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‘Governance’ has no exact definition, and its meaning can change depending on the context. It is defined in the Cambridge Dictionary as the way that an organisation or nation is manged at the highest level, as well as the systems put in place to ensure this management takes place (Cambridge, 2024). Th 1997 United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) policy paper defined governance as the exercise of economic, political, and administrative authority to manage a country’s affairs at all levels (UNDP, 1997). In 1989 the World Bank defined governance as the exercise of political power to manage a nation’s affairs (Bank, 1989).  In 1992 the Cadbury report defined governance as the system by which companies are directed and controlled (Cadbury, 1992). 
There are also historical interpretations of governance; the Greek word ‘Kubernao’ which metaphorically means to steer a ship in the context of steering men, was used by Plato when defining governance (Studies, 2024). In Latin the word ‘Gubernare’ means to steer or rule, and the etymology of the word shows it came from the aforementioned ancient Greek phrase. Marcus Tullius Cicero (106-43 BC) is quoted as saying “He that governs sits quietly at the stern and scarce is seen to move” (Cadbury, 2002). 
These historical and contemporary terms, at least on the face of it, imply a directive, ‘Top-Down’ definition- overseeing the control and direction of a nation or organisation. A common phrase in these examples is ‘management’, and whilst the phrases management and governance are often used interchangeably and share similarities, there are significant differences separating them. Governance is a system that provides a framework for managing organisations (CGI, 2024).  It is strategic in nature and set’s the course that the organisation is taking- it’s goals, direction, and accountability frameworks and in essence the ‘steering’ referred to in historical interpretations. Management on the other hand is responsible for the day to day running of an organisation and the implementation of the strategic goals and vison set out at the governance level. Governance is the ‘what’ and management is the ‘how’. (GGI, 2021). 
How then does ‘governance’ work in the UK today? There have been significant societal changes since Cicero and Plato mused the concept many centuries ago. Governance is conducted no longer by ruling and controlling. Living in free, democratic societies with constitutional and legal frameworks for ensuring the rights of those living in them, those in ‘power’ are no longer able to simply impose their will with only the interests of a limited few at heart. Of course, there is a need for some form of authoritarianism within a democratic society- we still need laws and these need to be enforced where needed. However, in a contemporary democracy like the UK, it is essential that this is enacted with the consent of the population. This is achieved, in part, through listening to the views of the public and considering these perspectives when setting strategic direction and accountability mechanisms. The public need to be satisfied that they are being heard and that those in charge are accountable for the decisions they make. 
‘Stakeholder governance’ is a contemporary concept that considers the perspectives of all those likely to be affected by the actions or operations of an organisation or entity or who’s actions can affect it (Governance, 2024). Each stakeholder will have a voice and a defined role to play in the decision-making process, and whilst this concept is largely reserved for commercial industries, the theory behind it is easily transferable to areas such as politics and policing.  Modern ‘Governance’ covers areas beyond simply maintaining control and is concerned with effectiveness, efficiency, and accountability and all organisations will have a governance structure in some form. 
What ‘Good Governance’ looks like is subjective, however there are some basic principles. NHS Providers define ‘Good Governance’ as having effective strategies, ethical leadership, meaningful challenge, and real accountability (Providers, 2024). The Scottish Government also echo these principles, citing strategic direction, assurance frameworks and a collaborative approach amongst others in addition to this (Government, 2024).  From a business perspective, the Chartered Governance Institute of UK and Ireland cite 4 key areas- Fairness, Transparency, Responsibility and Accountability (Institute, 2024).  Loeffler said that concepts of ‘governance’ and ‘good governance’ are contestable, but that they are central to an understanding of the way in which government and the public sector relate to their society (E.Loeffler, 2016). In other words, how well governance is exercised is central to the relationship between institutions and the public. Whilst organisational objectives will differ between industries, there is a clear commonality in relation to modern governance best practice. This common theme is accountability and for the police, as said by Lord Patten in his 1999 report on policing in Northern Ireland, ‘In a democratic society, all public officials must be fully accountable to the institutions of that society for the due performance of their functions, and a chief of police cannot be an exception’ (Patten, 1999).
Governance structures in Policing 
Governance in Policing today is split into 3 key areas: The Chief Constable for the Police Force (CC), the Police and Crime Commissioner (PCC) and the Police and Crime Panel.  
