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“Get Back in Your Kennel”! Representation, Consultation and “Voice” in Policing.*  

Recently the leading police chief in the Netherlands was on vacation with his family when he was called back by his boss, the Mayor, for a dressing down because he had been too outspoken in the media.
 When I discussed this with other Dutch chiefs they said that the police organization has been going through a process of professionalization, of displaying greater unity at the top and of taking firmer standpoints in the media. But this had made the “establishment” nervous (meaning the two government ministers responsible for the police, their senior civil servants together with the mayors who are formally in charge of the regional forces). The political centre began to send out signals that the police chiefs were getting too big for their boots and talking too loudly. The mantra on such occasions is that the police are becoming “too independent” and, as one chief said, “The attitude to us now is ‘and get back in your kennel’”! 
This paper raises questions about who has the power to define policing. Clearly in many countries the police organization is a central instrument of government, designed to bolster the state and with little or no independent “voice”. Indeed, it could be maintained that authorities generally, even in ostensibly “liberal”, western democracies, want a servile police. A major theme here is, then, how in many ways the police organization has gone through a process of emancipation but that certain developments are challenging, if not reversing, that process. 
One assumption is that attention to unions has to be placed in this wider context of how the police organization is perceived by external stakeholders, and how its senior officers are treated, as indicators that reflect on internal processes of representation and consultation. A research agenda for this area would suggest exploring what impact these substantial changes in the policing environment, and in the nature of policing, have had on the “emancipation” of the police institution and the policing profession as well as on power relationships, formal representation and consultation through labor unions (or equivalent agencies) and “voice” for special interest groups internally.  

Outline of presentation.
Introduction. 
We know a great deal about policing – certainly compared to when “B. W. M.s”, like me, began research some thirty years ago – but not enough. This is because there have been many significant developments in policing since the sixties but several interesting areas have simply been neglected (Newburn: 2003 & 2005). One of these has been the role of trade unions, or the equivalent of unions (like the Police Federation in the UK). The juxtaposition of unions and police sounds strange. Trade unions emerged from the socialist movements of the nineteenth century, drew their strength largely from industrial workers, often had an adversarial stance towards employees and governments and believed in radically altering the power balance in society. They could be highly militant and could, in particular, employ a powerful tool – the strike. In general, we do not associate police organizations and the policing profession with socialist values, with animosity to the state and with political militancy: above all, they are often forbidden to strike.  

Of interest, then, is what forms have police unions taken compared to traditional, industrial unions and what are their mandates and domain assumptions? Part of this landscape is that old-style industrial unions have been in decline in recent decades (especially in neo-liberal, monetarist states like the UK and USA). Indeed, within policing the unions are seen by some as bastions of a predominantly male, “WASP” culture which is locked in the past. This has fostered the rise of what might be dubbed “special interest groups”. For instance, in Britain recently the senior Muslim police officer addressed the Black Police Officers` Association at their annual meeting, which was also an international conference attracting delegates from several countries, and warned of a growing anti–Muslim bias in policing. And in the Netherlands gay police officers may take part, in uniform, in the annual Gay Parade; at the Gay Games in Amsterdam a few years back people could have their photo taken on a police motor bike with a gay officer: and police staff have also walked in Britain in a “Pride Parade” under the banner “Police with Pride” (Police Review, 1 September 2006). These examples reveal how what was largely a male-dominated organization with an often rigid, semi-military structure – a relic of when “blue-collar” cops policed blue-collar workers in public spaces – has become more of a complex, matrix organization geared to diversity of personnel and the freedom to express minority life-style and faith-based views and conduct (Blair: 2003). 

But while research on the police has expanded rapidly in the last decade, it has focused on a limited number of areas, particularly crime control and “community oriented policing” (or COP). It has not examined how police unions have themselves developed, or the role they have played in enhancing, or delaying, change or how increasing diversity in the workforce has altered police culture – say in giving “voice” to groups mobilized by gender or ethnic identity. There was some interest in this area earlier (Juris & Feuille: 1973: Reiner: 1978) but since then the matter has been seriously neglected. 
This paper will look at the nature of change in recent decades, with the suggestion that, rather than seeing it as linear progress, it is probably more like the Procession of Echternach. This involves moving two steps forward and one step back. But cynics, and in policing you don`t have to search for very long to encounter a cynic, say it`s more like one forward and two back (and that`s a moderate cynic). I shall also suggest a research agenda for attending to the issues raised in the paper.

      Change in the Police Organization and Culture.

