it is not evident that the public’s expectations of Policing is fully understood; Police and Crime Commissioners are not yet well recognised by the public and have not, in all cases, engaged effectively to become the ‘voice of the public’.  There is evidence however that when the role is undertaken successfully and by the right people, positive outcomes can be seen.
The public have however made themselves heard in the area of Police legitimacy. To achieve this, Policing needs stronger guidance towards a better landscape of accountability;  to strive for a less defensive, more open and transparent position where the sharing of rationale and decision making processes are the norm, referring to an earlier comment from Vaughan (2021) ‘we (Chief Constables) hold so much power and force, we ought to be accountable for that’. 
Devolution is also important, if power is handed to regional areas this would allow local solutions to be created for local problems thus removing the friction created at a local level compared to a national narrative. 
Considering the question of whether successive Governments have learned from their predecessors, it is clear the context of previous decisions are changed to suit the current need with concessions made to maintain political momentum. The Home Affairs Select Committee review of Police and Crime Commissioners in 2013 and the more recent Home Office review of Police Crime Panels could be compared to the original Home Office interference with Police Authorities - an attempt to ‘control by the back door’.  After all, Police and Crime Commissioners can be by opposition political parties, does could confirm the fears identified by Williams (2003) of the ‘Left Wingers’ potentially gaining more public support.
In summary, Policing in the UK is not in a dire position, leaders across all governance structures including Police and Crime Commissioners, the Home Office, National Police Chief’s Council, College of Policing and HMICFRS have researched and recognised where changes need to be made to better face the challenges ahead.  It is the governance structures themselves that need to be streamlined and better integrated with each other, the regional Governments and their strategic partners in order to operate more effectively and in closer proximity to the communities they serve.
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