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My argument…
• Modern policing is (and has been) the outcome of a mixed economy
of plural actors, agencies and processes.
• Policing as a fundamental dimension of municipal governance
embedded in and dependent on a complex constellation of
interagency and cross-sectoral networks.
• This enables…
o To break out of our current impasse that blinkers policy/practice.
o Runs with the grain of contemporary forces that encourage greater
recourse to networks as problem-solving responses.
o To understand better the assemblages of, and relations between,
the actors/processes that constitute networked policing, so as to
better harness the plural contributions to public safety.
o To explore how best to exploit the new forms of knowledge,
innovations and practices forged through multi-agency ‘boundary
work’ at the interstices of networked arrangements.

A caution..
• It is not my argument that the police do not have a significant
and important role to play in policing.
• Nor am I arguing that networked policing is a ‘good thing’ per se
– networks can be put to both benign and malign ends.
• Networks are structures of asymmetrical power relations.
• Networks engender specific and significant governance
challenges that need to be understood and addressed.
• We need to remain attentive to normative
questions and ethical implications, given the
coercive powers that attends to the tasks of
policing.

Mixed Economy

‘In recent years… we have seen a restructuring and
proliferation of “policing beyond the police”, as a result of
which a more complex division of labour in the fields of
policing and security has emerged. A pluralised, fragmented
and differentiated patchwork has replaced the idea of the
police as the monopolistic guardians of public order. The police
are now part of a varied assortment of organisations with
policing functions and a diffuse array of policing processes.
With this, the study of policing has shifted to encompass a
broader assortment of actors and agents.’
(Crawford 2003: 136)

By ‘policing’ I mean…
‘we can identify four key elements of policing: first, it entails
intentional action or a purposeful condition; secondly, it involves
the conscious exercise of power or authority by an individual or
organisation; thirdly, it is directed towards rule or norm
enforcement, the promotion of order or assurances of safety;
and, fourthly, it seeks to govern in the present and/or the future.’
(Crawford 2003: 138)

Value of this definition
• Neither police nor particular criminal justice (state) agencies are
mentioned specifically but encompasses what they do;
• Policing is not tied to a specific geographical territory;
• Extends beyond individuals to organisations and encompasses
policing performed by technology as well as human agency;
• Refers to power as well as authority as a basis for policing;
• Identifies policing as an intentional /conscious exercise of power
or authority directed to the achievement of particular ends;
• Projects into the future not simply concerned with practices that
shape the present.

Current Impasse
We acknowledge plurality only to act as if didn’t exist…

Stuck in a police-centric frame
Sir Ian Blair’s concentric circles
‘I have in mind two concentric circles.
The inner, much smaller circle is
coloured completely blue; this is the
direct employees of the police service.
The second circle is much larger and
consists of all the personnel involved in
community safety activity. I believe it is
in the interest of social cohesion and
public security for as much as possible
of that circle also to be blue, in effect for
the inner circle to widen.’ (Blair 2003)

Mazerolle & Ransley (2006)
Third Party Policing

Martin Innes’ Control Hub

Innes 2004: 165

‘how public police can steer these
crime control networks, by mobilising
other parties and making use of their
resources… [placing] the police at the
centre of the networks, rather than as
simply another node’ (2009: 373).

Policing Paradox 1
By reducing crime control to the purview of police (alone), we are
blinded to the fact that the levers of crime lie far from the police’s
reach.
• The most important processes producing order and conformity are
to be found in informal, everyday and mundane social processes and
relations, located within institutions of civil society.
• Much of what the police do is determined by external forces beyond
their control.
• Most police activity is reactive, rather than proactive, largely in
response to citizens’ demands.
• What Manning (1977) calls the police’s ‘impossible mandate’ is
driven by public expectations of the police.

