Information flows in the police organization; what is going on inside the
machine?

By James Sheptycki

There are known knowns. There are things thatwesvk There are known unknowns. That is to say,
there are things that we now know we don’t knowut Bere are also unknown unknowns. There are
things that we do not know we don’t know.
(Donald Rumsfeld, US Secretary of Defense, Feb20@2)

Abstract: Police organization has been re-aligned arounddéas and doctrines of ‘intelligence-led
policing’ which assume a machine-like rationalityhis paper offers a critique of these ideasrititcally
analyses the flow of information inside the polarganization. From a machine model point of view
management formalization of information flows igbaecessary and possible. In practice organization
knowledge is subject to non-rational forces outsidgmagement control. Functional rationalizatioryma
not increase substantive rationality and make kews opposite. This leads situation where attsrtg
order unorganized insecurity coalesce in a systearganized insecurity. Contemplating the flows of
information in the police organization helps usutmerstand the paradox that it is experienced as a
juggernaut — even by those on the inside — whsléoiims of institutional thinking are very ofterciiedly
un-machine-like.
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Introduction

The epistemological and ontological ruminationdDainald Rumsfeld quoted at the beginning of this
essay have been rehearsed at least once befaradieration of the theory and practice of intelfige
collection (Higgins, 2009). In that instance, aswsed to ground an insider’s perspective conugthie
rationality of different models of the ‘intelligeagrocess’. A key feature of that discussion wvies t
‘knowledge gaps’ about ‘emerging threats’ — unknawrknowns and the attempt was to articulate a
formal and rational way of identifying them. Thaefis of this article is rather different. It ic@tique

of the police ‘information system’. Here the arsyfocuses on the machine model of police orgéiniza
and the machine thinking that such a model pressggooMachine thinking is evident in most articolas

of intelligence-led policing (ILP) which rely hedyion diagrams depicting the intelligence ‘process’
‘cycle’. Not uncommonly there is an effort to masense of the flows of intelligence and information
inside the police organization by reference to &yietic models’ (Gill, 1998).

The prevalence of machine thinking with regarddbge intelligence flows demands that all infornoati
become subject to formalized systems of informatr@nagement. It suggests that the enforcement of
standardized information formatting is necessaxyder that ILP deliver on the promise to makegog

fully efficient, effective and economical. Suchveew is sociologically naive since it neglects to
understand Karl Mannheim’s (1960) point that fuoicél rationality brings with it substantive
irrationality. In short, while from a machine mogeint of view complete formalization of informat
flows is both necessary and possible, in prackiedltix of institutional knowledge inside an orgaation
always remains subject to non-rational forces detsnanagement control. Lacking recognition that an
emphasis on functional rationalization by no meiacseases substantive rationality, and indeed more
often the opposite is the case, can easily leadsttuation where attempts to order unorganizeecimsty
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coalesce in a system of organized insecurity. utchsa state, the police become authors of the very
insecurity they purport to be working against, aditon that has been named the ‘security-control
paradox’ (Bowling and Sheptycki, 2012). Contemplatthe flows of information in the police
organization helps us to understand the paraddittizaexperienced as a juggernaut — even by tbose
the inside — while its forms of institutional thing are very often decidedly un-machine-like.

Rumsfeld’s musings are attractive to people inlth® business not simply because his very name is a
personification of life during wartime, but alsodagse they seem to directly map on to the coreeziesn

of information gathering and processing. Beginmiitly the ‘known knowns’, “clarifying what is alrdg
known is a sensible starting point” (Higgins, 200935), but “focusing solely on what is known rsuise
because this would lead to self-fulfilling proph&épid. p. 85). Not only that, since police infoation
gathering is inherently concerned with finding oetails that are not already known, that is whig it
often called investigation. It is therefore notmising that “finding our more about gaps in knedge
that are recognized — ‘known unknowns’ is generatlgepted as a core purpose of intelligence calgct
(ibid., p. 85). These features of police intellige work, sorting the known knowns and deciding how
fill in the gaps about the known unknowns are leguccessful police reactive investigation. Manggi
the flows of information in reactive police invegition has become systematized. Police detedives
become very adept at distinguishing dis-informatimns-information and real information as well as
sorting and assessing such in terms of legal clémsliability and validity (Innes, 2003, pp. 1232).

In such instances the functional rationality of faice division of labour can serve to create the
conditions of substantive rationality most of tiad and even detective’s intuitive ‘hunches’ can be
understood partly as “decisions arrived at by thy@ieation of the tacit knowledge of policing, frachby

the organizational structure” (p. 10). In otherdsy police craft is embedded in understandingsoof

the ‘police machine’ works. However, even in raetiinvestigative work there remains a degree of
uncertainty and the possibility of unknown facttitat may come back to haunt those putting the case
together, so another facet of police craft involaetegree of informalism that lies outside the wug&

of the machine in order to provide ‘cover’ and ‘@a your back’ in the event that something goesngr
(Chatterton, 1979, 1983, 1989; van Maanen, 1974 rie, 1977; Manning and van Maanen, 1978;
Muir, 1977; Punch, 1985; Westley, 1970; Wilson, 896

Additionally, the incentives to informalism in pidave police work are even greater. Proactive werk
here understood to be when police work create®operates with conditions of criminality in order t
gather information concerning the organization e — the prime example being the so-called ‘Mr.
Big’ investigations, where police allow (and evemtipate in) a certain degree of supposedly level’
offences in order to catch serious criminal lead@sddister and Riddell, 2012). So perennially
managerial and citizen oversight efforts to impasehine-like regularity grow in the attempt to pret/
malfeasance to seemingly little effect (den Bo8Q2 Manning, 1977, 1992, 2010; Marx, 1988; Fijnaut
and Marx 1995). Proactive policing practice isufysht with moral hazard and the incentive to regulat
the flow of information is strong, but the belibéft machine model thinking can be fully superimplose
on to the workings of police intelligence craft sgs important lacuna where informalism thrives. In
police work there are many unknown unknowns. lis #ituation, police agents struggle to create
certainty, always with the feeling that the prioermaking a mistake can be very heavy. In a weHédre
accurate knowledge is often in short supply, thpdtus is to circumvent the formalities of rationat
police organizational practice, if not to creatal reertainty at least provide cover in the evemething
goes wrong.

