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  Introduction




  C. A. J. COADY, STEVE JAMES AND SEUMAS MILLER




  The association between policing and violence is indelible. If the term violence is taken to mean the intentional use of force to produce injury or damage to persons or property, then we have long empowered police to act violently. Police have been given this power so that they may maintain order and enforce the laws against those who would violate both. The civil assumption has been that while the implied threat of coercive action in most cases ensures compliance with the law, threats alone do not always suffice. We therefore permit our police to stop, to seize, to search, to restrain, to arrest. In some circumstances these actions will have little overt violent character; in others, the violence is manifest. In many circumstances police violence is a response to the violence of offenders, including violence directed at the police. At any rate, such is the association between policing and violence that some theorists have gone so far as to define policing in terms of the use of violence or coercive force. For example, according to Egon Bittner, ‘the role of police is best understood as a mechanism for the distribution of non-negotiable coercive force’.1




  The Meaning of Violence




  The clarity of these observations may be obscured by some common ways of talking about violence, and, indeed, there are different conceptions of violence abroad that, if not distinguished, could muddy the waters of our discussion intolerably. Sociologists sometimes discriminate between three types of definition of violence to correspond with different usages: wide, restricted and legitimist. Wide definitions are those which construe violence so broadly as to make the causing of any sort of harm an act of violence, regardless of the means used or the type of agency involved. One of the best known, and most often invoked, definitions in this style is that of ‘structural violence’. This definitional proposal springs from the work of the Norwegian sociologist Johan Galtung and the basic idea is that we should use the term violence to refer to any form of social injustice whether inflicted by individuals or by institutions or by the workings of society at large, and whether or not it involves the deliberate infliction of personal injury by episodes of physical or psychological force. Such episodes would be merely one type of violence. Advocates of this wide definitional strategy tend to argue that standard definitions of violence focus too much upon the harms intentionally inflicted by the personal employment of physical force. Since these constitute only one type of damage that human contrivance can inflict why not use the term violence to cover all such damage? This style of proposal faces several difficulties, but here we mention only two: it is confusing, and it evades a central problem about violence.




  It is confusing because people do not ordinarily mean by ‘violence’ any and every form of social injustice; they mean such things as beating people up or torturing them. This is particularly clear in complaints about police violence. When ordinary people talk about police violence they do not mean to refer to discriminatory recruitment policy or to false statements by police on oath, bad and harmful as these things may be. Similarly, when people talk more broadly about levels of violence in a society, they do not mean to refer to iniquitous taxation proposals or discriminatory housing policies. All these things may lead to violence or may require violence, or the threat of it, to sustain and implement them, but that is another matter. It may be argued that violence is a bad thing, but it is just silly and confusing to treat every bad thing as violence.




  In the second place, the proponents of the concept of structural violence assume that violence is essentially morally wrong, and seek broad support for various social reforms by claiming that they will eliminate (structural) violence. But this assumption is contentious. It may be that there is something about violence which makes resort to it always, in certain ways, regrettable. Nonetheless, at times, it can be argued to be morally legitimate, even morally required. These issues need to be faced, not evaded, and they are particularly pertinent to the issue of police behaviour.




  Legitimist definitions treat violence as the illegitimate use of force. Characteristically, such an approach is associated with politically conservative outlooks, but this is a psychological rather than a logical connection. A major problem for these thinkers is that they have considerable difficulty explicating a theoretically helpful sense of legitimacy. Most of them employ a norm of political legitimacy, but also think of this as having some moral underpinning, and hence tend to treat violence as essentially in the category of wrongs. In a legitimate state, properly authorised employment of shooting or savage beating by police will not then count as violence since it is a politically legitimated use of force. But there are obvious problems about distinguishing the various types of legitimacy (de facto, de iure, internationally recognised though internally contested, and so on) and it is also hard to avoid the awkward consequence that warfare between two legitimate states cannot involve violence! In the latter case, both states will usually be engaged in the politically legitimated use of force which, by definition, cannot be violence. It is unlikely that this conceptual apparatus could help in the practical discussion of moral limits to what would normally be called police violence. If, on the other hand, in the face of the problems posed by resort to political legitimacy, moral legitimacy is invoked then justified killing in self-defence or defence of innocent others will not involve violence and all violence will be morally illegitimate by explicit definition, which represents the serious fudging of a central question.




  It is therefore preferable to operate with a concept of violence which is both narrower than that of structural violence and less morally loaded than either it or the legitimist definitions. That is why we have chosen to employ the understanding of violence announced in the first paragraph of this introduction: the intentional use of force to produce injury or damage to persons or property. This is close to classical dictionary definitions and is open to the possibility that violence might involve the use of psychological as well as physical force, if the category of psychological force can be made meaningful.




  It is worth noting that a ‘restricted’ definition of this sort is not entirely ‘descriptive’ or morally neutral though it is much less morally loaded than the other definitions discussed above. It contains reference to the notions of injury or damage which are at least evaluative with respect to some notion of normal or proper functioning. In addition, these notions have complex relations to such centrally moral concepts as harm and autonomy. The conceptual structure of the definition therefore allows us insight into much that is otherwise puzzling about our attitudes to violence, and helps explain some of the appeal of the structural and legitimist outlooks as well the nature of the distortions they produce. In particular, it helps show why many people have a strong tendency to think that violence is always wrong and that it is nonetheless sometimes morally right. This tendency is partly attributable to the fact that violence inherently involves the intentional infliction of injury or damage, and we have a firm inclination to equate this with the infliction of harm or wrong. At the same time, most of us recognise that the police, for instance, are sometimes justified in killing or wounding criminals to prevent their violent attacks upon innocent citizens or, indeed, upon the police themselves. There are indeed problems about the too ready resort to violence by police, but there is nothing imaginary or fantastic about the circumstances in which such resort seems morally justifiable. In Melbourne, in December 1994, a man ran amok with a semi-automatic weapon in a suburban street, killed two perfect strangers and kept firing at police and passing motorists until a police marksman shot him dead. Such criminals are certainly injured, but they are not wronged.




  Police, Violence and Culture




  So, policing is of necessity at times violent. But violence is essentially problematic, and seems to have an inbuilt tendency to get out of hand. Hence we view even the justified employment of it with caution, and claims for its necessity with a degree of scepticism. Such scepticism has too often been appropriate to the behaviour of police forces throughout the world. Police have been dogged by allegations that they exceed their legitimate coercive powers by the use of inappropriate violence; that they are violent beyond their warrant.




