



“The 21st century poses distinct new twists for the very long-standing challenge of holding police to account and providing democratic governance of a range of law enforcement and regulatory agencies with considerable power over citizens”. . 
According to Walsh & Conway (2011), despite their untidy and ill-defined relationship, governance and accountability are closely related. “Governance can refer abstractly to all processes of governing. It supplements a focus on the formal institutions of government with recognition of more diverse activities that blur the boundary of state and society. It draws attention to the complex processes and interactions involved in governing. Governance can also refer, more concretely, to the rise of new processes of governing that are hybrid and multi-jurisdictional with plural stakeholders working together in networks” . According to Bevir’s definition, governance is a broader and more encompassing notion than accountability, using terms like “multiple” stakeholders” and “complex processes”. Cadbury describes governance as “the system by which companies are directed and controlled.” . Fukuyama’s definition is similar with “a government’s ability to make and enforce rules, and to deliver services, regardless of whether that government is democratic or not.”  The term governance has its roots in the Latin verb “Gubernare” and the ancient Greek word “Kubernaein” both of which mean “to steer” or “to pilot” (like steering a ship). This etymology reflects the idea of guiding or directing a group or organisation. Marcus Tullius Cicero (106-43 BC), a prominent Roman statesman, orator, and philosopher, made significant contributions to the concept of governance during the late Roman Republic. His ideas have influenced political thought for centuries. He famously stated, “He that governs sits quietly at the stern and scarce is seen to move”. Cadbury liked this idea because it implied that a heavy-handed approach to governance was not necessary or desirable. Bovaird & Loeffler (2016) provide several definitions of “good governance”. They include terms such as participatory, accountable, transparent, openness, accountability and effectiveness. Whilst acknowledging that over-the-top monitoring can impair operational effectiveness and decision-making, it has been maintained that accountability promotes democratic control and good governance. ;.
In the context of policing, corporate governance in the modern UK context has a central and powerful future-shaping role (Barber, 2022). The issues of police accountability and governance have been rising up and at the forefront of local, national and worldwide agendas for at least the last fifty years according to Walsh & Conway (2011). This is because, in response to the demands placed on it by a more advanced, technical, diversified, globalised, urbanised, mobile, rights-conscious, and knowledge-based society, policing itself has had to change. In this context, accountability is particularly noteworthy and encompasses judicial investigations, inspectorates, police-community consultation forums, complaints and democratic monitoring from local and national parliaments. Often employed in a variety of contexts the term “accountability” can lack clear meaning or definition but one of its objectives is to guarantee the efficient use of public funds. Jarvis (2014), cited in Rowe (2020), outlines a four-fold model of accountability; “Democratic: accountability controls and legitimizes government actions by linking them to democratic chain of delegation, Assurance: accountability is essential to withstand the tendency toward power concentration and abuse of powers in the executive branch, Learning: accountability provides public office-holders and agencies with feedback-based inducements to increase their effectiveness and efficiency and Results: accountability concentrates focus on ensuring that public resources are utilized to secure desired public policy outcomes”. (Jarvis, 2014, p. 453). Rowe cautions, though, that while this model can help navigate some of the intricacies of police accountability, it does not address all of the underlying issues.  
This critical evaluation will consider some of the challenges encountered due to the changing governance landscape in policing in England & Wales; with reference to the roles and responsibilities of Police Authorities, Police and Crime Commissioners, the Mayoral system versus PCCs and Police and Crime Panels.
In contrast to most other countries, policing in the UK is based upon consent. According to this philosophy, policing is not derived from fear but by cooperation according to the historian, Charles Reith. Instead of using military force and harsh legal penalties to supress crime and disorder, the idea of policing by consent was outlined in the “General Instructions” which were issued to new officers in 1829, the first of which was “to prevent crime and disorder” (Home Office, 2012). The Metropolitan Police was founded in 1829. Boroughs were compelled to establish police forces in 1835. All rural areas established police forces in 1856, the first Constabulary Inspectors were recruited, and local police authorities were obliged to provide the Home Office with statistics. (Barber, 2022). The 1962 Royal Commission and the Police Act of 1964 are frequently cited as historical turning points in policing literature on police accountability. The Commission was created in response to several police scandals, and one of its objectives was to update the localised policing system for the modern day by offering a more precisely defined constitutional framework. A significant feature was a desire to centralise the force, however, proposals for a national force were rejected due to concerns about the establishment of a state-run police, and it was suggested that the Home Office and chief constables should be given the majority of the authority instead (Davies, 2014).