Traditionally the formal structure and rank hierarchy of the police closely reflected the military organization. Clearly this is far more the case in those countries which followed the semi-military “gendarmerie” model of France: here the police was an instrument of central government control (falling under the Ministry of Defense). In the  Anglo-American model, derived from Peel`s 1829 “Bobbies” (Metropolitan Police of London), police were “citizens in uniform”, with no military training and equipment and with no separate officer class - meaning everyone started at the bottom and had to work their way up the hierarchy. Even so the rank structure and disciplinary code derived much from the military. Of course, ethnographies of policing have persistently shown how the informal culture of policing was, and is, profoundly non-military and non-hierarchical with a self-perception that cops are street corner professionals who function best with high autonomy and exercising wide discretion (Bittner: 1967: Rubinstein: 1973: Muir: 1977). At times cops can also display a stubborn avoidance of following orders and even, rather like some truculent and recalcitrant industrial workers, an alienation from their bosses and an inventive dedication to avoiding work (Maas: 1973: Leuci: 2005). 
But until quite recently, and sometimes even within the memories of serving officers, the police organization was institutionally “conservative” with little attention to the operational opinions and occupational interests of ordinary officers. The organizational style was rigidly conservative and locked into routine responses to situations; even if the routine led to almost predictably negative consequences, the practices were virtually unassailable. Working practice was posited on practical knowledge learned from quick immersion into standard ways of doing things. There was an elaborate hierarchy of formal ranks with considerable social distance and rigid rules of engagement. Most constables remained in that lowly rank throughout their service. Only a few reached sergeant but most never make it beyond that (and see Bayley: 1994): but movement up the hierarchy was in any case painfully slow. In some forces, as in the Netherlands, the system until fairly recently was based on advancement through strict seniority: when someone moved on, was promoted or died, then everyone automatically moved up a slot. This system was a form of “Peter Principle” which created its own pathology of ritualism, sloth, time-watching, indifference, and lack of initiative: and, as in many highly bureaucratic organizations, the deviant who did show undue initiative was the deviant and attracted negative social control. Much of this analysis is familiar from descriptions of the institutional limitations and pathologies of the military, industrial plants, business corporations and government bureaucracies (and of some universities?). 
What I am trying to sketch is a traditional institutional climate that was “conservative” (normatively and occupationally), rigid, hierarchical, punishment-centred and authoritarian. There was little formal appreciation of diversity of opinion, of innovation and of initiative: ordinary officers were meant to be deferential to superiors and chiefs were supposed to defer to their external masters. A Dutch police chief on retirement reflected on his days as a young, eager inspector in the late sixties: when he mentioned “team policing” to his boss he retorted “we don’t want Yugoslavian works councils here”; and when his force wanted to appoint an officer to focus on “policy” developments, the Mayor (head of the force), torpedoed the appointment with the remark, “I`m here for policy: it`s not for you to think about policy but just to carry it out” (Straver: 2005). 
Then in many western societies the police were faced in the second half of the nineteen sixties with a period of turbulence and abrasive confrontation which ushered in the beginnings of organizational change. This is a process which has continued until today. In a sense, that initial change movement can be interpreted as a form of internal emancipation and institutional loosening-up. One of the key concepts that began to emerge at that time was “community oriented policing” (or COP, and the allied concepts of problem oriented policing, POP, and team policing: Goldstein: 1979). This infinitely elastic idea, the conceptual sponge of contemporary policing - condemned to cyclical reinvention and endless re-branding while also being packaged and exported across the globe to even the most obscure, and totally inappropriate, locations (as if “one size fits all”: Brogden: 2005) - had its roots in a wish to alter fundamentally that traditional, rigid, overtly centralized, machine bureaucracy into a more flexible institution. It proposed decentralization, more involvement with citizens in the communities being policed, more autonomy for local commanders and a more cohesive and less hierarchical style of work for the front-line workers who were to be perceived more as members of a team than in the atomistic and fragmented structure of traditional patrolling. 

Implicit in COP was a paradigm shift that would attempt to fundamentally alter policing. Elephants were being encouraged to dance! To what extent did this ostensible structural and cultural shift also encourage diversity of opinion and enhance consultation in the police world?  

Progressive Policing: The Netherlands.

In turning to the Netherlands I wish to make the point that in some way a police union will reflect the national or local culture within which policing is imbedded. It implies we should be restrained in our generalizations and also that we should be thinking of a typology of police unions based on a number of variables (I will return to this). One style of policing is what might be called social-democratic, liberal or even progressive policing.

For policing in the Netherlands changed considerably in the seventies from conservative to “progressive”. The catalyst was provided by three young officers, promising potentials for senior posts, who took the opportunity, when asked to work on an official report on calculating force strengths, to write a radical document arguing for major changes in policing. “A Changing Police” (POS: 1977) did usher in a genuine paradigm shift and it became the blueprint for reform for the next twenty years. In a nutshell it argued that legitimacy was essential to policing in democratic society, that the police had become alienated from society and had to win back that legitimacy and that the path to do so was to reorganize the police to be closer and more responsive to the public through a strongly Dutch form of “COP”. But of particular importance here is that it stated that, for the police to be a truly responsive institution within democratic society, it also had to be based on internal democracy. In that sense it was a plea for internal emancipation to give all officers a voice in change (Punch: 2006). 