Recognizing that the rationalization of unknown mons is impossible and that police management
systems predicated on machine thinking inevitaldgult in restricted freedom, privacy invasion,
discrimination, social exclusion and are self-dafegg it would be better for police agencies tcheat
prioritize value questions that are non-rationait,dxample concerning human rights, social welkbei
psychological prosperity and communal solidarity Egicson, 2006).
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Contemporary Background

In recent years police agencies in North Ameriocd Barope have come to embrace the terminology of
‘intelligence-led policing’ (Ratcliffe, 2002, 2002008b, 2009, 2013). Much excitement in profesaion
policing circles has been generated around thenpatefor computer-aided management of police
information flows and thereby of police activity @gtrofski, 2005; 2007; Prox, 2007, 2012). The
language of ILP has become #iee qua nomf contemporary policing in many jurisdictionscaording

to a report published by the US Department of dagtPeterson, 2005):

To implement intelligence-led policing, police onggations need to re-evaluate their current pdieied
protocols. Intelligence must be incorporated irtte planning process ... Information sharing must
become a policy, not an informal practice. (p..vii)

Subsequent to the beginning of the ‘war on terttog’ report advocated that the flow of intelligeacs
information be subsumed within a nation-wide ‘atetiure’ of US policing. Simply put, a joined up
police machine for the whole country was imagine@ihe report indicated, “effective intelligence
operations can be applied equally well to terrahigtats and crimes in the community ... officerstoa
beat’ are an excellent resource for gathering médron on all kinds of potential threats” (p. vibut the
problem was one of lack of co-ordination, commohges and terminology for gathering, collating and
exchanging relevant information across agenciegwarsdlictional lines. In order to correct thioptem,

fundamental changes are needed in the way infoomas gathered, assessed, and redistributed.
Traditional, hierarchical intelligence functionsegeto be reexamined and replace with cooperativiel, f
structures that can collect information and moveliilgence to end users more quickly (ibid, p. vii)

Variants of this discourse can be found elsewher&nglo-American policing and beyond (eg. Aepli,
20011, Devreo, et al, 2012; Gill and Phythian, 2008mes, 2003, 2013; Prox and Griffiths, 2013).
Alongside the concern to rationalize the procesmtelligence and information flows is another eét
worries about the economics of policing. Whilecdission about the economic rationalization of golic
organization is not new (eg. Manning, 1992; Stotkdat al. 1999), in the contemporary period conser
about the cost of policing have reached somethirsganescendo (eg. Boyd, et al, 2011; Griffiths)@0
Home Affairs Select Committee, 2011; Leuprecht, 01 Amidst increasing demands for police
departments to demonstrate ‘value for money’, #aneetbpment of ILP has been looked at as a means to
create economic efficiencies. According to a repoiithe Police Chiefa magazine for professional law
enforcement managers in the United States,

A force that uses intelligence to guide informatimased operations can penetrate an adversary'saeci
cycle and change outcomes, even in the face e§arlapposing force. This strategy underscoregitee
that more is not necessarily better, a concepeasingly important today with growing budget pressu
and limited resources (Beck and McCue, 2009).

Two things about current trends are noteworthylaotti are in evidence in the above quote. Onees th
tendency to impose business logic onto policingexttract ‘value for money’, that is obtain policing
services at least cost. The second is the inergamilitarization of policing (Kraska, 2001). THieP
trend is one more attempt to imagine a cybernetit raachine-like system of information flows in the
police organization and it is significantly shag®dthe economics and militarization of policing.s A
result, the amplification of organized insecurighde expected to grow in intensity.



TheMachineModel in Policing

Much of the literature advocating information shagris based on modeling the architecture of infdiona
flows and it proceeds on a premise that policerimgdion is merely a network of discrete buildingdks

— squads, units, task forces, divisions, and #eeipotentially united by a common records managgm
system, (RMS), computer-aided dispatch system (CA&&)hmand and control system (Com-Con) and a
centralized intelligence data-base. However, @r@e many tasks that fall to the police, and wihiésy
may all be necessary on some level, they are watyalin harmony” (Giacomantonio, 2015, p. 26).i¢&l
organizations can be distinguished along territ@ral functional jurisdictional lines (Manning, 197

In abstract terms, police organizations are madefuponstituent units — that is, “an organizational
subsection of officers and support personnel whakwmogether both spatially and temporally”
(Giacomantonio, 2015, p. 23). Police agenciesaaramalgam of specialized and bounded units and are
themselves organizationally bounded. Without idiediie boundaries, organizations cease to exist fo
analytic purposes and, for that matter, practioaso(ibid., p. 22). The machine model has its rolestr
expression in the organizational chart or organograrhe organogram is a diagram that shows the
structure of an organization and the formal refegfops between different people, units, and departsn
They can be hierarchical, matrix-like or flat, lalitof them depict formal organizational structared all

of them connote rather fixed and machine-like doerpetic relations between units that make up a
functional whole. Within the overall organizationits need to “scout one context, coordinate with a
second and be diplomatic toward a third” (ibid2B), which makes the free flow of information beéne
such units problematic at the outset. The unitcstine of police organizations differ within andween
agencies and units often display unique aspects) dévthere is a certain commonality to the general
operational unit structure observable across Adgteerican police services (Bayley, 1992; Ericson,
1981, 1982; Grimshaw and Jefferson, 1987, pp. 41-What the classic observational studies of jpadjc
reveal is that, different units and sections withalice agencies may have every reason to workhege
and share information but “may be unable to coesift partner with one another for reasons of
organizational idiosyncrasy” (Giacomantonio, 201527). Clearly police organizations are complex.