Policing Paradox 1

‘The police do not prevent crime. This is one of the best kept
secrets of modern life. Experts know it, the police know it, but
the public does not know it. Yet the police pretend that they are
society’s best defense against crime and continually argue that if
they are given more resources, especially personnel, they will be
able to protect communities against crime. This is a myth…
Governments should either resolve the doubts about the
usefulness of the police or face up to the conclusion that
preventing crime requires a great deal more than pouring money
into law enforcement.’
(David Bayley 1994: 3; 10)

Policing Paradox 2
By according to the police a privileged, central and autonomous
role in policing, we undermine the role played by other
organisations, businesses and citizens and the necessity to harness
their capacity and resources.
• Up-stream crime prevention and early intervention demand
enlisting the knowledge and capacities of diverse agencies.
• A culture of institutional defensiveness and suspicion of
outsiders has marked much British policing.
• A tendency to do it alone – ‘can do’ culture – side-lines partners.

Policing Paradox 3
By equating what the police do with crime control and measuring
police effectiveness in narrow terms, we fail to acknowledge that
much of what the police do is not about crime but an array of
responses to various social problems.
• Much of what the police do is better described as emergency
‘social services’ or social work, not crime.
• Narrow measurement of police effectiveness an success in
relation to fluctuations in crime.
As a result…
Our conception of what the police should do differs radically
from what they actually do and hence, obscures what they could
do to enrich the quality of urban safety and public well-being.

The End of Policing
• Contemporary politics has seen an
expansion of police authority.
• Cast an increasing range of social
problems as ‘police problems’.
• Police have a fairly limited set of tools,
competencies and capabilities with
which to approach any social problem.
• Lack of ‘any critical assessment of what
problems the state is asking the police
to solve and whether the police are
really the best suited to solve them’
(2017: 33).

The Networked Society
•

Society has become increasingly networked / interconnected.

•

Crime has become increasingly networked.
o
o

•

Knowledge production has become socially distributed.
o
o

•

Digital technologies have caused social behaviour across the networks
to become global, informational and distributed.
New forms of non-physical social relationships that act as the source of
new criminal opportunities.

Proliferation of ‘data workers’ and sources of information.
Knowledgeable publics.

Policing needs to adapt to these
changes and challenges…

Networks
I use the notion of ‘networks’ in two complementary ways.
1. As a particular form of organisation or governing structure
that is different from and often in competition with: (i)
‘markets’; and (ii) state ‘bureaucracies’.
2. As a metaphor to depict and explore the properties of
relations and nature of interactions between different
actors or agencies within a particular field.
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Medium of Exchange
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dependence

Interdependencies embeddedness
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Responsibility

Shared

Chain of Command
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the Courts’

Network Governance
In the policy literature, Sørensen and Torfing define networked
governance as
‘a stable articulation of mutually dependent, but operationally
autonomous factors… [that] interact through conflict-ridden
negotiations that take place within an institutionalised framework of
rules, norms, shared knowledge and social imaginaries… and contribute
to the production of public values.’ (2005: 197)
Torfing et al. elaborate:
‘the complex process through which a plurality of social and political
actors with diverging interests interact in order to formulate, promote,
and achieve common objectives by means of mobilizing, exchanging,
and deploying a range of ideas, rules, and resources’. (2012: 14)

Foundational characteristics
1. The existence of boundaries that separate actors/agencies in
terms of their values, function, approaches, disciplines, etc.
2. The intended and conscious pursuit of a common purpose or
shared goal around which the different actors come together
or coalesce in an alliance to exchange or share information,
knowledge, resources or other transactions.

• Networks are purposive; they are goal-focused and actionoriented.
• Co-ordinated problem-solving through information exchange,
asset sharing and resource pooling

The Paradox of Networks

‘The possibility for collaborative
advantage rests in most cases on
drawing synergy from the differences
between organisations, different
resources and different expertises. Yet
those same differences stem from
different organisational purposes and
these inevitably mean that they will
seek different benefits from each
other out of the collaboration’.

