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Abstract

Gypsies and Travellers are ‘policed’ in the widest sense of the word.  They are subject to increased surveillance in society because of their status as ‘other’ or ‘deviant’.  The discourse in the media, by the public and politicians serves to socially construct the deviant Gypsy/Traveller and there is much current debate on ‘controlling’ the ‘influx’ and ‘invasion’ of public spaces.  Following on from previous research, this paper seeks to focus on how the police deal with unauthorised encampments of Gypsies and Travellers.  Different authorities take a variety of approaches; and legislation (specifically the Criminal Justice and Public Order Act, 1994) is not uniformly implemented.  Some police authorities are known for operating good practice and for consulting with Gypsies and Travellers on issues; others do not consult and do not employ liaison officers.  The aim of this paper is to examine some of the wider issues around policing Gypsies and Travellers, and to introduce areas of good practice.  This is debated within a theoretical context of control and power, and specifically draws upon the work of Foucault.
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Introduction

Almost 40 years ago I watched police officers deliberately kick burning sticks onto children to force the Travellers to move on quickly.  Ways to move them have become less crude but equally effective.  They depend, it seems to me, on utter and total prejudice and ignorance in almost the whole of our society.

(Dawson, 2000: 4)

Dawson outlines his views of the treatment of Gypsies and Travellers, by the police and others, and he suggests that there should be more understanding and toleration in our diverse community, particularly following the Macpherson Report (1999).  This paper examines how Gypsies and Travellers are ‘policed’ both in a wider sense of being under the control and surveillance of society; and in a more narrow definition of how they are treated by the police – particularly in connection to unauthorised encampments.  

Traditionally, a definition of Gypsies and Travellers has been difficult.  It must be noted that, under the Race Relations Act (1976) and subsequent case law (CRE v Dutton, 1989 and O’Leary and others v Punch Retail, 2000), Gypsies and Travellers are recognised minority groups.  Previously, the focus has been on the nomadism of Gypsies and Travellers, as part of any legal definition.  However, the Office of the Deputy Prime Minister has recognised the difficulties around the concept of ‘settled’ Travellers; and as part of its consultation on updating Circular 1/94 it mooted the following definition:

For the purposes of this Circular “Gypsies and Travellers” means

A person or persons who have a traditional cultural preference for living in caravans and who either pursue a nomadic habit of life or have pursued such a habit but have ceased travelling, whether permanently or temporarily, because of the education needs of their dependent children, or ill-health, old age, or caring responsibilities (whether of themselves, their dependants living with them, or the widows and widowers of such dependents), but does not include members of an organised group of travelling show people or circus people, travelling together as such.

(Planning for Gypsy and Traveller Sites, Consultation Paper, 2004: 11)

Two other terms which may need clarity for the purposes of this paper are ‘Gaujo/gorgia’ – this is the Gypsy word for a non-Gypsy – and ‘gavver’ – this is the Gypsy word for police.

The legislation around Gypsies and Travellers is extensive.  For instance, the Anti-Social Behaviour Act (2003) Section 62 allows police to move Gypsies and Travellers on from unauthorised sites, if a council plot is available.  Also there is the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act (2004), and Circular (02/2005) was published in March 2005 which gave guidance on Temporary Stop Notices - allowed for in Part Four of the Act - on unauthorised developments.  Political and legislative debate continues around the Criminal Justice and Public Order Act (1994) which took away the duty from local authorities to provide sites, and Section 61 allowed the police to request trespassers to leave private land.  The Office of the Deputy Prime Minister (ODPM) Planning, Local Government and the Regions Select Committee published their report in November 2004, calling for a duty to be reinstated.  The response in early 2005 was that the Government did not feel that a duty was needed.  However, ODPM have still asked councils to provide extra sites, in their good practice guide Diversity in Equality and Planning (March 2005).  Commentators suggest this will not be possible without enforcing a duty (Hilditich, 2005).  Additionally, local authorities should also adhere to the Homelessness Act (2002) which requires them to carry out homelessness reviews and to formulate and publish strategies; plus the Housing Act (2004) includes Section 225 which places a specific duty on local authorities to assess the accommodation needs of Gypsies and Travellers.  The ODPM has already reprimanded one council in Brentwood (Inside Housing, 2005: 6), for not including the needs of this group in their local development plans, as required by the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act (2004).  There is a suggestion that not providing sites for Travellers can be as costly as getting on with provision (Morris and Clements, 2002) and there has been examination of how the police and wider legislation affects Gypsies and Travellers (Morris, 2001 and O’Nions, 1995).  There is an agenda for dealing with Gypsies and Travellers – new powers to evict and to stop unauthorised development of sites; in anticipation of new local authority sites being built.  It is in this context that the policing of Gypsies and Travellers, particularly on unauthorised encampments, takes place.