A prevalent belief about police institutions, thagsts on the image of them as rank-structured
bureaucracies, is that commands or instructiongdby senior officers are carried out in machike-I
fashion by subordinates in a ‘chain-of-commandhe Drigins of this way of thinking lie in the wodk
Fredrick Taylor (1911). In Taylor’s vision of saoiffic management, the mechanical imagery is very
clear. Taylorism intended to enhance the efficyent factory production and it is perhaps hardly
surprising that it was infused with the image ofcimae-like regularity in the process of human labou
According to Taylorist thinking, the structure obik organization should be studied, broken dowa int
simpler elements and taught to workers as a stittne. Rationalization was to be extended &lwhay

up the organizational structure to the dizzy heigbhit the ‘Thinking Department’. In the ‘machine
organization’ all tasks are strictly supervisedsipgcially trained supervisors and managers ondkis b
of formal controls and rules. Managerial contrdl veorker’'s behaviour is ensured through the
employment of objective information about work aggeans and work performance. In Taylorism, the
craft knowledge of workers — ‘rules of thumb’ — adeemed inefficient, but ‘rational scientific
management’ and tight managerial control are péesslile to the objectivity of measurement resuliing
the co-ordination of the entire machine accordmthe laws of efficiency.

The machine metaphor envisaged organizational fiavwsrms of a rationalized structure. Formalizing
the structure of any given institution means subjgoworkers to the rigors of time-and-motion sagli
The famous Hawthorne Studies, largely the braidckif Elton Mayo and his protégé Fritz J.
Roethlisberger at the Harvard Business School, rgégee a mountain of documents from hourly
performance charts and interviews with thousandengployees and it represented a milestone in the
scientific management of human organizations.Iskh gave to sociology the concept of the ‘Hawthorne
effect’, a term which signals an awareness of ‘oleeeffect’ in the process of studying human béhav
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Briefly put, the Hawthorne effect means that, deldem on how participants interpret the situatioa th
presence of observers will have effects independlethte variables under consideration in a givenl gt

In other words, and following George Herbert Meaelople are complex symbol manipulating animals
who interact on the basis of meanings that arenadtabiguous and ought not to be taken for granted
(Rock, 1979). Not a stranger to scientific methddad was a theorist concerned with the reflexivity
human consciousness and the ability of human bémgseatively adapt to situations, a viewpointethi

is difficult to square with the assumptions of Taidm. Taylor's machine metaphor conceives of hugna
only in terms of the needs of the organizationatimrze, a point of view that many, if not all, peejgire
likely to resist. Social relations are not fixatlanachine-like, but rather are open ended andndise

on interaction and interpretation by all the aciamlved. Interaction is productive of common eent
understandings of ‘what is the case’. The integnatf individual humans into any organizationabgp

are inevitably fluid and contingent on changingeiptetations of situations which themselves may
change. In the police organization, interpretaigomeld in place by what Peter K. Manning (20 E3¢rs

to as the policenétier— a set of habits and assumptions focused orrdpe bf ‘crime’ that “envisions
only the need to control, deter and punish théoleésand known contestants” (p. 105-6).

Although it goes by a variety of names — the praifasal police model, paramilitary policing, and Itd®
name a few — there is a continuing belief in themm@e metaphor as an apt descriptor of the police
organization. James Q. Wilson called it ‘the bupzacy problem’ in/arieties of Police Behavigi968).
According to him that problem was the basic onaaf senior command could get the front-line police
worker to ‘do the right thing’ (pp. 2-3). As Wils@ut it:

... the police department has the special propettgrésl with few other organizations) that within it
discretion increases as one modesvn the hierarchy. In many, if not most, large orgations, the
lowest-ranking members perform the most routinizestks and discretion over how those tasks are to be
performed increases with rank: the foreman has mliscetion that the worker, the supervisor moesth
the foreman, the manager more that the supervisbsa on ... the functions of the patrolman make the
problem of administration (that is controlling diston) more difficult.... (p. 7 & 9, emphasis in
original).

Wilsons’ analysis focused on three different ‘stylef policing. According to him, the ‘legalistatyle’

is based on standardized enforcement and is clkasditt of large cites where the police departnies

a complex division-of-labour. With this style @éifences in the use of police discretion are vieagsed
sign of unethical practice and police officers supposed to mechanically enforce the law wherevsr i
in breech. The ‘watchman style’ is also typicallange heterogeneous communities with big police
departments but it involves taking ‘serious’ crinsesiously and otherwise seeking informal means to
maintain social order and the ‘status quo’. Tde&vice style’ is common in communities with sigraht
collective efficacy and an ability to regulate thewn social order. In this instance aims at kegphe
community safe from outsiders who enter or passuiliin. These ‘styles’ provide an analytical grid by
which to understand varieties of police behaviowt ia his book Wilson wisely concludes that ithsays
difficult to mechanistically control officer disdien so one of the most important things is to eashat
officers ‘know their neighborhood’ the better toceesise that discretion.