  The extent and pervasiveness of unwarranted police violence are empirical questions for which we have inadequate answers. Poor data collection and contested interpretations obscure the patterns. The boundaries between legitimate coercion and unwarranted violence are fluid and ambiguous; the formal law, situational contingency, moral considerations, and the subjectivities brought to a coercive encounter all influence the attribution of unwarranted violence to that encounter. But the reputation for violence is persistent, and for certain groups in Australian society—Aboriginals, gay men, inebriates, drug users, blue-collar unionists, political demonstrators—vulnerability to police violence has been perceived as simply axiomatic. For others more detached from the action, the symbols of modern policing include the bashing of the suspect, the death in custody, the baton charge and the fatal shooting.




  Analytic attention to police violence has for some decades been concerned with questions of its legality, its varieties, its status as deviant within police organisations, and its causation. Critical legal studies, sociological analyses and psychological inquiries have explored these concerns with varying degrees of plausibility. Propensity for excessive violence by police has been attributed variously to unsuitable police recruits, faulty training, and the violent environments within which police work. The explanatory orthodoxy is now anchored in conceptions of a police ‘culture’. The notion of an organisational culture within policing has become an attractive and popular explanation for police misbehaviour in general. Where once such misbehaviour was attributed to the individually mad or bad in uniform, the apparently systemic nature of much police deviance has demanded explanations which involve systematic mechanisms for producing and reproducing misbehaviour. A distinctive informal police culture, which simultaneously offers justifications for police deviance (‘it is necessary or appropriate to break the rules’), provides protections to misbehaving police (through exaggerated loyalty and the ‘code of silence’), and inculcates new recruits into the rules of justification and protection, has largely replaced the ‘rotten apple’ conception of individual and pathological deviance. Violence has become one of the key problematic police behaviours to which culture is applied as an explanatory edifice.




  The police culture literature is increasingly robust, with earlier highly deterministic approaches maturing into more sensible, comprehensive and sophisticated models. Moreover, there is a growing sense of the importance of moral considerations in the understanding of police behaviour in general, and of police violence in particular. This has resulted in the development of a small, but growing, philosophical literature on ethical issues in policing. While this philosophical literature has been substantially informed by the large existing body of work in sociology and criminology, it has also provided different perspectives and emphases on a range of issues in policing. For example, it has focused attention on the exercise of discretionary ethical judgements by police officers in their day-to-day work, and thereby contributed to the undermining of the deterministic models of police culture. Again, by deploying prior philosophical accounts of notions such as that of ‘dirty hands’, it has revealed the moral complexity and differentiated nature of police corruption and thereby enriched discussions of these issues.




  The Origin of the Project




  For nearly a decade from 1987, the Australian state of Victoria was witness to an extraordinary number of shootings by members of its police service. For many observers, these shootings have come to be the defining symbol of the propensity of police to act violently. While there has been some competition for that status—the use of manifestly violent public order techniques such as pressure-point holds and baton-charges, mass strip searches and so on—the fatal nature of the shootings has ensured their prominence. Public discourse on the shootings has been redolent with all of the issues touched on above: the strict legality of the shootings, their necessity, their moral and ethical parameters, the training of police in use of force, and speculation on the existence of a culture of violence within the Victoria Police.




  The fact of the police shootings, and the public discourse which surrounded them, stimulated the project which has culminated in this book. Popular commentary on the shootings revealed simplifications and confusions which reflected inadequately the accumulating scholarly knowledge on police violence. A chance discussion on the shootings between Tony Coady of the Centre for Philosophy and Public Issues and Steve James of the Criminology Department at the University of Melbourne identified the need to draw together the threads of that knowledge. In particular, we wanted to explore the intersections between the broad criminological contributions (predominantly analyses from legal, cultural and structural perspectives) and philosophical insights into violence, ethical behaviour and moral decision-making.




  The consequent project has had several constituents. With the assistance of the Victoria Police, a series of focus group discussions was convened in 1993 and 1994 with police officers of varying rank and experience, and both genders. The discussion groups were presented with an academic model of police culture, and were then invited to reflect upon and describe their occupational and organisational environments in terms of that model. Another component of the project was the funding of a research fellow, Seumas Miller (now Professor of Social Philosophy and Director of the Centre for Applied Philosophy and Public Ethics, Charles Sturt University) to write a series of works on police ethics. The centrepiece of the project was a two-day workshop in June 1996 which brought together legal scholars, criminologists, philosophers and police to present papers and discuss the phenomena and understanding of violence and police culture. Papers presented at that workshop have formed the basis of the present volume.




  The intentions of the Violence and Police Culture project have been not only to generate original research and gather together the scholarly and applied work in the area, but also to offer a published account of that work which is accessible to both specialised and general audiences. We hope that the work reflected in the following chapters—sometimes passionate, always provocative—will stimulate a more profound discourse and understanding of violence and policing both within and outside police agencies.




  Overview of this Book




  John Bladder’s chapter seizes on the origins of Australian policing, and seeks to locate contemporary problems with the use of coercive force within the context of those origins. Blackler argues that despite popular and police agency assumptions about the legacies owed to Sir Robert Peel and the London Metropolitan Police of 1829, Australian policing owes much more to British colonial rather than British domestic policing structures. In particular, the trenchant militarism and undemocratic characteristics of the Royal Irish Constabulary have influenced Australian policing more than Peel’s lobbies’. Blackler asks why is it that Australia inherited the repressive Irish model rather the more community-oriented British provincial models which flourished in the late nineteenth century, and which now form the basis of the policing systems in most other Western democracies.




  Ian Warren and Steve James outline aspects of contemporary police culture scholarship in their chapter, and then describe the focus group discussions which were undertaken as part of the Violence and Police Culture project. The chapter then provides extensive narrative accounts by police of their use of force, the contexts in which that use takes place, and the kinds of constraints that operate to guide and moderate force. The police accounts reveal considerable consistency with the elements of police culture relevant to the use of force which have emerged from North American scholarship. Such predictors of the use of force as perceptions of escalating danger in the work environment of policing are supported in the accounts. Balanced against a consistently held view that police have the right to protect themselves forcefully from threats is the perception that there is greater scrutiny of the use of force, and the days of gratuitous police violence are ending.