Established by the 1964 Police Act, police authorities were tasked with maintaining an “adequate and efficient” police force, which the 1996 Police Act later changed to “efficient and effective”. Police authorities replaced local “Watch Committees” and were made up of appointed members and nominated local council members. Caless & Owens (2016) drew attention to the apparent absence of assessment or challenge over the extent to which political influences were exercised in these selections. In a “tripartite” relationship with the Home Office and the Association of Chief Police Officers, police authorities were to play a key role. Although this approach sought to prevent policing from becoming overly politicised, worries over the forces’ accountability to local people persisted. Police authorities held police services accountable locally, but senior officers also liaised with ministers and civil servants to tackle more serious and organised crime that transcended geographical boundaries, resulting in the development of a series of vertical principal-agent relationships (Murphy, et al., 2017). There were no immediate indications of conflict among the tripartite body despite a clear power imbalance that weighed heavily against police authorities, but Walker (2000) cited by Davies (2014) contends that this was a result of chief constables and the Home Office feeling content with their increased authority as well as a decline in the authority and ambition of police authorities. Several external factors reinforced the powers of chief constables and the subordinate position of police authorities. One of the main factors supporting this situation was the legal support for the doctrine of operational independence. In the 1968 ruling of R v Metropolitan Police Commissioner ex parte Blackburn, Lord Denning upheld the notion that police were “answerable to the law and the law alone” and could not be directed what to do by politicians (Davies, 2014). Events such as the South Yorkshire police authority’s inaction in the face of evidence of police malpractice during the 1985 miner’s strike and the Hillsborough football stadium in Sheffield in 1989 made clear the need for a more efficient local mechanism to enhance police governance. The Police and Magistrates Court Act of 1995 and the Police Act of 1996 decreased the size of the police authorities and gave chief constables direct management and budgetary control. The 1996 Act also gave the Home Secretary the power to request that a police authority require the retirement of its chief constable. The Police Act 2002 and Police and Justice Act 2006 granted the Home Secretary additional powers formerly held by police authorities, such as the ability to take corrective action in cases where a negative inspection had occurred (Barber, 2022). The 2010 coalition government believed that police authorities were inadequate and faceless bodies and as such they were unable to effectively represent local opinions on policing (Joyce & Wain, 2013). The most radical change to police governance since 1964 was legislated with the introduction of directly elected Police and Crime Commissioners. 
Gove led the charge against “failing chief constables” in 2005 because: “There is no adequate mechanism in Britain for holding a failing chief constable satisfactorily to account”. Three years later, Gove said in an article in the “The Scotsman”, that the public should have a voice in determining police priorities. Although the methods of approach were debatable the path towards greater democracy was obvious, whether by directly electing police authority members or holding the local police chief directly accountable to the elected mayor (Caless & Owens, 2016). The coalition government led by Conservatives from 2010 to 2015 implemented reforms that led to the current governance structure in England and Wales. The Police Reform and Social Responsibility Act of 2011 (PRSRA) established a broader reform package that included the introduction of Police and Crime Commissioners (PCCs) in 2012. Elections to select PCCs for 41 of England and Wales’s 43 police forces were held on 15th November 2012. Through the statutory authority afforded by the PRSRA, the PCC was able to choose and remove chief constables, set force priorities and establish budgets, all while holding chief constables to account for their actions (Davies & Johnson, 2016). According to Lister & Rowe (2021), the creation of PCCs was possibly the biggest constitutional amendment to police governance in fifty years. PCC proponents believed that by evaluating whether elected PCCs had fulfilled their manifestos, local communities should be able to hold them more easily accountable than the police authorities who came before them. However, Joyce & Wain (2013) highlighted some issues with the election contest. Obtaining 100 signatures and making a £5,000 deposit were prerequisites for candidates, which significantly hampered independent candidates. Some political parties funded their candidates whereas others didn’t. Caless & Owens (2016) suggested that perhaps the costs were imposed by the government intentionally to create hurdles and discourage political extremists. It posed the possibility that national factors, including the political parties’ level of popularity, could affect the result of the elections, which were designed to ensure that only local issues would shape the agenda in each force area. The main justification for replacing police authorities with directly elected PCCs was to give the people more influence over policing matters; but, with only 14.7% of voters