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Abstract

Municipal police boards in Canada serve an important function as they strivediate
competing but compatible notionsdlice accountabilitand wlice indepadence doctrines
essential to a liberal democradyhere isconsiderable variation in thetructure of Canadian
police boardsnd this major paper examing&r relationshipwith police independence
Through arempiricalsurvey of Canadian municipal podi chiefshat report to a police

board this parCanadian study is the first of its kind in more than 20 yedrsfiidings

refuted anysignificantrelationship between police board structanel police independence,
and offeeda generally positive ouibk on the current state of police governance in Canada.
However the resultalsosuggestda persistence of political interference and pressure in
policing revealing serious blingpots in police governancéheresearcHindings presented in
this majorpaper wereontextualized through a comprehesreview of relevant literature

and offer a timely contribution to the paucity of knowledge surrounding police governance in

Canada today.
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Introduction

Under the rubric of a Westminster political system, police must be subject to
ministerial resposibility. Yet, as a central principle of democracy, the police must be
independent of political interferenc&n historical review of polickstate relations and, in
particular, Canadianommissions of inquiry, revetiiat the seemingly dichotomous doctsne
of police accountabilityo the state and autononfppmthe state present an enduring and
vexing challenge. History provides several examples of attempts to use palipelitisal
apparatus, ydithere exists an equally unsettling history of policerames acting as a law
unto themselvas(Sossin, 2004: 33@1). How to guard against one extreme while not inviting
the otheris a balancing ador police boards Fundamental to the legitimacy of police and
state control in a liberal democracy, police boards in Canada serve an important function as
they strive tasimultaneouslyacilitate police accountability and police independence.

As a central figure in the network of regulatory bodies and processes which mediate a
complex and delicate relationship between the state and police, municipal police boards
governmost municipal police services in Canada today. Consequently, these boards are
responsible for governing a significant port
resourcesln 2007, here weranore than 200nunicipal police serviceemployingnearly
59% (37,615 police officerd) of Canadian police officef&anadian Centre for Justice
Statistics, 2007)in 2006, btal policirg expewlitureswere estimated at $9llion, which
represergda cost of 803 per CanadiafiCanadian Centre for Justice Statistics, 2007Ag
challenges facing police boards arerefore of critical importancelemocraticallyand

economicallyEmpowered by a provincial police act, boards are typically responsible fo

! Represents actual police officer strémgs of May 15, 2007.



directing policy, hiring the ltef constable, and managing the police deid thelargest
operational expenditure of most cities.

Police governance in Canada enjoys a rich and-degllmented history spanning 150
years. Boards werestablishedo provide essential guidance to the administration of police,
while removing the glitical favouritism anccontrol of ward aldermen whigdtominated
police departments at the tirffeosdick 1969; as cited in Stenning, 1992anadian police
boards havexperienced substaatichanges to their membership and authority since 1858
(Biro, 2006) Althoughthere is considerable variation in tsigucture of Canadian police
boards today, the fundamental mandate of the board to affect the competing but compatible
principles of police accountability and police independence remain intact.

Despitean historical pesistence of political interference in policing, as evidenced by
numerous commissiaof inquiry, allboards have retained seemingly political structures. In
many instanceqoardssp pear structurall yomaescahotwWet hokbtom
council membersforming the board or occupyirg majority of positiosincludingthat of
chairvice-chair.In almost all casesjty council isresponsible for appointing and terminating
some or altitizen board members and appraythe police budgeConsequentlyelected
officials arepowerfully positioned t@ontrola b o structufeandinfluenceits outcomes
In the extremethe unfettered control od police boardorovides aropportunity forelected
officials to influence or interfersvith the police serviethroughthe chief mnstable Although
evidence of such behaviour exists, itriestlyanecdotabnd itsprevalencas entirely
unknown Moreover,any relationshighat may exisbetweerthese incidents and the

involvement ofcity councilin the police bard is unclear and empirically untested.



Theoretical Assumptions in Police Governance

Central to thepolicy of municipalpolice governancare at least three theoretical
assumptionsT he first assumption is that policequire governancd:his assumptions
premised on theelief thatwithout governancepolice will act as a law unto themselves. In a
democratic society, the legitimacy of police rule relies on the permission of the public which,
in turn, demands control of coercive power and authorityodée. In effect, wlice
governance sergahe function of oversight to ensure police control and accountability. The
second assumption is that the state is not a legitimate agent for ensuring adequate and
appropriate governance of police. The underlymay s that the awesome power and
authority of police may be misappropriated by the state if it has direct and complete control
over police. The ensuing assumption is that another body, or combination of mechanisms, is
necessary to ensure that police poiseppropriately controlledet safeguarded from
political interference or misappropriatiofihe third assumption inherent in the policy of
police governance is that the structure and processes of modern police boards in Canada
sufficiently serve the irgnded purpose of ensuring that police are both accountable and

independentThe latter assumption, in part, is the subject of interest here.

Hypothesis

Given the diversity of police boards, it is possible that celdaardstructuresmay be
inherentlymore political than othersAs such, there may exist averse relationship between
how politically structured a boaappearsand how independent the corresponding police
service isConsequently,ite hypothesis of this studyasthatthe more inherentlpolitical a
policeboard structure as defined bits size, composition, appointment processes, and

particularly theratio, role, and rightsof elected officials on the boarthe less independent



the police service would be from the perspective oflief mnstable In tangible termsit
washypothesized that a police boamith a majority of municipally elected officials who
occuped theexecutive positionwith full voting rights and whavereresponsible for
appoining all citizenboard member&ould result ina less independent police service as
reported bythe police chief.This hypothesisvas tested through a comprehensive survellof

municipal police chiefseporing to a police board in Canada.

Agency and Stewardship Theory

Accordingto Hillmamand Dal zi el , fiboards of director
for organizations: monitoring management on behalf of shareholders and providing
r e s o u(20@3e383) From amacrotheoretical perspective of corporate governance,
agencytheory offereahe most dominant theoretical framewdgibxaily, Dalton, & Cannella Jr,
2003) According to Lynall, Golden, and Hillmg@003) agency theoris premised on the
separation between ownership (sharehol ders)
view executivesassedfer vi ng and (Dailpgh &.r2008:1872st i c 0

For agency theorists, the board of directors serves to monitor maoagezhalf of
shareholders, and board independence, defined as the degree to which board members are
dependent on the current CEO or organization, is considered a segcessfuboard
monitoring(Prevost, Rao, & Hossainp@2). Another key to effective monitoring, according
to agency theory, is a board's incentiidiman and Dalziel, 2003)The ability of
shareholders to closely moni treerridenpaoblenrger s, ho
where a single shareholder bears the full costs of monitoring but receives orlgategro

proportion (Pfevostétal, 20@2n781) i t s O



In the case of police board membehg benefits derived from performing their duties
are often not financial or tangiblestead mostbalance a fultime job with their board
responsibilities, which ofterequire30 or more hours monthllthough some boards
provide a small honorariune tmembers, others re@xclusively on the goodwill of
voluntees. The incentive to monitor management is often interrddiyen and, for those
whom the path of least resistansereferred, motivation may be minimal, esglly when
faced wi tdh tthmesmedifythatdefinespolice culture(Reiner, 1992)

Extending this theory, board dependence, defined as the degree to which insiders and
outsiders with ties to the current CEO or organization dominate the board, is another
importantconsideratn (Hillman and Dalziel, 2003)Boards consisting primarily of insiders
or dependent outside directors are considered less effective at monitoring because of their
dependence on the organizat{t&uynall et al., 2003)In contrast, independent boardsthose
consisting primarily of independent outside directors, are thought to be the most effective at
monitoring. Accordingly, from an agentiyeoryp e r s p e ¢ tdicompogsitioli gyimaaily
concerns the development of independent boards or otherwise aligning the interests of
directors with those of sharehol de(walleto ensu
al., 2003: 417)Critics of agency theory suggest that it focuses too much on board incentives
to monitor or control management and too | it
experience, and ties to strategically relevant orgaioirs(Hillman and Dalziel, 2003)

Taking another theoretical perspective, stewardship theory does not view executives as
entirely selfserving and opportunistic. Instead, stewardship theorists view exexaiv
if requently having interests t héalyatale i somor g

2003: 375) This is not to suggest that executives are altruistic, but rather that there are many



situations in which serving shareholders' interests alsossim®ie own interestéLane,

Cannella, & Lubatkin, 1998; cited in Daily et al., 2008imilarly, resource dependent

theorists asserhtat a boar do s,oricapitabarenarl e r isg@ruirfciec ant
incentive tomonitor effectively (Hillman and Dalziel, 2003)As with all theories derived

from thebusiness managememtvate sector, one must exercise some caution in generalizing
to public sector executigeand public boards.

In order to study the relationship between board structure and board independence,
this major paper is organized into four chapters. Chafteeprovides a comprehensive and
broad review otheresearch literature relevant to polgevernancewith particularattention
to the factorscomprising police board structuré&hapter o outlines the methodologyf
this studyincluding an overview of key choices made in the research process, as well as
detailed accoustof the processes ingmented ChapterThreeprovides a summative and
evaluative report of the research resultBapter Bur summarize this majorresearch project
considers policy and legislative implicatiosdprovidesrecommendationt further
explore,debateand/oraddresshe actual or perceptual challenges of police governance in

Canada.
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Chapter One: Literature Review

This chapter is organized to provide a comprehensive revi¢he oesearchterature.
An historical, theoretical, and legal examinatiorited relationship between the state and
police in a democratic society is fundamental to this subject. Accordingly, a brief historical
overview of policing demonstrates the early roots of politicization as well as the evolution of
police boards in Canad&his review is followed by a theoretical perspective of crime and
politics through adiscussioron democratic policing, legitimacy and consent, and police
authority. The chaptalsoincludes a description of the constitutional and legal frameworks
that irfluence the politics and governance of policing in Canada today. It examines the
doctrines of, and relationship between, police independence and accountability. Expanding on
the historical rationalization for both principles, an overview of Canadian caiomssof
inquiry into police/government interactions over the past 30 years is included. The chapter
concludes with literature specific to the variables which comprise police board structures in

this study?

Policing: A Political History

Intheearies documented days of dAinformald poli
themselves. Later, appointed citizen volunteers apprehended wrongdoers and citizens
organized themselves to patrol at nigftojanowicz and Bucqueroux, 1990)hroughout this

period, from the 1% century until the early 1century, a form of police governance and

2 Although a review of the literature revealed considerable commentary about police governance, empirical
research is conspicuously absent. Instead, the literature is parochial, descriptive, and functional, dominated by
opinion-basedeports, academic debate, anecdotal evidence, and unreliable media accounts. While there is
considerable literature about board governance generally, and about governance structures and processes
specifically, it exists within the confines of business agement. The transferability of this literature to a public
sector board and police boards, in particular, is questionable. Although this litésaawiewed here, its

limitations are explicitly noted.



oversight rested withppointed Justices of the Peg8éming, 1996) This model was
consistent with most common law jurisdictions wherein the responsibility for public police
services was regarded as a local concern to be fulfilled through localyolled institutions
(Biro, 2006).

By the mid 1826, the ned for a fulltime paid police force became evident. Sir
Robert Peel, the Home Secretary, was charged with the political task of establishing the
London Metropolitan Police Force in 1829. In doing so, he established his noitedft
principles of policingwvhich recognized, among other things, the source and importance of
police legitimacy. He asset e d the pgowet of thie police to fulfill their functions and duties
is dependent on public approval of their existence, actions and behaviour, and dnilityeir a
to seaire and maintain public respe¢Pue, 2000: 86)

According to RadzinowicZ, he London Police was fdAan hier
organizationécommanded by two appointed comm
Peace) éaccount eHomeSedetaryeacdbiheg minister irt the elected central
g o v e r n(aseited imStenning, 1996: 17his organizational model was also adopted for
Canadian municipal police forces during th& t@ntury. Gradually, municipal councils
assumd the responsibility of the Justices of the Peace and supervised the police forces. In
most instances, the municipalitoétecf dedemgaitled
comprised of the ayor and other elected or appointed officials.

It is apparenfrom all accounts of policing history that the elected governors of the
day were not preoccupied with the establishment of an apolitical police force. Kelling and

Moore (1988)subdividel the history of policing into three ergwlitical; reformy and



community problersolving Although the years assigned to each era are debated among

academics, general agreement exists abeudefining features of each.

Pdlitical Era (1840 to early 1903)

During the political era, police departments were structurally centralized and
hierarchal but did not function in this manner. Instead, police officers operated in
decentralized wards drcommunication with headquarters was almost nonexistent. The result
was an absence of internal supervision and organizational c@alaiiotto, 200Q)Local
governments controlled policing and there wasrg e®se relationship between police and
politicians. More to the point, politicians directed all police activi{iie®janowicz and
Bucqueroux, 1990) Al t was the ward politician who co
because job security was not available to ward police officers, they were obligated to the ward

politicians f(Ralmiotto,l2@00: 25)Wheresdetectivesresisbed, they were used

by politicians usually to obtain information for political purposes.

Reform Era (early 1900s to early 197¢)

The reform era was clacterized as a movement to free police from the control of
politicians by, among other things, eliminating political patronage in the hiring and firing of
police personnel. Political inflsec e c ame t o b and msid®us to&ffectived e vi an't
police managemeiat(Palmiotto, 2000: 26)in 1929, Chief August Vollmer led the American
police reform movement through the establishment of ten princighégsh includedhe
necessity theoorrglting influemee bfeodlinc so from policing. V

Principles advocatedn independent police chief hired on the basis of merit, decent salaries



for all officers, accountability through record keeping, and increased supervision through the
useof communication systen{3rojanowicz and Bucqueroux, 1990)

Organizational reform also charactedzbis era and the goal of administration
became to fidi st ance (Pamiottp BODO: ZAp avbidtleem t he ci t i
corruption seen previously. Accordingly, the mandate of polideeshirom a social service
function to a narrow enforcemehased roléPeak and Glensor, 199%andom patrol, rapid
response, and reactive investigation became the primary functions of (@rii¢iehs, Parent,

& Whitelaw, 2001) This traditional model of policifigpecame synonymous withe reform

era andsomeargue, prevails today. Structurally, police organizations assumed a truly
centralized, hierarchal, command and control m@idelling and Moore, 1988)While having
some success in insulating police from political influence, the distanced relationship between
the police and the public became problematic.

In the 1960s and 19%0police legitimacy was questioned, allegasiof racsmgave
rise to riots, and the civil rights movement gained momer§itnojanowicz and Bucqueux,

1990) Simultaneous to these sogolitical challenges, crime and fear rapidly increased
despite significanincreasesn police budgets. Fiscal challenges at the local level ensued, and
the public becamdissatisfied with the ability of police to ontrol crime(Peak and Glensor,

1999) The convergence of these issues, capped by an influential indictment of the traditional
model by Herman Goldstein in 197&ntributed tahe end of the reform era artuket

beginning of the community problesolving eraPalmiotto, 2000)

% The traditional model of policingis alsocommgnl r ef erred to as the fAprofession

1C



Community Problem-Solving Era (197& to present)

The community problersolving eraspuredinpar t by a fAgr owing

withtradi t i onal police practices dRosenbaumramdc ogni t i

Lurigio, 1994b: 299)has remained the officially domimamodel of policing(Greene, 2001,
Griffiths et al., 2001; Kerley and Benson, 2000plike the reform erahis model of policing
wasdesigned to bring the community and police togethwerughcommunitypolice
partnership and proactive approachgsriffiths et al., 2001) Decentralization, flattened
hierarchal structure, and a more collaborative community approach charaitieszesw
orthodoxy for policRosenbaum, 1994a; Sadd and Grinc, 1994)

By design, this more complex era of policing produced strongdicpaterest and
participation yet offered little to strengthen or clariflyd relationship between polie@d
government. Perhaps as ghyduct of a more engaged and attentive citizenry, Canadian
police have been the subject of five royalnamissions ofnquiry during the community
problemsolving eragach an indictment afiadequate police independenaeaccountability
and evidencéhat the struggle to ameliorate the relationship between the state and police
remains unabated.

This briefhistorical overview of policing revesah nearly constant role of politios
policing. The political era, in particulahistoricallyvalidates the secoraksumptiorof this
major paperthatthe power of police may be misappropriated by the state ifatepot
safeguarded from political interferendenis assertiotis further suppaed thraughareview
of recent commissiaof inquiry. While public pressure to insulate police from politicization

brought an end tthe political erg it was also alissatisfied and disenfranchised pulthat

11
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brought an end to the reform era. In both instard®s)ge occurred in responseato

perceptual failure of the systemhich problematized and politicized crime control

Crime and Politics. A Theoretical Perspective

According to Bayl ey, Afone cannot explain
becoming inolved inane x pl or at i on of pl®710i1Q0). Today, itappeavse | o p me
widely and increasinglpccepted in the literature that police and crime are inherently political
(Bayley, 1970; Estrada, 2004; Goldsmith, 1991; Haggerty, 200&)politically
advantageous for crime to bast as a problem to be solved through effective political action
amidst an environmentwhefienobody (pol i ticians) gc armsodftf ornd
c r i rfestbada, 2004: 421%till, t her e i s twardapnpraviseeraltpolifics, h i f t
to the point that rational i s(aggerty,r2e04.221) es ar e
Thenetresult is a displacement of criminological exgéntfavour d thosewho aremore
politically-sasvy. According toGarlard,

ecrime policy has ceased to be a bipartis

professional experts and has become a prominent issue in electoral

competition. Policy measures are constructed ipswhat appear to value

political advantage and public opinion over the views of experts and evidence

of researct{2001: 13)

Perhaps as a natural consequence to the politicization of avienghe last 30 years,
what constitute criminality has become apparently more diffuSlarifying what the problem
is, what the solutions arand whose responsibility it is remains elusivel he di scour se
crime control seems to combine incompatible specifications of the problem, amzlgrit
and professionals cycl e r @pse, d999 230Futherrugh t he

there has been a net widening effect of what is the responsibility of police and the criminal

justicesystem, yeain understanding afe capaity of these institutions tmanage new forms

12



of crime is apparently abserts a resultproposals stressing the need for individuals and
communities to take more responsibility coexist with proposals for more policing. Osborne
and Gaeble(1992, cited inJohnston and Shearing, 2008jerredto this as government
retaining responsibility for &ésteeringé and
Rose(1996)referredto this as governingt a distance

I n this model of gover nme nwformsiohegpertise dual s
t hat exi st out si dReatt,d999: 145)8uchsatrexisea relaipnphipr at u s o

between the state and the people reflects a significant departure from the welfare state.

Ironically, whilethes t at e 6 s i n a lpublicintengstavas deemetp bedhe e n t
problem3 0 years ago, It -lideralisnm mswisaggregateddhe stadteat A neo
apparatus, depriving it of its capacity to r

fragmented and market o mi n a t e (Stesnimg; 2083t 34)eratt (1999) notd
however, that the state does not relisgall control and interest, but rather presides over
these new wag/of governing byegulatingexperts

As a result of significant societal and economic changes, Garland sedjipestthe
new politics of crime contralere fisocially and culturally cagitioned and have become
increasingly more expressive and instrumeni@karland, 2001: 139Headdedthat
contemporary justice polioyas fbifurcated by an adaptive strategy characterized by
community partnership and a sovereign state strateqgystresses coercive contra001:
139).1t appears, however, th@&a r | d18996)aasncept of sovereign crime contrad state
which is there to provide security, law and order, and crime corthad been replaced by a
more pluralizechexus of risk management and security agents. This, hovwoegatesa

predicament for government becausaile it haswithdrawn as the primary provider of

13



security and crime contrat may be expected to retain social control functiditem this
perspetive, it may be argued thgiblice boardsre merely aneans fogovernment to retain
control of police and crimégut through a modthat perceptually insulates police from such
control.

