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Introduction

        In an attempt to foster more accountability from local law enforcement officials, the British Parliament passed the Police Reform and Social Responsibility Act of 2011.  The biggest change inherent in this legislation was the introduction of a new authority figure, the Police and Crime Commissioner, in 41 English and Welsh regions.  PCCs were to be elected and, once vested in office, were charged with a host of responsibilities, including: (1) evaluating relevant policing needs for a community, (2) working with subordinate police officials, other PCCs, community members, government actors, and other individuals and groups whom are involved in the criminal justice system, and (3) impartially representing their entire service jurisdictions (Choose My PCC, 2013).  This paper discusses the Herculean nature of these demands and proposes some theoretically grounded training considerations that might be appropriate for newly-elected PCCs.

The False Spirit of An Accountability Dichotomy
        While accountability is the guiding rationale for creating this new class of law enforcement supervisors, it seems that this term has been considered solely as a dichotomous phenomenon.  That is, in many minds, a law enforcement manager is either accountable or he is not. However, a more nuanced approach to accountability considerations is in order if we hope to approximate reality.  Romzek & Dubnick (1987) provide us with a springboard of sorts by defining accountability very broadly as the management of expectations from competing sources.  This definition is important, as it demonstrates that any decision made in the name of accountability is likely to meet the expectations of only a subset of one’s service population.
         An example of this conundrum is offered in LaFrance’s (2009) study of patrol techniques in which officers sit outside of bars to await the capture of drunken drivers.  This “wait and watch” tactic might be considered by some community members (e.g., members of Mothers Against Drunk Driving) to be wholly appropriate and even necessary to deter or reduce drunken driving.  Others, such as the bar’s patrons and the owner of the bar, might interpret such behavior as an act of open hostility toward them.  An elected law enforcement manager, then, is forced to develop mechanisms that will placate, or at least minimize anger among, members of one or both constituencies.  In this particular example, LaFrance (2009) found that  elected U.S. sheriffs have become increasingly reliant on proactive preventative techniques (e.g., information campaigns, free taxi service on certain holidays, etc.) that serve to reduce drunk driving while also maintaining a relatively cordial relationship with local taverns.  
        Such creativity is at the heart of what public administration specialist Don Kettl (2008) has called “rocket science” in the public sector.  Kettl’s “rocket scientists” are public officials whom are capable of developing tenable, non-routine solutions to “wicked” problems such as the one presented above.  As government decision making becomes increasingly decentralized and authority becomes more fragmented, elected officials can no longer expect uniform, top-down solutions.  This is especially the case if problems continue to become more nuanced or complex than has historically been the case.  Though not mentioned in the formal list of qualifications for an individual seeking the office of PCC, this variety of unconventional wisdom and the concomitant creativity it engenders seem to be highly desired characteristics.  While these cannot necessarily be taught, those seeking the office of Police and Crime Commissioner can be exposed to the underlying premises associated with atypical, flexible decision-making processes in a myriad of training settings.  In addition to the requirement for novel, non-routine solutions to such wicked problems, PCCs would be well served to integrate cornerstone values of public administration into their decisions.  The next two sections will detail four of these considerations, which are regarded by some to be the four pillars of public administration theory and practice.
Efficiency and Economy as Accountability Considerations
	        Economy, as a public management consideration, represents a manager’s ability to justify his or her decision to commit some portion of the scarce resources he or she has been allocated toward a particular programmatic expenditure category.  This is especially important given the fact that governments throughout the world are still reeling from the effects of the global economic crisis that began in 2008.  That is, managers who are fluent in the language of economic decision-making are expected to spend money only when absolutely necessary.  This imperative is even stronger when one considers that PCCs are dependent on legislators for their operating budgets.
	  The other side of the economy coin, and arguably more important to public managers, is found in one’s ability to restrain resource commitment for those programs and activities that, despite being well-intended, are not absolutely essential.   More often than not, the decisions that affect whether resources are allocated for a programmatic area can be viewed as subjective, and the process by which managers arrive at these decisions can be construed to be arbitrary or capricious.  To ward off this possibility, and the electoral repercussions that might result, newly-elected PCCs should engage relevant stakeholders in their respective jurisdictions to seek feedback about programmatic needs.  This can be achieved by hosting town-hall meetings or focus groups, sending out surveys, or otherwise inviting information.  
Additionally, once decisions are made, PCCs should work to publicize wholly transparent accounts of the decision-making processes that led to resource commitment, removal, or adjustment.  Once these decisions have been explained, it is next incumbent upon PCCs to demonstrate that resources are being utilized in an efficient manner.
        Efficiency, used here to describe the PCC’s ability to leverage the most measurable output with available resources, should also be a training consideration.  PCCs will be judged by their individual abilities to leverage existing human and technological resources to satisfy a wide range of expectations from voters, other elected officials, and those whom they oversee.  Training is required to help PCCs identify practices and professional norms that meet this standard, as well as practices and norms that hamper progress.  Despite the optimism of classical management theorists (Taylor, 1911; Gulick, 1937; Wilson, 1887), this is a hopeless endeavor if one expects to achieve it through hierarchical, command and control, communication.  
Instead, PCCs should prepare themselves to receive and assess information from subordinates, constituents, and other stakeholder and to integrate this information into their broader strategic plans.  While many newly-elected PCCs will come into office with a requisite amount of humility, they will also need to scaffold a welcoming, inviting, and open communications infrastructure.  Here, the PCC should work to develop more than just an open door policy.  The PCC should build an appreciable on-line presence, using tools of Web 2.0 and social media outlets.  Additionally, the PCC should make frequent trips to visit town and community centers, and even individual residents, while also holding regular public gatherings.