showing up for the elections, how representative of their communities were they in reality? This was the lowest amount ever recorded for a national election campaign (Davies & Johnson, 2016). Because the Home Office failed to give the electorate any information about the candidates, the inaugural elections were received with a high level of uncertainty and disinterest. Additionally, because it was independent and not coordinated with local government elections, the chaos was made worse with it being described as an “omni-shambles” (Loveday, 2018). Caless & Owens (2016) agreed that the government’s desire to push on with the PCC elections because it had been a manifesto commitment contributed towards some of the issues encountered around the timings. It had been assumed that simply declaring the elections would be enough to involve the electorate, but there had been a lack of awareness regarding the amount of publicity needed to have an impact on public consciousness. Simply put, “people did not know enough about the election; why it was happening, what it signified, who was standing and why, and as a consequence some may have been unable to make informed choices” (Caless & Owens, 2016, p. 39). Davies & Johnson’s article in 2016 emphasised how tensions between PCCs and chief constables had resulted from the altered power dynamics brought about by the shifting of control from the Home Secretary and police authorities. The issue was also further compounded by the one-on-one dynamic between PCCs and chiefs. There were examples of positive working relationships but also of relationship breakdowns. There was a string of high-profile clashes reported between chief constables and PCCs in the media in the first few months following the first elections in 2012. Within eight months of their PCCs arrival 16 out of 41 chief constables had left. Loader (2013) cited by Davies & Johnson (2016) suggested that this shift among chief officers might be proof that PCCs resembled a “disruptive technology” intended to revolutionise the current state of policing by empowering local communities to enact reforms and create a new generation of chief constables. Davies & Johnson considered the principal-agent theory as a framework for the relationship with the PCC as the principal; directing, overseeing and holding to account the chief constable who is the agent. This entirely reversed the arrangements that had been in place with police authorities, where the chief officer acted as principal with the police authority as their agent. There were potential advantages to this relationship such as the ability to make swift decisions, however there was also drawbacks such as objective divergence and information overload (Waterman & Meier, 1998). An anonymous article published in The Times on 1st December 2014 entitled “Spent Force” articulated that an “experiment” in directly electing police chiefs had proven a fiasco. It seemed that a well-meaning initiative to hold police forces accountable and decentralise decision-making had failed (Caless & Owens, 2016). In their force area chief constables are directly responsible for the operational delivery of policing services. They may also be held responsible for national operations or standard setting since they also have some influence on the development of regional and national policing. They are chosen by the PCC and answerable to courts regarding their use of police powers. A chief constable is in charge of carrying out all legislative and legal duties associated with their position as the “corporate sole” for their force. Additionally, they must adhere to any existing consent or governance systems that establish force governance structures (House of Lords Library, 2020). Barber (2022) considers this to be one of the most significant issues with the existing system of police governance as it lacks explicit means for collaborative decision-making. Giving directly elected individuals the authority to choose police priorities and set the police precept, as well as to appoint and dismiss chief constables, was a constitutional deviation that some feared was hurried and risky. There were many concerns that the police would become too politicised and that chief officers’ operational independence would be trampled on by PCCs (Loader & Muir, 2016). Lustgarten (1986) famously described operational independence as “no political body shall have the power to direct or command those in charge of the police organisation to adopt or reject a particular policy or practice, and that in the end responsibility for policing rests with the chief constable”. When it became apparent that the major political parties would be running as candidates, concerns over the potential political repercussions were drawn sharply into focus. 29 of the 41 PCC’s elected in 2012 were associated to one of the mainstream political parties and only 12 were independent candidates (Lister & Rowe, 2021). Questions were therefore raised in relation to how accountable PCCs were to the public that they served. In some cases, the selection criteria for deputy and assistant PCCs turned out to be quite ambiguous, and the media’s portrayal of these appointments led to accusations of “cronyism” and partiality based on party-political or personal professional relationships (Ludwig, et al., 2017). Although the introduction of PCCs had some benefits, such as increasing the accountability of chief constables and assisting in focussing policing more closely on community issues, worries persisted about the PCCs absolute power to dismiss a chief constable (Barber, 2022).