It is apparent from the discussitmthis point that the relatiship betweerime and
politics is historicallyintimateandevolving To understand this relationship betedto
contextualize more fully the relationship between police and the gtateseful to consider

the specific role of police in a democyac

Democratic Polcing

Although the police are a major nexus between civil society and the Stdtapcracy
i's not possible unl ess (Mdrenin, aD0: 81Z)adecn,ghea ve de m
Adefining feature of the modern sovereign st
monopolythai s pri nci pal | yLoader,200@ 825)ostmgmoqaticl i ¢ e 0
societies, as LapkifiL999)points out, have developed professional policing agencies to
ensure personal and state secutdydeal with behaviour that infringes on individual and
societal rightsand to proteatitizensfrom state ad political excesse$oldsteinsummarize
the situatiorby notingthatwh i | e pol i ce possess fAan awesome
intrude into peopleds privacy, Ademocracy i s
the degreeofod er t hat makes d977:.1).6&Gwensheessentdatrgle apdo s s i bl
fawesome powerof police to mediate the delicate relatship between the state aridil
society thenatureof the police relationship witeach and theform in which suchmediation

occurs s critical to democracy.
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The relationship between tlseate and policing is compled delicateleavingopen
to debate where one stops and the other starirs fact, they are not onandthe same
Likewise, the extent to whichofice are mere actors of the state or apolitical agents in their
own right is wellcontested throughout the literaturerRaps as a consequeméesuch
complexity,Mareninnotedt had |l iii ng i s generally misconcep
by agents othe state, at the behest of those who control the state, with little choice or
discretiomd (2000:314). Building on this perspectiv&rewer, Guelke, Hume, Moxen
Browne, and Wilfordstate:

To portray public order policing as somehow insulated from palitdecisions

about the choice and mix of state strategies to deal with disorder is not only

misleading, it also obscures the chain of relations connecting the state, police

and society. By the same token, to treat the police as mere ciphers dutifully

implementing whatever strategy has been arrived at by the state elite is equally

prone to error and mystificatiqdi988:233).
While it may be clear that police aneither apolitical noobedientagents of the state, what
constructghe relationship remairedusive. Bayley(cited in Marenin, 2000asseredthat it
was | mportant to understand policing as a fAse
which are located in the state and characterizeal impnopoly of legitimate force 1985:
316).

Regardless of o nwddsandiMeAlister ssiggesta decogniging a s

the relationship si mgWwhatisaubimafelgimpoadntanci ng act o

Police governance in a democratic society, whether this is understood as the

6constitutional and institractingth@al arrange
policies of the policed or as O6government
inside and outside the statedé, is ultimat
delicate handling of a number of competing and conflicting objectR@35(

197).
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Thismmti on of fAa balancing acto is perhaps best
policing. Brogder(1992; cited in Marenin, 200@uggestdthat democratic policing balances
coercion and consent, autongrayn d r esponsi veness. AONn t he one
to maintain general ordend specific behaviouyet, on the other hand, there is a wish for

police to protect particular interests and for the state not to interfere in the private lives of its

ci t i (Bregden0l992; cited in Marenin, 2000: 312)he capacity of the police to laaice

these competing values implies and demands discretion and a degree of autonomy for police;
autonomy which, paradoxically, must be legitimized and consented to by citizens and the

stat® (Marenin, 2000: 312)

Legitimacy and Consent

Policing by consent is widely viewed as essential to demogralicing (Durston,
2000; Goldsmith, 2005)ettt he fAdi |l emma of | egi tinmarey pl agu
doggedl y t h(denbert, 20@6: 4B8).cHerbect adddt h a $ the mbst visible
reminder of the stateds coercive power, the
tyranny of (Qa0&48% It fallows bhat elf-resyraint by state officialand
particularly the policegiven their statentrusted responsibility for the exercise of coercion,
fis crucial to the nature of liberal democratic sociét{&oldsmith, 1999: 34)

There exists, however, amherent tensin between too little and too much restramt b
both the state and the polieetension whictiit he r egul ation of control
(Durston, 2000: 2453ttempts to reconcile. Building on thispader notd that, Awe have
received a set of liberal (and lately neoliberalpdigses and institutional arrangements that
have as their central preoccupation the precise task of limiting and seeking control of the

police by means of rendeg them accountable through &mdto the mechanism and
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i nstituti on s20@B25gHe adedtminteesetmeangtgenerally assumed
one (or some combination) of the following fornit) mechanismaof legal restraint and
redress; (2) a framework of democratic institutions (i.e.: police boards) that the police can be
required to consutind cooperate with or account and defer to; (3) various internal
organizational devices that seek to guide the exercise of police discretion; and (4) a set of
managerialistic tools (i.e.: performance targets) backed up by a regime of audit and
inspectionl t is also widely acknowledged that poli
influenced, by an intricate web of rules and relationships operating at multiple sites including
the |l egal, constituti ona(Martinp2004i268)Acmadta s oci al
backdrop of Al i ber alciissned so fs (Gsigantitei 19pB034pefr ot he e
how and by whom suchsetof rules and regulations to be implemented is complicated.
According to Roach, At he deiacesponabiliytor pol i ¢
policing matters as a fundamental feature of responsible goverm(266{7:60). However,
Marenin asseedthat
The minimum structural and cultural requirement for democratic policing is
semiaut onomy. Some c apubconsttamedbyor di screti oné
responsiveness to law, state, and civic society demands is required. Second, the
police must recognize and accept that their job requires being responsive to
conflicting demands. The last requirement imposes the most difficult burden
on cemocratizing police forces. Having been just liberated from the yoke of
state and elite control they must now voluntarily submit themselves to external
control of a different form and see the limits of their auton¢2®00:325).
Goldsmith advoca&d tha in a setting where distrust of police and the stadg exist
At hpardt y accountability can serve as a O6circi
provisionof information, influencea n d ¢ ¢2005:260). Edsewtere, Goldsmith state

A wilian oversight of police can be seen as a mechanism for pursuing the consent of the

governed, a Adefining ingredi €999:3788). moder n |
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Martin affirmedthis solution notingthal f ew di sput e the g@m@positior
society, police must beéac cdoabafinapbltical t o ci vi |
masted 2004:258). However, Martin adetithat police must also be bound by the rule of
law.
The legitimacy of police in a democratic society relies orsthece of police
authority, the expression of that authority, as well as the effectiveness and perceived
legitimacy of safeguards against the misuse of such authacitprdingly, a review of police
authority, the legal status of police, as well as tlalehge of balancing police independence

and accountabilitys required to better understand the issues

Police Authority

Socialscientists define authority #&sgitimate poweat the base of social control in
society(Carter and Radelet, 199%lichael Banton, a noted social anthropologasgued that
Apublic resent ment against police is wusually
circumstances in which the community popt is questionable, ambiguous, or clearly
di v i (dsecitkd in Carter and Radelet, 1999:. 10)other words, public dissent arises and
the legitimacy of police is questioned when the police are, or are perceived to be, arbitrarily
imposing authority or abusing it. Banton addhat authoritycome8 f r om t he fr ee ac¢
of individuals to obser v dascitedrintCariemandRadeleta | | v c
1999: 11) This social contract between the state ar@ititgens is central to law and social
order.

The pramble to theCanadian Charter of Rights and Freedo(h882) asserts that
ACanada is founded upon principles that reco

The supremacy of the rule of law was recognized as a principle of the English Constitution
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and, accordingly, adopted in Canada. In short, the rule of lawe igrthciple that

figovernments must exercise their powers according to law and citizens must not be exposed

to ar bi (Oppalr1®4: B2).t stlohe police, as agents of go\
legitimate use of force governments have to control citizens and so they exist, in concept and

in practice, at odds with many of the most i
(Seagrave, 1997: 3)Vhile the legitimacy of this claim is generally accepted in Canadian

society, it is theoretically compromised because the legal status of poticgovernanci

Canadaemainsunclear.

Legal Status of Polie and Govenance in Canada

Policing in Canada is governed in varying forms and degrees by all orders of
governmen{Police Sector Council, 2001ynderBritish North America Ac{1867),
responsibility for criminal justice rests with the federal parliament and provincial legislatures.
Their role in relation to policing and respective to one another, however, is ambiguous
(Stenning, 1982)Section 91 othe Act authorize®arliament to legislate crimahlaw and
procedure, while also accoramadggododrgepyemsmd
While the federal government appears to have drawn its constiéliothority to form the
now Royal Canadian Mounted PolicREMP) under this latter rgmnsibility, the majority of
Canadian police are nédderaland fall within the scope of provincial responsibility.

Alt hough section 92(14) of the Act requir
j u s tthecaums did not, until recently,rg@usly question the presumption that policing
falls within the constitutionadphereo f pr ovi nci al iad@nanmlo®ly r at i on
Notwithstanding the recent Supreme Court affirmation, provincial governments have

historically assumed this authority. This occurred through the favmat provincialpolice
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forcesin some instances, and through the widespread enactmemavaicial legislation that
delegatedhe duties of policing and the local maintenance of law and ¢odaunicipalities
(Grant, 1981)Municipalities, in turn, have typicallsubdelegated thresponsibility for
police governance tolacal police boardPolice Sector Council, 2001 hecumulative
effect of these varying arrangements is:

émost police services have parallel respo

bodies, usually including some form of local oversight, a provincial authority,

and in the case of the RCMP, the federal Solideneral. There are also

provincial and federal civilian oversighbdies which have some influence

(Police Sector Council, 2001: 23)

Just as fdparallel responsibilitieso may b
within, so too can it be a source of confusion and consterrfatithose charged with police
governance. While the constitutional authority of all orders of government respective to
policing is evident, thecopeandform of their responsibilities are not mutually exclusive or
coherent. As an example, a provincialgavn me nt 6 s aut hor bytfederamay be
authority in matters involving provincially contracted RCMB these officers remain subject
to the federaRCMP Actand not the provincial police a@Brant, 1981)

Given the ambiguous and often overlapping framework of governmental authority and
responsibities respective to policing in Canadhe literature on the subject often turns to the
legal statusf police to define the poliégovernment relationship. To do so, however,
generates little resolutiotnsofar as the authority of governments over golicunclearas is
the constitutional position of polig&rant, 1981)In the Ipperwash Inquiry, the Policy
Director statd:

It appears that neither the statutory, constitutional, common law, nor policy

rules in Ontario today clearly or adequately define the roles and responsibilities

of the police and govament respecting government intervention in, or
influence over, certain kinds of police decisimaking(Thomas, 2006: 4)
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In 1981,the Law Reform Commission of Canada completed two studies to
comprehensively examine the history of policing legislation and the legal status of police in
Canada. The result was one of uncertainty and led one auttmndmde

€éhe who v e n tlizerabost the legalgtatus @frthe police in Canada,

and about its implications, does so at his peril. The police operate under a

variety of statutes, which contain significantly different provisions respecting

the status and accountability of the poliTaese statutory provisions, by

themselves, leave many important questions unansw®tedning, 1982:

130).

Given the uncertain legal status of police in Can#tascope and form of government
delegated authority to police boardegually uncertainAbsent a legal orientatioipolice
governance is oriented to the ideals of protecting police independencst&i@mtrusion

while ensuring police accountabilityo understanthesecompeting butompatible doctrines

is tounderstandhe crux of police governance.

PoliceIndependence and Accountability

Fundamental to the legitimacy of police and state control in a demogprawyiples of
policeindependence and polieecountabilityserve as a compass to the exvlving
relationship betweehoth institutionsWhile i ¢ cemsabout potential police abuses of
aut hority reinforce democratic notions of st
state reinforce the need for police to be independent and regulated more by the abstract rule of
| a \{Herbert, 2006: 482)n his oftcited report on policing in British ColumbithenJustice
Oppal statedit] he police cannot be a law unto themselves. Any systegowarnance that
grants independence to police in the exercise of their special powers must also ensure that the
police ar e accoun(1984bB6g Crifical tothis disaission, iti®s nduct 0O

important to first define andisentanggt he noti ons of #@Aindemendence
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Police IndependenceDefined

Margaret Beare, in theostrecent anccomprehensive review of police and
government relations in Canattadate, aiculated the apparent disconnect between
current practice and rhetoric in police independence:

Because the policeéare created to carry o

law enforcement and security, and are dependent on government for their

existenceauthority, and resources, they are said to be part of the executive

arm of government. Yetraditionally, we maintain a belief in, repeat the

rhetoric of, angin some caseprotect the practice of, the independence of

policing. We may be making falsesass mpt i ons about the Onatur

independenc€007: 317)

Academic commentary on the subject of police independence in Canada is exienaivee

of thenumber of commissions of inquiry tasked with uncovering political interference.

Through thiditerature, there is general consensus on the doctrine that pardieaswerable

to the lawitself, and not their civic maste(&rant, 1992; Sossin, 2004; Stenning, 1982)

St enni n g 0 do treAsta PaciicEEconomic Caeration (APEC) Inquiryf 1998 he

concluded thatthenwas fAvery |l ittle clarity or consensus:s
officers, jurist& commissions of inquiry, academics, or other commengatither about

exactly what oOopolice independence@oachp mpr i ses
2004: 1)

Independence is defined in a variefyways throughout the literature | ndependenc e
refers to a freedom from direction, confrolr undue i nf |(Steaning,200by ot her
156). Barber similarlydefinad independences finot depending on autho
As@lofver (9981 §ld)Elsewhere, Stenning defidét asi aut onomy -i n deci s

ma k i 8094€1). [h cortrast,Goldsmithdefineditas fAaccounbmabouse t o an a

of f i ci al 1991r6).bthedCygmimisgion of Inquiry into the Actions of Canadian
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Officials in Relation to Maher Arampolice independence was defined in simplg general
terms as fAa common | aw and c ons thipbetweanthe a |
police and t(@OG@nngrpo2004:.r1Maostaatdntlythe Law Commission of

Canada defined polidendependencemapainti eado maioeepb i c al

85). Thisdefinitionwasadopted for thistudy.

Police Accountability Defined

Central to notions of democratic policing and police legitimacy are the concepts of
police control and accountabilitfhese concepteconsideredmportant elements to
promotetheview of the police as both a necessary body and a body deserving of support.

fAccountability is at the rdoof good policing, especiallyy a democracy (where) it is

expected that those who wield publicppw mu st be f ul | YyReinecand unt abl

Spencer, 1993: 3)ewis expanedon this assessment:
As our democratic institutions have matured, it has become increasingly
apparent that no individual or organizatiperforming important public
services can maintain widespread respect and support without public
accountability. The more significant and public the function, the more insistent
is community need and demand for accountability to balance the responsibility
and trust granted tihe individual or organizatio(l991:153).
Chan(1999)categorizd the definition of police accountability in the literature as
falling into two competing meanings. On thleehand, accountabilitwas seen as ultimately
concerned with control over the poljaehile, on the other hand, Was seen as fundamentally
about requiements to give accounts or explanations of conduct. Chad thatieboth models
have been subjetd criticism.

In earlier literature on police accountability, Goldststiatel that, in its broadest

sense, accountabil ity Abilty©ddetermairgng policehin mor e

23

pr

t

h



discretionary areas. It covers every aspect of administration of an agency, including, for
example, its operating efficiency, its hiring and promotion practices, and its financial
ma n a g e ¥ 13D). Béyley boka narow approach and defidgolice accountability
as ANAprocesses whereby the behaviour of polic
requirements of t H®8d60capsulating societyo
According to Brodeur, there are two core elements in thening ofaccountability:
Airendering an objective account, which is an
consequences of not having met the rl1®fuired
158). He adddthat, as aconsequence, thergere two main faures with regard to
accountability. The firstvas the provision of inadequate information which Brodeur
characterizé as a failure of openness. The secwad the apparent impunity thats granted
to office holders who Hthviolated their standards of couct and performance, which Brodeur
characterizé as a failure of fairness. He ndtthat only the failure of fairness arodsany
public debatebecause the failure of openness, by definition, escapes pohite.
Den Boer(2002)offereda complementaryiew by distinguishing between internal
and external accountability, and aahing notions of political, legaknd citizen
accountability Applying this approachpolice accountability does not exclusively reside with
police boardsbut occurghrough a nexus of informahd formal structuresln its report on
policing, the LanCommission of Canadaotedt h ailkte otlfief government organizations
police are accountabletbi f f er ent organi zations (2006r di ffer
89). Broadly, these fall into five categories:
(1) political accountability to governgnauthorities and beyond, through
normal political processes; (2) legal accountability or accountability to the law

through the courts and judiciary; (3) accountability to administrative agencies
such as complaints commissions, human rights commissiortsilaunials,
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government departments, provincial police commissions, treasury boards,

auditors general or ombudsmen; (4) direct public accountability through such

mechanisms as freedashinformation legislation; an¢b) speciabhd hoc

accountability mechasms such as royal commissions and other public

inquiries(Law Commission of Canada, 2006: 89)
Normandeau and Leightqt990)positeda similar model of police being accountable in at
least four different wys:

Administratively defined as fiscal accountabilitigplitically by virtue of

adherence to a police amd to guidelines stated by local police boards and

elected officialsiegallyin respect to upholding and enforcing the law while

recognizing civilrights, especially the Charter of Rights and Freedoms; and to

the community(as cited in Seagrave, 1997: 1934).
The aut horsoé char act e bilityZoaetedted afficiallenongtratédi t i cal 0
the indifference sometimes applied in conceptualizing police governance and, particularly,
how readily police independenceay be lost under the cloak aécountability. While it is
clearthat police are accountable to constitutionally empowgoe@rnmentsto label such
accountabilityil pl o t asmppbsed to legal, and to suggest thatthesexd s t o fiel ect e
of ficialso inappropriatel y f riatserel police dind mayel at i
perpetuate politics in policingeagrae attempeédto reconcile the matter by explicitly adding
t h aathopughfthe police are accountable to various levels of government, they must be
politicald9%56heut ral o (

Brodeursuggestdthat for accountability, three basic questions mustnisgvared,
namel vy, Awho should be r 60s1989125) Reiheeand what f or
Spence1993)took an expanded approach to these questions adding that in designing an
adequate structure for police accouiitigh one must also determinghat typeof

accountability police should have to relevant bodiesveimat mechanismshould be

established to delivexffectively the appropriate type of accountability to such bodies.
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Over the past 40 years, numerous Ciganacourt cases and commissions of inquiry
have tried taaddress thesguestions. In particular, courts and commissions have attempted to
resovewho t he police are accountable to and whe
and servamt dwirtenl athieors hbiempl oyer &6 or an o6of fi
discharge irrespective of the direction which might be received from the supervising
a ut h dSossin, 2@4: 18)rhe most oficited response is found in the British common law
1968 case oR. v. Metropolitan Police Commissioner, ex partedRlaurnin which Lord
Denning state:
éelike every constable in the I and, [the C
should be, and is, independent of the executive. He is not subject to the orders
of the Secretary of St at erespgnahliggzfot hat wunde
law enfocement lies on him. His answerable to the law and to the law alone
(O'Conner, 2004: 1)
Al t hough L oridiulatdreweas thersgbfiec of eonsiderable debate in the
years that followed, it has since been upheld by many courts, including the Supreme Court of
Canada irR. v. Campbell and Shiro$£999). In this case, the court declared that the
principle d policeindependence from the statethe exercise of its law enforcement
functions Aunderpins the rule of |l awd which
principles of the Constitutian(R. v. Campbell and Shirgs&999) Stated simplypnce the
police take political direction, the rule of law is subverg€doper, 2006)The Campbellcase
constitutelt hi s court déds most comprehensive review
(Roach, 2004)Althoughcommon law offers somdarity tothe doctrines of police
independence and accountabijligyreview offive major Canadian public inquiries into

apparent political interference and abuses of police independence demetistratactable

nature otthis issue.
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Royal Commissions of Inquiry

Over the last 30 years, thcDonald CommissigrDonald Marshd Commission
APEC Inquiry Ipperwash Inquiryand theMahar Arar Inquiry have each grappled to further
define and articulate the principles oflipe independence and accountability. While having
some success in this regard, the commissions of inquiry have been most effective in
corroborating the ongoing deficiencies of police/goveentireldions andfueling the
foundational assumptions tife poicy of police governangaamely,thatpolice require
governance and that the state is not a legitimate agent for ensuring adequate and appropriate
governance of policésiven the longevity of these problenegmmissions of inquiry also
disprove the thirdhssumptionnherent in the policy of police governanteat the structure
and processes of modern police boards in Canada adequately serve the intended purpose of

ensuring that police are both accountable and independent.