In Police Studies, two different emphases ememga fmachine model thinking (Friedrich, 1977 9p-

96; Black, 1980). From a perspective outside thecpabrganization there is a basic belief that legal
prescriptions and the ‘rule of law’ dictate poleetion. Many people believe that changes to lagab
directly translate into changes in policing praetic a mechanical fashion. For example, manyiaivd
seem to believe that when the Chief of Police issuel order, for example to end the practice oéé&tt
checks’, front-line officers will case to do somaght follows day. From the perspective of polsiders,
machine-model thinking is reflected in the beliefsome senior managers about the dictative poter o
internal policy, rules and regulations. With maehmodel thinking, ‘police subculture’ is somethiog
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be managed and manipulated by police managersafikn a term denoting problematic ‘rank-and-file’
resistance to rational management decisions. Tbeble is, the police organization is not a
machine. Despite being premised on a rank-stredtbureaucratic form, the machine model is notyeal
an accurate ‘base-line’ for understanding policgaaization. As Wilson’s analysis of police ‘styles
suggests, police organization is flexible, fluidona ‘organic’. Capable of coming together intotsni
squads, or teams thewmetimedehave with military precision, the organizatierheld together by both
formal and informal rules, both rational and notiergal beliefs and it attains organizational coheee
largely as a result of the policgétiernot machine rationality.

In the 1990s the ‘network’ metaphor emerged aspaulao one for describing organizations generally an
was applied to understanding police organizatitthpagh in the literature on policing this idea wasre
often applied to the study of relations betweefedént organizations, rather than within them ($ielp,
2000). Benoit Dupont (2001) provided an historioaérview of the evolution of policing technology
which drew attention to the ‘techno-fallacies’ inésat in a belief that machines (technologies) would
fundamentally alter policing and its organization the better. Quoting Marshall McLuhan’s and Bruc
Powers’ booKThe Global Villageto wit: people are ‘creatures of their own maeiin(p. 34), Dupont
examined the how different phases of police histegre shaped by the technologies — especially
communications and information technologies — efrtimes. He observed that “access to a telephone
and the modernization of radio networks led toetrigade policing’, where police drove from one
incident to another ... [and] control centres receigeer-increasing numbers of telephone calls frioen t
public and allocated jobs to police cares by twaorwnadio (p. 37). By the end of the twentieth cepntu
policing organization had evolved yet further angobnt noted that

... Although computers have been used by police ses\ior more than two decades to store information,
their miniaturisation combined with the explosidihe Internet have made possible the dematerialisa

of the police station. Mobile Data Computers péiime retrieval of information from police databsse
and the lodging of reports from police cars, wtiah also exchange text messages with each othes. F
can also be updated from the field, sparing paditieers unnecessary return visits to their statibrd.

p. 37).

In the ‘information age’ the machine metaphor folige organization has mutated into the image of a
computer network in certain respects. Neverthelesstains aspects of the hierarchical structure
envisaged by Taylorism. Whether networked or tina police machine is for mass social control asd,
such, is a “mass-produced service delivery syst@hth possesses and holds in reserve slack personne
resources that can be mobilized in the event ofgemey (Manning, 1992, pp. 354-55). Dupont anayse
a number of ‘techno-fallacies’ — including the téady of quantification’ (p. 41-42) and the ‘fallacy
technical neutrality’ (p. 42-43) — suggesting, iartp that the maxims of ‘community policing’ and
‘problem oriented policing’ in the 1980s were dddiattempt to de-couple policing practice from the
police métierin order to pragmatically reorient police crafband the everyday and mundane problems
of social order maintenance. He concluded that

This is not to suggest that police should refraont adopting new technologies ... but rather that
circumspection and perceptiveness are needed veugdiing whether or not certain innovations areliike
to improve police work. Policing is a differengdtoccupation, and so should be its use of techresio
Managers need to be aware of the implicationsetigtisions they make in the regard and certaidygn
to reassess the financial and social cost already for it. The renaissance of a community policin

Z That may be why directives issues by Toronto Pdlieevice senior command in 2014 to end the praofitearding’ — ie.
‘street checks’ — was not entirely followed. Sed¢tyPWinsa, Improper olice ‘carding’ continues ané-Finch area, survey
finds, Toronto Star, Wed. Nov. 12, 2014 (accesseHeab. 21, 2016):
http://www.thestar.com/news/crime/2014/11/12/im@ompolice_carding_continues_in_janefinch_area suifigds.html
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philosophy in the 1980s recognized the limitatioh$echnology based policing and tried to remedly it
but it appears that it was only a pause. The grgwnd unreflective reliance on information teclogas
suggests that the lesson has not been learned asd/éhat it is seen as an end rather than angibadd

p. 44-45)

The metaphor of the networked police organizatsoanother variation of the machine. Nowhere is thi
more evident that it has been with the rise ofgaagj with Compstat (Weisburd et al, 2003). Theyabe
that, despite the possibilities that computerizatiolds for problem solving, the Compstat modeVeer
ultimately to “maintain and reinforce the ‘bureaatoe’ or ‘paramilitary’ model of police organizatiqp.
422). They concluded that, “American police agesdiave adopted Compstat enthusiastically more
because of its promise of reinforcing the tradilomerarchical model of police organization thanits
efforts to empower problem solving in police agesti(p. 450).

The advent of Compstat policing and the rise ofvoeted policing was concomitant with the rise of
another trope in policing, that of ‘zero toleranc&he theory of zero-tolerance is known well erfgug
that by focusing on ‘quality of life offences’ afidw level’ street disorder, and using strong, cbes
police powers against them more serious typessafrder and crime will be prevented from occurring
(Innes, 1999, p. 398). In order to ensure thattffime police personnel were active in policing/itevel
disorder, the new technologies of policing weretpuise to enforce the machine-like applicatiothef
tools of criminal law enforcement regardless of tnaividual officers’ discretionary thinking might
allow. The result — policing by numbers and thpestquantification of police work — was indeed more
machine-like, paramilitary and bureaucratic becasiéwell into the policenétier The results brought
widespread illegitimacy to the police organizaticame to be increasingly experienced as an out-of-
control juggernaut, especially in the United Statéere this trend was most intense (Hill and Beger,
2009; Kraska, 2001 Kraska, 2006, but see also Hagged Ericson, 1999; McCulloch, 2001; McCulloch
and Sentas, 2006).