In both the US and Europe, mayoral governance has long been a part of local government. In the US, mayors are directly elected, although their authority varies with only the larger cities having mayors with greater power (Mouritzen & Svara, 2002). The Cities and Local Government Devolution Bill was announced and introduced as a House of Lords Bill during the Queen’s speech following the 2015 election. It contained clauses that allowed an elected mayor to appoint a deputy mayor and assume the PCCs responsibilities in areas where there was joint power (Gains, 2015). Bringing a commissioner’s responsibilities alongside those of a combined authority was intended to lead to greater opportunities for alignment between strategic policing and other public functions. In the Greater London mayoral election, turnout increased from 34% in 2000 to 45% in 2008 (although it did fall again back down to 38% for the 2012 election). This is notably higher than was seen during the PCC elections. The public seemed more easily able to understand who to hold accountable for the expenditure decisions in devolved systems due to the increased visibility of a mayor. Supporters of the model electing city leaders asserted that it offered benefits for efficiency and democracy. The ability to use a clear and unique place-based mandate made directly elected mayors appear more visible, accountable, legitimate and powerful than other types of city leaders. Those in support believed that the model provided superior place-based leadership (Gash & Sims, 2012). Critics worried that mayoral elections would probably turn into personality-driven affairs with mayoral elections becoming personality contests rather than concentrating on policy options and manifestos. They warned that concentration of power in the hands of one person may not always be beneficial. The decision-maker may feel overburdened and tempted to delegate authority to unelected officers or advisors. It could also create “bottlenecks” in the decision-making process (Latham, 2017). Studies that examined the appointment of the first city mayors offered some proof that the goals of a mayoral model had been achieved. (Gains, 2015). Mayoral authorities concurred that the council was better at handling cross-cutting issues and that decision-making was speedier and more transparent. However, the evidence for improved performance was weak. The mayor’s executive powers were allegedly insufficient under the governance style adopted in London therefore they were doubled with succeeding laws. (Travers, 2012). In a BBC News article in 2023 Joshua Nevett reported that there had been more elected regional mayors in recent years, but the function of PCCs remained relatively obscure (Nevett, 2023). Key headlines arising from this article and the policy paper “Levelling Up” cited by Durke (2024) included; the government preferring mayoral control of PCC functions where boundaries aligned, opposition parties complaining about the leadership of PCCs and calling for them to be scrapped, and the UK government saying it would take into consideration the role that directly elected mayors of local authorities could have when it came to police and fire operations.
The” tripartite” governance structure was effectively replaced with a “quadripartite” structure through the creation of Police Crime Panels (PCPs). It could be argued that the tripartite system disappeared with the abolition of police authorities and the introduction of PCCs. Although PCPs were comprised of independent members and local council members, they did not share accountability with chief constables like the former police authorities had (Barber, 2022). The authority and interaction between chief constables, the Home Secretary, PCCs and police crime panels was set out in the 2011 Policing Protocol Order and stipulated in Article 30: “The operational independence of the police is a fundamental principle of British policing. It is expected by the Home Secretary that the professional discretion of the police service and oath of office give surety to the public that this shall not be compromised”. (Rowe, 2020, p. 17). However, the boundaries of operational independence were fuzzy according to Rowe. It was clear that there was significant and inherent ambiguity in reality regarding the balance between police autonomy and oversight, even though operational independence may be a straightforward legal promise. Although the Home Secretary, PCCs, or any other agency may not be allowed to control the actions of chief officers, there was still a hazy line separating that specific prohibition from the area where political authorities were required by the constitution to step in. The Home Office and PCCs determine priorities and set resources for local police services. PCCs shape the local landscape of policing and lever funding from central government and other agencies. All of this is appropriately within the PCCs purview and function, and while it does not directly jeopardise operational freedom in terms of how specific areas are policed, it does constitute the local context that officers use to exercise discretion.  Lister & Rowe (2021) concluded that while on one hand the protocol sought to support the notion of operational independence, it actually worked against this goal by giving PCCs a wide range of powers. Additionally, they identified that PCCs strategic choices would unavoidably make it more difficult for chief constables to effectively lead and manage their forces. 