Effectiveness and Equity as Accountability Considerations

Effectiveness should serve as another lodestar for PCCs.  Here, this term is used to connote a sense of measurable progress toward goals and objectives that make up a PCCs overall mission and vision.  This is an emphasis on quality of service provision.  It is important to note that an effort to strive for long-term effectiveness will dampen the temptation one might feel to make short-term decisions based solely on efficiency and economy.  After all, a manager might come to understand, it is silly to commit resources to failing causes, even if it can be cheaply done.  While there are a host of indicators which might be used to measure effectiveness (e.g., crime rates, rates at which certain categories of crime occur, etc.), this is another area in which a single definition is unlikely to appease everyone in the PCC’s service jurisdiction.  With this in mind, the PCC should consider using composite measures of effectiveness and a host of program evaluation techniques, detailed below.
In addition to overall effectiveness, the PCC should consider the degree to which his or her programs have had equitable results for constituents.  Here, the manager ought to be cognizant of the important distinction between equality and equity.  Equality, curiously enough, is often an insufficient guidepost for management decisions.  At its core, the principle of equality implies that each resident will be treated the same.  Given the variety of constituents a PCC is tasked with serving and the abundance of situations and individual needs each constituent brings to the table, a one size fits all approach is unlikely to serve as a panacea.  In fact, one might argue, this is one guiding rationale behind the legislation which authorized the creation of the office of Police and Crime Commissioner in the first place. 
 Rather than a top-down, command and control imposition of standard operation procedures, citizens need to be treated in a fashion that takes their particular needs into account.  Here, the value of equity shines as a beacon.  Equity, as a public management virtue simply means operating with the values of fairness and justice in mind.  While equity and equality are often used interchangeably, they can have wildly different results in practice.  Consider an example that I use to make this distinction in my graduate seminars. 
 Imagine, for a moment, that you are presented with two children of the same age. One child has a developmental disability while the other does not.  Equality would dictate placing both children in the same classroom and using a common curriculum and assignments.  Equity, on the other hand, would dictate that we make arrangements for educating both children with their particular abilities in mind.  The developmentally disabled child in this example might benefit from a special education course while the child without this disability would flourish in a classroom that used standard approaches to teaching.
To translate this into the world of police work, one might consider another example of two juveniles.  One is a rogue youth who is running wild on the streets of a British city, engaging in all varieties of wanton behavior.  The other is a youth who left his home and took to the streets on the same night in order to escape an episode of domestic violence in the household.  Each youth deserves to have a chance to explain the circumstances which led to his late night wandering, and each youth deserves to be provided resources with which to cope with their respective problems.  

Equity is an important value for many reasons.  Foremost, it demonstrates that no matter the situation, law enforcement officials can be trusted to behave in a fair or just manner.  This is not intended to imply that anyone gets a free pass or that zealous prosecution of criminals does not take place.  Rather, the idea behind equity is that citizens will develop an impression of the police as being firm, but fair.  This fairness, when demonstrated in the aggregate, serves to legitimate police work and those who perform it.  Perhaps more importantly, over the long term, equitable treatment might become the basis of trust in law enforcement officials.  Trust is certainly important from an electoral perspective, but it has even more utility as a mechanism by which citizens come to communicate openly with law enforcement officials.  Trust, to beg a metaphor, is a key with which many doors in the community are opened.  A criminal might turn himself into authorities, for instance, if he trusts that he will be dealt fair and just treatment while under the supervision of the police.  A citizen might be more likely to divulge helpful information to police officials whom she trusts than those of whom she remains skeptical.  In these examples, and others one might imagine, trust begets respect not only for the elected PCC and those he oversees, but also in the institution of law enforcement in general.  With practice, equitable treatment of citizens could become the basis of greater community involvement in law enforcement activities.