  Neil O’Loughlin and Peter Billing’s chapter offers a police organisational perspective on the realities of police culture, and the complications involved in the use of force. While conceding the negative and subversive outcomes of a deviant culture, the authors argue that the positive aspects of culture must be considered, and that we need a more profound understanding of the dilemmas facing police in the execution of their complex mandate. They describe the various organisational responses available to police managers to deal with excessive misbehaviour by police, and mount a spirited defence of current accountability mechanisms based on self-regulation. Through the promulgation of codes of ethics and conduct, along with rigorous internal accountability, the authors argue that a healthy police culture insulated from deviance such as unwarranted violence can be encouraged.




  Janet Chan argues in her chapter that police violence can in part be understood as a function of a ‘penal culture’ within policing, a culture in which violence is rationalised primarily because it serves the aim of punishing offenders in ways not available to an ineffective and lenient criminal justice system. Drawing upon her recent theoretical work on police culture, Chan explains how the cultural knowledges of police officers combine with the environmental fields within which policing takes place to produce and reproduce violent behaviour and its justifications. For Chan, the penal character of police violence is particularly concerning because of the degree of support it secures from a society which is not always convinced that summary justice is inappropriate.




  Andrew Goldsmith’s chapter explores ambiguities surrounding the idea of regulating police violence, especially as these concern both the inherent tendency of police violence to get out of hand and the powerful fears that fuel the complexities of public attitudes to the police use of violence. Goldsmith examines features of police culture that contribute to the difficulty of regulating such matters. One is the defensiveness and solidarity so characteristic of police attitudes to the wider public. Another is the felt need for public deference to police authority which produces aggressive behaviour aimed at sustaining that deference. Correction of such tendencies is impaired by the cult of loyalty which has been criticised by numerous inquiries and commissi n Kleinig’s chapter). Goldsmith argues that the criminal law is likely to have a very limited role in containing police violence, and the record of civil litigation and existing complaint mechanisms is not such as to inspire confidence. He explores specific proposals for improvement, such as codes of practice, changes to discipline and personnel procedures, improved complaint procedures to make them less confrontational and more conciliatory, the protection of whistleblowers, the involvement of outsiders in complaint investigations, and the linking of integrity to police budgets.




  Ian Freckelton challenges the comforting idea that since police behaviour is accountable to law, legal remedies are sufficient to constrain police abuses. Like Goldsmith, he thinks that both the criminal and the civil law operate too feebly in this area to provide any such reassurance. Civil actions, where successful, hardly ever result in damages that could genuinely deter, and criminal actions against police pose tremendous problems for successful prosecution. He examines the various ways in which certain entrenched aspects of police culture have stood in the path of regulatory checks upon police abuse of power. The reports of a number of high-profile inquiries into police violence or corruption have emphasised not only the role of misguided loyalty in preventing reform, but also the way in which a ‘macho’ culture of risk-taking contributes to the escalation of violence and killing. Changing attitudes clearly requires more than renaming departments, revising structures and announcing new codes and charters, worthy as such moves may be. In seeking answers to the problem of cultural change, Freckelton looks to social psychology and management theory; he argues that police need to be much better educated, and that tertiary education beyond the training of police by police is crucial to cultural change. Further recruitment of women and of ethnic minorities may help to loosen the grip of the defensive, ‘no dobbing’ culture. An attack also needs to be made on the pyramidal authority structure of the police force, and room made for lateral recruitment, secondment and outstaffing. Significant representation of the ‘outside’ community within the management and policy structure of the police force could also assist in the ‘defreezing’ of damaging police attitudes.




  Jude McCulloch argues that a key problem underlying police resort to violence is the distorting influence of military thinking upon the work of policing. In particular, she concentrates upon what she views as the malign influence of the Police Tactical Groups established in the 1970s throughout Australia which were conceived as paramilitary squads aimed at countering possible terrorist activity. She seeks to delineate ‘ideal types’ of the police officer and the soldier in order to contrast their characteristic roles and ethos. The primary police role is protection, where the primary military role is destruction; use of force by police should be a last resort, whereas it is the soldier’s stock in trade. Police and soldiers also have very different relationships to the communities within which they exercise their role, and there is a related contrast between the authoritarian, group-orientated nature of military action and the discretionary rights of individual police operating (ideally) within a framework of respect for law and rights. McCulloch concludes her chapter with a close examination of the culture of the Victorian Special Operations Group which she sees as embodying to a high degree the tendencies she criticises.




  Seumas Miller addresses the question of the moral justification of police use of deadly force, taking as his point of departure instances of shootings by Victoria police. His examination of these real-life situations reveals the moral complexity of police use of deadly force, and the importance of moral judgement in these situations. He draws attention to moral differences between the rights and duties of police officers, and those of private citizens. For example, in certain situations police officers have a clear duty to protect a person’s life, whereas ordinary citizens might not.




  Miller argues against the widely held assumption that the only possible morally acceptable justifications for police use of deadly force are self-defence and defence of the lives of others. He suggests that this assumption is simplistic, and conflates different types of justifying conditions that need to be conceptually distinguished. He identifies a variety of putative justifications for police use of deadly force, including police use of deadly force to prevent a perpetrator of serious crimes from escaping. He also points out the inherent dangers of abuse in providing police (or others) with legal powers to deploy deadly force. He concludes by oudining some of the main conditions under which police use of deadly force might be morally justified.




  John Kleinig examines one of the main features of police culture, namely, police loyalty. He focuses initially on the well-documented reluctance of police to testify against one another, including in relation to the use of excessive force. He then provides an analysis of police loyalty. He identifies various dimensions of police loyalty, including heroic and foolhardy dimensions. He distinguishes between what he terms the code of loyal silence, the wall of fear and the veil of shame surrounding the crimes and misdemeanours of police.




  Kleinig asks whether it is possible to foster the loyal commitment that motivates police heroism without also encouraging the irresponsible loyalty that characterises the code of silence. He answers in the affirmative. He first argues against the absoluteness of loyalty to a partner, and suggests that loyalty is not an undifferentiated value. More specifically, he claims that withdrawal from support of a partner will constitute disloyalty only if it is motivated by self-interested reasons. But there are many acceptable reasons for withdrawal of loyalty to a partner, including the possibility that he or she no longer deserves it. And a police officer no longer deserves loyalty if he or she is subverting the fundamental moral purposes of the police role by, for example, engaging in criminal activity.