The continuing prevalence of the machine metaphpolice organization is predicated on a feelirgg th
social order needs to be enforced by strong messikeescientific rationality, law enforcement anero
tolerance for deviation from scripted rules. Tsthas been added the concern to improve thedfow
intelligence so as to lubricate the police machi@gganizationally speaking, this is practicall§fidult
because police organization is predicated on mainta certain internal organizational boundaries
(Giacomantonio 2014, 2015) and informalism and raiional behaviour remains. Increasingly, the
contemporary police machine is imagined as a juggercapable of enforcing social order not only by
force, but also by superior access to informatioa policing with intelligence. This view is mis&k
Not only are the currently imagined ends of policimpractical, so too are the means, since theg hav
been limited to that of a militarized police maahinAs Bordua (1967) concluded some time ago,ithe a
of policing should not be “statistically measuraleléiciency but rather a more difficult to measure
intelligence and responsible exercise of discrétigm 163; see also, Martin, 1995). Further
understanding the management of information flowhkiwthe police organization and the way that this
relates to policing practice is helpful in undenstimg why this kind of intelligent policing has lree
difficult to obtain.

Information flowsin police organization

Despite the, by now long standing, concern to imerihe flows of intelligence and information within
and across the police organization there remaanditficulty of “turning rhetoric into practice” (&cliffe,
2002). This is due in significant respects toithiitting nature of the machine metaphor as a ptete
description of police organization. Critical caheiation of the way information flows inside thdipe
organization is warranted.



Police organizations are something of a palimpsé&siat is their structures are over-written durihg
passage of time so that older models co-existmvidbe recent ones. According to Giacomantonio 201
p. 21), police organizations are usually in a camisstate of reform. While certain features, sash
uniformed patrol and reactive investigation remaore functions’, others may be added, subtracted o
otherwise changed and even ‘core functions’ camlifferently organized. Quoting Giacomantonio,
“organizations retrench or grow, acquire new teébgies, connect with new partners, cycle through
priorities, remove old leaders and get new onekegign organizational charts and hierarchies, outgo

or disregard certain tasks while expanding intoeh@pheres of activity” (p. 21) and otherwise are
‘transformed’ (see also Henry and Smith, 2007). eréfore, one point to stress with regard to the
management of information flows in the police ongation is that it is shaped in irrational ways dae
ongoing historical transformations in informatiorogesses. Managing information flows is always an
artful accomplishment and seldom a simple admetis® maneuver.

For good organizational reasons then, managin§dheof information cannot be achieved through the
lines indicated on an organizational chart. Foareple, ‘hold-up squads’ or ‘robbery squads’ are
examples of specialist units established decades "{llie Sutton is the archetype (Bittner, 19%#\d

in the mid-twentieth century there were good reasany a police departments’ ‘best and brightestildo

be detailed to tackle this high-profile crime. Hawer, in the contemporary period the average armed
robber is more likely to be ‘beggar bandit’ thaglamorous gangster (Schultz, 2005). In the interim
many cities have formed ‘drug squads’, ‘anti-gangland other special squads, which in practcent’

on the same territory for much the same ‘quarry’tias robbery squad. The development and
centralization of the criminal intelligence functionight be thought to harmonize information sharing
among these various specialist units, but it has rinstead, there is hoarding of information withi
specialist units as a means to ‘buffer’ and prodeganizational turf (Giacomantonio, 2015). Infation

is shared outside of the small group only informadtrategically and parsimoniously (if at all) atfis
one important reason why police organization isfalty rational and machine-like in its functioning

Another common factor affecting information flowsthe police organization has to do with pervasive
concerns about knowledge ‘leaking’ into the exteamvironment. That is because police knowledge is
inherently dangerous. Police work is, as Bitth&7(@, pp. 6-8), pointed out a ‘tainted occupatiomhe
taint partly “derives from the suspicion that thagho do battle against evil cannot themselvesuje
fully to the ideals they presumably defend” p. i}l partly because they have powers and secretesao o
else shares. The taint of the police occupatrodyces a surplus of ‘dirty data’. Since police dhe
fire it takes to fight fire’ and in the natural ase of their duties use coercion that may infligtrh, there

is a strong incentive to control the flow of infaation. This requires co-operation, as illustrdigdhe
multitude of examples of shift sergeants and athpervisory personnel colluding with front-lineioérs

in the manufacture of formal accounts (eg. van Maarl974, Manning, 1977, 1997; Muir, 1977,
Westley, 1970). Often the safest way to commuaitae dirt’ is to do so informally and off the d
and this is another reason why machine thinkingdenshe police organization cannot be completely
formally rationalized. The need to ‘provide covieads to concerns to prevent ‘knowledge leak’ Wwhic
can undermine police operations and it is als@mtufe of police corruption (Punch, 2011, p. 157).

As a tainted occupation police work involves a ragrof difficult situations and the poligeétieris
shaped by the ever present possibility of bothHmjob trouble’ that emerges out of ‘on the jaiutle’;
the latter is anything that compels police to utales action to restore order or enforce the lawfander
refers to the possibilities for ‘blow back’ withihe police bureaucracy in the event that “the wheeles
off” (Chatterton, 1979; 1983). This ensures tingividual officers need always to ‘cover their asst
this often requires the co-operation of colleagu&3ne reason for the oft-noted tendency of patesim
to form cliques, factions and fraternal associatipd. Q. Wilson (1968) observed, is to “defendosfifs
... because the administrator, if he is a strong ngiout to get us’ and, if he is a weak one, iwitgg
way before outside pressure™ (p. 73). A proteetsirategy in adapting to the ever-present poggibil
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being ‘eaten by the machine’ is therefore to keemél informational flows tight and use informalesn
to lubricate the exigencies of the job. Individsalf-preservation provides a strong motive fooinfal
communication that is inescapable although propeneh machine-model thinking might wish it
otherwise.