The context was that Dutch society, which since the war had been characterized by social conformity and institutional rigidity, faced a major upheaval in the second half of the sixties. As in many western societies, a radical and anti-authoritarian youth movement (in this case the “Provos”) fired demands for more openness, democracy and the end to old-style authoritarian leadership. This ushered in major reform in terms of “industrial democracy” with all work organizations, which employed a certain number of employees, being legally bound to set up a “works council”. And this works council had to be consulted on all major decisions. The structure and culture of most Dutch companies and institutions (including universities) became characterized by consultation, negotiations, consensus and compromise. This typical Dutch “polder” model of governance contrast strongly with Anglo-American society, which has retained more of an adversarial style of labor relations, between employees and their representatives and senior management, but is more typical of several Continental European countries, like Germany, which follow the “Rhineland” model of close involvement of employees and management (Punch & van Dijk: 1993). In the Netherlands the trade unions were routinely involved in negotiations with government and employers as a legitimate and respected partner.   
“A Changing Police” supplied the Dutch Police, then, with an ideology and an organizational model that also spoke of internal democracy, while legislation meant that every force had to establish a works council. Of importance here, moreover, is that the Dutch Police Trade Unions were believers in change. Dutch society had shifted strongly to a progressive approach to many issues and these included a liberal approach to criminal justice, punishment, incarceration, pornography, prostitution, abortion and drugs. In general the unions also became “progressive” and, in particular, welcomed change. One of the central figures in helping to reform the Dutch Police, along the lines of “A Changing Police”, an officer who had sponsored change while on secondment to the Ministry of the Interior and later within the Amsterdam Police, told me that without the support of the unions it would have been almost impossible to push through the reforms and that the unions have been remained highly supportive of change (Punch: 2006). 
Each society is going to be different but here we have a style of police unionism which is in many respects progressive and generally supportive of change. It is, furthermore, a model where internal democracy has been institutionalized and all officers are represented in consultations with the force leadership. The unions are helped by the fact the police officers in the Netherlands have civil service status not only with high security of employment but also with salaries and secondary working conditions that are centrally negotiated with an alliance of other unions representing other civil service workers.                  
There are nine representative bodies in the Netherlands, national and regional, and nearly every police officer is a member of one of the bodies giving a membership density of around 90 %. The main union, the Dutch Police Union (NPB), is affiliated to the main federation of trade unions (FNV). The unions negotiate directly with the Minister and his officials on pay and conditions although as civil servants any agreements will be colored by settlements with other categories of government employees. There is no right to strike but recently about 13,000 officers kept up a noisy “siege” of the Ministry of the Interior (the Minister is technically head of all the forces) for several days in a demonstration about pay and conditions. Generally the members of the cohort of union leaders of the last two decades were seen both as good police officers and as excellent unionists: they earned wide respect, were liberal in their views and were supportive of change. Things have started to change as new union leaders take over with no police past and with legislation that is weakening the powers of unions. But there is also the works council which is a representative body that is elected by all members of a force and which can contain union representatives. This has to be taken into account and still does have influence: recently a works council declared that it had no confidence in a police chief and that initiated his departure.

In short, police unions in the Netherlands are viewed as legitimate, sophisticated, liberal and influential: the glory days of Dutch industrial democracy may be over but the unions cannot be ignored while there is a strong legacy of consultation within the works councils.      
One possibility for research might then be an historical overview of the development of police unionism with a comparative analysis of their role, influence, standpoint on change and the socio-political views they represent. This could distil the historic data into a number of models. The Dutch model, which might well be echoed in the Scandinavian countries, would illustrate the “progressive/pro-change” end of the spectrum with perhaps the PBA at the other end representing “conservative/low change” model.  