The paper is presented in two broad sections.  The first part of this paper focuses on the wider theoretical context of control and ‘policing’ by society.  The latter half examines how Gypsies and Travellers are treated by the police.  For this part, the methodology relied upon a literature review of current policies and reports and there was an element of the ‘snowballing effect’ in the review.  Additionally, there were two face-to face interviews and three telephone interviews with police officers, as well as email correspondence with council liaison officers and Gypsies and Travellers.

Theoretical Context of Control

This paper focuses on the surveillant control of a minority (Gypsies and Travellers) by the majority of society.  As a tool of that majority, the police overtly control Gypsies and Travellers; but before moving onto that it is interesting to outline the more covert type of control in wider society.  This more covert type of surveillance can be seen in the context of a framework of control and power.  Dandeker (1990) helps to clarify a typology of surveillance, with five main types: (1) Petty Tyranny, (2) Direct Democracy, (3) Patronage, (4) Bureaucratic Dictatorship, (5) Rational-Legal (see Figure 1).

	
	Personal Administration
	
	Bureaucratic Administration

	Autocratic Interests
	Petty Tyranny

Autocratic power is exercised over a subject population by a single person whose means of supervision and information gathering do not extend much beyond his or her own personal capacities.
	
	Bureaucratic Dictatorship

Personalism and competition pervade the system, factionalism operates in such a way that the ruler cannot relate to the bureaucracy as if it were a dependable administrative machine.

	
	
	Patronage

Surveillance activities and the reproduction of systems of rule are tenuous social processes characterised by personalism as well as the anonymous or impersonal features more prevalent in modern societies. Surveillance activities are autonomous from controls of the subject population and of bureaucratic discipline.
	

	Liberal Interests
	Direct Democracy

Surveillance activities are carried out by all members of the collectivity in pursuit of popular interests, although this may result in the tyranny of the majority over the liberties of particular individuals or minorities.
	
	Rational-Legal

Both ruler and bureaucracy are accountable effectively to the subject population and distributive resources according to a widely held ethic of acceptable bureaucratic behaviour.


Fig. 1 Typology of surveillance, adapted from Dandeker, 1990: 45-51

‘Direct Democracy’ and ‘Gaze’
This paper is most interested in the type of surveillance that Dandeker (1990) refers to as ‘Direct Democracy’.  He says that this involves the “…tyranny of the majority over the liberties of particular individuals or minorities.”  Foucault’s (1969) ‘gaze’ might help to explain more about this ‘tyranny of the majority’ through their surveillant control of the minority who don’t conform to societal norms.  

Foucault’s ‘gaze’ might best be described as the eye of power and control. In The Birth of the Clinic Foucault describes gaze, thus:

…the gaze is not faithful to truth, nor subject to it, without asserting, at the same time, a supreme mastery: the gaze that sees is a gaze that dominates.

(Foucault, 1969: 39)

Foucault believed that the gaze was not only exemplified in the panopticon of Bentham’s 18th Century prison designs, but could be extended, through institutions, to the wider society.

…the best way of managing prisoners was to make them the potential targets of the authority’s gaze at every moment of the day.  And this authoritative gaze didn’t reside in a particular person, rather it was recognised as part of the system, a way of looking that could operate as a general principle of surveillance throughout the social body.  This logic of the gaze, like that of discipline, was not confined to the prison, but moved throughout the various institutional spaces in society.