The rise to prominence of ‘proactive policing’ peass difficulites of its own for machine thinkingAs
Maguire (2000) notes, proactive police work is sthpy a risk management logic where the uncertainty
to be resolved is to establish where a set of aetegaged in criminal activities can be discovanedder

to manipulate the situation so as to prevent sathfeom occurring or, where that is not possibhegst
said persons after a criminal occurrence. Accgdininnes, (2003), detectives engage in infornmatio
acquisition and the interpretation of its meaningorder to assemble it into a form of knowledge
cognizable as either evidence or intelligence. nfadly speaking, police knowledge is informationttha
has been assessed as to its validity and reliabititl can be attributed a factual status. Intgg is that
form of information used internally by the policeganization to plot future actions, make decisiats,
and it often takes form at stages prior to anyi§jgenvestigation. Evidence is information thashbeen
assembled as part of an investigation into a fosudable for use in the legal process. (p. 238)lice
‘make sense’ of information, they interpret it ando doing select between possible alternativesliof
action according to information available at anyegi moment. Further, decisions are intertwinedh wit
and dependent on taken by others in the policer@mvient a situation Innes refers to as ‘concatenate
decision-making’ (p. 270). All of these decisiotake place under ‘conditions of low visibility’
(Goldstein, 1960). Proactive police work is enaldbgd‘the use of a growing armoury of information-
gathering, analytical and investigative tools aahhiques, including undercover officers, taskédioal
informants, 'bugging’ and visual surveillance desjcclosed circuit television, financial tracking
capabilities, and of course a vast range of commgatdities, packages, and databases, most of tlaeen

or non-existent 20 years ago” (Maguire, 2000, %; 3ke also Maguire & John, 1995). Vast quantities
of information (dirty data) effectively exists at'@re-investigative stage’ in the intelligence pess.
Perhaps not surprisingly, the amount of information police hands frequently “outstrips the
organizational capacity to act upon it”, conseqlyetdn important form of action in intelligence-led
policing systems is in fact no action” (Innes arfue@ycki, 2004, p. 13). Such decisions are not
determined by principles of legality, but rathereabnomy, efficiency and efficacy. These low Ji#ip
decisions not to invoke the investigative process possibly be contested and in any case, nonmactio
calls into question the ability of the police mawhto live up to its claim to ensure social ordembpartial
enforcement of the law. Since these decisiondased on ‘dirty data’ the tendency to secretiveaess

a degree of informalism in these matters is great.

The intelligence-led policing paradigm is fundanadigtabout technical solutions to problems in pelic
knowledge management and dissemination (Ratckfd@8, 2008b). At a theoretical level, there are a
variety of ‘techno fallacies’ affecting the struetuand functioning of police work that have beemed
(Leman-Langlois, 2013; Marx and Corbett, 1991). s@kers of police use of information technology
reveal that the functionality of advanced inforraatand communications technology in policing is enor
often assumed than demonstrated. Constant tegficalannovation creates the feeling of frenetic
organizational change. When new, sophisticatdthi@ogies are acquired extensive, expensive arel tim
consuming training is required. Constant softwamne hardware ‘upgrades’ mean this is an endless
process (Aepli, et al, 2011). In organizationsalhtount on ‘results’ deficiencies in training eacage
pragmatic solutions and ‘work arounds’, which oftemolve patterns of informal communication that
circumvent formal ones. Observations in many dera police departments reveal structural
disconnections embedded in the technological swiatformally intended to facilitate and rationalize
police internal communications (Sanders and Han2@h2; Sanders and Henderson, 2013; Sanders et
al, 2015). As Giacomantonio observes, officersdgnize the shortcoming of systematized information
which is one of the reasons they continue to préiferussing files through personal connections’1&0

p. 127) Drawing on extensive empirical researciAustralian police agencies, Hughes and Jackson
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(2004) analyzed the influence of technical, soaral structural factors on the effective use ofrim@tion

in policing. They emphasize that advanced inforomatechnologies and information systems — what

they call the ‘infostructure’ — depend on humareiptetation and knowledge — which they call the

‘infoculture’.  According to them, knowledge ressdm users, not in amassed collections of data and
information (p. 66). Thus

. while information systems and information teclogiés have a role to play in knowledge
management strategies, without human expert irg&fon these systems are merely tools that
harvest information rather than create knowledgfhus] knowledge creation will not result from
investment in technology itself, but from additiipanvestment in specific people skills that can
make best use of the information assisted by tttent@dogy (p. 67)

Empirical observation of technological innovationgolice organizations repeatedly find that attesnp
to harmonize the information environment of an@cttriented workplace culture does not Tayloriee t
police machine. Front-line officers are under ¢ans pressure to produce ‘results’, as measured by
formalized key performance indicators of successl this provides ample motivation to engage in
informal communications and practices if they Hght the job done’, or at least create the appearah
doing so.