Cooperation and Mutual Interdependence as Accountability Guides

In addition to the need for PCCs to develop transparency, trust, and respect among their constituents, there is an equally important imperative for PCCs to do the same with one another and members of the relevant systems of which they are a part (e.g., public health, mental health, criminal justice, juvenile justice, etc.).  Given that all PCCs are brand new, and have never served in this capacity, there is an unmistakable opportunity for these managers to learn the ropes together.   In this respect, multiple minds can be set to task to deal with common issues that each PCC faces.  Moreover, because they will not be competing against one another for elective office, but will all be working to placate their respective voting blocs, a natural incentive system evinces itself to encourage their interactions.  
To this end, I recommend that all 41 PCCs, or regional subsets of PCCs, hold regular conferences to share information regarding trends in their jurisdictions and to bounce ideas around.  This would be a valuable endeavor as it would enable the PCCs to benefit from the wisdom and discipline-specific knowledge of their counterparts, who come from a range of career and academic backgrounds and can offer a wealth of experiential knowledge to boot.
Additionally, and perhaps more idealistically, PCCs have a natural resource to be tapped in their American counterparts, the county sheriff.  Research has speculated that PCCs have much in common with elected United States sheriffs (e.g., multiple layers of political accountability, low-information election environments, competing demands from voters and politicians, etc.) and can leverage this knowledge toward avoiding some mistakes that these counterparts have made in the past (Baldi & LaFrance, 2013).

Professional Training Considerations
	Another similarity between PCCs in England and Wales and the American County sheriff (with the exception of the state of South Carolina) is that these elected law enforcement managers are not required to have any law enforcement experience to be elected to their respective positions.  In practice, of course, most sheriffs have a law enforcement background which they leverage to demonstrate to voters their credentials to serve.  This notwithstanding, many states require that their sheriffs attend and participate in a modicum of training for the position once they are installed into office.  A crash course which introduces the elected manager to the profession of law enforcement might also be helpful for PCCs.  Currently, to my knowledge, PCCs are provided only with a litany of PDF documents outlining concerns of the profession.  Additional training beyond these rudimentary documents, even a minor amount, might be useful in helping PCCs to better realize the concerns of the law enforcement professionals whom they supervise.  Exposure to these concerns, in turn, might facilitate communication between the PCC and these officers and provide an avenue by which common goals might be hammered out.  Such training might also serve to bolster the PCC’s legitimacy among subordinates and constituents alike.
	Presently, no such training initiatives have been implemented for the new PCCs, whom have now served for approximately 4 months.  While the Home Office has published some PDF reports to serve as initial guides for PCCs, it seems that the expectation is that training will be of the “on the job” variety and will require years of experience.  Hopefully, voters will make wise choices when casting their ballots.  This does not appear likely as only 11% of voters can name their newly installed Police and Crime Commissioner.  That is, 89% of voters are unaware of who was elected, much less his or her credentials or abilities (Lancefield, 2013).  Thus, it seems, voters will have to be willing to exercise a great deal of patience as these new PCCs learn the ropes.  In the interim, PCCs might be well-advised to initiate discussions with stakeholders and subordinates, as well as consulting the wealth of academic and practitioner-oriented literature on the cornerstone values mentioned above.  These, ideally, can assist in strategic planning exercises that can focus attention on each PCC’s mission, vision, goals, and objectives.  Without a values-based strategic plan, especially in light of competing demands from a myriad of groups and individuals, identifying and pursuing these objectives can be as tricky as attempting to nail Jell-O to an oak tree on a blazing July day in Southern Illinois. 
Program Evaluation Techniques
	While I have laid out some of the normative and empirical focal points a PCC is likely to use to make decisions while in office, these words of advice can be condensed into a single suggestion:  PCCs need to solicit the opinions and expertise of the constituents and professionals in their respective service jurisdictions.  This imperative cannot be met in a vacuum.  Moreover, it is naïve to assume that PCCs, despite their efforts, will walk into office prepared to meet the challenges they face.  Indeed, wisdom often appears only through experience and retrospective evaluation.  PCCs might consider engaging all relevant stakeholders in assisting him or her to learn from experience through program evaluation efforts.
	As discussed above, a multitude of methods is superior to reliance on any one method of acquiring feedback alone.  Triangulation of quantitative methods (surveys, questionnaires, and other broad-based measures), qualitative, or depth-oriented measures (interviews, focus groups, conferences, etc.), and exploration of archival data (official forms, court reports, officer reports, letters from constituents, etc.) is recommended, as it will allow PCCs to acquire a holistic vision of how well a programmatic effort has been working.  Triangulating program evaluation techniques may also foster a synthetic approach, or set of approaches, to managing the routine and non-routine tasks that the PCC will encounter.
Conclusion
	This paper has spelled out some practical and theoretical considerations which PCCs are likely to encounter in performing the tasks that make up their respective roles in office.  While it is based on speculation about the particulars of the office, this speculation is rooted in the experiences of other public managers and the scholars who study them.  Future research is certainly required to better understand the nuances associated with the office of Police and Crime Commissioner.  However, before this research can be conducted, and more concrete guidance offered from the scholarly and practitioner arenas, the first new crop of elected PCCs will be forced to acquire knowledge and wisdom in the most difficult of fashions:  through experience.  It is my hope that these modest suggestions will ease this difficult process to some degree.
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