The Chief Constable is responsible for operational policing, along with setting and embedding high ethical standards within their organisation (Bew, 2015). A Chief Constable has the independence and autonomy to make operational policing decisions and is accountable to the PCC for how they deliver policing to their communities. 
The Police Reform and Social Responsibility Act 2012 created PCCs is to increase police accountability by having democratically elected officials setting local police and crime objectives and to holding the Chief Constable to account for a force’s performance. PCC’s set the forces budget and the precept people pay via council tax, promote multiagency working, and commission services to reduce crime and provide support to victims. They also have the power to hire and fire Chief Constables (HMIC, 2012).  
Police and Crime panels are a non-executive body established to ensure transparency by challenging PCC’s and holding them to account as well as offering support as a ‘critical friend’. Made up of independent members and elected representatives from the local authority, they scrutinise decisions made by the PCC and make recommendations in the annual Police and Crime Plan report, which the PCC must be cognisant of when creating the police and crime plan. They do not have the power to make any executive decisions or challenge the Chief Constable (Office, 2023). 
The Metropolitan Police and several other larger territorial areas employ a ‘Mayoral’ system in which the elected Mayor for that area assumes the PCC role. The mayor will be held to account by the Mayor’s Office for Police and Crime (MOPAC) which has similar functions to that of a Police and Crime panel.  The suggested benefit of the Mayoral system is the ability for Mayors, though their greater reach and authority, to align priorities with other key areas, offering a more ‘joined-up approach and offering enhanced working between different government departments and partner agencies, increasing efficiency  (Office, 2024). Along with the Met, several other areas have also adopted this structure over the last 13 years: Greater Manchester in 2017, West Yorkshire in 2021, South Yorkshire and York and North Yorkshire in 2024, with a proposal tabled for West Midlands to follow (Evans, 2024).
The purpose of this ‘Tripartite’ structure is to balance the need for accountability to the public alongside the requirement for policing to be free from political interference and for CC’s to be able to make independent operational decisions. As expressed in the Barber Review of 2022, PCC’s are the ‘What’ of policing- what the public believes should be the policing priority, what money is spent where and what happens if this is not done. Chief Constables then are the ‘How’- ensuring the policing plan is put into place, money is spent effectively and efficiently and ensuring the public are kept up to date (Barber, 2022). 
Before the establishment of PCC’s in 2012, Chief Constables were held to account by Police Authorities. This was a panel of approximately 17 members, made up of a mixture of elected officials from a local authority and independent members. The panel had 3 key functions; to secure an efficient and effective police service, to secure continuous improvement and to obtain the views of local people about the policing of their area (HMIC, 2012). Committee meetings would take place quarterly and would hold the budget for a particular police force. They would produce an annual report on a forces progress for their communities. Police Authorities themselves were accountable to the Home Secretary, who had the responsibility delivering effective policing across the country. 
Police Authorities were largely viewed as powerless and weak comparative to the autonomy of Chief Constables and the power of the Home Secretary. They were criticised for their inability to challenge the police, to hold them to account and for their lack of visibility and accessibility. Very few members of the public knew who they were or what their role was (Barber, 2022). In 2014, then Home Secretary Theresa May claimed that only 7% of the public knew police authorities even existed, claiming they were ‘invisible committees of unknown appointees that had no contact with the public’ and lacked a mandate from the public to drive real change (Owens, 2016). Police and Crime Commissioners were established to provide a robust accountability mechanism for local communities. By being democratically elected, they would hold a mandate from the public. They would be known, visible and accessible and have the required power to effectively hold Chief Constables to account. Furthermore, PCCs would allow the Home Secretary to largely withdraw from their involvement in local policing and concentrate on national issues such as counter terrorism and serious and organised crime (Barber, 2022).
Along with PCC’s, there are other governance and accountability mechanisms within policing. The Independent Office of Police Conduct (IPOC), His Majesty's Inspectorate of Constabulary and Fire & Rescue Services or HMICFRS, The College of Policing and the National Police Chiefs Council (NPCC) are all responsible for oversight in policing. The IPOC oversee the police complaints system in England and Wales and set and investigate all cases where someone has died or suffered serious injury following contact with the police as well as allegations of police corruption (IPOC, 2024). HMICFRS independently inspect and assesses the effectiveness and efficiency of police forces and fire & rescue services. Their findings, conclusions and recommendations are published for public scrutiny, and they will often continue to monitor forces whose performance falls short (HMICFRS, 2024). The College of Policing is a professional, independent public body established in 2012 to oversee the consistency and standardisation of police training and education (CoP, 2024). 