M achine management and infor mation flow

As the above discussion suggests, the police argthom is fraught with complexity and it does not,
despite the formal rationality depicted by the omgram, exactly conform to the machine-like
expectations of a rank-structured bureaucracy.eNbgless, senior managers and mid-level managers d
their best to try to make it so. The polioétierprovides the impetus for both informal and nonerzil
police practice and communications as well asdomil management and does much to shape the flow
of information. Police organizations have longyeld the ‘numbers game’ and the production of police
statistics is central to the manufacture of theadiegof formal bureaucratic rationality. Accordittg
Young (1991, p. 255 & 256), in the police organiat‘the detection rate is of vital concern, and a
succession of poor [statistical] returns in the thiynor quarterly detection figures can break abiious
detective inspector ... [thus] a stream of ‘hard daanhd objectified crime statistics are producedti.
Chatterton’s view police officers have a contraaligtand complex attitude towards management
‘paperwork’ (1989). Routinely, police officers gerage paperwork at the same time they “treat it as
important and use it to promote their own ends”l(p7). The policing organization he studied $it
considerable room forlaissez fairestyle in the management of information flows (p3)L3The tighter
routines of target-setting, tasking and deploymamiv commonly exhibited in the ‘intelligence-led’
policing organization of the contemporary periodd h#ot yet been firmly embedded, although, as
Weatheritt contemporaneously recorded, that orgdioizal style was already being adopted (largely
because of the twin effects of the logic of ecoromationality and advances in police information
technology (Weatheritt, 1986, p. 99-117).

Classic studies of police detective work suggestraewhalaissez faireapproach to managerial oversight

of organizational practice involving the flow offammation (Fijnaut and Marx, 1995; Hobbs, 1988;
Skolnick, 1966; Marx, 1989). However, beginningnsdime in the 1990s, with the advent of
‘intelligence-led policing’ this began to changedaihese processes were subjected to more rigorous
internal managerial oversight (Ratcliffe, 2002 the UK several governmental reportblelping with
Enquires (Audit Commission, 1993)Detecting a Changé€Audit Commission: 1996)Policing with
Intelligence(HMIC, 1997) and policy-oriented scholarship (Billsley et al, 2000; Maguire and John,
1995) signaled this change. Critical analysishase developments has tended to question the cost
effectiveness of proactive police techniques and dalarm bells about the erosion of police legitgna
(Dunnighan and Norris, 1999; Innes, 2000; Innes 8hdptycki, 2004). Other analyses pointed to
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systemic organizational pathologies in police iigehce processes, suggesting that rational maiahger
oversight was incomplete and, itself, subject tbssantive irrationality due to structural featuws
intelligence management (Sheptycki, 2003; 2004 )ostvbbservers agree that managerial oversight of
proactive policing, including the pre-investigatstages, has increased substantially over thetrpesh

but many also question the degree to which thisuantsato full democratic and managerial transparency
(South, 2001, p. 77).

Managerial accountability is obviously a key detigree if these processes are not be slip into icedth
behaviour (Clark, 2001; Williamson and Bagshaw, )0But the continuing difficulty is the need for
secrecy given the perceived efficaciousness of naoger policing methods (Billingsley et al, p. 17).
Managing the flow of ‘*human intelligence’ at theepnvestigative stages of police work presents
enormous organizational difficulties because ofitie¥itability of its low visibility (Gill et al, D08; Gill

and Phythian, 2013). Centralizing, formalizing amdionalizing the intelligence process has been
continually confounded by such institutional factéat is why efforts to codify ILP within the sttures

of an over-arching ‘intelligence model’ have fallgimort of the mark (James, 2003; 2013). To cit on
hypothetical example, it is not uncommon for policag squads to obtain information from confidentia
informants which is very difficult to frame as egitte submissible in a court of law, often due ® th
desire to protect informants from reprisals frorhestcriminal acquaintances and also because such
persons may not withstand rigorous cross-examinati€€onfidential informants may, nonetheless,
provide valuable intelligence, for instance thgtaaticular drug dealer will be travelling in a sifiec
automobile at a designated time with quantitiesasitraband secreted in a precise location in theclee

In such instances, the drug squad may arrangevitha vehicle made the subject of a police sto@fo
traffic violation, providing a pretext to then selarand ‘accidentally’ discover the drugs. Thissksarp
practice’ that may occasionally come to light.

The tendency to undermine Taylorization effortgpolice work is also apparent with regard to even
mundane aspects of police patrol. Uniformed off@e subject to specified key-performance indisat
having to do with the number of calls for services\wered in a given shift, response times (the time
between the call being received a dispatcher afickofattendance at the scene), arrests, detectiwths
so forth. Analysts can produce very fine-grainedistics concerning individual officer performarared

a great deal of police work can be tracked, couatedl measured and compared. The possibilities of
monitoring and surveillance of officers’ activitigs‘real time’ is a possibility in the near futur®fficers

are aware of this system surveillance and adapt teor example, an officer may be ordered to utakke

a ‘directed patrol’ for the purposes of traffic erdement (measured by traffic citations for running
through stop signs) in order to slow down road sigethe vicinity of a particular school. Howevétere
may well be a difference between geo-locations e/iteis easy for officers to ticket offenders arebg
locations where children are vulnerable at schaoksings. Faced with the need to produce good
numbers, officers may well choose the former atetkigense of providing a deterrent effect whereether
is a felt need (van Maanen, 1974, pp. 113; Ingra@®7). From the point of view of managers of
information flow, this goal displacement can bdidifit to spot, until or unless the consequencegjaite
drastic; such as the case of the thirteen-yearnforpolice veteran convicted of fabricating repats
traffic violations. To the judge in the case thalf@masance ‘made no sense at all’, but the officer
question was near the top of his platoon for isgtickets (cited in Perrin, 1998, p. 371). Bui(£884)
itemized a number of stereotypical police responseguantitative management of police efficiency,
including being too ‘competitive’, overly ‘enthust&’ and playing the ‘numbers game’ (pp. 248-253).
The perverse incentives of quantification helpxtplain why ‘street checks’ undertaken by uniformed

3 For example, see Douglas Quan (2015) ‘Toronto pglanted loose heroin in suspect’s car to juiiégal search, judge
rules’ National Post Sept. 10, 201%ttp://news.nationalpost.com/toronto/toronto-poltanted-loose-heroin-in-drug-
suspects-car-to-justify-search-judge-rulascessed Feb. 21, 2016). See also,
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patrol officers have caused legitimacy problems some Canadian police departments. As one
commentator explained:

Many officers speak disdainfully of them [streeecks] due to management's continual haranguing for
more of them. The numbers game has even forced gosidack in the form of phoney names, addresses
and bizarre descriptions. One card described a ofaddvious South Asian appearance as female and
white. A short person was described as eight &ket.t a soured officer might intentionally targéatks

to sabotage the system. Quantity replaces qualiytlae general public becomes far too familiar vaith
possibly abusive proce$s.