  Andrew Alexandra uses a discussion of ‘Dirty Harry’ situations (a species of the widely discussed ‘Dirty Hands’ situations) to illuminate the distinctive role—and role morality—of the police officer. Someone facing a dirty hands situation seems to have sufficient reason to do something, like lying, that is bad in itself—to get their hands dirty—where this is the only practicable means to the realisation of a very good outcome. Dirty hands situations impose a moral and psychological cost on those who face them, and in general should be avoided. As a community we institutionalise such avoidance through a kind of material and moral division of labour, with the development of specialised occupational roles. In some cases these roles are defined in terms of ends which, as a matter of fact, can only be achieved through role holders getting their hands dirty. Police officers, for example, regularly and predictably face dirty hands situations in the course of their duties, often needing to use such means as coercive force, deception, or the invasion of privacy in order to realise good ends like the preservation of order or the solution of serious crimes. Competent police have to develop skills in the use of these means, skills in which they take professional pride and may enjoy exercising. Nevertheless, such means are morally problematic, and should be resorted to as little as possible. This fact has implications both for the fostering of a critically self-conscious role morality among individual officers, as well as for institutional policies. The chapter concludes with a brief discussion of the original Dirty Harry, whose dilemma appears to point to a certain incoherence in the role of the police officer.




  Tony Coady, like Andrew Alexandra, is concerned to analyse the circumstances in which it is often claimed that ‘noble’ considerations require police violations of law or morality. There is a strong tendency in the literature of police studies and in popular thinking about police work to allow that ordinary ideas of morality or of legality sometimes or often need to be stretched in the case of policing. Coady explores the philosophical background to this idea in the debates about ‘dirty hands’ that derive from the theories of Machiavelli, Weber and Michael Walzer. The philosophical literature is primarily concerned with political dilemmas and the ‘necessity’ for politicians to transcend ordinary morality in certain circumstances, but there are reasons why it is readily adaptable to policing. Nonetheless, Coady expresses a degree of scepticism about the category of ‘dirty hands’; he believes that the threat this category poses to the comprehensiveness and dominance of moral reasons rests to a considerable extent upon ambiguities in the interpretation of morality. He explores several ‘defusing strategies’ aimed at showing that morality has the resources to deal with most of the challenges put by ‘dirty hands’ scenarios. Puzzles remain about the exact nature and requirements of morality, but Coady argues that if ‘dirty hands’ necessities do overwhelm morality it can only be in ‘extremity’ situations, and there are good reasons for refusing to extend ‘dirty hands’ licences to break or bend moral rules to police practices generally.
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  Historical Influences on Australian Policing




  ‘A mechanism for the distnbution of non-negotiably coercive force’1




  JOHN BLACKLER




  Introduction




  There has been widespread and recent reappraisal of the history of policing in countries sharing common law origins. Anglo-Saxon ethnocentricity and the absence of comparative studies produced a chauvinist perspective supposing statist policing to be a clever British invention, a by-product of the Industrial Revolution. Revisionists2 suggest that many ‘traditional’ or ‘conservative’ police historians3 present ‘ideology as history’,4 in which the development of the police function is seen as a logical societal progression, springing organically from ancient Saxon forms of social control.5 The Hobbesian approach of some traditional historians draws upon social contract notions, suggesting that organised policing is a product of the Enlightenment,6 leading to the emergence of the ‘consensual’ form of policing attributed to London’s ‘New Police’ of 1829.




  However, the traditional focus on the 1829 London Metropolitan Police has been diluted in recent years by emerging scholarship on Britain’s mainland provincial police forces.7 Any history of Britain is a history of Empire and indeed the literature of Empire/Commonwealth policing8 and Imperial perspectives is increasingly influencing and complementing historians’ study of British mainland policing. (For example, see such works as M. Cain, ‘Trends in the Sociology of Police Work’; D. K. Fieldhouse, Colonialism; V. G. Kiernan, Lords of Humankind: European Attitudes to the Outside World in the Imperial Age; M. E. Brogden, ‘An Act to Colonise the Internal Lands of the Island: Empire and the Origins of the Professional Police’, and also ‘The Emergence of the Police: The Colonial Dimension’; and G. Northam, Shooting in the Dark: Riot Police in Bntain.)




  Undoubtedly the greatest challenge to the insularity and Anglocentric complacency of British, Commonwealth and American police historians, however, has been the work of historians addressing Britain’s Irish police, prior to 1922.9 Irish, and colonial policing should be a particular focus for police historians in Australia, this most Irish of countries, where Labour historians10 and Aboriginal studies11 assists a reappraisal.




  ‘Official’ police force histories, commissioned or otherwise (often disparaged as ‘company histories’)12 have been the fare of Australasian students of police history in the past. But increasingly, the influence of writers of more considered police histories—Hill, Finnane, Moore, Allen, Hughes, Darroch, Fels, Golder, Neal and others13—fosters a reassessment of the origins of Australian policing.




  Such a reassessment makes a valuable contribution to contemporary scholarship on police culture. Other chapters in this book describe in detail the structural, organisational, legal and ethical contexts within which police culture and the use of force can be understood. It is the purpose of this chapter to offer a history of Australian policing which helps locate the origins of police culture in particular kinds of Irish and other colonial practices and adaptations of British policing. In particular, it serves to highlight the dominance in Australia of militarised, centralised and coercive modes of policing, modes which make it difficult for Australian police to operate within the community in ways which moderate the perceived need for the use of force. This chapter is not concerned explicitly with the construction of contemporary police culture, but rather with the historical conditions which created the foundations of present police values and practices.




  Revisionist Police Histories




  There is now a proliferation of different schools of police history. Palmer14 argues that police histories can be divided into two distinct schools: those of ‘traditional’ or ‘consensual’ historians15 and those of ‘conflict’ historians. Brogden, Jefferson and Walk-late16 identify three schools of police history: ‘conservative histories’, ‘radical class-based histories’ and ‘accidental histories’. Walker17 suggests three theoretical themes in accounts of the development of organised United States urban policing: ‘conservative’, ‘liberal–progressive’ and ‘Marxist’a‘conflict’ historians, Marxist analyses which stress class, ideology and the role of the state predominate. As well, comparative studies18 and the ‘applied history’19 approach are evident.




  This account argues against a simplistic radical perspective. Some historians, having escaped the ideology trap of Anglocentric police historicism, fall prey to the pessimism of a simplistic concept of the police as an oppressive and biddable coercive instrument, amongst an armoury of other social control measures, purposively designed and deployed to produce and sustain societal conditions conducive to the amassing of capital.20 This despondent and stilted version of a ‘class-control police’ is ultimately historicist, leaving little room to discuss the processes of policing’s negotiation with communities or other aspects of the dynamic of police and policed.