The National Police Chiefs Council (NPCC) is the representative body for all senior police officers in the UK. It works with CoP, and Association of Police and Crime Commissioners to help set and drive the national policing direction and to agree national standards and common approaches. All Chief Officers are members, and many have designated portfolios to drive specific areas of business. Within the NPCC is the Chief Constables' Council, the most senior operational decision-making body with the NPCC, meeting quarterly to discuss operational policing issues and agree actions as a collective going forward (NPCC, 2024). In his 2023 report, State of Policing, Andy Cooke stated that the NPCC weas a ‘fragile arrangement’ that relied on the voluntary agreements between 43 Chief Constables and PCCs. He stated that Chief Constables on occasions failed to agree and reach timely decisions on important national matters. This wasn’t, he said, without reason, with there being instances where some CC’s believed a particular decision wouldn’t suit their force’s strategic direction. To ensure timely decisions were reached, Andy Cooke argued that a more formal mechanism to make collective, binding, national decisions was required (Cooke, 2022).  
Whilst having a common purpose to provide oversight to the police in England and Wales, none of these bodies have the power to set local crime objectives or to hold a Chief Constable to account in the same way as the PCC.  In the case of HMICFRS and IPOC, they assess performance of a police force and provide recommendations for improvement, with their context often being quite narrow and in response to a failings or single issues as opposed to than an emerging or local issue or wider strategy. Neither organisation is democratically elected, and the public do not have a say in directing the terms of reference for any review. Whilst both are independent of the government and police, any changes they drive will be born out of an investigation rather than public consultation. Furthermore, Chief Constables are under no obligation to act on any recommendations made. The NPCC, whilst arguably driving standards and national initiatives that will clearly be of benefit to local policing, are focussed more on national and strategic direction and as evidenced, can potentially bring it into conflict with any local priorities that are set in a Police and Crime Plan. 

Partnerships and Police Governance
The 2024 Home Affairs Select Committee review references the government as favouring a move to ‘combined authority mayors’ much like in the Met and other metropolitan areas. A key challenge for PCC’s was ensuring efficient working between external partners and other government agencies to reduce and prevent crime, and to drive efficiency, rather than working in silo. It was highlighted that the governance structures for these areas; health, employment, housing, and education, existed outside the criminal justice system and would require national reach to access the levers of these institutions. The challenge of taking on a national approach would require unanimity between each chief constable and PCC or Mayor to effectively proceed with national programmes set by the Home Office. This would mean some form of balance and functional alignment between local and national priorities. The review cautioned that, given the number of models for governance already present in policing, such a move would present a challenge for delivering a clear and consistent message to the public regarding who is accountable for delivering local policing (Cleverley, 2024). 
There are already statutory obligations on CC’s to work with partner agencies: Section 6 of the Crime and Disorder Act 1998 established Community Safety Partnerships (CSP) for a multiagency approach to tackling crime and antisocial behaviour. There are over 300 Community Safety Partnerships in England and Wales, operating as either district, unitary, or borough partnerships (Gov.uk, 2024). The Children Act 2004, places a duty on local authorities, the police, schools and health services along with other partners to work together in safeguarding and promoting the welfare of children, in all aspects from initial response to an incident, joint investigations, long term safety planning and multi-agency reviews (Library, 2024). The Criminal Justice Act 2003 established Multi-Agency Public Protection Arrangements (MAPPA) in in England and Wales, which were designed to protect the public and victims of crime, from perpetrators of sexual and violent offences (MAPPA, 2024). 