McDonald Commission

TheMcDonald Commissiorf1977) arose from aaumberof illegal activiies by the
RCMP Security Service, as well as the allegedly willful disregard of the Mimestponsible
for RCMP operations. Contrary to the narrow interpretation of independence as articulated in
Ex parte Blakburn (1968) Justice McDonald concluded that ttesponsible Ministers
should have extensive authority to direct, comment upon, or be advised of a wide range of
police activities, i ncluding ar @Raash,2004pdi t i on
McDonald clarified, however, that:

The Minister should have no right of direction with respect to the exercise by

the R.C.M.P. of the powers of investigatiarrestand prosecution. To that

extent, and to that extent only, should the English doctrine expounéed in
parte Blackburrbe made applicable to the R.C.M(BR:Conner, 2004: 8)
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In summary, thé/cDonald Commissioaxpanded the discourse on the legal notion of police
independence, notwithstanding the | egal affi
R. v. Campbell and Shiro$£999), byclarifying that Ministers cannot be responsible for

police operations and, equally, that police investigations and powers of arrest and prosecution

must be above political reproach.

Marshal Commission

Although theDonald Marshal Commissiof1989) is bessknown for its focus on his
wrongful murder conviction, it also examingte conduct ofwo Nova Scotiacabinet
members, eactnder investigation by the RCMP for criminal wrongdoing. In this case, the
pairwasnot chargedalespite sufficient grounds to @o (O'Conner, 2004)Through the
Commission of Inquiry, it was determined that the Attorney General interfered with the
investigation by personally intervening in tthecisioamaking processes. In this higinofile
Commission, Hickman, Poitras, and Evansdemned political influence in the Nova Scotia
justice system concluding:

ét he RCMP failed in its obligation to be

improperly influenced by factors unrelated to the investigation itself, but it

attempted to explain the decision not to proceed in evidentiary and

discretionary terms. The RCMP put its working relationship with the

Department of Attorney General ahead of its duty to uptize law
(O'Conner, 2004: 11)

APEC Inquiry

In the APEC Inquiry(2000) into police and government actions surrounding the
protests at the 1997sfa Pacific Economic GaperationAPEC) summit Justice Hughes
confirmed a number of al lineogsstent with the Chdrtertndp o | i ¢

inappropriate to the circumstan@g4999: para29) | n p dhe stripgearchesof,all 6
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female prisoners were not justified, were far too intrusive in the circumstances, and were

neither reasonable noecessary(Hughes, 1999: para 29pn the matter of political

interference, Justice Hughes surmised that the Prime Mibister Of f i ce ( PMO) may
given orders to senior RCMP personnel and that there was clear evidence that the PMO

became very involved in a matter that ought to have been the exclusive reserve of the RCMP

(Hughes, 1999)

Ipperwash Inquiry

Thelpperwash Inquiry(2004)examiredthe events surrounding the death of Dudley
George who was shot during a protest by Aboriginal people at Ipperwash Provimkial Pa
September 1995. As a complement to the Inquiry, an academic conference was hosted and
five papers were authored differentelements of the issutn a memorandum to the
academics, the I nquiryds Directorinsight: Pol i cy
We are obviously concerned with ensuring the professionalism of policing and
preventing partisan policing or inappropriate government influence. We are also
obviously concerned about police becoming

democrat input or control on appropriate issues. We are further concerned about the
accountability of both police and government decisimaking(Thomas, 2006: 4)

Inquiry into the Actions of Canadian Officials in Relation to Maher Arar

The highprofile Commission of Inquiry into the Actions of Canadian Officials in
Relation to Maher Araf 2 0 0 6 ) e x a emoneausl detAntican in éhe Ited States and
subsequent deportation to Syria. The final rep@g not an indictment of police
independence or political interference in Cangda,se Instead, it may be better
characterized as an indictment of the political nature of policing betegenries and in

particular,the United States. Noteworthy was the finding that the Canadian government

29



mani pul ated the media #Af or-interbstor governpents e of épr
i nt e(O'€mnen 2006a: 3)

These inquiries, as part of the history of policing in Caphdaeshown repeatedly
the inadequaes of an exclusive reliance upon police seljulation(Bayley, 1991;
Goldsmith, 1999; Goldsmith,0®5). Equally apparent these inquiriess that political
interference in policing has a longstanding history in Carlada. Sossi nds present
Ipperwash Commission, he adeptly summarized the findings of previous inquiries and their
relevancea police governance as follows:

We should not lose sight of the fact that attempts to use police forces as an arm

of fApolitical administrationo of the gove
unsettling history in Canada, nor should we gloss over the edoia¢jyand
equally unsettling history of the police

is the classic doublbind of executivepolice relationship$ how to guard
against one extreme without inviting the otf2004:4).

Cyclically, the competion betweefii ndependenceo0 dnpettraicaoc ount abi
inherently tenuous relationship between police and poice @ r nance. Sossinods
doublebi ndo may be resol ved, however, by percep
independence and aaadtability are diametricallyoppo®d toward andealwhereinthe two

are competingbut compatible.

Competing but Compatible Ideals

In the literature, the notions @fi n d e p eanrdde nicaecdc o u oonsasterithyf i t y o a
framed agompeting intractableand problematicBy all accounts, attempts to define police
independence seem reliant on tegreethat police ardree fromaccountabilityStenning,

2004) Combating anydea that independence is tetithesis ohccountability, he nost

recent literatureffers new ways of thinking about these notions@spetitively
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interdependent antcbmpatible While governors must ensure accountability to the rule of
law,$J ust i ce Oppal 6s summat i asserdtfh aste vietrhael proolyiacle
have adegreeo f | nde I ®WMB&ENc Befi ning this Adegreeodo m
reconciling these competitively compatible principles.

INSt enningds submissi on ,hearticuldtesl a grapipioe r was h C
illustration between degrees yof tfoc adretmomlisd ran

t wo fAparallel andoift2&0MocRi)ng mechani s ms

FULL CONTROL

1 2

NO ACCOUNTABILITY ‘ FULL ACCOUNTABILITY
3 ‘ 1
NO CONTROL

In this illustration, quadrant three represents the more common definition of police
independence as freedom from control and accountability. Quadrant four, in contrast,
repregnts independence as a compatible notion of freedom from ¢dnitaiot
accountability.

In contrast, Roach constructed four ideal models of pgi@mernment relations
reflecting a continuum of police independence:

Full police independencepolice arammune from governmental intervention

on a wide variety of matters.

Quastjudicial police independence police independence is restricted to the

process of criminal investigation.

Democratic policing similarly restricts police independenteit places

greater emphasis on the appropriate Minis
policy matters in policing.

Governmental policing: both minimizes the ambit of police independence and

accepts the greater role of central agencies in coordinating governmental

servicesincluding policing(2004: 3948).
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Al t hough it may be inferred from Roatshoés typ
between independence and accountability, the functsmamgdeandform of such
accountability remains unanswered here and elsexvin the literature; a problewhich

police boards areharged tanediate.

Police Governance in Canada

The i deardf od fpwd i ced as an institution o
New York City (Fosdick, 1969; as cited in Stenning, 199@)Canada,n 1858,the
Municipal Institutions of Upper Canada Aequired thateach of the five cities in the colony
establisha Board of Commissioners of Police. The Act, which represkihe first
documented policy relating to police govance in Canada, directed thdtietConstables
shall obey all the |l awful directionBirp, and be
2006) Despie the evidently political composition of early boards, and some today, Fosdick
noted that the hopeahel egi sl at ure was to fieli minate the
control which prior to that t {(1968;®bitedin d o mi nat
Stenning, 1992: 444F o s di c k 6 s a cwawalffinmed by the Law Gotnroigsign of
Canada
Police boardséwere established with the s
police from direct governance by elected municipal politicians, and
guaranteeing a measure of political independence for police services in the
performance of their duties. The idea has been to further remove the police
from direct political control by ensuring that these independent bodies, rather
than elected politiciag) provide policy direction and approve police budgets
(2006: 85)
During this 150 year historypolice boards in Canada haeeperiencedubstantial

changeo their membership and author{fgiro, 2006)and nowhere is this more evident than

in the varied composition, structure, and mandate of police boards(t®dtin, 2006;
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Stenning, 1992)Despite this history and modification to police boards, a recent report on
police governance in Canadonclude:

It is ironic that after 150 years of the creation of police boards to separate

policing from political partisanship, interferen@nd control, and all the

tinkering that has occurred since that ti

still very much perceived as political organs controlled by municipal councils

(Griffin, 2006:17).
This conclusiorwassupported by a 2001 govenent study of policing whereimt he i ssue o
politicization was one of the most consistent issues raised byneaal| | I nPuwlicvi ewe e ¢
Sector Council, 2001: 25Many respondenigerceivedncreased scrutiny of policing
operations by municipal councils and boards
interferenced i was gesnemhal AiYyidect involvement

(primarily, although not exclusively, at the municipal level) in policing operations, as opposed

to pol i cy (RublidSedtar GQodnciin 2P@L: 25)

Police Board Structure

In his review of police boards, Stennifi92)noted thatwhile therewas no
dominant model present in Canadeyery modepresentd strengths and weaknesses,
particularly when evaluated against the ideal of political independbenis.review of police
governancgethe Law Commisisn of Canadaecently affirmedhis finding by concluding that
ffo]ver the years, the precise role and influence of police boards, and indeed their very
existence, have beaennd tsthhetutadlyribereare timitatidnstdthdirat e o
eff ect i Y2006:688) s 0

Lewis identified three methods by which governments can undermine an oversight
bodydés ability to delliyv(® theyeah fleaycthe accorintapiliyl i c e a

institutions the powers needto fulfill their role; (2)they can under mine an o
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credibility in the eyes of the honest police and community by making inappropriate

appointments to the civilian bodgnd (3)go ver nment can under mine an
effectiveness by ignoring 2000:30-31). Theidealof police governance applied this

major paperis based on a notiotihathowandhow wella police board fulfills its

responsibilities determines tlegtentto which the police are appropriately independent of

political interference ahaccountable to the rule of laWowever, he dfect of police board

structure on a bthisidearénminsanpiridally unyestédo r eal i z e

Board Sizeand Ratio of Elected Officials

It hasbeen arguethat board size ham inverse relatioimp tothe degree of effective
monitoring provided by a boal€hin, Vos, & Casey, 2004Known ashoard size effeét
and drawn from organizational behaviour research, this argument sutpg¢t®s s wo r k
groups grow larger, total productivity exhibdsi mi n i s h i (@hin etrale 2004 12F) 0
As Canadian police boartigpically rangein sizefrom threeto nine members, compared to
boards of 15 or more in the private sector, the relative significance of board size is diminished
in this contextOf greatersignificanceis the ratio of elected officials on the boaasl this
determines their collective voting powémn informal review of police board structures in
Canada reveatithatthe ratio ofelected officials to pointed citizns rangdrom a minority
of 1:6 in British Columbia to a majoritgf 3:2 in SaskatchewahVhile each model is quite
different, theeffectof each on police independence is unknown. Specifically, it is unknown
what, if any, effect arises froam elected diicial being on the board, being the chair or vice
chair of the bard, and/or being independently empowered to intherappointmenprocess
of all otherboardmembersLikewise, it is unknown what effect, if anggsults from golice

boardcomprisedmogdly of electedofficials or thatwhichappeast o be a Acommitt ece
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c o u n What ioclear, however, is that such analysis cannot occur without also considering
the roleof an elected official on theolard {.e.: chair or vicechair), any limits imposdon
their voting rights as aoezincil member on the police board, as well as the role of the elected

official in the appointment process.

Roles and Rights of Elected Officials on Police Boards

Whereas electedfficials on Albertapolice boards do not ocpy executive oles
(chair or vicechair), mayors in British Columbia are, Bgw, the chair of the police boarbh
acomprehensive review of police governance in British Colunizilmnde and Kean
identified this 1 ssue aistheiressard{z0p3s94)t he most h
Intuitively, for many, itis a conflict of interest at odds twithe fundamental purpose of a
police boardo finsulae the police from direct governance by elected municipal politicians,
and guarantee a measure of p o(Public $ectarl i ndepen
Council, 2001: 25)Griffin affrmedt hi s ¢ o n c e r nhaving thessénmrteleated t ha't
official serve as chair of the boawdly serves to erode any remaining semblance of perceived
independence between t h@O0p23) i ce and politica
Il n Oppal és 1994 review of police governan
subsequent review in 2003, both advodatet the Mayor be agx officig nonvoting
member ofthngg ol i ce boar d. bo&rgmembersshowdtbe ab apgolhicaltas A
possible, and as a political representative, a mayor would be an inappropriaiel&@xrB-
66). Oppal extended this sartion byalsor e ¢ 0 mme n d iumcgpal tohnailtors iay not
serve as me mb e r(%9940Bf65) Neither recemniedationchasdeen enacted

in British Columbia
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Appointment Processes

In order for police boards to undertake their regulatesponsibilities effectively, the
Law Commi ssion of Canada contended that they
must be inclusive of the communities that they serve and, second, be selected through an open
and tr ans p §006:138) White thereis r© tecent empirical evidence to assess
current practices against this ideakere is considerable historical evidence to suggest that the
appointment process has been perceived to be politidallgn more than mekiriven.
Stenninghas not e tt lhhdt t hformee persons interviewed?©é
appointments to police boards tend to be fApo
power of appointment are free to exercise their political judgement in the choice of
apm i n t(E98s463) Oppal(1994)echoed this concern and affirmed that there was a
perception that appointments were made on a political basis.

Although differences exist between provinces, municipally electedaiffiand, in
some cases, provincial politicians are responsible for appoititingns to police boards.
Where municipal officials are solely responsible for appointments, they have unfettered
control in determining the composition of the board; a simatecognized more than 50
years ago as effectively enabling council to control the board. kBbiébooktitled
Canadian Municipal GovernmenCrawford offered insight to the realities of council
appointed boards:

Where a council appoints all or a jowdty of the personnel of a board, it can

control the policy in a general way by its selection of appointees or by asking

for resignations of appointees if policies are adopted which council does not

approve. If, however, council appointees are in theontnthe effectiveness
of this control is restricte(L954: 129)
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Crawforddés historical observation, supported
others(LaLonde and Kean, 2003; Oppal, 1994; Stenning, 13§8ke to the importance of
this issue in police governance.
The Government of British Columbia examined its board appointment processes in
recognition that improving corporate governance required selecting the right people to serve
on the boarqWatson, 2004By fAr i e d, pWeredton Adirectors who
competencies and personal attributes to effectively drive corporate performance and ensure
integrity an(@04&at)Bhaddaditlhatyofiby definition,
requisitemix of competencies and behaviswvill be less effective, to the detriment of the
corporation and, inthe case of pubdice ct or cor por ati o(@604:3 o t he p
Throughout the public administration literature, the rationale forappoi ng t he fAr i
peopl eo t o-ehderweddvafeas ss et ¢éd t hat At he quality
appointments is ultimately what @1899:4d99mi nes a
In effect, ineffective boards acquiesce to management and the board adds little or no value to
the procesdi Bo awidtsh a maj or ity of trustworthy but
impl ement institut i (@ileid, Nog, &Rebellb,2003: ¥9€7) pol i ci es 0O
Conversely, ineffective boards may actively work against the orgamipai s best i nt er
through its collective ignorance or ysvis personal and/or political agend&&afeas, 1999)
This outcome, according to Wats(®@004), canhave devastating consequences to a public
board.
The inference is that the Aright peopleo
political patronage. A patronage appointment

who is not qualifiedor the jol but who is nevertheless appointed based on political
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considerations rather than the knowledge, skills d e x p er i d€Watsen, 20@:Ru i r ed 0
Wat sonds position that menhtdasedapmintmentfpfoeesst i ve bo
rather tha political patronageas widely sharedLaLonde and Kean, 2003; Oppal, 1994;
Sossin, 2004)As it is sometimes the case that an individual is both meritorious and
politically supported, these concepts are not mutually exclusive.

To mitigatethe inherent challenges discussed, police board appointments are done by
both the municipal and provincial governments in British Columbia and Ontario. Although
this diffusedapproach may insulate boardsm the control thahccompanies a municipal
monopdy on appointment, anecdotal evidence suggests that the model presents a new set of
politically-charged issues. The key, accordiny/afeas,is to utilize an independent
nominating committeeT hi s appr oac h, he advocat edl, i nvol\
environment which may be dominated by the CEO and other insiders, into an environment
with limited or no insider participation, where nominations are more likely to be consistent
with shar eh@998:200) i nt er est so

The literature on board appointment and composition, much of which is found within
the field of busie ss management , is focussed on the di
Ainsiderso on everything fr om (Davidsom, Rilger, f or man
& Szakmary, 2004)V a f e rat®réals for a nominating committee comprised of outsiders
was that fAinsiders generally have a high equ
committee member s hi(p99% 220)In a @mpEneentay saudpased we r 0
on 426 annual observations of New Zealand firms across &ésge periodChin, Vos, and
Casey(2004)concluded that board composition had no effect on firm performance. Similarly,

Daily, Dalton, and Cannella Jn.o t e dextanhstutlies fhave failed to reveal a systematic
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significant relationship between boardipde ndence and fir m(2003nanci al
375). Despite these select findjs, Lynall, Golden, and Hillmasurmised thatthd e mp i r i c a |
findngsof a board's i mpact on fir n20p3edlid) or mance |

While these results may be inconclusive, stronger evidence supported a relationship
between the ability of a board to effectively monitor management and board independence,
where the degree aidependence was related to its composilmhn and Senbet, 1988;
cited in Prevost et al., 200Based on a fivgear study of New Zealargased firms,
researchersfoudh at fiboard composition becomes signi
in keeping the board independent depends on outside disinterested members of the board that
are not directl y KPeethosttdle 2002t 7@ mikenedatgorshme nt 0
between board composition and CEO tenlikkelson and Partch (1997) concluded that
therewaslittle evidence of a relationshipotwithstanding these results, the absence of
research specific to the pitkector, particularly to the unique setting of police boards,
makes the transferability and generalizability of these results difficult.

Negating the role of outsiders and insiders is a model of police board appointment that
is entirely open anttans@rent to the public, as suggestsdOppal(1994) Spediically,
Oppalrecommendeddbial | pol i ce bdaedt psesedt andsappl i ca
and t hdidted dpplibants ke interviewed in public by council about their qualifications
and their views aibb.Overthegpast 12 yearg vumérdu® stmlar polRy
recommendations have been made relating to police governance in Canada, generally, and to
appointment processes specifically. Although Sog@4) Lalonde(2003) and Oppal

(1994)have comprehensively, albeit not empirically, examined these issues and provided the
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most oftcited ecommendations, it is worth noting that nafiehese recommendatiohave

been implemented.