  The ‘Irish’ Model of Police and the British Empire




  The continued reference to a ‘British’ police model in accounts of Australian policing must be challenged. There never was one universal British model of professional police, even among Britain’s mainland forces.21 Modern historians acknowledge the influence of colonial policing—in Ireland, the first of Britain’s colonies, and elsewhere in the British Empire—upon Australian policing. But the development and hybridisation of the several widely different forms of policing in Ireland, and within the colonies of the British Empire, further challenge glib assumptions about the origins and development of Australian policing.




  There is a need to qualify notions of a ‘protean’ Irish police model22 which acted as some kind of template for the police forces of the British Empire. Just as radical historians have lurched to a simplistic class-related analysis of policing in response to the manifest inadequacies of traditional histories, so too have some historians seized upon the so-called Irish model of policing to explain how organisational features and practices of colonial police forces hardly fit with the concepts of the ‘New Police’. In particular, the militaristic, pre-1922 Irish police, especially the Royal Irish Constabulary, is seized upon as the model for all colonial police, and certainly for all Australian police forces. The notion is not entirely sustainable when compared with the Imperial reality.23




  Nineteenth-century Britain, unlike the continental imperial powers, did not treat its overseas possessions as provinces of the metropolitan homeland. No universal civil administration or system of law enforcement unified the British Empire. Within the Empire, each discrete British possession maintained its own legal personality, constitution and government.24 It is argued here that colonial associations with the organisation and methods of Irish policing are reflections of adaptations to particular colonial conditions.25 But having said that, many colonial, and certainly most early Australasian police forces had a pronounced brogue, as we shall see below. To understand the origins of Australian policing, it is instructive to examine two dramatically different models of nineteenth-century British policing, and to gauge their respective influences upon antipodean policing.




  The Royal Irish Constabulary




  The agricultural and industrial revolutions of the eighteenth century did not reach John Bull’s other island; with the lowest living standards in Europe,26 Ireland’s overcrowded populace existed largely as tenant farmers and subsistence cultivators. The 1800 Act of Union made Ireland part of the United Kingdom, exacerbating long-standing political dissent in Ireland, centring on calls for Home Rule and rent reform as well as demands for the repeal of the Act of Union. Since the 1760s, the agrarian outrages of secret societies, oath-bound groups, or ‘Combinations’, posed public order problems that the British Army and rudimentary Irish policing arrangements, such as the Baronial Police, proved incapable of addressing.27




  In 1787 Irish Secretary Robert Orde proposed the creation of a County Police, a field force to operate in troubled rural areas, supplementing existing police. The Protestant Ascendancy, jealous of their privileges, brought the County Police under the direction of County Grand Juries, limiting its operations to Catholic counties. When Robert Peel arrived in Ireland in 1812, he found a breakdown in policing arrangements; his response was to recruit a Peace Preservation Force, to be directed, as was the army, by the Lord Lieutenant of Ireland, and in the field, by its own officers. The County Constables Act of 1822 created the paramilitary constabulary but the Ascendancy secured Magisterial control of the County Police and misused it to their material advantage, as they had prior Irish law-enforcement bodies.




  Under-Secretary Thomas Drummond arrived in Ireland with a brief to examine policing arrangements; identifying Magisterial control of police as problematic, Drummond advocated a return to the uncompromised Peelian central control model. Retitled the Irish Constabulary, County Police were incorporated by the second Constabulary Act, successfully passed in the 1835–36 sittings. The Constabulary’s efforts in the Fenian risings of 1848 and 1867 earned them the honour of the title Royal Irish Constabulary.28




  Chief Secretary Orde, fearful of an Irish rising in Dublin, and of ‘mobism’, advocated a centrally funded system of police for the capital, accountable to the Lord Lieutenant of Ireland. In 1838, Westminster, responding to inadequacies in Dublin’s policing, established the Dublin Metropolitan Police under two Commissioners, answerable to the Lord Lieutenant. Policing in other Irish towns, cities and counties had become, and until 1922 would remain, the sole responsibility of the Royal Irish Constabulary.29




  The Royal Irish Constabulary is best understood in terms of an imported and imposed British solution to the policing of Ireland. Its command structure was designed to centralise police power in the hands of the Lord Lieutenant of Ireland and, in the field, in the hands of the Constabulary’s commissioned officers under their own Inspector General. It was an operationally autonomous structure, designed to deny the Ascendancy influence in police activities.




  In Ireland,30 as in the Australian colonies of the same period,31 the magistracy and control of law enforcement was a locus of power and authority, where the struggle between the central administration and local moguls was contested. The centripetal necessities of Ireland’s—and other colonial—administrations produced police organisations that were, in similar ways and for similar reasons, to close out future possibilities for the community’s direction of policing.




  The RIC was a ‘rural gendarmerie, a civil police and—outside of the larger towns—a rudimentary civil service’.32 It reflected most of the military characteristics of the British garrisons it replaced; a rigid, hierarchical rank distinction operated between the RIC’s commissioned officers and other ranks, while similar distinctions existed amongst constables and non-commissioned officers of the sternly administered and disciplined Irish Constabulary. The RIC’s deliberate replication of the smartly maintained, dark green military uniform, arms and appointments of the British Army’s Rifle Brigade (compared to the semi-civilian dress of England’s ‘mainland’ police of the period) reflected the distinction the administration sought to draw between the police and the policed.




  Ireland followed a policy of ‘policing by strangers’, deliberately creating distance and reserve between the Constabulary and the Irish community. In an English village, policing might be carried out by a local constable, residing with his family in a police cottage, part residence, and part police office. In Ireland, policing involved a sergeant and two or three constables, lodged in a stout and defensible police barracks—a permanently guarded stronghold.33 Initially, all police were Protestants, set amid a Catholic populace. Police were never posted to their home towns, and were frequently transferred to prevent them forming local attachments; it was an organisation at pains to prevent its constables and n.c.o.s ‘going native’.




  The RIC’s ‘field-force’ origins continued to influence RIC practice; its police were never to become familiar with, or part of, the policed population. The central administration’s directives were thought best executed without interpretation or amelioration by ‘strangers’, unaffiliated to the policed community. In this, the administration may well have acknowledged the political reality that the policies of Dublin Castle and the aspirations of the policed Irish community were frequently incompatible.




  Four analogies have been used by historians to view the policing of Ireland; the degree to which they are also analogous to colonial policing will be immediately apparent.