Each multi-agency arrangement will have its own governance structure, with each generally be chaired by a senior leader from one of the statutory partners. Agreements are made annually around each partnerships aims and objectives. With no defined ‘governance’ structure, these partnerships rely on all parties agreeing what the priorities are.  Loeffler claimed that hierarchical, top-down policymaking does not work in networks, especially in situations where there is no clear ‘top’. He also clarified that actors within a network will often have different goals and that there is a need to create a relative degree of alignment to enable them to work effectively (E.Loeffler, 2016). This appears to be the case with multiagency partnerships and adds and additional layer of complexity to police governance. There are 43 territorial police forces in England and Wales. These overlay the 317 Local Authorities in England and 22 in Wales, along with London. This means police force jurisdictions will often encompass multiple local authorities, straddling boundaries with other them and other Police forces. This presents a significant challenge in aligning the governance structures of each with that of the police to ensure consistency without compromising local priorities set out in police and crime plans. 
Is the PCC Governance structure working?
UK policing is performed with the consent of the public, as set out in the 9 ‘Peelian Principles’ following the creation of the Metropolitan Police Service in 1829. The authority of the police is based on the public consenting to their activity and if this consent was lost, so would be the police’s authority (Tudor, 2023). Police officers must be impartial and ‘seek and preserve public favour, not by pandering to public opinion: but by constantly demonstrating absolutely impartial service to law’ (Home Office, 2012).  The police should be apolitical and act ‘without fear or favour’ or ‘improper political interference’ (Brown, 2021). This forms part of the attestation taken by all police officers (PFEW, 2018). PCC’s also take an oath upon taking office stating they will not seek to influence or prevent any lawful and reasonable investigation or arrest, nor encourage any police action other than that which is lawful as per their role (Gov.uk, 2012). 
Elected every 4 years by public vote, PCC’s can be politically affiliated or independent. In 2024 there are no independent PCC’s compared to 12 in the first elections in 2012 (Millie Mitchell, 2024). The confrontational nature of party politics and election campaigning means there is a risk that the impartiality of PCCs, and by extension the police, could be compromised. This could manifest if there a conflict between local policing and national strategic priorities, particularly if there is a political aspect at play. The Barber review identified the key challenge as being to ensure the police are held accountable to the public without being controlled by politicians or overly influenced in their operational decisions by public opinion (Barber, 2022).
Since 2012, there have been two serving Chief Constables removed by a PCC or Mayor.  Whilst the removal of Nick Gargan as Avon and Somerset chief can be viewed as an example of why PCC’s were introduced (he had been found with sexual images on a police-issue device) (BBC, 2015), the case of David Crompton in South Yorkshire is an example of where the power of the PCC has been abused.  Suspended in April 2016 and later forced to resign, South Yorkshire and labour affiliated PCC Dr Alan Billings removed Crompton due to comments he had made following the inquest into the Hillsborough disaster which Billings said could be interpreted as apportioning blame to Liverpool FC supporters. The South Yorkshire Police and Crime Panel supported the decision; however, it was opposed by Sir Thomas Windsor, HMIC (PP, 2017). David Crompton challenged the decision and a review by HMIC deemed the legislation used in the removal as not appropriate and not ‘designed to pursue any legitimate aim’. It was held that the PCC had made irrational and flawed decisions in pursuing the removal of Crompton (Crompton vs PCC South Yorks, 2017). It is quite clear in this case that Billing had a dislike for Crompton and was using the pretence of the comments he had made to remove him from office, a decision that was ultimately found to be unlawful.
There is also the case of former Metropolitan Police Commissioner Dame Cressida Dick. Cressida Dick stood down from her role in 2022 following pressure to do so from the London Mayor, Sadiq Khan, who had cited a ‘loss of confidence’ in the Commissioner’s ability to reform the Metropolitan Police following several high-profile scandals and plummeting public confidence. The significant media coverage throughout made it clear that their working relationship had irretrievably broken down. In 2017 Sir Tom Windsor produced a report regarding the Commissioners resignation which concluded that the Mayor and MOPAC had not followed due process in the removal.  Cressida Dick said she had felt intimidated into resigning after receiving an ultimatum from the London Mayor, who was reported to have been ‘oppressive, unreasonable, entirely unacceptable and unfair’ (News, 2022).
The review also highlighted concerns around the ‘blurred’ or ‘dual accountability’ for the Met commissioner- being accountable to both the London Mayor and the Home Secretary and having to walk a ‘tightrope’ making decisions that may upset one or other of the politicians yet needing to remain objective. It was noted that the London Mayor had complained on several occasions that Home Secretary had intervened in several cases to the disadvantage of the mayor, such as Operation Midland and the Clapham Common vigil. The review emphasised that it was not the role of the police to please politicians; the Home Secretary at the time was Conservative, whereas the London Mayor was a Labour politician. The Met Commissioner, and by extension other CC’s, needed to be fully aware of local policing priorities that had been set as a voice of the public, however having regard to them did not mean taking orders from those setting them (Windsor, 2022). 