Legislated Mandate

According to the Canadian Association of Police Bo§2@96) althoughthere are
variances in the mandate of police boards in Canmadatare responsible fo(1) deternining
adequate personnel levels; ()dgeting for needs of police servi¢d8) monitoring the
budget; (4) reviewingthe performance of the servicg) hiring the chief of plice; (6) labour
relations;(7) discipline; and8) policy developmentSome boards are also responsible for
negotiating collective agreements, setting police priorities, anderiaggsthe complaints
process. The first challenge imposed by this mandate is its broad and general nature. Second,
the scope and form of the police boardds aut
This issue is aggravated by an historical reliancaonpar adi gm of foper a
Apolicyo to guide the scope of board governa
planning, nlaltonde and KKeart, 2003n28Mbe ability of a board to realize its
mandate is constrained by this paradigm and leaves police boards and chiefs in the constantly
perilous position of negotiating competing intereft§ he r el at i onshi p bet we
the police board is inextricably tied to what each believes or perceives to be their respective
responsi bi | (Hayes,e601:450d |rno |SdH8éd)earlyreviéve of municipal
policegovernance in Canadae concluded that there was virtually no consensus among
police chiefs or police board members as to either the appropriat@nolessponsibilities of
chiefsand police boards, or what general principles should goveimrétationship
As an examplepolice boards are mandated and authorized to review the performance

of the service. This is a very general statemapen to conflicting interpretatidoy the board
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and the chief. Buoyed by legislation and an eneiing obligation to ensure police
accoumability, boards may feel compelled and authorized to examine operations as part of
this performance review. Under the current construct, however, the chiefigosélbned to
resist such efforts citing t henotopermtionsOAS r espo
well, the chief might reasonabéssert the overiding tenet of police independence.

To address this problem, Shearing propdséhn e noti on of MHAoperatio
to replace fAopertahtaito nhaa s i inbliérp ateepisaochetsdheb e d
police democratically ac¢000:8%0pbfkreami mgodarnmne
operational responsibility challengjéhe idea that police oversigiMas not to extend to
operational matters insisting that Ait i1s pr
if policing, whereveritid oc at ed, is to be hel2000:8%mMmocr at i c a
Although Canadian police executives and boards recognize the problems inherent to the
current Aoperationso and Apolicyo paradi gm,
notion of opeational responsibility is taking hold. Until this matter is clarified legislatively,
boards and chiefs will continue to rely on, and risk, their relationship in the pursuit of

resolution.

Police BoardChief Relationship

In its most recent review of bgstactices in police board governance, the Canadian
Association of Police Boards concludedh a lie mostiimportant principle of board
governance i s t lemploye&h e Glued &t Police. Establishing & mutual
understanding of the divisiasf authaity between the board and th&i€f of Police is

C r u c 20@85119). Athough this view appears widely acceptedhe literaturgGraham,
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2005; Griffin, 2006; Hayes, 2001; Shen, 2Q0B¢ legislaéive frameworks governing the
function and fom of the relationshiare conspicuously vague and inconsistent across Canada.
As a consequence of such ambiguity in the board/chief relationship, anecdotal
evidence and media accounts suggest that a spectmatationships, from functional to
dysfunctional, exis Hayes poiredo u t  thelredationship between boards and chiefs of
police appear to be frequently poorly enunciated, full of uncertainty and the subject of
considerable, and potentially importan  d i s a 2004.:45#%)eParticslayly as a
consequence of the underdeveloped distindietween policy and operatigreonflicts
between police chiefs artileir board inevitably aris@Martin, 2004)
Knoll, a former police board member and noted expert on police governance,
describd the police board member relationshigihe chief as falling into one of two
cat egor i e s0.B.sioC oapnsd afir Geo (REO5: 3) I the fifstcategyary
relationships dominated by conflict may perp
police marked by isolatiorsolidarity, and suspicioiReiner, 1992)Such contention also fut
chiefs under added pressure resulting in increased §8esiK, Regoli, Hewitt, &
Culbertson, 1995health issues, and/or chief tumeo, as evidenced by studies in Canada
(Biro, Campbell, McKenna, & Murray, 200@nd the United Stat€Rainguet and Dodge,
2001) These outcomes hold significant implications for the recruitment of future police
executives.
Qualitative data frona recent survey of 719 Canadian rexecutive police officers
reveabda Awi despread belief that executives are

and bur dMurpkyr2806:241)Although the sample sizgas small and not
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representativeapany respondents cited this issue as significant enough to dissuade them from
applying for executive police positions.
In asimilar study of Canadian police executives in 1998, this perceptsraffirmed
by the researchersd summati on t hauchappublic ce e X
criticism and/or a lack of confidenceofn their police boar@iro et al., 2000) Contradicting
this conclusionnearly all 2.0 per cent)f 162 Canadian police executives surveyed in a
folow-up study stated that they found the board
d e ci s(Muraysra Alvaro, 2001: 44) ikewise, most respondents found the governing
authority tobe effective and knowledgeable, althowjightly less than on¢hird (30.0 per
cent)of respondents reported referring major decisions to the fdanday and Alvaro,
2001) By keeping the board ni risadVaregagedaadttiso , me mb
may give credenpse noeKBSO®OBbBOsapproach to boar
Il n Knol | 6 soryswhertetmbodrd meabessgdagiita ficops are t ops:
relationship, there is an inherent risk of members abdicating their responsibilities to hold
management accountable. After interviewing Canadian police association leaders, Griffin
citedfi ¢ 0 n s e n chiets &ftpdiice tare generally leading their boards by their noses, and
board members often appear (2086:21)cInrealiy, thereo ¢ h al
is a significant gap in expertise between the board and its chief and, as a conséqaedse,
are inherently reliant on the chi@tis point was reflected in the Ontario Police Commission
inquiry into the Waterloo Regional Police Service:
Boards of Commissioners of Police, by the very nature of their composition,
must rely heavily upon #ir Chief of Police for the expertise required to
operate the police force. They must spell out general policy, through
regulations and direction, but in the administration of the Force, they must rely

on the Chief of Police, otherwise the board is assgrthie prerogative of the
Chief, and is, in effect, becoming théfice of the Chief, for which the board
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has neither the time nor the experiisted in Hayes, 2001: 154; LaLonde and
Kean, 2003: 28)

This problem was also observed by Stenifit281)who determined that the pdine
and shorterm tenure of police board members resulted in a practical dependence on the chief
for the resources and expertise necessary for policy development and oversight. Similarly,
Demb and Neubau€as cited in LaLonde and Kean, 20@8)ggestdthata lack of requisite
time and expertise structual problem found in most undgerforming boardsmay be to
blame Whereas the board may possess the legal responsibility for the perforrhtnee o
organization, it is the organizationb6s manag
knowledge, timeand the willingness to bear this responsibility. Noteworthy, Demb and
N e u b a le@nd&tsuctigal problem relaterlthe desire of board membergower)
identify with the organization and what it stands fodescription befitting he fAcops ar e
topso approach to police board governance.

As aformerpolice board membethis writer observethe effectiveness of a more
balanced, almost paternalistapproach to police board relations with the ctefard
membersmaintaired objectivity, independence, and a vigilant will to authoritatively hold the
chief accountablén some instances, yet appropriately shift to supiiverfpolice service and
its chid where the situation dictate8henasserédthat such ashift neee@dto occur over the
tenure of the CEO. He state hat @At he relationship of the bo
away from CEO leadership development toward the control of manageriataqpm as the
CEO' s t e n u (2@03: 4a7)Regardleseo$tibe approach one subscribes to,
experience and observation suggest that tlaedband chief alike are bettsgrved by

understanding the complex and often competing dyrawmlgch govern the relationship.
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Summary

Despite ascarcityof empirical researcimto police governance in Cangdhe
available literature providecbnsiderable commentary and consensus on the subject, some of
which issummarized herd2oliceare a fundamental feature of a democratic society
(Goldstein, 197; Lapkin, 1999; Loader, 2000; Marenin, 2008 historical overview of
policing reveatdthe nearly consint role of politicsyielding general acceptance thpatlice
and crimewereinherently politicalBayley, 1970; Estrada, 2004; Goldsmith, 1991; Haggerty,
2004) The importance of police being botidependent and accountablasa central theme
throughout the literaturgret thesadealswereoftenframedas competing, intractale, and
problematic As anancillary outcome of several commissions of inquiry, these ideals have
been comprehensively considered @ydmostaccounts, attempts to define police
independence seeareliant on thedegreeto whichpolice werefree fromacauntability
(Oppal, 1994; Stenning, 2004Jonsequentlythe quandaryof police governances to
mediatethe two principles through a constdmatlancing ac{Brogden 1992; cited in Marenin,
2000; Wood and Maadister, 2005)

Police boardwere established to insulate the police froaiitical interference
(Griffin, 2006; Law Commission of Canada, 2006; Fosdick, 1969: as cited in Stenning, 1992)
After 150 years athconsiderable modification to the composition, structure, and mandate of
police boardgBiro, 2006; Griffin, 2006; Stenning, 1992heyare stillfivery much perceived
as political organs c dG@riffim, 20D6: 1&)dThispgrcemimis i c i p a |
well documentedh the literatureand bolstered bthe experience of this writer as a former
police board membeA dearthof evidence andelevantempirical researgthowever leaves

open theguestionof the veracityof such clairs.
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To assestheaccuracy of thiperceptionan evidencéased pproachwas taken.
Integral to this processasan exploration of those factors whictntribute to thgerception
that police boards are politicalhe appointment process to police boards, as an example, is
widely regarded as politicalgiriven (Oppal, 199; Stenning, 1992andwas therefore, an
important factoto consider. Likewise, board structusge, andnandate as well d@ke ratio,

rights, and role of elected officials vésvis the boardvere considered in this research.
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Chapter Two: Research Methodology
Hypothesis

The hypothesis of this studytisatthe more inherently political a police board
structure, as defined by its size, composition, appointment processes, and particularly the
ratio, role, and rights of elected officialsn the board, the lessdependent the police service

is as reported by the chief constable

Survey Instrument

Because of the pa@anadian scope of this research, as well as the resource limitations
(human and financial) of this study, a written surwes selected for its cost effectiveness
and its inherent strength to canvass a breadth of issues in relatively short order. Moreover,
chiefs are typically very busy and the flexibility of a written survey to be completed on their
schedule was appealing. i$tstudy used aonfidentialsurvey(Appendix A)comprised of 51
guestions

The major disadvantage to this methtod)y, aggravated in this case by the length of
the instrumentis alow return rate. To mitigate thehallengethe researcher spent severa
monthssecuring support from the most relevant national organizatfanthis endthe
Canadian Association of Chiefs of Police (CACP) and the Police Sector Council formally
endorsed the researchpninciple and each provided a supporting letfesperdix B).*
Formal endorsement and support from these organizations added credibility to the research

which was seen agitical to encouraipg the participation of chiefs.

* TheCanadian Association of Police Boards was formally invited to participate in this research but chose to
decline.
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Administratively, the Centre for Criminal Justice Research at the University of the
Fraser Valley provided #ind support through the provision of coordination and printing
services. Likewise, the ®MP provided irkind support through the provision of translation
servicesThis support enabled the researcher to shift from a relativele st sampling
approach focused on English only police services to the more robustapadian survey of
all municipal police chiefs reporting to a police baard

Procedurally, a lettesn Universityof the Fraser Valley (BV) letterheadvas sent to
all chiefs one week prior to the survey to introduce the researcarammlirage completion
(Appendix Q. A paper copy of the survegitached with a copy of tft@ACP and Police
Sector Counciletters of supportwas mailed tall police chiefsalong with aselfaddressed,
postagepaid envelopeA follow-up letter (AppendixC), also onJFV letterheadyas sent to
participantsone week after the survey to encourage completiomtiflready done so.
Noteworthy,police chiefs irQuébecand New Brunswick recedd all documentation in
English and French. In a final effort to increase the return natemail was sent to 110 tife
original 170police chiefghree days before the deadlimethank those that had completed the
survey and serve as a remindétheimpending deadlineThe 110 were the result of an
exhaustive o#line search for the direct email addsex every chief in the population.

During thethreeweek process of administering the survey, the researcher provided a
weekly progress report to tiiBACP and the Police Sector Council. The intention was to
generate a heightened awareness among these organizations that the daten qbikssvas
underwaywith the expectation that thigould generate informal encouragement from the

organizatios to the surveyed population
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The decision to administer the process through a series of three formal letters to the
chiefs, followed by an email to ¢hmajority, waseen as essential to ersthrat the
population of busy executives received due notice anchagsi Although the research
yielded a higher than expected return rate, the effect of this strategy cannot be distinguished
from any effect that, for example, the endorsement from the national organizations may have
had. It is equally plausible that thetgect mattewasone that resonated for the populatafn
chiefsand this was the source for the strong participation rate. Notwithstanding, it appears

that the cumulative effect of these strategiesworthwhile and effective.

Survey Population

Theresearclsubjects were current chiebiestables from all Canadian municipal
police services identified as reporting to a police board or commisSiels werepresumed
for this purposeto b2 e x p e r i e n asithey areghe pnly palice officer irpalice
servicesubj ect to for mal i 0he dnsuing assumptiavasthad p ol i c e
police chiefsvould provide the best portal for testing the concept of police independence.
Moreover, the characteristics of the sample gneapeknown andhe population has
previouslydemonstrated t s e rerharkably hofinogenoagMurray and Alvaro2001: 9)
Administratively, identifying the populationwas complicated by the absence of any
single list or database that capuiedl current municipal police chieféccordingly, the
populationwas extrapolated from a more comprehensiveofis€anadan police executivelsy
removing all those that could be readily identified@gside thegopulation of interesin
many instancegnline reseach was conducted to determine if a particular police service met
the parameters set for the survey populatidhis process yieldeah original sample of 170

police chiefs.
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To determine if a statisticallsignificant relationship exisid between police board
structure- definedasthe size of the board, as well as thgo, roles and rightsof elected
officials on the board and police independencasurveyof all Canadian municipal police
chiefsprovided a requisite rangef the variablesested. Specifically, boardgpically rangel
in size fromthreeto nine members. Some corged a majority of electedféicials, while
others only hd one elected official on a board of seven. In some cities, citizens
appointed by municipal councils alone, while the provincial government apgsimine
members to other boards. The provinciddlgislatedmandate of bards also diffezdand

although this was not a key variapiewasconsidered

Conceptualizations

Given the subijectivity of this research, particularly as it relates to police independence vis
avis chiefsd experience whumberopcorceptudlizatomsns and
were essential. The followingpnceptualizations were explicitly highlighted in the survey
instrumentto promote the overall validity and reliability of the dat¢ile most were defined
by the researcher, thegerational dénitions selected for thearticularly subjective concepts
of police independencgolitical interference andpatronage appointmentere adopted from
research already conded in this area, as cited here:

Legislation refers to the provincial police agbverning theservice and police board.
Servicerefers to the police departmeoftwhich you are the chiebnstable.

Police boardrefersexclusively to the police boal@mbmmission that yoteport to.

Board membersrefer toindividuals, elected and appmbéd, on thdoard.

Council refersto the municipally elected body that the police board relates to.

Police independenceeferstgif r eedom fr om part(hawan politic
Commission of Canada, 2006: 85)

e Political interferencer ef er s t o Adirect involvement of
although not exclusively, at the municipal level) in policing operations, as opposed to

pol i cy a riRblicd Sectad Conngilp2001: 25)
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e Patronage appointmenti s fAone that applies to an i1indi
the job but who is nevertheless appointed based on political considerations rather than
the knowledge, skila nd exper i gWatsen, 20@Ru i r ed 0

e Merit appointment is onethat applies to an individual who is qualified for the job
based on the knowledge, skills, and experience required.

Dependent Variables and Operationalization

The dependent variable in this reseanaspolice independence.a8ause of the
subjective natre of the phenomena being testdata ora range of measures were taken
including:

e The degree to which the chief perceived the board appointment process as merit
driven;

e The degree to which the chief perceived the board appointment process to be
political patronage;

e The degree to which the chief perceived the board members as independent to vote
without fear of political reprisal, including being dismissed without cause or not
reappointed,;

e The degree to which the bofaedovpewiede itk
political interference;

e The degree to which the chief assessed t
political interference;

e The average tenure of chief over the last ten years and the reasons for departure of
the last chief;

e Thenumber of private contacts a chief rec
corresponding assessmehperceived independence in these contacts; and

e The degree to which the chief experienced political interference in an
investigation, an activity that isdisputably central to police independence.

Independent Variables

The independent variables in this reseavehecomprised of the varying elements
defining police board structures. The size of a bolerdyth of board member terms, board
mandate, theatio, roles and voting rightof elected officialon the boardas well as the ratio

of municipally andor provincially-appointed membersgervel as independent variables.
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Ethical Considerations

Confidentiality was the most important consideratiothis research, given the
sensitivity inherento quesions of political interferenceas wdl as the poweimbalance
between respondents (chietsnstables) and thoskattheywerebeingsurveyed about
(police boardsfauncil members). Confidentiality wassured by collecting information that
could not personally identify any survey respondents. To minimize the risk of respondents
accidentally disclosing identifying information, the preamble to the survey explicitly
instructed respondents to refrain frgptacing any identifying information on the survey.
Where a respondent included any identifier (i.e.: name of a person, plaescaption of a
narrowcircumstance), the identifierag removed from the dat. Likewise, no efforts were
made to extrapota from completed surveys thdygiregion, province, opolice service of the
respondent.

To further facilitateconfidentiality the paper surveys were administered entirely
t hrough Canada Post, as opposedidettitycoald cour i er
havebecome known upon receipt of the reftyerypackage mailed tarespondent included
a prepaid, sefaddressed return envelope to eliminate respondlesesof an iFhouse
postage meter whictmight haveidentified their particular policeservice.ln the ewent that
these measures failed and identifying information was accidentally disclosed by the
responden(i.e.: a business card was attached to the returned susuef)information was
immediately removed and disregarded. All particisamére over the age of 18 and knew that
they were subjectim a research study on police independenite researcher possessed no

power over any of the participants and, likewise, had no real or perceived conflict of interest
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with the research or any dfé participants. No coercion or deception was exerted to acquire

informed consent from the participants.

Limitations

There were two notable limitations to this research. Since the RENbt#?jginal
police agencies, and provincial police agendmduding the Ontario Provincial Police,
Sareté du Québec, and the Royal Newfoundland Constabulary, have different governance
structures, the survey was limited to chief constables from municipal police services with a
police board alone. Second, completed syg\feom municipal police chiefs reporting to a
committeeof-council were excluded from the population as the survey instrument was not
designed fothis populationNotwithstanding the specificity of the results to the defined
population surveyed, policedependence and governance is relevant to all police agencies
and chiefs. The findings of this study should, therefore, be of use and interest to all those

involved in policing, police governance, and politics.
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Chapter Three: Research Results ath Discussion
Overview of Population

An initial population of 170 Chief Constables received the survey. Because the RCMP
and provincial police agencies are more prominent in some provinces, the geographical
distribution of municipal police agencies varig$is was reflected in the surveyed population
as follows: 11 from British Columbjaeven from Albertal2 from Saskatchewa? from
Manitobg 60 from Ontarigp42 fromQuébegnine from New Brunswickl2 from Nova
Scotig four from Prince Edward Islandnd one from Newfoundland.

Identifying municipal chief @nstablesvho reportedo a police board was difficult
given the accessible databases. Consequently, through the administration of the survey, it was
determined that several of the 170 surveyseadaivere to chiefasho did not meet the
sampling frame. Specifically, four chiefs responded through email that they did not report to a
police board and would not be participating. Becausepaoticipation was confirmed, these
were removed for purposesadtermining the return rate. Six additional surveys were mailed
to police services later identified as Aboriginal or parks police twedefore outside the
sampling frame. Because nparticipation by these six agencies could not be confirmed, each
remaned within the sampled population yielding a net of 166 administered. Wgtr9dys
returned, astrong return rate of 56.6% was realized.