  In the ‘Occupying Army’ analogy, the RIC was portrayed as ‘an army of occupation, on which is imposed the performance of certain civil duties’34—the type of policing any conquering power employs in an occupied country. The constabulary, critics claimed, embodied the vices of both soldiery and police—and the virtues of neither. In Ireland, where every societal activity, from straying hogs and school truants to armed insurrection, was the concern of police, it was inevitable that Ireland would be compared to the continental Polizeistaat, albeit one based upon the common law rather than Roman law.




  The ‘Police State’ analogy takes this notion further. As in the Polizeistaat, the bureaucratic RIC’s duties, as often the only representative of the distant administration, extended to matters seemingly quite unconnected with policing. Their information-gathering capacity in rural areas was multiplied through RIC administration and oversight of most government functions; gathering agricultural statistics, maintaining school rolls, enforcing the Weights and Measures Act, and other legislation. The RIC ‘were the eyes and ears of the Castle, and when necessary, its strong right hand’.35




  The ‘Social Laboratory’ analogy—the Irish administration’s move towards centralisation, in respect of public health, education, and of course policing—was a concept opposed on the British mainland by local governments. ‘The urge towards centralisation, blocked at home, found its outlet in a less happy land. Ireland, in the words of W. L. Burns, became a social laboratory in which ‘Englishmen were willing to experiment . . . on lines they were not prepared to contemplate at home’. Oliver McDonagh has pointed out that ‘the British government in the nineteenth century practised centralisation in Ireland before resorting to it at home’.36




  In the ‘Colony’ analogy, Ireland is described as a colony, identical in terms to Britain’s overseas possessions, albeit geographically closer than most.37 The enforcement of British-made law, subsuming prior law and customary practices, along with the introduction of Imperial weights and measures and use of the English language in official transactions, is portrayed as a colonising device.38 In this view, the RIC is seen as the coercive means employed by British imperialism; moreover, the RIC, analogous to any other colonial police, was in the direct service of a central administration, ‘not maintained at some distance as with the mediating common law powers of the English police’.39




  The Mainland Alternative




  Consider then the contrast between the RIC and the British provincial models of policing on the mainland. The first report of the 1839 Commission Appointed to Inquire as to the Best Means of Establishing an Efficient Constabulary Force in the Counties of England and Wales stated:




  

    The Irish constabulary force is in its origination and action essentially inapplicable to England and Wales. It partakes more of the character of a military and oppressive force, and is consequently required to act in greater numbers than the description of force which we consider the most applicable, as a preventative force.40


  




  Provincial policing in the counties and boroughs of England and Wales became instead a function of local government, funded through the rates. While not making the establishment of formal police forces mandatory upon the urban boroughs, the Municipal Corporations Act 1835 outlined the command and accountability structure for borough police forces in the form of Watch Committees, which were to be composed of one-third of the members of the borough’s elected Council; in Scotland, the full council acted as a Watch Committee.




  Neither did the County Police Act 1839 make mandatory the creation of county forces, but vested control of the rural county police forces in the hands of the Justices, who exercised both a judicial and executive authority (counties had no form of elected local government until 1888). Both boroughs and counties had authority to appoint Chief Constables to manage their police forces; borough Chief Constables were predominantly up-through-the-ranks ‘professional’ police, while county Chief Constables were almost exclusively amateurs, drawn from the social caste acceptable to the Justices, often retired military officers. Conversely, under the County Police Act, county Chief Constables enjoyed a degree of statutory operational autonomy that their borough counterparts, initially very much the servants of their Watch Committees, did not.




  The County and Borough Police Act 1856 made the establishment of formal police forces mandatory upon both counties and boroughs. The Act also established a Home Office Inspectorate of Constabulary, to ensure compliance with the Act and maintenance of standards. County and Borough forces reaching efficiency received ‘subvention’, a grant-in-aid in the form of subsidisation of police budgets—eventually rising to 50 per cent—by the Exchequer. The Municipal Corporations Act 1882 sought to encourage smaller police forces to amalgamate and the Local Government Act 1888 encouraged small borough forces to merge with adjacent county forces. The control and accountability structures of such consolidated borough-county forces were Joint Standing Committees, composed of equal numbers of Councillors and Magistrates. These diffused and localised provincial borough and county control and accountability structures in turn evolved into contemporary Britain’s geographic police authorities.41




  Britain’s largest police force, London’s Metropolitan Police, was tied directly to the Home Office, the Home Secretary acting in lieu of a Watch Committee. The Police Act 1919 empowered the Home Office to make regulations (binding upon county and borough police forces) formally recognising the Home Office’s co-ordinating and national support function, realised through the Metropolitan Police. In the years between the wars, the operational autonomy of the County Chief Constables was extended to those of the boroughs; at law, R. v. Commissioner of Police for the Metropolis, ex parte Blackburn [1968] 2 Q.B.118, saw that operational—and political—autonomy, was extended to the police service itself.




  Australia’s Policing Legacies




  We can now examine Australia’s policing origins in light of the alternative models described above. The first outstanding feature of Australian policing was its military character. The military constituents of Australian policing, which so resemble the Irish history, developed early with the police pickets of the First Fleet’s Marines of 1788–91. Garrison and internal security duties continued with the New South Wales Corps, the ‘Rum’ Corps of 1791–1809, before their mutiny and replacement by Royal Marines and British Regiments of Foot. British garrison infantry performed guard, escort and provost duties, and from 1825 to 1850 also provided officers and men for a military mounted force deployed in a civil police role—the ‘Horse Police’.42 The robust nature of their operational practices in rural settings, the undemocratic notion of an urban populace ordered by the colonial government’s centrally directed police, and increases in urban governability, explains Metropolitan Police Magistrate Charles Windeyer’s refusal to swear in Mounted Police as Constables when it was proposed to deploy them in Sydney in the 1840s.43




  Attempts to contain settlement in the New South Wales colony to within an area of 250 miles (403 km) from Sydney were unsuccessful as pastoral squatting on Crown Lands extended into the lawless hinterland. The Border Police (1839–46), a force of military convict-constables, was raised from a group of British military prisoners in a transport, en route to the Cape Colony, to maintain order beyond the settled lands.44




  In a practice common throughout the British Empire, the Australian colonies also recruited ‘indigenous auxiliaries’, raising armed, paramilitary, mounted Native Police units, under European officers and n.c.o.s from the Aboriginal population for service on the pastoral frontiers. Operating for the most part in areas well beyond their tribal homelands, the Native Police followed a largely unpublished government policy of dispossession, driving off or killing indigenous peoples, to facilitate the land’s exploitation by rural capitalism.45 Native Police units in the southeastern colonies did not long outlast the mid-nineteenth century, but in the north continued to operate on the frontier in various forms until the end of the nineteenth century.