Attempts to Taylorize policing has progressed otiete and the rationalization of information
management has been developed and elaborated @@tdyd Ericson’s and Haggerty's landmark book
Policing the Rick Sociei}1997), documented the reasons for this shifhakting on the legal, economic
and technological transformations in police orgation at the end of the millennium. They recore th
reactions of police managers to the growing coniptext manuals and policy directives concerning the
input of management information into police compstestems. In short, the manuals, like in inforiprat
management systems themselves, have become “lamg@ex and confusing” (pp. 347-48). They quote
one police manager who opined that, amidst coreldierorganizational transformation, those in
managerial positions “preferred crisis managematiter than long term planning” (p. 348). Policy
manuals for the management of information procgsaia useful in that the “articulate the adminisiea
structure of reporting” (p. 349) and because “mlcganizations need the imagery of rationality®yth
provide (p. 348), but they are not very usefuhiea tontext of day-to-day police work, where theé€erof
thumb’ prevails. As such the rulebooks form thsi®af the promotional examinations that officezeah

to pass in order to attain managerial positiorsgainst a background of increasingly intense coitipet
for promotion in police organizations, they [managat manuals] are therefore useful for deselecting
those who have difficulty with the formats and thing associated with administrative rules” (p. 349)
Policies for the management of information are akseful in the event that something goes wrongeiVh
‘the wheel comes off’ there are liability and d@oiary concerns and, since “every officer violates
administrative rules every day ... the question bexone of using the rules to discipline an offisap
has been found wanting” (p. 349).

“The result” Haggerty and Ericson conclude

... Is a perpetual sense of everyone’s part of beirigof control. The organization is experiencedas
juggernaut. There is an endemic feeling in inségtinat is derived from a feeling of never havimgpagh
knowledge and from a reflexive awareness that therealways systemic faults that can be ameliorated
by better communication rules formats and techrie®(p. 447).

Whereas an earlier generation of police researdoersd significantlacunaein the management of
information flows which allowed a somewhat mé@issez fairaattitude towards such, the capacity of the
growing ‘surveillant assemblage’ ensures that sygerveillance now encompasses the lifeworld of the
front-line police officer as much as it does sogietore generally (Haggerty and Ericson, 2000). Wha
remains the same is that, united by the common kwinthe police métier both street cops and
management cops still maintain an ambivalent aitowards the management of information. All agre
to treat it as important and useful in the promotaf organizational and individual ends and the
management of information within the police orgatian remains focused on the usual suspects
(Manning, 2010, p. 105-106). Echoing Giacomantp@®15, p. 165) the appearance of the police

4 http://www.blueline.ca/articles/carding-_a_red_flag many_levels
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organization as machine-like relies on police oetigmal norms and not formal machine thinking.
Despite appearances policing is organized insegcurit

Conclusion

Several decades ago there was a substantial atterspift the policenétierto one of problem solving
and community policing (Goldstein,1990; Trojanowiend Buqueroux, 1989). Had that attempt been
successful, police subculture and police orgaropatvould have been reoriented away from traditional
habits and assumptions about crime fighting anchéeal to control, deter and punish the usual stspec
and on to another set of concerns about how terfasimmunity well-being and collective efficacytime
self-regulation of social order. Instead, the ohetof ‘war on crime’, ‘war on drugs’ and the ‘wan
terror’ has subsumed all efforts to return polictoghe community and the practices of crime-fighti
have gained a new energy under the rubric of igtgice-led policing. The language of ‘policinghwi
intelligence’ is persuasive because of underlyisguanptions — often unarticulated — that the police
organization is a rational bureaucratic maching fhactions with law-like regularity. The image of
policing as rational, bureaucratic and law-likéusdamental to its legitimacy (Reiner, 2010) busttlas
paper has endeavored to show, it is not an accrefigetion of what goes on inside the police maehi
The Taylorist vision of a wholly rational organizatal form was never sociologically believable.
Organizations work, to the extent that they doclmmplex and interactional reasons that have teitto

the beliefs that the people who give them life holdhe attempt to impose machine-like rationalityco
organizations and machine thinking onto the peagle make up their organizations need not result in
rational outcomes because people always bring daniational life many non-rational thoughts and
ideas. The result of efforts to impose totalizingnal rationality onto human organization is, aarlK
Mannheim well understood, all to often an unpreabitd and substantive irrationality. When, astits
case with police institutions, the business of piziion is the ordering of insecurity, the outcooh@ny
attempt to impose such rationality can only be ol insecurity on the basis of substantive
organizational irrationality. The policeétier is a subcultural mentality and both street copd an
management cops are steeped in it. If the lessbrikis critique of rational police information
management and organization seem too pessimigtiglite reformers, then the lesson should be tiet t
key to transforming police organization lies in rational ideas and notions about social peacetland
good society that concern individual human digrsggial well-being and communal life. Policingtias
maintenance of a state of prosperity for all isd&iclassic ideas of the social contract and angpatible
with the, by now sorely forgotten, ideas of problerrented and community policing. Police work has
always had social and political purposes and @stures are malleable and mutable — not law, bereay

or formal rationality, but the particulars of pemspplaces and events are what defines good pglarid
therefore discretion is its watchword (Martin, 1985201).
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