PCPs were established as the single authority to hold PCCs to account in between elections, however, they were only given a very limited amount of authority and resources out of concern that they would replicate the panel arrangements that had been observed with police authorities (Loveday, 2018). In his paper Barber (2022) set out the duties of the PCC, the chief constable and the Police and Crime Panel quite clearly. He summarised that the legislation meant that PCCs were in charge of defining the “what” of policing while chief constables oversaw the “how”. The PCPs powers included the ability to veto the proposed precept and chief constable candidate, examine the PCCs annual report, require them to attend the panel to answer questions and to handle less serious complaints (Barber, 2022). However, Cooper (2020) cited by Barber (2022) goes on to say that whilst PCPs could call a scrutiny meeting when the PCC sought to dismiss a chief constable and could approach HMICFRS to ask for a professional opinion on that decision, those checks and balances were ineffective in practice because the PCC only needed to “consider the panel’s recommendation”. Since 2012, this authority had only been used once and on that occasion, it had not ultimately altered the result. Barber also emphasised the lack of procedures for dealing with PCCs who had lost the public’s trust due to unsatisfactory behaviour. This was seen in Rotherham in 2014, when an independent inquiry found that numerous shortcomings in local child protection services had led to the abuse of children continuing for many years following suspicions first arising. Senior officers in the local authority resigned, but PCC Shaun Wright insisted he was the best placed person to deal with the problems and refused to step down. The PCP passed a vote of no confidence, but the panel only has the power to suspend a PCC if he or she are charged with a criminal offence carrying a maximum sentence of longer than two years. This meant that Shaun Wright could have stayed in post until the next election despite being a suspended member of the Labour Party. Following pressure from relatives of the abused children, the public, the media, the Chair of the Home Affairs Select Committee, the Home Secretary and even the Prime Minister, Shaun Wright did eventually resign (Travis, 2014).
[bookmark: _Hlk184281491]This critical evaluation began by reviewing the history before exploring the structural changes that have impacted upon governance in policing over the years; Police Authorities, Police and Crime Commissioners, the Mayoral system versus PCCs and Police and Crime Panels. The success of the PCC model in the UK remains a topic of debate. Whilst the PCC model has introduced some positive changes it continues to face significant challenges and criticisms. The police governance system must ensure that police are accountable to the public whilst remaining independent operational decision makers and according to Barber (2022) the fundamentals of the current system, in particular the sharing of power between the Home Secretary, PCCs and chief constables is the best way of achieving this. Compared to the past, the new accountability structures for policing in England and Wales are significantly more complicated. It is much too simplistic to claim that forces are now predominantly subject to "downwards" accountability processes, even though they are more responsive to communities than the police authorities they replaced, which is at least in part due to the introduction of PCCs. Although centralised targeting frameworks have been abolished, "upwards" accountability systems are still very strong thanks to the new PEEL programme, which is a centralised performance monitoring framework, and the Home Secretary's ongoing authority to step in and intervene when required. It was not always obvious how the obligations were divided because the new accountability arrangements involved a lot more participants, with some taking on the roles of both “principal” and “agent”. The public may thus have a less clear grasp of the fundamental duties and responsibilities under the new arrangements, which would make it more difficult for them and statutory bodies to hold officials accountable for their actions (Loader & Muir, 2016). The evidence suggests that PCCs have, overall, changed policing by bringing greater democratic oversight, greater public responsibility (which was the primary justification for their creation), and a closer alignment of policing with community needs. It is clear that the public and media pay more attention to the existence of a single directly elected person in charge of local policing than to police authorities who were hardly noticeable to the general public. Compared to police authorities, PCCs are holding chief constables to account more effectively. One could argue that under the previous structure, chief constables actually had too much power (Loader & Muir, 2016). The role of PCC has increased the visibility of police governance and improved scrutiny of police actions with some PCCs delivering significant cost savings and introducing innovative practices (Cooper, 2021). The main weaknesses of the model include variable effectiveness, low public engagement, challenges in making collective decisions and imbalances of power. However, the critic’s greatest predictions have not come true; the PCC model has not resulted in a widespread “politicisation of policing”, or at the very least, policing is no more or less political now than it has always been. Nor has it resulted in the election of “extremist” candidates or PCCs meddling with chief constables’ operational duties (Barber, 2022). The efficacy of PCPs has been critically examined, especially in relation to its capacity to hold PCCs to account. Research shows that PCPs often find it difficult to effectively scrutinise PCCs. According to participants in a mixed methods study PCPs were unable to properly carry out their statutory duties because they lacked the necessary authority and funding. Senior stakeholder interviews indicated that PCPs were more than proactive when performing their duties which reduced their effectiveness. Issues were also identified in relation to the lack of representativeness and problems with their training (Cooper, 2023). It appeared to many that the role of PCPs was poorly defined at the outset. Many of the issues highlighted in relation to the weaknesses of PCPs remain but it is possible that this will be revisited, and they will be afforded enhanced powers and increased resources which would enable them to more effectively scrutinise the PCC in the future. 