  In 1819, Commissioner Bigge was sent from Britain to report, inter alia, on the condition of the colony’s policing. Bigge recommended the appointment, in the manner of the Irish/Colonial model, of one person in overall command of the colony’s police. In the event, a Superintendent of Police was appointed, but only for Sydney; the full adoption of an RIC model police lay forty-three years hence, in the New South Wales colony’s future. In 1819, a Horse Patrol, said to be in line with Irish police practice, was established. Britain’s Metropolitan Police Act 1829 was to a large degree reflected in the Sydney Police Act 1833.46 When it was incorporated by the Sydney City Corporation Act 1842, it acquired full municipal status and for a period the City Corporation was required to meet the costs of maintaining Sydney’s police from the rates. A ‘Police Magistrate’ directed the force and Sydney was policed by this discrete force until 1862. As with London’s Metropolitan Police, no Watch Committee held Sydney’s police accountable; these police, in a manner reminiscent of the Dublin Metropolitan Police, remained substantially a coercive asset of the central colonial administration.




  The colony of Victoria separated from New South Wales in 1851. By this time oppressive and forcible social ordering on Victoria’s gold fields had polarised miners’ attitudes towards a predominantly Irish-born and ex-RIC police. In an event, seminal in Australian history, the disenfranchised miners withdrew their consent to be policed and erected a stockade on the Eureka field, near Ballarat. In 1854 an armed force of 276 men, composed of British infantry and foot and mounted civil police, overwhelmed the miners’ stockade. One hundred and eighteen miners were arrested, others fled bearing their wounded with them and as many as thirty miners are thought to have died. Against this background, an 1861 riot on a New South Wales goldfield at Lambing Flat involving 3000 miners brought policing matters to a head in that colony. A force of about seventy foot and mounted civil police, cobbled together from various sources, charged, breaking the face of the advancing mob. Outnumbered, short of ammunition, and unable to obtain reinforcements, police withdrew to Yass. Government buildings at Lambing Flat were burned: ‘soldiers had to be sent from Sydney to restore the authority of governmment . . . the retreat from the field so humiliated the government that the very name “Lambing Flat” was decreed into oblivion and replaced by the name “Young”. So far as the police were concerned sweeping administrative reforms were put into motion’.47




  This affront to authority provided the legitimation for centralising control of policing in the colony.48 The resultant ‘Act to consolidate and amend the laws relating to the police force, 1862’ (Police Regulation Act 5 Victoria, No. 16) passed into law, establishing a single, centralised New South Wales Police Force under the command of an Inspector General. ‘[Premier Charles] Cowper was willing to spend money to achieve “centralisation of authority and unity of action”’.49 Constables were removed from the direction of the Magistracy who largely lost their executive authority, breaking at last the police–magistracy nexus.




  The militaristic character of early Australian policing was accompanied by a much more specific Irish connection. By the second half of the nineteenth century, policing arrangements in the Australian colonies were built upon a single, centrally directed police force in each colony. This was in contrast to the British county and borough tradition, where a multiplicity of discrete police forces existed, directed by elected Watch Committees, or Standing Joint Committees of elected members and the Shire Magistracy. The colonial model mirrored instead direction and accountability systems similar to those of the Royal Irish Constabulary.50 It was a concept attractive to heavily centripetal Australian colonial administrators,51 engaged in a power struggle—analogous to that of Dublin Castle and the Protestant Ascendancy—with local moguls seeking to relocate and decentralise power and authority to their own material benefit.52 It was an arrangement, however, that detached police from the direction by, a bond of responsibility for, and direct accountability to, the communities they served.53




  The RIC provided not only the structural model for Australian policing, but also provided personnel for colonial forces. In 1855 the NSW colony began a thirty-year practice of recruiting former police in Ireland on three-year contracts, and from amongst Irish immigrants with police experience.54 O’Sullivan wrote of ex-RIC personnel as a fixture, ‘lounging about’ NSW police headquarters, seeking employment.55 In 1872, ten years after Premier Cowper’s NSW police amalgamations,56 479 of the colony’s 803 police were Irish-born (compared with 103 English-born). By 1874, 82 per cent of the Victorian police were Irish,57 many former Irish police; this tendency towards Irish recruitment continued into the 1880s under Chief Secretary O’Shannassy’s recruiting policies and the predilections of Victoria’s Police Commissioners.




  At both policy and practice level, the predominant influence on policing in Australia’s east-coast colonies was Ireland’s police, whose practices were marked by coercion, social manipulation and extensive use of informers. These practices—non-negotiable, imposed social ordering, the absence of statutory, local elective structures for police direction and accountability, the omnipresence of a pervasive and bureaucratic police—differed widely from the political experience of free British settlers.




  Organised policing was deeply politicised in the British consciousness.58 European Polizeistaats and Ireland represented worst-case scenarios: the freedoms threatened by a centrally directed police, the creature of government rather than the policed community, seemed to find reality in the colonies.59 Identification of colonial police with the interests of land-holding elites60 reflected the Irish police experience; not even the colonies’ origins conditioned Australians to this demographically unrepresentative policing unresponsive to the populace. It was perhaps the most thoroughly detested system of police in any part of the English-speaking world—‘except Ireland’.61




  Throughout its eighty-six years of existence, some 30 000 Irish (and a few English commissioned officers)62 passed through the Royal Irish Constabulary’s ranks, many finding their way into the police forces of Australasia and other colonies.63 Nevertheless, it becomes clear that in its journey to the colonies, the paramilitary constabulary concept of Ireland underwent a condign sea-change. In this sense, the contemporary development of the ‘Irish model’—in Ireland, and in the colonies—differed in emphasis. While both constabularies possessed a military capacity, Jeffries makes clear that in the colonies64 the constabulary fulfilled both a defence force role, as well as that of an armed police. Jeffries’ outline of colonial policing’s three-phase development is helpful. In phase one, ad hoc and improvised arrangements are made for policing, using available coercive assets to establish a basic urban and rural police presence. In phase two, centrally directed, paramilitary policing, modelled on the Royal Irish Constabulary, is established to engage in armed policing and public ordering. In phase three, once threats of internal insurrection and/or external invasion recede, the constabulary is ‘civilianised’, as the military role is taken over by the colony’s emergent standing armed forces and part-time volunteer units.