The Policing Protocol was updated in 2023 to clarify how the respective organisations responsible for policing should work together, establishing clear boundaries and certifying the principle of operational independence. The High Court described this as ‘critical’ for the proper functioning of police governance (Downs, 2024).  Despite this, Home Affairs Select Committee review of PCC’s in 2024 confirmed that Chief Officers were still concerned about dismissal when relationships between them and their PCC broke down, citing examples of some PCCs and Mayors making public announcements of their lack of confidence in police leadership. This then led to resignation rather than going through the formal process as set out in legislation. In the report it was claimed that this made it difficult for a chief constable to challenge a PCC where they believe it was needed for fear of attempted removal outside of the formal process (Cleverley, 2024).
These examples considered, it can be argued that the PCC model has the potential to upset the delicate equilibrium that exists between the political landscape and the operational autonomy of police chiefs. In neither example was the chief being dismissed due to performance issues in respect of the police and crime plan, with the removal instead being based on the PCC’s or Mayor’s personal views. Whilst removal of a serving Chief Constable by a PCC due to a disagreement over operational decision making has not yet occurred, there evidence suggests that the possibility of such an event is clearly a concern for some CC’s. 
In 2024 the voter turnout for the PCC election averaged 23.2%. This represents a reduction from 33.2% in 2021 (Downs, 2024), though it is still a marked increase from the 15.1% recorded at the first elections in 2012 (Committee, 2016).  In 2014, public awareness of PCC’s stood at 62%, compared to 7% for the Police Authorities that they replaced. In a 2016 review, evidence from several PCC’s pointed to the fact that there was a ‘dearth of knowledge’ amongst the public regarding PCC’s. Many were unaware of even their basic role and the report stressed the need for greater engagement with the public by PCC’s to remedy this, although it also acknowledged the fact that PCC’s were relatively new and that it would take time for the public to become fully aware of the role. Despite this, the overall assessment of PCC’s and their role in bringing public accountability to policing was positive (Committee, 2016). 
A further Home Affairs Select Committee review of PCC’s in 2024 suggested that public awareness of PCC’s was still at around 60%. The review praised PCC’s for being able to unlock innovation and drive cultural change, noting they had improved police oversight in terms of clarity of expectation and challenging the police (Evans, 2024). However, it also highlighted several key challenges, such as a continued lack of public awareness of the role of PCC’s, stating that public awareness of PCC’s personally does not mean they are aware of their role and function (Cleverley, 2024). 
The review also examined the accountability mechanisms for PCC’s, particularly the inability to suspend or remove a PCC for non-criminal misconduct. It noted that despite occasions where PCCs had resigned following votes of no confidence from their Police and Crime Panel they were not legally obliged to do so. The report urged for the establishment of a statutory Code of Conduct to which all PCCs must adhere, as well as recall process like that used for MP’s where there are issues of conduct.  It was highlighted that the relationship between PCC’s and Police and Crime Panels was “not always as robust as it could be”, with reference to Police and Crime Panels being “a bit of a toothless tiger”, able to exercise the power of veto on their PCC’s budget only once and prohibited from “investigating” non-criminal complaints about PCCs, and with no powers to sanction them. Additionally, there was a recruitment and retention crisis in Police and Crime Panels, with the ‘churn’ of panel members being too frequent (Cleverley, 2024).
This raises the consideration as to whether the drawbacks of consolidating ‘power’ into the hands of a single individual are outweighed by the theoretical benefits of increased efficiency.  17 members of a Police Authority, all of whom would bring with them their collective wisdom, were able to bring insights from a full spectrum of perspectives when setting policing priorities and objectives. As Sir Tom Windsor stated in 2022, if so, much power was to be invested in one person “you better be sure that you have somebody who is going to exercise those powers lawfully, rationally, procedurally, fairly and proportionately’’ (Windsor, 2022).