Among those returned, four agencies indicated that they do not meet the sampling
frame. In an additional 15 caseBe returned survey presented information indicative of a
ocommittee of councildéd and not a conventiona
indicated that police governance was sbéeresponsibility of municipaémployeeor

elected officialsThe survey instrument was not designed with this model in mind and
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inclusion of the results, in some instances, would likelye affectedhe validity and
reliability of the results. Consequently, these cases vegneved from thanalysis.

Of the 75respondenpolice chiefghatreporedto a police boardthe mean tenure was
70 months, or five years ten months (§B5.5) with a range of two to 288onths or 26
years. In a slight majority of cases (54.7 per cehg respondent was the second chief
constable in the last ten years, whereas 19 respondents (25.3 per cent) were the third, fourth,
or fifth chief in last ten years.

A cursory |l ook at the chiefsd predecessor
extent that the respondent chieeimalized the experience thieir predecessor as contextual
to thecurrent operating environment, understanding the predecessoweliefiportant. A
chief operating in an environment where the average tenure of the last three chiefs was two
years for example,waslikely to have a different orientation than another respondent whose
predecessor was chief for 20 years. In the surveyed population, the range of tenure held by the
predecessor of respondent chiefs was between eight months and 24 years, egithtenure
of 98 months, or eight years two months (Sb2).

Chiefs were asked to characterize the cir
In the majority (52.0 per cent) of cases, the predecessor retired voluntarily or successfully
completedhe contract (28.0 per cent). The balance of cases yielded a range of circumstances
including: predecessor chief was pressured to resign by council or the board (10.7 per cent);
applied for contract renewal unsuccessfully (8.0 per cent); died (5.3 peresighed as a
result of disciplinary issues or formal charges (5.3 per cent); resigned for health reasons (2.7

per cent); and resigned due to conflict with membership ofcnafidence vote (2.7 per cent).
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To summarize the profile of respondent chiétigjr average tenure as chief was five
years ten months and the majoritgnethe second chief in ten years. The average tenure of
ther espondent s6 predecessor was eight years tv
likely to have retired voluntarily avor successfully completed their contract. Analysis of
these variables in conjunction with the variables associated with board structure and police
independence revealed statisticallysignificant relationships. That ie saythatthere was
no significant relationship between the number of chiefthe last ten yearsenure of
predecessors, or <circumstance/( sqompoditionohe pr ed
mandate of the board. Likewisao significant or important relationships were foletween
the number, tenure, and circumstances of predecessors and the variables associated with

political interferencea nd t he <c hi eihdspgndgoer cept i on of

Board Structure

Canadian plice boards operate under a range of structures adiais reflected in
the population surveyed. As demonstrated in Table 1, most respondentsdtparboard
with five people, comprised of one municipal appointee, two provincial appointees,@and tw
council membersthe latter of whicloftenoccupiedthe chair andor vice-chair position The
predominance of this structuneaslikely an artefact of the propootately high number of
Ontario diefs in thesample(n = 60). In accordance with tiRolice Services Act of Ontario
(1990), police boards in largerunicipalities must consist of five members with the above
described composition. It woyltherefore be a mistake to interpret this particular structure as

typical.
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Table 1: Current police board structure of respondents

# of # of # of # of
Board Municipal | Provincial | Council Council Members Council
Members | Appointees| Appointees| Members Role Members Rights
(n=175) (n=175) (n=73) (n=175) (n=175) (n=75)
51 650% |17 520% |27 41.1% |21 54.7% | Chair 49.39 Voting 90.7%

71253% |27 227% |17 19.2% |17 14.7% | Vice-Chair 42.7% Non-voting 9.3%

371 20.7% |07 19.2% |37 26.7% | Reg. Member 1.3%

37 15.1% Ex-officio 6.7%

Board Size

Among the population, the numbefr members on theoardranged fronthree to nine
people with the majority reporting to a board of either five people (64.0 per cent) or seven
people (25.3 per cent). As discussed, the proportionately high number-afdinber boards
waslikely a function of the concentiian of municipal police chiefs in Ontario where police
boards in larger municipalitieby law, consist of five members.

A comparison of board sizes revealed no significant relationships when analyzed
against the variables relating to chief percemiohindependence or reports of political
pressure and interference. Likewiseamalysis of boards with five members (n = 48) and
seven members (n = 19) did not yield any important or significant relatmm these areas.
The responses of chiefs repog to boards of five and seven members were consistent when
asked about the extetat whichthe boardunderstoodts legislaed mandate and operate
within it. Responses were also consistent among the two groups when asketiebatent
to which theboard awitself as a buffer between the police service and city councilitand

effectivenessin doing so. There was similar consistency in responses surrouhding

®S. 27(5)Police Services Act of Ontar{d@990).
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appointment processes where board size, as well asithieer of provincial and municipa

appointees, yielded r&tatistically significant el at i onshi p with the chi e
Likewise, there was nsignificantrelationship between board size andektent to which

chiefs felt independent when making operational and policy decisiossnimary, no

significant differaces resulting from board sineere observed in the responsasd the

notion of O bGhaetdl, 2004appeared td be erelevant in this context.

Board Term

The length of a single term for municipathppointed board members raddgeom
one to six years with four years being the most common (37.7 peyfodlotyed by three
years (29.0 per cent). Likewise, the range of terms for provincial appointees was one to six
years although the most commamvasthree years (54.4 per cent). While these variables did
not significantly relate to any indicators of police independence analysed, a significant
relationship emerged between #iegle termength ofmunicipal appointeeand the
perception ofthese memiser as i ndependent . I n this context
defined for chiefs as, nfree of political i n
termination or not being reappointed. o

The results revealed a significant relationship betweenitigleterm length of
municipally appointed citizen board members
members as independerf [4) =13.33, p=.01]. Analyses of responses (n = 68) revealed that
while more than threquarters (78.0 per cent) of cfdeagreed that board members with terms
of three to six years (n = 50) were independent, only hal0 @& cent) agreed that board
members with terms of one or twears were independetn anomaly was noted in the data

in relation to those with a terof four yearsConsiderably lower agreement (61.5 per cent)
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was noted for those with four year terms than those widet{®4.7 per cent) and six year
terms(100%). This is likely the result of respondents mistakenly including council members
with four-year terms in their calculation eftizenboard member terms. Remarks found on at
least two surveywereindicative of thiserrorAl t hough t he respondent so
the differences observeohd producetbwer significancecaution was exercised the
analysis of these findings

A second significant relationship emerged between the length of a single term and the
perception of the apdpadivxe(2nss.obtp=.p51]oAcsebstantiah s 6 me
majority (60.0 per cent) of rpendents whose municipal board members single term length
was three to six years perceived the appointment process asirvent (W = 50). Incontrast,
slightly more tharonequarter (27.8 per cent) whose board members single term length was
one or two gars perceived the appointment process as merit drived @y Although short
term appointees are typically eligible for reappointment to a maximum tenure of six years,
shortterm appointments are problematic aegreseng structural limitation to bodr

effectivenes¢Law Commission of Canada, 2006)

Board Mandate

There were minor variances in the legislative responsibilities of police boards. Most
were responsible fo(1) reviewing the performance of chief (89.3 per cent); (2) policy setting
for the serice (88.0 per cent); (3) hiring the chief of police (88.0 per cent); (4) budgeting for

needs of service (84.0 per cent); (5) monitoring the budget (84.0 per cent); (6) collective

® As a formerpoliceboard member, this writeobserved the difficulties inherent to epear terms
includinganinability to provide requisite lonterm leadership to complex issues, a weakened
committee structure reliant on individuals whose tenure was tepnaswvell as thmability to
affect succession management on the board. As a postscript, theitpcaluncil subsequently
validated these observatiobg revisng the term of board members to two years.

5¢



bargaining (75.7 per cent); (7) determining adequate personnel levels ér4¢ehp; and (8)
priority setting for the service (68.0 per cent). In contrast, slightly less than half of police
boardg(47.3 per centyvere legislatively responsibleif civilian complaint oversight.
Additionally, some chiefs noted strategic/businessiping asrother responsibilit of the
board. These resultgereconsistent with the varied board responsibilities identified by the
Canadian Association of Police Boa@906)

Given the substantive consensus among responses, very little was distlledhe
relationship between specific responsibilities #mevariables associated with police
independence. The exceptivas a significant relationship between boards that were
legislatively responsible for civilian complaint oversight (n = 35) and chiefs feeling
independat when making policy decisiofig® (1) = 5.553 p=.0L8]. Although the factors
underlying this relatiortsp could not beextractedrom the resultsit was likely a function of
increased board involvement in policy devetemtwhich arisesnaturallyfrom its citizen
complaint oversight role. Through the process of overseeing caé@aplaints, the problems
of apolice service are more readily exposed to the haad while most problems fall within
the domain of operations or personnel management, policy is the primary tool of redress for
police boards.

The principle of operational independemeétes diectly to this discussion. Given the
increased operational exposure to, and scrutiny by, a board mandated to provide citizen
complaint oversight, one might expect a statistical relationship between the complaint
oversght role and chiefs feelingperationdly independen The results, however, revealed no
significant relationship between these two variables. Waslikely a byproduct of thdarge

number of chiefs that agreed elsewhere that the board wualitstlegislated mandate (84.0
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per cent) and agratel within the purview of that mandate (88.0 per cent). These results
reflecedwell for police governance in Canada and undoubtedikesto the calibre of
professionals working on, and in support of, most police boards, as well as the calibre of
training and education offered nationally and through provincial police governance bodies,
where they exist.

In addition to those responsibilities which are legislatively articulated, police boards
serve t o A b gdvicaronopolitichl mterfgenteiAccerding to the Law
Commissionof Canadap | i ce boardseéwere established wit!l
insulating the police from direct governance by elected municipal politicians, and
guaranteeing a measure of politicadépendence for policerwice® (2006: 85) From the
perspective of chigf boards have indeed internalized this view as evidenced lgrgee
majority (840 per cent) whom agreed thatthe boaad/s t sel f as a fAbuffero
police service and cogil to ensure police independence. Thasimportant because of the
significant relationship observed between the board seeing itself as a buffer and responses
aboutwhether the board effectively bufést[x? (1) = 38.19, p=.000]0f those respondents
who agreed that the boasdw itself as a buffer (n = 62) naoverwhelming majority (90.3 per
cent)alsoagreed that the board effectively buéfdr The reversavas alsdrue with almost all
cases (91.7 per cert) thosewho disagreed that the boardvs itelf as a buffer (n = 12) also
disagred that it effectively buffeed These results strongly suggesthat as a precondition
to a board effectively safeguarding a police service from political interference, it must see
itself asa buffer.

This finding s important for thosevho work with police boards and is a result which

challenge the hypothesis given the high ratio of boards in which a council member was the
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chair (49.3 per cent) or a viadhair (42.7 per cent). Moreover, where a council member was
the board chair (n = 37), chiefs agreed overwhelmingly (89.2 per cent) that this person
understood police independence and that the member respected police indep@tdévge

The size of a police board, the term of its members, as well as its ledjislatelate
arei mportant el e streautesndthése ariables were] thesefore, essential for
testing the hypothesis. They were not prominent factors identified through the literature
review and they proved to lgenerallyinsignificant hereThe exception, however, were the
significant results arising from fap dloiatridcdasl u
buffero between elected officials and the police. This area was also unexplored in the
literature yet evidently warrants closattention. Instead, the focus for much of the literature
surrounding police independence, accountability, and governancealteldbe appointment

processes to police boar@s well as the role of elected officials-@wis police boards.

Appointment Processes

The process for appointing police board members has been historically contentious
driven primarily byevidence suggesting that appointmemése perceived to be political
instead of meribasedLaLonde and Kean, 2003; Oppal, 1994; Sossin, 2004; Stenning,
1992) Stenning notedthdt mo st of t hoewe@érsoeamednt eragree
appointments to police boards tend to be fApo
power of appointment are free to exercise their political judgement in the choice of
appoi (L992:d53)dhis observationhoweverwasfaintly supported by the results in
whichonly a slight majority(55.4 per centdf respondents agreed or strongly agreed that the

board appointment process was (political) patgoea. For this purpose, th

appoi nwasmdeinéddnthe survega ione t hat applies to an i
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gualified for the job who is nevertheless appointed on political considerations rather than
knowledge skills and experience require@WVatson, 2004: 2)Conversely, chiefs were asked

if the board appointment presswasmerit driven Responses yielded no consensus with
chiefs agreeing and disagreeing equally (50.
was defined in the survey as fione that appl:i
based onhe knowledge, skills, @e x per i ence required. o

While beyond the scope and sample size here to determine causality, deeper analysis
of these results identifiethiteresting and @entially important findings-oremost, a
significant relationship was obsexd between the role of the mayor on the board and how the
appointment process wasrpeived by the chiefanstable. Tie sourceof this relationship,
however, was difficult to discern given the significant relationship edifir both assertions:
that theprocessvasmerit-driven [ (4) = 10.12, p=.038] and that the processived
political patronage [X(4) = 11.29, p=.023]. Accordingly, the varied roles of mayor on the
board (chair, viceehair, regular members, apd officio) were examined and thestéts
raisal important questions.

When the mayor was the board chair (n = 21), tugrters of chiefs perceived the
appointment process to be matiiven (76.2 per cent) and only otférd agreed with the
assertion that it was politicglatronage (33 per cent). In sharp contrast, when the mayor was
a regular member (n = 33), chiefs perceived the process asdneeit in substantially fewer
cases (42.4 per cent) and, conversely, perceived it to be pglititainage in th&arge
majority (75.8 pecent)of casesWhile only a small number of cases presented the mayor as
vice-chair (n = 2) anexofficio (n = 3), similar results emerged. One explanation for these

findings may be that mayors occupying the chair or-gltair position experiendecloser
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scrutiny respective to their role in the appointment proaedgherefore, they wermore
inclined toward being, and being seen as, rtniten. Although these results leave to
guestion the nature of the relationships observed, they signal a dqiesitiem with
recommendationsade by Oppal (131) and subsequently, blyalondeand Kean(2003) that
mayoss play a more diffuseole on police boards.

Through further analyses of chiehesd perce
statstically significant relationship and anotheptable although not significant, relationship
emergé. The first related toespondents perception of the process as fdavien with the
assertionthatthelbor d fief lb @ fcft e rewide iterBere pelice indepgence.
Among those that agreed that the prosegsmerit-driven (n = 73), an overwhelming
majority (86.1 per cent) also agreed that the board effectively bdff€onversely, of those
that disagreed that the board effectively bdtin =17),slightly more than twethirds (70.6
per cent) perceived the appointment process as something other thadrivenif>¢ (1) =
3.51, p=.061].

A secondsignificantrelationshipwas observed betweanerit-driven appointment
processes and the perception of munitypabpointed members as independevrttich was
d e f i nfeed of politicafinfluence and fear of repridgl council, including terrmation or
not bei ng .Amdrgpegpondentsh® disagreed that municipalgppointedboard
membersvereindependat (n = 24), the majority (70.8 per cent) also disagreed that the
appointment process was matitven [ (1) = 6.17, p=.013]. When provincially appointed
members were analyzed in the same context, the seserenearly the same7(.4 per cent),
althoudh not statisticallysignificant. A comparison of results from thasbko perceived the

appointment process as political patronage did not, interestprglyideany signficant
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relationships oany insight to the above finding&lthough these resuliadicatesome
relationship the exact nature of that relationshgmainedunknown ands worthy of further
research.

Comparing and contrasting results involving municipally appointed board members
with those of provincially appointed board members wasaggddo revealidespread
differences althougthis was nogenerallythe caseOne notable difference was observed
when comparing the pereed independence of municipal and provinagpointes While a
substantial majorityg7.9 per cent) indicated thatovincial appointeesereindependent,
only two-thirds (67.6 per cent) perceived municipppointees as independenisfarity in
the strengthof responsewas noted amore chiefs strongly disagreééhat municipally
appointed members were independad, in contrastiore chiefsstrongly agree that
provincial appointees were independent.

The difference observedverelikely a consequence of the localized nature of policing
and police boards. Given that council membgpscally participate activelyn the dayto-day
functioning of a police board, municipalHgppointed membemmay bemore consistently
observed and scrutinized by those responsible for their reappointment. Likewise, the
legitimate interest od municipal governmenn board operationsna decisioamaking is
different and stronger thaaprovincial government given the localizedpact.As a result,
citizens appointedhunicipaly aremore likely to experienceonflict or pressure, implicit or
explicit, as they independently debatgortant issues with the vergouncil members that
influence orsolelydirect thereappointment processes and decisions.

Through additional analyses, it was determined that the perception of chiefs about the

independence of municipal appointeesssignificartly related to some variables associated
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with police independence. Mbelevant, this percepticstrongly related to the perceived
effectivenes of t he b o a rerdicetoensirdpolice irelependefde(2) = 4.04,
p=.044]. Although nearly terthirds (62.5 per cent) agreed that the board effectively buffered
when municipal appointees were not perceived as independargeaajority (83.7 per

cent) agreed when the appointeese perceived as independent.

In summary, thehiefd p e r oféhp dppomtment processs well as the
independence of municipally appointed board memlsgysificantly related to anumber of
intertwinedvariables ancillary to police independente.understand these connections
better and to explore more preeiy the implications fopolice, police boards policy-makers,
and legislators, a more focused follap study is both required and recommend@dearea
that relates directly to thidiscussioris the role, ratio, and rights of council members in

relationto the function of police boards.

Role, Ratio, and Rights of Council Members

In virtually all cases (97.3 per cent), a range of one to six council members sat on the
police board (n = 75) with one council member on the majorityd(Ber cent) of boarsl In
about ondifth of cases (22.7 per cent), two council members sat on the board, followed by
threecouncil member# a minority (10.7 per cent) of cases. Based on the population
surveyed, police boards were not numerically dominated by council menhliewise,
council members rarely (16.4 per cent) occupied half or more of the board seats. In almost all
instances (90.7 per cent), council members possessed full voting rights as board members.
Analyses of the number, ratio, and voting rights of cdumembers with all variables
associated with political interference and police independence did not revesthastycally

significant or noteworthy relationships. Contrary to the hypothesis, chiefs felt independent
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from municipal political interferencm ten of the twelve cases where the council members

occupied half or more of the board seatssummary, he numbers and ratio of council

memberavasinconsequetial to police independencan important finding for those

interested in adjusting the nustbof council members on police boards.

Anotheressential test of theypothesis, the role of elected officials @hoard, with

particular attention to thoseccupying the role of chair/vieehair, wasanalyzedwith respect

to the indicators of policexdependenceAs shown inTable 2, diefsrepored that a council

membemwasthe chairof theboardin nearlyhalf (49.3 per cent)pf cases and occupic¢ide

position of vicechair almost as frequently (42.7 per cefit)e mayor was specifically

identifiedas the chair in more than half (56.8 per cent) of these 37, g@segasidentified as

the vicechair in only two cases.

Table 2: Role ofelected dficials on the board

Role on the Board

Regular
Board Chair Board Vice-Chair Member Ex-Officio
Council Members 49.3% 42.7% 81.3%% 6.7%
(37) (32) (61) (5)
Mayor 28.0% 2.7% 44.0% 5.3%
(21) 2 (33) (4)

Noteworthy,of the 21 cases wherein th&yor was the chair, the major{§1.0 per cent)

wer e

i d e n tde factoahaio raeaninttHatehenia y or 6 s

rol e as

t

established through policy or legislatidn.all other casesf a council member, including the

mayor,in the role of board chaiit, was determined through a vote by board members.