            Part of this background is that old-style industrial unionization has decreased in many countries and has tended to lose its ideological bite. In the US very few firms are unionized and many southern states are constitutionally anti-union (do not allow a “closed shop”). For instance, how many police departments and agencies in the USA are unionized: how many police unions are there: and, especially, what is role of the Police Benevolent Association? The police are clearly an interesting case because traditionally cops were assumed to hold "right-wing" or conservative views on certain criminal justice issues whereas unions tended to come from the socialist movement with a strong, left-wing ideological component. Much of the work of police unions has primarily been bargaining about pay and conditions but of interest here is the question - have they also argued for changing the organization to make it more open, more responsive to "the troops" and more accountable for better and safer working conditions?  In some cases in the US unions are reactionary, fighting civil liberties movement and special investigations into corruption, blocking appointments, making or breaking chiefs - and keeping us researchers out! 
So there are a variety of models. I have mentioned the liberal Dutch model: then there is what might be called the “reactionary” model where the style is based on traditional police culture, on conservative views on criminal justice issues, on battling civilian review and on protecting the individual officer in trouble: and then there is the “watchdog” model of unions in transient, developing societies where the role is largely to ensure that the promises of change, emancipation and equity are being implemented (Marks: 2006). In the UK, moreover, police unions are not permitted. There is the “Police Federation” which escapes the label “union”, but effectively is one, and which tends to reflect the traditional views of the rank and file. Every police officer is automatically a member of the Federation which means it is well resourced from subscriptions, can afford to launch legal action when appropriate and can sponsor two members of Parliament. But as it is very much seen as a “rank-and-file” body there are also representative agencies for middle ranks (Superintendents` Association) and for “chief officers” (ACPO – Association of Chief Police Officers: Savage, Charman and Cope: 2000).  And what about forces with no form of representation - how do they fare? Does it imply autocratic, top-down leadership with few employee rights? 
Another area of research could be to examine to what extent changes in contemporary policing are enhancing or restricting what might be called “internal democracy and the right to be heard”.  

Discussion.

Having suggested a motive of emancipation I would now like to switch attention to three factors, two of which may be at odds with emancipation.  
Firstly, there has been a major institutional shift to “no-nonsense” policing. The widespread introduction of “New Public Management” and a culture of performance has brought with it both a restriction in the role of the officer, who is now seen as more a production worker with set targets, and pressure from above for management to hit the figures. The metaphor favored by government in the UK, for instance, is “we steer and you row”. And proponents of zero tolerance regimes in the US brought in top down, aggressive and even intimidatory modes of management, as in Compstat-style meetings in New York and elsewhere (Silverman: 2003). This was not consultation but kicking butts! 
Secondly, there is the move towards militarization, the emphasis on command and control in large-scale public order situations and, of course, the orientation to combating international and domestic terrorism. The latter has led to more cooperation and joint units between the police and the military. Operationally the shift is to large-scale, grandly planned, military-style interventions where autonomy and discretion are limited and the individual is subsumed in a unit with military-style uniforms, considerable fire-power and a rigid command structure.    

If these two developments represent restrictive features then the final factor signifies a fresh element to “voice”. For there has been a raft of changes in policing – civilianization, gender and ethnic diversification and lateral entry for people with a specific expertise (Blair: 2003 & 2005). This is not only a challenge to traditional police culture but perhaps also to authoritarian styles of leadership. Is it the case that civilians, even though in police service, want to be treated like ordinary workers and may even be pro-union to guarantee their rights?  And then there is a constant refrain that the police organization and culture remains in some respects, informally if not formally, prejudiced against gays, females and those from ethnic minorities. This has led to the special interest groups, mentioned above, which endeavor to give voice to the specific concerns of their members.

In short, I would argue for placing a research agenda on police unions within the context of the transformation of policing that is taking place. Furthermore, we need a kind of encyclopedic overview of the how unions are embedded in the national or local systems of policing. 

- are we dealing with central state systems or decentralized systems and what difference does this make to the nature and size of unions?

- what is the legal status of police unions?: what rights do they have – the right to strike (I believe so in Quebec)?: what is the union density and are there several unions or just one? Are they affiliated to mainstream unions?  
- do they draw from former police officers or are there civilian union officials? What is the relationship between the leaders of the unions and force management and external stakeholders (such as central and local government)? Do they largely represent the rank and file or all ranks? Are they close to traditional police concerns on criminal justice issues such as tougher approaches to law enforcement, enhanced officer safety and opposition to external oversight? Do they engage in some way in the political process – lobbying, advertising, sponsoring candidates for office, etc.? 

- what have been the histories of labor disputes involving police unions: did they have to struggle for survival and face battles (an early attempt to set up a union on Britain was virulently opposed by the authorities in 1919): what has happened during police strikes and what impact has this had on weakening or strengthening unionism?

- and can we develop a typology of union types and styles along the lines suggested above? And what is the significance of representative bodies based on ethnic, gender or faith identity? 
In brief, we should work on a potential research agenda which addresses the historical, comparative and contemporary issues I have raised in relation to the police organization and culture, reform and change, police unions and special interest groups with regard to internal democracy, employee rights and voice for all police officers. 
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� One can imagine how his partner reacted on the ski-slopes when she heard how their holiday was being interrupted and how her partner was being treated: why is there no research on police officers` spouses and partners?