  Jeffries’ three-phase model depicts the development of New Zealand’s police, in which the first two phases followed the New South Wales experience: the amalgamation of civil police attached to benches of magistrates, provincial police and other police organisations, under the impetus of wide societal disturbance. In the New Zealand case, this was Maori insurrection. The New Zealand Constabulary extensively developed its military capacity; by 1876, it was the colony’s sole standing armed force, freeing British forces of internal security and defence responsibilities, and allowing their withdrawal from the colony. In the ensuing social calm, New Zealand’s Constabulary ‘civilianised’, as the colony’s capacity to support a small standing army and organised volunteer forces allowed police to shed responsibility for the colony’s defence.65 The police of Victoria, under Chief Commissioner Standish, followed a similar development; by 1870, armed police had become the ‘mainstay’ of the colony’s defence.66




  A feature common to the colonial police forces was their retention, sifter civilianisation, of a residual armed-service–type command and control structure, which connected them directly to the colony’s central government. This structure permitted no possibility of either community direction or direct local accountability. It is here that we see the most direct contrast between colonial policing and the policing of most other common law countries. In a sense, Australian policing appears to have stalled in its development mid-way through what Cohen67 has identified as the ‘master tendencies’ in social control of the English-speaking nations over the last 300 years or so.




  These social control developments began from the autocratic and arbitrary forms of policing dominated by local moguls in the eighteenth century, evolved through to the rationality and order of centralised and professionalised policing directed by the state in the nineteenth century, and emerged into the forms of diffused, decentralised and representative agencies in the hands of local authorities. These are the forms of policing that typify the direction of policing in most common-law countries.68 Australian policing has not followed this general development.




  Prisoners of the Past?




  Australia’s long habituation to military and paramilitary policing has continued.69 Recent articulation of the nature of these soldier–policemen comes as something of a shock to Australians, raised on the Anglocentric myth that Australia’s police followed Peelian concepts (not Peel the Irish Secretary of 1812, but Peel of the 1829 ‘New Police’). The colonial realisation of the soldier–policeman sounds libertarian alarm bells and jars our democratic sensibilities with the shock of the unfamiliar (unfamiliar to Britons and the Anglo-Saxon diaspora, that is—but a commonplace in the Polizeistaats of continental Europe).




  But consider the possibilities for an alternative police model to the existent constabulary model adopted by Australia’s states and territories—that offered by the British ‘mainland’ provincial police experience. It is true that the thinly scattered rural populations of the agrarian Australian hinterland did not produce a strong local government movement, nor was there a rates base capable of supporting large, discrete bodies of police. But, in the same manner that Australia hybridised the RIC model, so too might colonial administrations have hybridised mainland Britain’s provincial police model, perhaps in the manner of the Tasmanian colony’s creation of Municipal police forces. This was created through its Act 21 Victoria, No. 13, 1858, with the central colonial administration exercising an inspectoral function to ensure compliance and observance of standards, and supplementing Municipal policing in thinly settled areas with a Territorial Police controlled and funded by the colony’s central administration.




  Another model of localised direction is posited by the New South Wales experience; early military Mounted Police situationally operated under the direction of a local magistracy, as did the early Irish Constabulary created by the Constabulary Act 1822. A localised system of control and accountability might have been imposed on police arrangements in New South Wales, even after the 1862 police amalgamations; localised direction of policing is not incompatible with the continued existence of a single, state-wide police organisation. Britain’s acknowledgement of central government’s co-ordinating and support function, through the Home Office, allowed for the creation of a system of dual, national and parochial control. Given the advance of the railways and telegraph, a similar system might have operated in the Australian colonies, certainly after the 1880s, without fragmenting consolidated police forces or ‘Balkanising’ policing.




  Policing arrangements are not immutable; they are subject to change as the policed society itself changes. Arrangements for the policing of Britain, responsive to that dynamic, have undergone quite revolutionary changes throughout the last 150 years. Police arrangements in Australian states and territories, conversely, do not appear to have changed substantially since the 1860s.




  The existence of elected, community-located police authorities, holding police statutorily accountable, is foreign to the Australian experience—but eminently achievable, appropriate to, and entirely congruent with Australian democratic aspirations. Through much of the nineteenth century, Australian policing was not necessarily the prisoner of its organisational origins; it might at any time have adopted a version of the provincial police model. It could certainly do so now, diffusing the centralised locus of direction of policing to the policed community.




  In the United Kingdom, a range of inquiries, purposive of democratizing policing and making it accountable to the community are underway. London’s Metropolitan Police after 170 years, is to finally become accountable to its client public:




  

    Under the new arrangements, the Metropolitan Police will be overseen by a Police Authority comprising 23 appointed members; the mayor will decide on 12 of those positions including the chair. In effect, the [Metropolitan] police commissioner is getting a new boss.70


  




  The Home Office’s Imperial policy of retaining ‘The Met’ under direct, central government control has been reversed.




  The Royal Ulster Constabulary, northern remnant of the Royal Irish Constabulary that modelled colonial constabulary forces, is itself slated for change. Former Hong Kong Governor and European Commissioner Chris Patten heads an independent commission, appointed by the British government in the terms of the 1998 Good Friday agreement, to review the Royal Ulster Constabulary. The Commission’s 300-page report contained 175 recommendations, confronting a demand by hard-line Catholic–Nationalist elements that the RUC’s be disbanded in the manner that the Republic disbanded the RIC after partition. The Commission also rejected a Sinn Fein proposal that all RUC police be discharged, and be required to reapply for their jobs.




  The report calls on the RUC to: actively recruit Catholics, who are 43 per cent of the population but only 7 per cent of the 13 500 strong force; adopt a less militaristic stance; engage in ‘more structured co-operation with the Garda Siochana’, the Republic’s police force; and ‘be tested by cross-border exercises’.




  And of the possibility for organisational change in Australian policing? It isn’t going to happen: bureaucratic inertia, and the central government’s reluctance to share power, compounds with the centripetal intent of both the state and federal governments’ bi-partisan public sector management policy—antipathetic to the diffusion of authority and other such republican tendencies.71 Current Australian ideology-driven libertarian reform initiatives—unmindful of the repression of civil liberties that followed political abridgement of operational police autonomy in the Queensland of the 1960s, 1970s and 1980s72—are bent on maintaining and politicising existing centralised police structures of the states and territories.73
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