To test anyeffect between té role of elected officials arblice independence, the

survey explored the frequency of private contacts (by telephopergon, or through mail or
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e-mail) about a policingelated matter that a chief received from four groups of people: (1)

citizen bard members; (2) council members on the board, excluding the chair; (3) council

members in the chair position; and (4) council memhet®n the board. The size of each

group variel and this was not quantified as part of the research. Therefore, while the

frequency of the phenomena within the groups may be reported and compared, this cannot be

distilled and translated as individual rates.

As illustratedin Table3, chiefs commonly reported being privately contacted by board

members to discuss polickrglated matters. Among the four comparison groups, chiefs were

most frequently (92.9 per cent) contacted by a council member in the position of board chair

(n = 42). This finding was expected and is likely an artefact detfismateresponsibility of

thechairtobeaboar dés pr i mary

| onstdblelo acontrast, fess than bae

chief

thirds (62.7 per cent) of citizen members privately contacted the chief making this group least

likely to do so.

Table 3: Privately contacted chief:comparison bygroup

# of times within last six months

Group 0 -5 | 6-9 | 10+

Citizen board member (n =75) 37.3%| 44.0%| 6.7% | 12.0%
(26) | 35 | (9) (9)

Council member on board, excluding chair (n = 70) | 25.7%| 52.9% 11.4% 10.0%
(15 | @1 | (@) | (10

Council memier as board chair (n = 42) 7.1% | 57.1%] 11.9%| 23.8%
@ | @ | 6 | 19

Council member not on board (n = 44) 24.1%| 50.0%| 10.3%| 15.5%
(14) | (29) | (6) (9)
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The most surprising and concerning result wadrdguency of private contacts
reported froncouncil membersoton the boardMore than threguarters (75.9 per cent) of
respondents (n = 44) reported being privately contacteli®group,a figure marginally
greater than that of council members on the board (73.3 per &&hgugh heraw nunber
of 6 c o un snotlonthale ond may bavebeengreater than the three comparison
groups evidence thatheseelected officialdrequentlycontacedthe chief directly, instead of
working through the police boar disconcertingSuch unfetteredccess t@ policechief,
particularly by elected officiale’ho may be lacking a requisite awareness or appreciation for
the principle of potie independencés potentially problematicAccordingly, the perception
of chiefs abouthe private contacts frorthese fourgroups was tangentially investigated.

When asked how independent chiefs felt during private contacts from the four
comparison groups, some noteworthy, althoughstatisticallysignificant,differences
emerged. As Table demonstrates, abiisalmost always (93.1 per centn averagefelt

independent wheprivately contacted by thethréeb o ar d me mber 6 gr oups

Table 4: Felt independent during private contacts: comparison bygroup

Strongly

Group Disagree| Agree Agree

Citizenboard member (n = 54) 3.7% 53.7% | 42.6%
2) (29) (23)

Council member on board, excluding chair (n=57)| 7.1% 59.6% 33.3%
(4) (34) (19)

Council member as board chair (n = 37) 8.1% 45.9% | 45.9%
3 (17) (17)

Council member not on board (rb4) 11.2% 48.1% 40.7%
(6) (26) (22)
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In contrastpnly 88.8%felt independent during private contacts with council members
not on the board (n = S54proportionately, this was nearly twold the number of chiefs that
did not feel independent in pate contacts with the three comparison groups. However, the
low number of cases (n = 15) split between the four comparison groups made it impossible to
infer anything from the findingAlthough a focussed followp study would provide a more
robust assesnent and understanding about the repgrerslasivenessf thesecouncil
members contaatith police chiefs, thgperception othiefs in relation to political
interference from this group revealed another troublesome result.

Chiefs were asked to indimhow many times in the last six montheytkxperienced
political interference from the three applicable comparison groups: (1) council members on
the board; (2) council member as the chair; and (3) council members not on the board.
Political interferencevasexplc i t | y de f i n e dlirect mvolvement of politicale y a s
authorities (primarily, although not exclusively, at the municipal level) in policing operations,
as opposed to policynad f u (PdlicenSgobor Council, 2001: 2%3s presentedn Table 5
nearly onequarter (24.7 per cenbf chiefs on averagereported political interference on at

least one occasion from individuals in each of the three groups in the last six months.

Table 5: Political interference experiencedoy chief: comparison by group

Number of times in the last six monthg
0 1.2 3-5 6-9 10+
Group

Council member on board, excluding chair 74.0% | 17.8% | 5.5% 0 2.7%
(n=73) (54) (13) (4) )

Council member as board chair (n = 41) 80.5% | 12.2% | 49% | 0 | 2.4%
(33) () (2) (1)

Council member not on board (n = 72) 73.6% | 16.7% | 5.6% | 1.4% | 2.8%
(53) (12) (4) 1) (2)
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Having regard for the frequency of private contacts thatef blaid (Table 3)it
appeaedthat the frequency of politicahierference was relatively low. Among those reported
(n = 46), interference was most commonly (65.2 per cent) perceived on only one or two
occasions for each group. Reports of prolific political interference, defined as more than 10
incidences in the lasix months, were observed in each of the three comparative groups
althoughthese were very rare (2.7 per cent).

Noteworthy,however,council membersot on the board (n = 72) were cited as
frequently (736 per cent) as thosma the board in a positioriteer than chair (74.0 per cent).

In combination with the previous finding that chiefs were frequently contacted by members of
this group about policingelated matters, these resulissal questions about the extent to

which police boardssafeguard policcom political interference fronmsiders anautsiders

At the same time, the results challengedassertion that by being @police board, political
interference by a council member is more likely.

Because cases of political interfereraffer a patal to assess thdfact of board
structure, the 46 aggregataseof political interference among the three comparison groups
(Table 5)were examined in detalkoremost, this analysis revealed no significant
relationships with any of thiactorsthat @mprisal board structureRefuting the hypothesis,
board structureid not relate to incidents of perceived political interfereMdetwithstanding
the absence of any significant relationsaiq the relatively low frequency of incidentke
prevalence ofeported political interference was, on its own, an important and troublesome
finding. Accordingly, theseases were analyseddreater detalil

Among the 46 cases, 16 chieé&portedpolitical interference from more than one of

thethreegroups yieldng a net of 30 dtinctchiefs(40.5 per cent) who reported political
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interferenceat least once within the previous six monthhough analysis of the 3@hiefs
with the variables of board structul@ not generally reveal any relationshipere was ne
significant relationship observed betweeagh chiefsvho reportedpolitical interference by
any council member and the role of the mayor on the Hod(d) = 10.27, p=.036]. While
the mayor was in an executive r@@hair/vicechair)on less than athird (29.7 per cent) of
boards (rn= 74), the mayor occupied this role in titihs (40.0 per cent) ahe cases of
reported political interferenc&iven the historical consternation about mayors occupying
executive roles on police boards, this findimgsexamined further.

As discussed inkapterOne a mayor in the role of the |
d e b a fLat.@hde and Kean, 2003: 94or Oppal concens of conflict of interest letb the
conclusion that, fAa mayo (199 844)Adcorbirgtomme i nappr
respondent chief, i Fchaw asmpgitical figures are Mdaminant iratlmked v i c e
hiring process for the chief creates obvious pressures for the chiefto'goggb . 6 Rel evan
this result,chiefs were asked how many times in gast 12monthsthey experienced political
interference from a council member or the mayor regarding an investij&wrause police
investigations are widely accepted as outside the purview of police governance and a clear
example of what should be free from politiagterference, these questions proddeo of
the strongest tests of the hypothesis.

As demonstrateth Table 6 chiefs rarely (9.6 per cent) perceived political
interference from a council member or thayor regardingn investigatiorfn = 73).0f the
aggregate 14 cases in which chiefs reported political interference from a council member

and/or the maygthe mayor was in an executive role in only two cases. Likewise, a council

" Due to adiscrepancy in the survey question, it was unaléeether the frequency reported by respondents was
within the last six months or 12 months. Consequently, thedrth period was adopted to ensure that any error
which may result is reflected as an understatement of the actual prevalence.
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member was in an executive role in only two other cdsesimmarytherewas no
significant relationship resulting from the role of council members, including the mayor, with

respect to cases of perceived political interference into a police investigation.

Table 6. Perceived political interference by council and rayor: frequency

Number of times in the last 12 months
0 1-2 | 35 | 69 | 10+

Scenario

Political interference from a council member (not 91.8%| 6.8%|1.4%| O 0
including the mayor) regarding an investigation. ©&7) | 5) | (@
(n=73)

Political interference fnm the mayor regarding an 89.0%(8.2%| 0 |2.7%| O
investigation. (n = 73) (65) | (6) (2)

As was done with earlier cases of broad politintdrference, analysis of ti&l cases
of reported political interference regarding an investiggpiamvided andter critical test of
the hypothesisAmong these14 casestwo chiefsperceivednterference from bdt council
members and the maynetting 12 distinct cases thin the previous 12 months. Analyses of
thesecases with the variables used to comprise bstttureand theappointment processes
revealed neignificant reationships. In contrast to the above finding that thereezkéstme
relationship between broad political interference and the role of the mayor on the board, there
was no such relationshigentified in this morespecificcontext.In effect, hese results
providedanotherfinding at odds with the hypothesis.

It is important to point out that of the aggregate 14 cases of perceived political
interference from a council member or the magwarding an investigation, four did not
identify political interferencelsewhere, as captured in TableThereforethe number of

distinctcases of politickinterference reportebtaled 34 and representeslightly less than
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half (45.3 per cent) of thé5respondentsThis finding was the most troublesome within this
study.

As part ofa morerobust examination of various indicators of political interference and
police independence, particularly as they relébeboard structure, chiefs wessked to
indicate the number of times they : Bxperience
pressure from any council member about where or when to deploy [&)lmessure from
any board or council member to hire/contract a particular person as a swdogesnand)
pressure from any board or council member to hire/contract a particular person as a non
sworn employeeAs shown in Table ,/nearly half (47.3 per cent) experienced pressure from
a council member about where or when to deploy police (n drdpntrastyery few chiefs
(6.8 per cent) reported pressure from any board or council to hire/contract a particular person,

sworn or norsworn, as an employee (n = 74).

Table 7: Perceived pressure and politicalnterference frequency

Number of timesin the last 12 months
0 1-2 35 6-9 | 10+

Scenario

Pressure from any council member about where q 52.7%| 23% | 17.6%| 4.1%| 2.7%

when to deploy police. (n = 74) 39 [ @7 13) | 3) | (@
Pressure from any board or council memberto | 91.9%|6.8%| 1.4% | O 0
hire/contract garticular person as a sworn (68) | (5) (1)

employee. (n = 74)

Pressure from any board or council memberto |94.6%| 4.1 | 1.4% | O 0
hire/contract a particular person as a-saorn (70) | (3) (1)
employee. (n = 74)

Whether presse from a council member about the deployment of palias

reminiscent of the political era acdnstitutedpolitical interference or a that to police
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independence delatable.In this context, the deployment of personnel was deemed to be an
operationdmatter angdby definition, any involvement of political authorities in policing
operationsvasp o | i t i c all interferenoe.wakoweue ro,p etrhad it
thesurvey leavingt to personal interpretatidoy respondenthiefs. The natue and context of
percei ved i pressertialtoenpirically tetdtedconbept with any validity and
reliability. Pressure from a council member about where and when to deploy police yielded
more significant relationships than any other variaédted Although these relationships
wereinteresting,th@bsence of an operational definitior
somecaution in the interpretation Notwithstanding, lie findings offeed another perspective
in this review and expodeewresearch opportunities.

Among the 35 cases of perceived pressure by council regarding the deployment of
police, nearly half (48.6 per cent) occurred once or twice in the lastiaamperceived
pressure by counaihost significantly related to wheththe board aw itself as a buffer
between the service and counad [1) = 11.31, p=.001] and whether the board effectively
buffered[x? (1) = 10.51, p=.001]. Of the 12 chiefso disagreed that the boaravsitself as a
buffer, all but one (91.7 per dgperceived pressure to deploy. Likewise, féifihs (82.4 per
cent) of respondentsho disagreed that the board effectively buéfé(n = 17) reported this
pressure. Similar results emerged in an analysis of this variable with the perception that the
board understodits legislated mandafe® (1) = 4.41, p=.036] and operatwithin it [x* (1)
= 7.11, p=.008]. While threquarters (75.0 per cent) of those that disagreed that the board
undersbodits mandate (n = 12) reported pressure, almost all {88.8ent) of the few chiefs
who disagreed that the board opetarathin its legislated mandate (n = 9) also perceived

pressure.
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The question did not solicit clarification about the relationship of council members to
the board, nor did the survey enableomparison of results with necouncil members. These
shortcomings madeit impossible to discern the nexus of these relationships, althoogtyit
betheorized that thewerea byproduct of disagreement between police chiefs and boards
about whether the géoyment of personnevas or shouldhave beenwithin the purview of
the police board.

Unli ke the deployment of personnel, Apres
hire/contract a particular person as an employee, regardless of whether thisnzsseorn
or nonrsworn,waswidely regarded as unacceptable. This assewmssupported by the
overwhelming poportion(93.2 per cent) of respondentho reported not experiemy either
scenario in the last year. Analysis of tt@aggregate caseletemined that two chiefs
experienced pressure in relation to hiring a sworn anesmamn employee. The net result
was that slightly more timaone in ten (10.8 per certiiefs reported sucinexperience in the
last year. It was interesting to note thathlise eighthiefs six were common to the 30
distinct cases of political interference by council discussed previously. This finding sdjgest
that the isolated results of pressure and political interference revealed in thisvgergey
concentrated withithe sampleand not widely dispersed

The most important result arising from the analysis of these three variables of pressure
was that none were significantly related to Yheiables used to comprise board structure.

This finding was consistent witlivo previous results which failed to identify any significant

relationships between variables of politicakirierence and board structure.

76



Summary

The results of this researshggeste@ generally optimistic report on police
independence in Canadadawere personified by the overwhelming majo(@.7 per cent)
of chiefswhoagr eed wi t h Usulllg | feeltindependent fram, muriicipal political
interferencedo (n = 74). As additional weviden

foundto be significantly related to many of the indicators of police independq&abtée §.

Table 8 Variables of police independence significantly related tquestion 46

Variable Relationship
Board operates within legislated mandate (n = 75) [x? (1) =15.88, p=.000]
Board effectively buffers the service to ensure police [x* (1) = 6.47, p=.011]

independence (n = 74)

Council member (chair) understands the notion of polic [x* (1) = 10.56, p=.001]
independence (n = 37)

Council member (chair) agely respects police [x? (1) = 4.66, p=.031]
independence (n = 36)

The responses of chiefs demonstrated remarkable consistency and consensus here and
throughout the survey. Nowhere else, however, was the consensus as strong as seen by the
vitualunani mity (98.6 per cent) ofUsuealyilfedl s t hat &
independent from provincial political interference (n = 74). This response was not, however,
significantly or strongly related to any of the variables highlighted in Téab#es discussed
previously, this is likely an indication that chiefs typically responded to questions from a
municipal orientation. The noted consistency in thes® otheresponses may be reflective of

a previously observed homogeneity amomeg populabn. In a survey of 162 Canadian police
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executives by the Canadian Association of Chiefs of Police, a comprehensive profile of police
executives in Canaded the researchers to conclude:

The survey respondents demonstrated a remarkably homogenousecharac

(with) the uniformity of their characteristics including their general and

demographic profiles, career paths, responsibilities, strategic visions, attitudes

to change, values and beliefs, professionalism, ability to balance work and life,
and strength and weaknesséllurray and Alvaro, 2001: 9)

Ideal Board Structure

In closing the grvey, chiefs were asked questions to understand their perceived value
of police boards and to solicit their ideas about new models of police governance. The results
revealed a highly positive view of police boards generally and a surprising level oématppar
satisfaction with current police board models. Specificallypverwhelming majority (92.0
per cent) of chiefs indicated that the police bd@dded value to their police service and/or
communityda Moreover, 89.3% of respondents took the extraorgisgep of explaining their
response, the results of which are detaitedppendix D. As aummary, the remarks were
very positive with most referring to the board as supportive, knowledgeable, serving as a link
to community, a buffer for independence, @ndviding governance and oversight. Notably,
only a minority of comments were critical or offered suggestions for change.

Chiefswerealsoasked to outline the ideal board structure using the current model of
Canadian police boards. Aemonstrateth Table 9 the majority (56.5 per cent) identified a
board comprised of five members as ideal, although thereowmes donsensus regarding the
exact compositioimcluding the number of municipal apdovincial appointees, as well as

the role of council mebrers on the board.
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Table 9 A | Hoard $trocture: most common respongs
# of # of # of # of
Board Municipal | Provincial | Councll Council Member Council Member
Members | Appointees| Appointees | Members Role Rights
(n=67) (n = 68) (n =63) (n = 68) (n = 69) (n = 68)
5-56.5%|2-33.8% |21 33.0% |2-52.9% | Chair 20.3%
Voting 92.6%
7-275%|1-29.4% |11 27.0% |11 25.0% | Vice-chair 4.3%
Nonrvoting 7.4%
6-10.1% | 3-22.1% |3-23.8% |3-19.1% | Reg. member 68.19
0-7.9% Ex-officio 7.2%

By comparing the fiideal 06 structure with
1), no significant differences emerheConversely, analysiof each area reveala highly
significant relationship between the number of board mesribat chiefs currently reported
to and the number shembers on the ideal boand [30) = 241.97, p=.000]. Similr
significant results emerged from araminaton of most other relevant variabl@scluding
number of municipal appointees’[(30) = 113.58, p=.000provincial appointees< (25) =
107.66, p=.000], andouncil members on the boarxf [9) = 65.65, p=.000With the notable
exception of changes the role of council members on the ideal board, such a significant
relationship among most responses sigthabnfidenceamong chiefs about thesurrent
boardstructure Alternatively, the responsesflected dack of contemplation or awareness
among chefs about the merits of different board models.

Notwithstanding the significant relationships observed, a number of nuanced
differences are worth highlighting as they may infer how chiefs perceived particular board

members or board member roles. Withpect to the number of board members, nearly two

thirds (64.0 per cent) repedto a board of fivealthough this sizevas ideal for a smaller

8 Percentagesiay not equal 100% as the results shown represent common responses and may not be exhaustive.
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majority (56.5 per cent). Accounting for differeiseée response rates, it appedthat almost
one in five (190 per centrhiefs with a fivemember board (n = 43) did not identify this as
the ideal size. Interestingly, an increase was noted between the number of/bbieél a
board of six people (n = 2) and thasbko identified this as the ideal size (n = W).summary,
many chiefs advocated that the ideal board size is something other than what they reported to.
More substantive differences were observed in relation to the number of municipally
and provincially appointed citizens on the board. While a stiggjority (52.0 per cent) of
chiefs reported one municipally appointed citizen on their board, lesstieghird (29.4 per
cent) identified thissideal Instead, chiefs more commonly (33.8 per cent), albeit only
marginally, suggestetthat the ideal boarincludel two municipally appointed citizens.
Another notable ifferencewas observed between the number of boardsmaibrovincial
appointees (19.2 per cent) and the number of chibésconsideredero provincial
appointeeso be ideal7.9 per cent)instead, respondent chiefs (n = 63) most commonly (33.0
per cent) advocated for two provincial appointeesoideal board or, in slightly feer (27.0
per cent) casesneprovincial appointee
An unexpected findingmergedrom the nearly unanimoy®7.0 per cent) support for
at least one council member on the ideal board (n = 68), a position cont@p/ppa | 6 s
recommendatioh hat Amunicipal councillors (18t serve
B-65). Almost equally (92.6 per cent) supported was the position that council members on the
ideal board possess full voting rights, a notable reflection of the overwhelming majority (90.7
per cent) of boards whose council members hamgaoights.
Consensuwvasless apparent, however, when determining how many council members

should be ormnideal boardHere, aslim majorityof chiefs(52.9 per cent) suggesttwo, a
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result mirrored by the majority (52.7 per cent) of respondents wdwsent boards had two
council memberddowever, here were noticeable differendestween theesponses of chiefs
whose currenboardhad me or three council membeid/hereas 1thiefsindicated that their
current board had one council memldgf chiefsindicated that thisvas ideal. Conversely,
whereas 20 chiefs reported three council members on their board, only 13 suggeated this
the ideal. Form the perspective of chigfis, therefore apparent that an ideal board include
only one or two counciinembers.