(Huxham & Vangen 2005: 82)

Core properties of networks
Networks entail the circulation and translation of information,
knowledge, expertise, assets and resources.
1. Circulation - relates to the flow and movement of
information, knowledge or resources between, among and
within the nodes that constitute a network. In networks, flows
are more important than institutional structures.
2. Translation is a necessary consequence of the circulation and
exchange of resources, assets and knowledge across
organisational boundaries, traversing professional and
disciplinary borders and between social worlds.
Both properties reflect and engender power relations.

Knowledge production
• Networks provide opportunities for new knowledge, innovation
and practices to develop.
• In this context, knowledge production is:
o
o
o
o
o
o

‘carried out in the context of application’;
problem-oriented;
transdisciplinary;
characterised by heterogeneity;
‘heterarchical and transient’ rather than hierarchical;
socially accountable and reflexive.

• ‘New knowledge produced in this way may not fit easily into
any one of the disciplines that contributed to the solution’
(Gibbons et al. 1994: 5).
• The challenge therefore is how to mainstream the knowledge,
innovations and practices forged.

‘Boundary work’
• Boundary work exists at the intersection of two (or more)
disparate social worlds without fully belonging to any of them.
• A shared space (not necessarily physical) ‘where exactly that
sense of here and there are confounded’ (Starr 2010: 603).
• Boundary work defines the negotiations and possibilities for
consensus building and the construction of shared ways of
seeing/working that arise from otherwise different approaches,
understandings and ways of working.
• Opportunities for ‘communities of practice’ to develop:
‘groups of people who share a concern or a passion for
something they do and learn how to do it better as they interact
regularly’ (Wenger and Wenger-Trayner 2015: 1).

Networked policing

The Value of a Network Analysis
• Enables a better understanding of the assemblages of actors
and processes that contribute to policing.
• Encourages scrutiny of the quality and nature of the relations
between the partners and their relative contribution to the
shared outcomes of public safety.
• Highlights opportunities to harness the knowledge, skills and
resources of diverse actors.
• Provides insights into new forms of knowledge creation and
innovations through ‘boundary work’ and the challenges that
confront their application at the frontline.
• Allows for reinvigoration of problem-oriented policing.
• Alerts us to governance challenges and normative questions.

Governance Challenges
• Problems of inclusion/exclusion.
• How conflicts within networks are managed
• Differential power relations between partners.
• Renders accountability complex: the ‘problem
of many hands’, whereby:
‘so many people contribute that no one contribution can be
identified; and if no one person can be held accountable after the
event, then no one needs to behave responsibly beforehand’
(Rhodes 1996: 663).
• Policing is a normative enterprise and as such demands the
consideration of how networks are rendered democratically
accountable and how public values are secured.

Decentring the Police from Policing
• ‘Good policing’ is ‘minimal policing – minimally intrusive and
carefully controlled in its use of force’ (Neyroud & Beckley 2001:
21).
• A commitment to ending an over-reliance on police must be
accompanied by a decentring of the police from policing.
• Policing is about the quality of the relationships forged between
various agencies that can deploy dispersed knowledge, expertise
and capabilities to solve particular problems collaboratively.
‘Perhaps good policing is above all about good relationships but
here’s the challenge – good policing is about facilitating relationships
outside the police force… police need to think about new forms of
collaboration. They need at times to step in but at others to step
back and facilitate the work of others.’ (Cottam 2018)

Conclusion
Decentring must be accompanied by a fundamentally different
conception of the police role (and limitations) within policing.
This will look different in relation to differing policing problems.
Shifting from a conception of the public as the needy recipients of a
service to one which seeks to foster capability within individuals
communities and civil society.
The challenge is to move these insights from the margins to centre.
To forge new systems of governance, leadership and metrics that
are required to sustain effective networks and to render them
democratically accountable.
How best to delineate and uphold the normative structures
essential both to protect the public interest in policing and to
maintain the vital bonds of civil society.

Thank you…
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