There is evidence that Chief Constables have been positive about the role of PCC’s. A report by Simon Cooper in 2021 provided evidence that PCCs have increased the visibility of accountability and led accountability to be more direct, instantaneous, and continual (Cooper, 2021). Chief Constables were quoted as saying that PCCs had made accountability a quicker, slicker, more straight forward process, and that they provide a more effective means of decision making compared to their predecessor (Cooper, 2021).
Changing Political Landscape and challenges
In July 2024 a new Labour government was elected in the UK who launched a new national strategy to ‘Take back our streets’. They propose to reinvigorate UK policing by restoring neighbourhood policing with ‘thousands of extra officers’. This is politically charged, with their website boasting, ‘Labour will stop the Conservative chaos and return law and order to our streets’  (Labour, 2024). Achieving this will require significant financial investment. After publishing the plan the government didn’t announce any direct additional funding and instead directed PCC’s to ‘make full use’ of their ability to set the council tax precept  (News, 2024). 
PCC’s were established to give local people a say on what they paid and what that money was used for. Given the absence of real central government funding for the proposed plans, PCC’s will be forced to consider council tax rises that may not be consistent with views locally. It also may pit them against their constituents as PCC’s must consult the public regarding the levels to be set for the council tax precept, as well as present any proposed increase as part of their plan to the police and crime panel. For any increase above the Home Office referendum limit, currently set at 2%, a public referendum must be held. In 2015 the Bedfordshire PCC triggered one such referendum in which residents voted against the proposed rise (Downs, 2024). 
CC’s have also voiced their concerns, claiming even with the proposed council tax increase, there will still be a shortfall in funding that will lead to cuts. They also emphasise that the government’s plans to ringfence neighbourhood policing will likely come at the expense of specialist roles, and that outdated funding models, with an overreliance on council tax had a negative effect on inner city areas where housing stock generated less income  (Independant, 2024). 
Moreover, the plan from central government is that these funds will be invested in ‘neighbourhood policing’. This suggests uniformed, visible and accessible patrol officers. Whilst this is seen as the quintessential UK police role, that of the ‘British Bobby’, as CC’s have cautioned if it is not funded adequately, it will necessitate reduction in specialist capacity. CC’s may be forced to divert resources away from proactive and investigative units or those with specialist skills- The Commissioner, Sir Mark Rowley, has said they will be forced to cut 2300 officer posts, with number of officers working in intelligence and forensics being significantly reduced and reduction in the number of investigations into historic crimes. There are additional suggestions of cuts to dog and mounted units, reducing their capacity and requiring a rise in the threshold for their deployment (News, 2024).
The nature of crime continues to change in terms of frequency, complexity and demand. Fraud and online enabled offences continue to increase, currently up by 30% (Gov.uk, 2024). Online grooming offences against children have increased 89% in the last 6 years (NSPCC, 2024). Whether it be for financial or sexual exploitation, perpetrators are consistently adapting and changing their offending techniques to circumvent safeguards and evade justice. 
There are few offences investigated today that do not involve some type of digital media examination- mobile phone footage, messages, social media. Technology in the public domain is often light-years ahead of that possessed by police forces and a key challenge is not only having the staff with the right skills to recover this evidence, but also the up-to-date equipment to do so. Policing need to get ahead of the game rather than continuously trying to keep pace. 
NPCC chair Gavin Stephens publicly stated that the police need to change the current UK police structure and are ‘wasting time and money’ doing things in 43 different ways. Individual forces all suffer the same problems he said but seem to work in isolation when trying to find a solution. He also said that the current system made decision making impossible as it required each CC and PCC- 86 in total- to agree. The last full review of policing was in the 1960s when mobile phones and social media didn’t exist.  The structure devised then was suitable for traditional crime types, such as burglary and theft, but is inadequate for modern issues such as fraud, terrorism and large-scale disorder (Guardian, 2024). The Barber review also suggested this, stating that the current 43 force structure struggled to deal with cross-border and national offending, citing the approach to fraud as a particular issue
In the report ‘Fit for the Future’, one key 
Conclusion 
The 2024 Home Affairs Committee inquiry into PCCs recognised the increasing national role that some PCCs play through the APCC. It recommended that the Home Office, together with the APCC, National Police Chiefs’ Council (NPCC) and other key stakeholders, should consider the feasibility of establishing a national decision making process that would facilitate more effective collaboration on priorities between PCCs and chief officers nationally (Cleverley, 2024). 