While chiefs strongly favoured council members on the boapdinciple, there was a
substantial difference in the role of board members on the ideal board when compared to the
current board. Whereas council members sat as the chair in akatfost dases (49.3 per
cent) and the vicehair in nearly as many#2.7 per centlpnly onefifth of chiefs (20.3 per
cent)envisioned the ideal board structure to include a council member as tharchaimost
never (4.3 per cent) in the role of chkair. Instead, pproximatelytwo-thirds (68.1 per cent)
favoured council members in the more limited role of regular board member. Unlike all
previous comparisons onthisissueher e t here was a strong rel at
current board structurend their ideamodel, chiefs fundamentally parted from the status
guo when referring to the role of council members. This departure may be inferred as
evidence supporting the contention of Laloi@@03)and othergGriffin, 2006; Oppal, 1994;
Police Sector Council, 2001hat the issue of thmayor being the chair of the lme board is

widely contested.

Imagining a New Model

Chiefs were asked to think beyond the current model of Canadian police board

structures and imagine a different model that would protect police independence, while not
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compromising police accountdiby and public confidence. In contrast to previous epen

ended questions, only a minority (14.1 per cent) of chiefs respo@ueéd again, this may be
interpreted as an indicator of general satisfaction among chiefs about the current state of
police boardstructures. Alternatively, this result may indicate that chiefs had not
contemplated the affect of police board structure, were unaware of any strengths and
weaknesses inherent to varying structures, or simply viewed board structure as unrelated to
any prdlems they perceived. Of the responses received, most chiefs provided ideas that
reflectedonly a tinkering with the existing modelsather tharsweeping reformIhese

responses advoaichang relating to board compositioappointment processemyd
accountability structurgas well as how and how much training board members reddiee.

complete list of esponsess presentedn AppendixE.
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Chapter Four: Conclusionand Recommendations

The independence of police from political interference is fundamenti@ginmcracy
and thereexists an historical persistenfoe the use of police aspolitical apparatus of the
state Yet, there isalsoanfiequally unsettling history of police agencading as a law unto
t h e ms €Sossie, 2004: 331). An examination of the relationship between the police and
the stateexposeshe enduring challenge presented by the seemingly dichotomous doctrines of
police accountability to the state and autonomy from the state. How to guard against one
extreme while not inviting the other is of utmost importance in a liberal democracy.

As acentral figure in the network of regulatory bodies and processes which mediate a
complex and delicate relationship between the state and police, municipal police boards
facilitate police accountability and independesaultaneouslyThe first police boads
emerged tdinsulate the police from direct governance by elected municipal politicians and
guarantee a measure of political independence for police séryiaslic Sector Council,

2001: 25) Despite a rich history, including substiahchange to their membership and
authority(Biro, 2006) boards have maintained apparently political structures while their
precise role and very existence contmteebe a matter for debafeaw Commission of
Canada, 2006)

The research literatudetails thamportant ole of police boardamidst a complex
backdrop of historical, constitutional, legal, and practical challenges. Foremost,goalice
crime are inherently politicdBayley, 1970; Estida, 2004; Goldsmith, 1991; Haggerty,
200)Government s are al most always elected wi

campaign pledges often have a direct impact on pffiossin, 2004)Crime is strategically
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cast as a problem to be solved through polit

(politicians) canaffad t o be vi ewed a qEstbada, 20@¢:4813 of t on

These academic assertions were observed over thgeavacourse of this research
during whicha new conservative federal government established crime and safety as an
urgent national priorityand the firs-ever civilian commissioner was politically and
controversially appointed to manage the RCMP amidst a report that the organizdtion ha
figovernancerm c ul t ur a(Browpne, 20071 39)RIse\Where,lte mayoraklection of
Saskatoon, Saskatchewansfought, in part, on a pledge to remove elected officials from the
local police boardwhile the need to establish a police board was publicly and extensively
debated in Winnipeg, Manitoba.

These fundameat shifts and policy debatésghlightedthe need and importance for
researclon police governanc&mpiricalresearch, however, is conspicuously absent. The
literature is comprised mostly of commentary among academics, practitioners, and pundits
about thestate of policing and police governance in Canada. Accordingly, the breadth of
literature reviewedh this major papewas atypically comprehensive and a contributiorto
the dearth of current information on police governance.

An historical review of plicing paradigms, often referrdda s i damanstrated a

persistently political relationship between the police and the state. Despite the introduction of

police boards 150 years agdth the intentt o fir emove t he police from

controb (Law Commission of Canada, 2006: 86anadian commissions of inquiry over the
past30years have consistently demonstrated the elusiveness of this objéotive.

contextualize the relationship between the police and statsjderable attentiomas paid to

di sentangling t e premtdiemrcse 00 fa mpibdédgacnactodiithet a b i | i
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discourse on police governance presdthese doctrines as dichotomous, the more recent
literature suggestia tempered perspectiv€éombating the idethat independenceas the
antithesis of accountability, the relationship appdén becompetitive yet compatible.

A further contribution of thisstudywasthe empirical tegtg of an important
hypothesisThe hypothesis was thtdte more inhently political a police board structure, as
defined by its size, composition, appointment processes, and particularly the ratendole
rights of elected officials on the board, the less independent the police seoultebe as
reported by the chiefonstableAt the root of the hypothesis was an untested question about
whether police boardserestructurally more or less susceptible to control by elected
officials, and whether such susceptibility manigestself as political interference intruding
on police independence. This research assessed the extent to winianifest functiorof a
police board as a b uwasrdated to isesttusedhafingngsiof c e
the study reveal ed a numb ecegowefnannepyetemostr t hy
significantly, the results refuted the main hypothesis.

This study raffirmed previous researctoncludingthat therewas no dominant model
of police boards in Canad&tenning, 1992)Contrary to the hypothesiboard sze, legislated
mandate, the number, ratend singleterm length of municipal and provincial appointees, as
well as the number, ratiandvoting rightsof council members on the boadd not
significantly relatewith any of the indicators gdolitical interference and police
independencd-or policy makerand legislators interested in protecting police independence
or improving police governance in Canada, these resldtsldnarrow the scope of structural

reforms fromthosepreviouslyadvocatedA number of insightful relationships were observed
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however and @ch shed light oan issue that requsedditional monitoringdeepermpirical
exploration and/or immediate policy and legislative reform

This studyalsoreaffirmeda previousobservation that thengas considerable
consistencyn thelegislatedmandate of police board€anadian Association of Police
Boards, 2006)with the exception thalightly less than halivere responsible for dian
complaint oversightA significant relationship was noted betweeige boards with this
responsibilityandchiefs not feeling independent when making policy decisions. This
relationshipwas likely a byproduct of the opeiliahs/policy framework thaguidesthe
purview of police boardsThis type offramework is generally problematiecause operations
and policy like police independence and accountability,reigher mutually exclusive nor
dichotomous. Instead, the relationship between these sasanore dynamiand this is
particularly truewhere the police board issponsible for civilian complaint oversighteN
ways of thinking aboutheseconcepts are emergirngthe literaturgsee Roach, 2004; Sossin,
2004)and should bearefullyconsidered by dize executive and governors alikdn the
interim, the lack of independence felt by police chiefs reporting to a board that is responsible
for civilian complaint oversight may signal either a healthy tension in these circumstances or
another problem inlient to theoft-debated structure and mechanics of civilian complaint
oversightin Canada today.

In the qust to understand the structurepaiiice boards anitis relationship with
indicators of police independence, a number of results suggested thahdhdvow well a
police board interpreted and internalized its mandate was signifiagmiughthe role of
Apol it i és&ér abiusfof nef pddide’bbards, it is not acknowledgedsupportedn

policy orlegislation Given the historical persistee of politics in policing, which was again
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affirmed in this research, it evidentthatit should be By formally acknowledging #role of

Apol it i ara,lbydxtankidnetie deality that political interference in polisng

pervasive additiondpolicy and legislatiortould be createdo structure processes for

relving allegations ointerference in policing, including better protection for individual

police board members from political dismissal without catlisehis end, Oppal

recommendedhatii bard members should be removable duringpper onl y f or cause
t h a bayd ménbbers whose terms are not renewed be provided with written reasons within

30 days (1994:B-e0) Thess teadmmendations atgportechere.

Notwithstanding the absence of such protesttoday,police boardsand board
membersmust assme greateresponsibilityin the pursuit of police independence given that
nearlyhalf (45.3%) of the policehiefs surveyed revealed political interference from a
coundl membermayorin the last yearAn additional 12 chiefs reported pressure from a
council member about where or when to deploy pppceducing an aggregate 46 of 75
respondents (61.3 per cettiat perceived political pressure or interfereatkast once
within the last year. This findingzas the most troublesome of the study araba sharp
signal from chiefs that politics contindiéo permeate policing despite the presence of police
boardsa finding thatwas widelyand historicallysupportedy the literaturg Griffin, 2006;
LaLonde and Kean, 2003; Oppal, 1994; Police Sector Council, 2001; Sossin, 2004; Stenning,
2004)

Typical of early efforts to empirically explore any subjebg findings invite several
new avenues for study and research. Further empirical explosiiaidaugment this study,
provokedebate, and advance conversations that shape police governance operations and

policy. Foremost, a focussed follewp study of minicipal police chiefs is required to more
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thoroughly understand and test the troublesome findiegs Specifically, inperson
interviews or focus groups with chiefowld providean essential context to thadingsof
this research of frequentunicipd political interference angolitical pressure to deploy
resourcesOf partialar importance is the need to discern whethesereportswereevidence
of the historical ebb and flow of serious political interferemcg@olicing or, &ernatively,
whetherthey were an artefact bkeightenegolitical sensitiviiya mong t oday 6s pol i
and/or an artefact of a nuanced shift in the threshold of wkgirtterpret as political
interferenceMethodologically, a replication of this study with municipalipelchiefswho
report to a committeef-council would provide an important comparison grétheg,
augmented by a survey of police board memiveosild providevaluableperspectiveto test
the veracity of theeresults

There were numerous factors whigpgnificantly related to the chietlisclosureof
political pressure and interferenc@ften at issue in discussions of political interference in
policing arethe number ratio,and roleof elected officialswith respect to the police board
including theappointment process to the boddihexpectedly, the numbeaatio, and roleof
council members on the police board did sighificantly relate to any of the indicators of
political interferencaised in this studyPolice chiefs almost unanimously suppalteaving at
least one council memben the board, which sge highly of theirperceivedcontributiors.
However, ahigh ratio of chiefsaalsoproposed a more limited role for elected officials on
police boards and this suggedtain undercurrent of dissatisdtion

Chiefs greed overwhelmingly that council members in an executive role on the board
understood and respected police independence. Moreover, there was no relationship found

between the role of council membersapolice bard and the indicatord political
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interferenceNotwithstanding, the assertion of many chiefs that elected offisiasld

occupy a more diffuse role on police boandss troublesomeThe underlyingsource of this
consternation, however,as unclear. It may be a principled e® that boards should be
independent,nepar ti san, and a fApolitical buffero, o
among elected officials in executive police board positions wherenot detected through

this study.

From a pragmatic perspectiveurcil membergegularlyexperience role conflict as
police board memberghen voting on matters relating to buddet,example How these
situations are managdy the council memberand the effect on board policy/operations and
police independence is cgnsuously absent in the discourse of police governantele the
findings of this studghould quell the periodic calls to remove council members entirely from
police boardsit is apparent that a more focussed review oif tfzde on police boardss
negssary.

Most contentious in relation to the role of elected officials on police boards is th
specific roleof a mayor(LaLonde and Kean, 2003; Oppal, 1999n this subject, two
findings emergedh this studywhich broughtfocus to the otherwise broad assertion that
mayors and police boards are a poor mix. Foremostiale of a mayor onolice board did
not directly and gjnificantly relate to the indicats of police independenceénexpectedly,
theappointment proceds police boards as more likely to be seen as mehitven when the
mayor waghe board chairConverselythe process was more often seen as political
patonage when the mayor was a regumember.This was not to suggest a causal
relationship and these resuttsallenge anyargument that boardgere more politically

predisposeavhen the mayowas the chair.
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Theperception among police that the appointtrEocess to police boards is political
patronage rather than mebitised is wellocumenteqdLaLonde and Kean, 2003; Oppal,
1994; Sossin, 2004; Stenning, 19923 the first empirical study of this question, chiefs
presented amuchmore divided viewhowever, which suggediisatthe existingliterature
overstatd their pereption.Chiefsweresplit equallywhen asked if appointments were merit
driven, while only a slight majority perceived the proces@abtical) patronageThe
dissonance may be a function of assumption or general scepticism about appsiiyne
political bodies or a byroduct of high profile instances of political patronage which tend to
shape opinions.

Although chiefs appeadto have a more balanced view of the appointment process
than reflected in the literature vitas equally adarfrom the resuk that a problemmemaired
Particularly acute for municipal governmentsly two-thirds of their police board appointees
wereperceivedoy chiefsas politically independent compared to neatlyprovincial
appointeesNoteworthy, this perception was datly related tahe length of a municipal
appoi singleterdesidr el at ed strongly to the chiefsd p
effective buffer.Of particular interest tpolicy-makers and legislatorbpard members with
terms of three or more yeangremore likely to be perceived as politically independent and
effective as a political buffer.

To enhance the credibility of the municipal appointment pro&sgalrecommendd
thatshort-listed applicantso a police board be interviewéih public by council about their
gualifications and their views about policing ahatdinsuccessful candidatés provided
w i twhmitterireasons upon request why they were not recommended for appointhedt

B-61). In principle, these recommendations are suppdréed However,a municipal
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governmentvould be better served by establishargindependent nominating committee
comprised of citizens and city employees, to screen police boarndaagplin a manner
consistent with the processesed forappointments tqudicianesandC a n a Naidnal
Parole BoardAugmented by legislation thaes police board member terms at three years,
these measures wéinhance procedural fairnesslie process and produce a level of
transparencyaccountability andcredibility that does not currently exist.

The results of this st upoicegoeermaneelwhich anot he
relatal to the experience of poliagiefs with council membersot on the police board
Foremost, the survey found thaduncil members not on the board frequently coetditte
chief privately about policing mattemsther than communicating through the police board.
More concerning was that chiefgere slightly les likely to feel independent during these
private contactandmarginally more likely to report political interference framuncil
membersioton the board than those on the bo&ahdfettered access by elected officials to
the chief, particularly bpeope who may be lacking a requisite awareness or appreciation for
the principle of police independence, is trosblme. To address thisjs recommended that
police boardgontemplate the legitimate policelatedneeds of elected officials and establish
appropriate mechanissito meet these. Moreover, it is recommended that all newly elected
municipal council members receive training in the areas of police independence and
governance.

This researclbffersa timely contribution to the paucity of knowledg@rounding
police governance in Canadihe resultexposé seriousblind spots in police governance
which, unabated, presentealthreat to police independenda particular, the pervasiveness

of reported political interference and pressure on palivefs raisd several significant issues
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which must be explored jointly by academics and practitioners and subsequently addressed by
policy-makers and legislators.

Although some of the results reported heeee both alarming and pressirthey
should ot obscure whatvas otherwise a very positive current state of police independence
and police governance in Canadlae firstpanCanadian study of its kind in more than 20
years, this study stands as a testament to the willingness of the Canadian idssofciat
Chiefs of Police, Police Sector Council, and Royal Canadian Mounted Police to support
empirical research which, though politically sensitive, contributes to better police governance
in CanadaMost importantlychiefs reported feelinqidependent wén making operational
decisions, dallmark of appropriate police/state relatioms liberal democracy. Equally
assuring was the virtual unanimity amastgefswho agreed that thayisuallyo felt
independent from municipaind provinciapolitical intererence. Overall, chiefs of municipal
police services across Canada signalled a general satisfaction with, and confidence in, the
structure and operation of police boards toddyese outcomes wilurelybewelcomed by
the manypaid and unpaid professiosaledicated tgolicing and police governance

excellence in Canada
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Appendix A: Survey Instrument

The purpose of this survey i s to exami

varied police board structures and the experience of Chief Constables. This
research, the firstfats kind in Canada in more than 20 years, will provide
critical information about police governance to Canadian police chiefs, boards,
and policymakers.

The study is being conducted by Darren Caul, a former police board member, in
partial fulfilment of the requirements for the degree of Master of Arts in
Criminology and Criminal Justice from the University College of the Fraser
Valley (UCFV). This research is being conducted in partnership with the UCFV
Centre for Criminal Justice Research and doesed by the Canadian

Association of Chiefs of Police (CACP) and the Police Sector Council.

This survey is beingdministered to more than 150 municipal police chiefs
across Canada. Your participation is entirely volunt@anfidentiality is
assuredtevery step in the research process, including the final published
report, to provide you with the greatest opportunity to answer candidly.
Accordingly, please do not provide any personal information / identifiers on
this document

Questions may be diread to Darren Caul at (780) 43B75 or via email at
drcaul@shaw.caPlease contact Yvon Dandurand, Associate Vice President of
Research and Graduate Studies at UCFV, at (6041864 if you have any
concerns with tis research.

The survey will take approximately 15 minutes to complete and may be returned
via regular mail using the sediddressed, postagaid, envelope provided.

Receipt on or befor®ay 16, 2008is appreciated.

A copy of the final report, expect to be published in fall 200&ill be
available on the CACP and Police Sector Council websites. Should you wish to
receive an electronic copy, please send an emaitdaul@shaw.ca

- Thank you, in advance,dr your time to complete this survey!


mailto:drcaul@shaw.ca
mailto:drcaul@shaw.ca

TERMS USED

Servicerefers to the police organization of which you are the Chief
Constable.

Board refers exclusively to the police board / commission that you report
to.

Board Membersrefer to individuals, elded and appointed, on the
Board.

Council refers to the municipally elected body that the Board relates to.

Legislation refers to the provincial police Act governing the Service and
Board.

Police independenceeferstéi f r eedom from partisan
influencéLaw Commission of Canada, 2006: 85p

Political interferencer ef er s t o Adirect i1 nvolvem
(primarily, although not exclusively, at the municipal level) in policing
operations, as opposed to policy an

Patronage appointmeti s fAone that applies to a
qualified for the job but who is nevertheless appointed based on political
considerations rather than the know

Merit appointmenti s fnone t hat aapwhois qalifed o an

for the job based the knowledge, sk
(Watson, 2004: 2)
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PART I i STRUCTURE

1. How many Members are on your Boaid? |
2. How many citizen Board Members are appointed by Municipal Council? |
3. How long is a single term of municipally appointed Board Membgrs? |yrs
4. How many Board Members are appointed by the provincial governrpent?3
5. How long, if applicable, is a single term of provincially appointed membiers?| yrs
6. How many CounciMembers are on the Boarfd? |
7. How is the position of Board Chair determined?
1. Board vote X
2. Mayor is de factoChair X
3. Other

Roles and Voting Rights of Council Member®n the Board:

8. What is / are the role(s) of Council Membersthe Board?check all that apply

1. Chair X
2. Vice-Chair X
3. Regular Member X
4, Ex-Officio X

9. What are the voting rights of Council Membersthe BoardZcheck all hat apply

1. Voting Member(s) X
2. Non-voting Member(s) X

10.  What is the role of the Mayor on the Boaf@Pease check one)

1. Chair X
2. Vice-Chair X
3. Regular Member X
4, Ex-Officio X
5. N/A X

11. What ae the voting rights of the Mayor on the Boa(B®ase check one)

1. Voting Member X
2. Non-voting Member X
3. N/A X
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PART Il T MANDATE

12.