So, what does the future hold?  The Policing and Crime Act 2017 included provisions to enhance collaboration between the emergency services. This included enabling commissioners in England to take on the functions and duties of their local fire and rescue authority (Blackburn, 2019). PCCs may be given more authority over parts of the wider criminal justice system, such as juvenile justice and the prison estate. The most ambitious wave of policing reform in ten years was recently unveiled by Home Secretary Yvette Cooper, according to an article by Sweetland (2024) in Policing Insight on 22nd November 2024. The plan calls for more than £500 million in additional funding for forces throughout England and Wales, a new Home Office Police Performance Unit and co-designed police performance framework, and a new “National Centre of Policing” to manage support services for local forces. The Home Secretary stated in her address that the British practice of policing by consent would be in danger unless there was a significant revamp to boost public confidence. In order to promote changes and make sure that policing is positioned to succeed rather than be thwarted by national structures and that the Home Office was to play a more active role in collaborating with policing leaders as part of a strategic reset in the relationship between government and policing. She added that the reforms would give PCCs a bigger role in deterring crime (Cooper, 2024). Interestingly, the Police Foundation released a paper titled “Fit for the future” within the same month. It identified several issues with the current system, the first being the legal and constitutional framework. The fact that each chief constable and PCC existed as a “corporation sole”, within the system of police governance meant that none of them could be bound by the decisions of others when it came to national collaboration. Furthermore, the second and linked issue was the tradition of the tripartite system. The relative powers of the different parties had changed over time. From 1990 - 2010 the Home Secretary had been the most powerful voice supported by various legislative changes. But during the 2010s the Home Office took a step back leaving decision-making to chief constables and the newly created PCCs. This echoed the Home Secretary’s vision of the Home Office assuming a more active role in the future. The report emphasised that police governance should continue to reflect the tripartite tradition in an effort to avoid excessive political control of the police but suggested that there would be value in reviewing how this system worked nationally so there would be more clarity regarding who is responsible and accountable for which decisions. The proposal for a more transparent and accountable system includes finding ways of improving the connections and feedback loops between central direction setting, inspection, IOPC findings, PCC accountability processes and clarifying the responsibilities of PCCs (The Police Foundation, 2024). 
The Labour party emerged victorious from the general election held on 4th July 2024 with Keir Starmer entering No. 10 as the new prime minister the following morning. Giving communities influence and control is a value that is strongly ingrained in Labour Party traditions, according to the incoming Labour government’s visions for Community Power. They plan to shift power from Westminster to the rest of the system and back to communities through a mission-driven approach to governance. The core concept of community power is the idea that individuals should have a significant say in how the government and the public sector as a whole make decisions since they have the necessary knowledge, skills and experience. It is their belief that better and more long-lasting results will be obtained if community knowledge and professional knowledge were treated equally (Comer-Schwartz, et al., 2023).
To what extent the Home Secretary’s proposals for police reform and the new Labour government manifesto will truly impact upon the structures and governance in policing in the UK only time will tell.
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