Determine adequate personnel levels X 6.

Collective bargaining
Civilian complaint oversight
Policy setting for Service
Priority setting for Service

Please check all responsibilities that the Boategsslativelyresponsible for.

Budget for needs X 7.
Monitor budget X 8.
Hire Chief of Police X 9.
Review performance of Chief X 10. Other

All remaining questions relate to your personal experience as a Canadian Chief Constalble.

Strongly Strongly
Disagree| Disagree| Agree | Agree

13. | The Board understands leggislatedmandate. 1 2 3 4
14.| The Board operates within the purview of its

legislatedmandate. 1 2 3 4
15.|The Board sees itsel]

Service and Council to ensypelice 1 2 3 4

independence
16.|The Board effectyvicew®]l

ensurepolice independence 1 2 3 4

PART lll T APPOINTMENT PROCESSES
Strongly Strongly
Disagree| Disagree| Agree | Agree

17. | The Board appointment processmisrit 1 2 3 4

driven.
18. | The Board appointment process is (pcdil)

patronage 1 2 3 4
19. | Municipally appointed members are

independent; free of political influence and

fear of reprisal by Council, including 1 2 3 4

termination or not being reappointed.
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Strongly Strongly
Disagree| Disagree| Agree | Agree | N/A

20.

Provincially appointed Members are
independent; free of political influence
and fear of reprisal by the provincial 1 2 3 4 5
government, including termination or ng
being reappointed.

21.
22.

23.

24,
25.

PART IV T YOUR EXPERIENCE

How long rave you been the Chief of this Servige? | |___ ronths

How long was your predecessor the Chigf? | |___rhonths

How would you characterize the nature of

(Please check all that apply)

X

Successfully completed contract

Applied for contract renewal unsuccessfully X

Voluntary Retirement X

l nvoluntary fARetirementao X

Contract was terminated before expiration X

Pressured to resign by Council before contract expiry X
X

Pressured to regyn by the Board before contract expiry
Other (please explain)

©ONOo O~ wWDNPRE

Since April 1998, how many Chiefs have there been, including|you | |

Apart from operational decisiemaking, what degree @idependenc&om the Board do
you have for making decisions about the direction, policing orientation, human resources,
and other management matters of your service?

(check one)

1. | make virtually all of the major organizational decisions and X
report infrequently to my Board.

2. | refer all major organizational decisions to my Board X
for approval.

3. | refer all major organizational decisions to my Board X

for its information.
Other (please explain)
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Strongly Strongly
Disagree| Disagree| Agree | Agree
26. | | feelindependentvhen making operational
decisions. 1 2 3 4
27. | | feelindependentvhen making policy
decisions. 1 2 3 4
28. I n the last SI X mont hs, have you ever

individual Board Member, other than the Chair or his / her designate?

1. NO X » Go to question 30
2. YES X
29. Ifyes, please indicate the position of the person and the number of times this has
occurred in the last six months.
# of times in the last SIX months
1. | Citizen (nonCouncil) Board Membe| 1-2 3-5 6-9 10+
2. | Council Member on the Board 1-2 3-5 6-9 10+
3. | Council Membemot on the Board 1-2 3-5 6-9 10+

Citizen (non-Council Member) Board Members:

In the last six months, how many times were you privately contacted (by telephone, in

30.
persam visit, or personal mailfenail) about a policingelated matter by a citizen Board
Member, other than the Chair?
0 X 1-2 X 35 X 59 X 10+ X
Strongly Strongly
Disagree| Disagree| Agree | Agree
31. | | felt independentluring these private contact 1 2 3 4
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Council Members on the Board,excluding the Chair:

32. Inthe last six motihs, how many times were you privately contacted (by telephone, in
person visit, or personal mail /reail) about a policingelated matter by a Council
Member on the Board?

0 X 1-2 X 35 X 6-9 X 10+ X
Strongly Strongly
Disagree| Disagree| Agree | Agree
33.| | felt independentluring these private contact 1 2 3 4
34. Inthe last six months, how many times did you experi@otiical interferenceérom a

Council Member on the Board?

0 X 1-2 X 35 X

6-9

X 10+

X

The next section applies only to those for whom the Board Chair is an elected official
(including Mayor). If this does not apply, please skip to question 43.

Council Member (including Mayor) as the Board Chair:

35. Inthe last st months, how many times were you privately contacted (by telephene, in
person visit, or personal mail /reail) about a policingelated matter by this Council
Member?

0 X 1-2 X 35 X 6-9 X 10+ X
Strongly Strongly
Disagree| Disagree | Agree | Agree
36. | | felt independentluring these private contact 1 2 3 4
37. Inthe last six months, how many times did you experi@atiéical interferencerom

this Council Member (Chair)?

0 X 1-2 X 35 X
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Strongly Strongly
Disagree| Disagree| Agree | Agree
38. | This Council Member (Chair) understands the
notion ofpolice independence 1 2 3 4
39. | This Council Member (Chair) actively respect;
police independence 1 2 3 4
40. | This Council Member uses the position as Bo
Chair to advance Cou 1 2 3 4
41. | This Council Member uses the position as Bo
Chair to advance personal political agendas. 1 2 3 4

Council Membersnot on the Board:

42.  How many times in the last six months were you privately contacted (by telephone, in
person visit, or personal mail /reail) about a policingelated matter by a Council
Membernot on the Board?

0 X 1-2 X 35 X 6-9 X 10+ X
Strongly Strongly
Disagree| Disagree| Agree | Agree

43.] | felt independentiuring these private contact 1 2 3 4

44. Inthe last six months, how many times did you experi@otiécal interferencdrom a
Council Membemot on the Board?

0 X 1-2 X 35 X 6-9 X 10+ X
PART V: OTHER
45. Inthe last six months, how many times have you experienced each of the following?
# of times in the last 12
months

1. | Pressure from any Council Member about where or

when to deploy police. 0 | 12|35 |69 10+
2. | Pressure from any Board or Council Member to hire

contract a particular person asvaorn employee. O | 12|35 |69 10+
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3. | Pressure from any Bodwor Council Member to hire /
contract a particular person as@n-sworn employee. 0O | 1.2 |35|6-9]| 10+
4. | Political interferencdrom a Council Member (not
including the Mayor) regarding an investigation? 0O [1-2 |35 |69 10+
5. | Political interferencefrom the Mayor regarding an
investigation? 0O [1-2 |35 |69 10+
PART VI 1T SUMMARY
Strongly Strongly
Disagree| Disagree| Agree | Agree
46. | Usually, | feel independent fromunicipal
political interference 1 2 3 4
47. | Usually, | feel imlependent frorprovincial
political interference 1 2 3 4

PART VIl T YOUR RECOMMENDATIONS

48.  Are there other threats pwlice independenasot addressed in this survey?

»

1. NO X
2. YES X

»

(please explain)

Go to question 49

49. Does the Board add value to your police service and / or the community?

1. NO X
2. YES X

(please explain)
(please explain)
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50. Using the current model of Canadian Police Board structures, what would the ideal
structure look like to equally ensupelice independencand accountability?

# of # of # of # of Council Member Council
Board Municipal | Provincial | Council Role Member Rights
Members | Appointees| Appointees | Members (select one) (select one)
1. Chair X
2. Vice-Chair X | A. Voting X

3. Regular Member x | B- NonVotingX

4. Ex-officio X

51. Thinking beyow the current model of Canadian Police Board structures, can you imagine
a different model that would better protect police independence, while not compromising
police accountability or public confidence?

1. NO X
2. YES X (please describe)

Thank you for completing this confidential survey!

+ Please use the sedddressed, stamped envelope
provided to return the survey!
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Appendix B: Letters of Endorsement/Support
Letter from Police Sector Councili on letterhead

April 28, 2008

Dear Chief:

Re:  Support for researciMunicipal Police Governance in Canada: An Examination of the
Relationship between Board Structure and Police Ieddpnce

On behalf of the Police Sector Council, | am pleased to provide this letter of support to Darren
Caul who, in partial fulfilment of a Master of Arts in Criminology and Criminal Justice, is
surveying Chiefs from all municipal police services sn@da.

This research serves to explore your perception and experience as it relates to relationships
between police board structure and police independeaoemportant and timely issue.
Research of this nature is rarely conducted, and will advanagnderstanding of current
policing issues as well as our collective effort to strengthen police governance in Canada.
The impact of this research is entirely dependent on response rates. Your contribution is
critical and | ask for your support by takittge time to candidly complete and remit the
confidential survey prior to the deadline.

Thank you, in advance

Sincerely,

Geoff Gruson
Executive Director
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Letter from Canadian Assocation of Chiefs of Police- on Letterhead

February 20, 2008

Subject: Canadian Association of Chiefs of Police (CACH) Support of Thesis

Mr. Caul:

I n reference to your correspondence dated Ja
Police Governance in Canada: An Examination of the Relationship between@&nastire

and Police I ndependenced6, be advised that vyo
Executives on January 13, 2008.

It was moved by the Executives that the CACP support in principal your research topic and
survey of Police Executives.

The CACP wishes you success with your thesis and we look forwarded to a copy of the final
paper.

Sincerely,

Peter Cuthbert
Executive Director
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Appendix C: Pre/PostSurvey Letters Sent to Participants

Pre-Survey Letter Sentto All Participants on UFV Letterhead

April 21, 2008

Re: Survey of Canadian Municipal Police Chiefs on April 28, 2008

Dear Chief:

The relationship between police agencies, police boards/commissions, and local Council is
both important and delicate, yet police governandganada has rarely been studied. My
name is Darren Caul and | am a former police board member currently completing a Master
of Arts in Criminology and Criminal Justice at the University College of the Fraser Valley. |
am researching thelationshipbete en Canadads varied police
experience of Chiefs.

Next week, you will receive a confidential survey mailed to your personal attention. This
research is the first of its kind in Canada in more than 20 years, and is being adeciniste
nationally to more than 150 municipal police chiefs. Conducted in partnership with the UCFV
Centre for Criminal Justice Research, the survey is formally endorsed by the Canadian
Association of Chiefs of Police (CACP) and the Police Sector Council.

The survey passed UCFV ethical review and is comple@hjidential All data collected

will be aggregated and results will not identify an individual, police service, community, or
province. All data collected will be destroyed upon completion of the ndsdanally, the

survey has been carefully crafted knowing that your time is valuable and will take 15 minutes
to complete.

| hope that you will take the time to contribute to this important and timely study of police
governance in Canada. The fingboet, expected in fall 2008, will be made available for
dissemination to the CACP and the Police Sector Council. If you would like to receive an
electronic copy, this too may be arranged.

Should you have any questions about this research, | may beteahtiirectly at (780) 437
9975 or via email alrcaul@shaw.caAny concerns may be directed to Mr. Yvon Dandurand,
Associate Vice President of Research & Graduate Studies, at (6045884

In advance, your time tcomplete the survegn or before May 16, 2008 appreciated!

Sincerely,

D.R.Caul
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Darren Caul, M.A. candidate
PostSurvey Letter Sentto All Participants on UFV Letterhead
May 05, 2008

Re:  Survey of Canadian Municipal Police Chiefs Deadline dhay 16, 2008

Dear Chief:

Last week, a copy of theanadian Municipal Police Chiefurvey was mailed to your
personal attention. If you did not receive this survey, please email me directly at
drcaul@shaw.cto receive an electronic version immediately.

This survey is the first of its kind in Canada in more than 20 years and is being administered
nationally to more than 150 municipal police chiefs. Conducted in partnership with the
University College of the laser Valley (UCFV) Centre for Criminal Justice Research, the
survey is in partial fulfillment of a Master of Arts in Criminology and Criminal Justice. This
research is formally endorsed by the Canadian Association of Chiefs of Police (CACP) and
the PoliceSector Council.

The survey passed UCFV ethical review and is completatfidential Only aggregate data
will be used in the final report and the results will not reveal the identity of an individual,
police service, community, or province. All dataleoted will be destroyed upon completion
of the research. The final report, expected in fall 2008, will be made available for
dissemination to the CACP and the Police Sector Council. If you would like to receive an
electronic copy, this may be arranged.

The ability of this research to produce results which are meaningful and influential for you is
entirely dependent on return rates. The survey has been carefully crafted knowing that your
time is valuable and will take 15 minutes to complete. If you ladremady done so, thank you!

If not, your time to complete the survey and return it in the pogtagkeenvelope is greatly
appreciatean or before May 16, 2008

Should you have any questions about this research, | may be contacted directly at (¥80) 437
9975 or via email alrcaul@shaw.caAny concerns may be directed to Mr. Yvon Dandurand,
Associate Vice President of Research & Graduate Studies, at (6045884

Sincerely,

D.R.Caul

Darren Caul, M.A. candidate
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Appendix D: Does the Board Add Value?

Governance:

> > >

Governance and oversight; board is very involved in tygzg business planning.
Board has been directly involved with service's strategic planning process

Board has more time and experience to focus on police/policy issues.

Provides civian oversight and credibility regarding police leadership/integrity.
Strategic and business planning also done together.

Keeps police focused on strategic priorities which are aligned to budget and policy
which board is responsible for.

Accountability / Civilian Oversight:

> >

I DD

>> > > > > > J>~J>~2_

Gives reality to perception that police have an oversight body.

Accountability of police is imperative.

Our board adds a very good balance of oversigihtgavernance.

Civilian governance is required in a democracy.

The board can have significant value supportive/sigpportive merit and integrity,
accountability to both the service and the community.

Perception of civilian oversight.

Civilian oversight is the basis for accountable policing in this country.
Provides the civilian governance/oversight outlined in the police act.

Mainly in the area of optics of civilian oversight.

ependence [/ fABuffero:

The board provides a buffeetween city council and the service.

The board provides the critical independence from the political sphere, without which
the potential for corruption would rise ten fold.

They reflect the community and can be a buffer from political decisions.

Withoutthe board and police act, council would interfere constantly with policing.
They fight for independece, but to date have been unable to obtain same.

The dominance of elected officials inevitably leads to a loss of indepeadad a
constant battle of wills.

Keeps the police service independent and informed on tax payers views.

The board deflects negative public response to necessary police silence during an
investigation.

Acts as an excellent facilitator/mediator betweencgohdependence and council's
interests/interactions with policing services.

Assists in maintaining police independence.

Keeps the independence of police separate from council while still making the chief
and the organizatioaccountable.

They ensure there is no political interference, provide civilian oversight, and represent
the community.

Not political in decision making.

The board also is responsible for the budget so the community is more accepting of
increases when theye proposed by them.
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Community Representatives / Communication Link:

A Act as Liaison, report services to citizetogp and community.

Gives the community, through both elected and appointed board memkassin
determining how they are policed.

The board does provide the community with some representation, which in turn allows
them the access that they don't think they have otherwise.

A resource for citizens and council to discuss policing issues.oBujpp police

agency and achieving community desired policing level.

Very active in "Community Policing Initiative" ideas.

Board has been a rubber stamp for community.

The chief and board hold a goodnkimg relationship, have similar values and
expectations of service to be provided, and both encourage community feed back.
Provides for community input.

By serving as a liaison between the public/citizen and the police department.
Board is seensarepresentative of the general population.

At best, the board & great resource and a venue for community input.

Community representation.

The board does add value to an agency. Our board members play a very important role
in our community and are the external ears and eyes of our agency. They help
contribute valuable information to our servicee \AI work together to offer the best
product that we can to meet our community needs.

A Members represg community well.

D> B> > > D> P

Supportive:

A Our Boad is generally supportive. They communicate the positives about policing.
Well informed and backs up our police service.

Very supportive and experienced.

Very supportive.

An excellent cross section of the community who show interest in improving the
community.

Our board seems to want to enhance policing in our community.

Provides an important link to our community.

Respected members on the board assist with public and council support of the police
service.

Very supportive of the department.

Strong support for increasing sworn and civilian complerteeheavy workload.

They assist and work with us to support our needs.

> > D>

Advocacy:

A Avoids reporting to council on matters relating to budget and reporting; Also, there is
a buyin budget process (mayor/deputy mayor sit on board).

Connected.

Well plugged in and went to work for betterment of public safety.

Ambassadors for police service.

Also add as strong advocates before council for budget approvals.

Crucial to resource needs and operational funding.

>

> > > > >
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Knowledgeable / Perspective:

A

> > >y D

They are our sounding board. They are alengjth from council and serve taxpayers
interests.

Provide historical continuity and advise based on knowledge of peopleandys
incidents.

Very committed board members. They are knowledgeable and provide a good
sounding board for the chief.

Individuals outside plcing have fresh perspectives.

They offer different pointsf view and also pass on complaints from the public.
Different perspective civilian oversight.

Provides varying viewpoints.

Other/ Miscellaneous:

> >

P N P P

The Board is very happy with the service provided.

Much better compared to being governed by a committee of council.

A well-functioning and welintentioned board.

Very respectful towards the police force and its members.

The board and | enjoy mutual respect for each other and work closely together to
address social issues.

The board does respect their role and wants to provide a good service. Through my
years of experience, the board has respected my advise on policy issues.
Legitimate democratic.

Areas of Concern / Complaint:

A

> D>

Don't work as team/attempted to replace police service. Has no working relationship
with police association.

Policing should have a statadone board not reporting directly to elected officials.
Political turnover.

Very few decisions are required of board; most community doesn't know it exists.
Police mandate development is questionable.

Practically speaking they are often encouraging and supportive verbally but don't do
enough in educating themselves @odincil on the realities in policing.

The board does not havehave decision making. It is at a political level.

However, the majority of the board does not understand their roles and
responsibilities. We meet once a month and they vote on matters that they truly do not
understand from a policing perspective. Thdgteeback to their own experience or
jobs.
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Appendix E: Imagining a Different Board Structure: Responses

Composition:

A | don't think the mayor should be a member of the board nor do | think retired police
officersshould be members. A member of council by all means.

A Increase the citizen appointees at the expense of provincial appointees, the latter tend
to be patronge position.

A If the board is comprised of only local residents they will have a tendency to just look
at policing issues from a narrow perspective. Policing issues are much broader in
nature and as such requires board members to be much moreioplexl abut the
pressures of policing in their communities. Without understanding their roles they will
bring their own perceptions into question and this brings conflict, which is not good
for anyone!

Appointment Processes:

A Direct election of local community residents would be one alternative or an interview
process to appoint all community members with no political appointments.

A Board members should not all belong to one political party.

A | prefer a model that includes a council/citizen composition for police governance.

Board Member Training:

A (The boardédés) success and failures wil!/
its powers and roles and its ability to work collaboratively with its partners in the
community.

A Boards should be required to take mandatory governance training prior to assuming
the role.

Accountability Structure:

A It may be more effective to have police departments report to a provincial oversight
body, like te director or commissioner of police services division, and still retain
autonomy, with anecdotal reporting to city council, who will invariably influence but
not direct police operations

A | do not agree with police chiefs reporting to a city manager.

Other:

A A model where an arbitration process is established to resolve disagreements between
boards and elected officials.

A Present system we are usirged work effectively however at times our members at
large do feel frustrated or left out. Council members on the board quite often have
made a decision prior to the police commission meeting.
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