(Danaher et al. 2000: 54)

The crucial element in the gaze is the interpretive element.  Foucault (1969) was discussing it in relation to doctors looking at illnesses in their patients.  He explained that doctors no longer passively viewed symptoms, but instead started to actively interpret them.  The gaze is not passive surveillance, but active interpretation and domination.  It is suggested that this is also true of discourse.  Words and terms used in the discourse around Gypsies and Travellers are not passively describing a situation but instead they are interpreting them.  The interpretation involved in discourse is based on a variety of variables including the ontology of the speaker and their social norms and characteristics.

It is important to remember though, that gaze is not a uni-directional process.  It should be understood within a relational concept of power.

Power is employed and exercised through a net-like organisation.  And not only do individuals circulate between its threads; they are always in the position of simultaneously undergoing and exercising this power.  They are not only its inert or consenting target; they are always also the elements of its articulation.  In other words, individuals are the vehicles of power, not its point of application.

(Foucault, 1980: 98)

The ‘target’ population is also a ‘vehicle of power’ according to the Foucaultian definition.  An example of this relational type of power and surveillant control is found in the Gypsy Traveller Media Advisory Group, which was established in 2003 by representatives of the travelling community.  The aim was to monitor the media representation and, where appropriate, take action such as meet with broadcasters and journalists, or report issues to the Commission for Racial Equality.  This group personifies the relational power that Foucault discusses; those who are under surveillance from the media are now monitoring the media (see Richardson, forthcoming 2006).

It is important to remember that the gaze is a metaphor, but it is a useful explanation of surveillance at work in society as a tool of control.  McNay (1994) discusses this different perception of power and control:

Control in modern societies is achieved, therefore, not through direct repression but through more invisible strategies of normalization.  Individuals regulate themselves through a constant introspective search for their hidden ‘truth’, held to lie in their innermost identity.

(McNay, 1994: 97) 

Surveillance of different people in society can be rooted in different motives.  Lyon (2002) sees that motives may have changed over ages:

But what is all this ‘watching’ for?  This too, is in flux.  Once, police kept an eye on a specific person, suspected for some good reason of an offence.  Or the debt collector tried to track down defaulters who owed money to others.  While such practices still occur, much more likely is the creation of categories of interest and classes of conduct thought worthy of attention.  If the modern world displayed an urge to classify, today this urge is endemic in surveillance systems… to capture personal data triggered by human bodies and to use these abstractions to place people in new social classes of income, attributes, habits, preferences, or offences, in order to influence, manage, or control them.  

(Lyon, 2002: 3)

It would appear, then, that surveillance is not just about controlling those who are seen to be ‘deviant’ in society.  Instead it is about gathering enough intelligence about minority groups in order to be able to label them in the first place.  Lyon’s understanding of the motive for surveillance, today, in society, seems to echo the notion of Foucault’s (1969) gaze; in that intelligence gathering is not just about objective facts.  It is about interpreting those facts in order to label people as ‘deviant’, much as the doctors, that Foucault studied, interpreted symptoms of ill patients to make a diagnosis.

‘Society’ and Folk-Devils

It is difficult to know who is doing the watching and who is under surveillance; especially as power is so fluid and can be changing all the time.  However, to make sensible progress with a debate an assumption has to be made.  Society as a whole, including institutions such as the government and the police, forms an apparatus of control and surveillance.  The motive for surveillance is to label people thought to be deviant, in order to say to the rest of society ‘this is how not to behave, these people do not live according to our accepted macro norms’.  A variety of minority groups have been labelled as ‘other’ or ‘deviant’; examples include young single mothers, asylum seekers and Gypsies and Travellers.  In addition it is possible to suggest that in raising the profile of ‘deviant’ minority groups the government can raise the levels of fear and panic and this can allow policy and legislative shifts that would otherwise not be acquiesced by the public or opposition politicians.  One can see examples of significant policy and legislative shifts in the terrorism laws introduced post 9/11.

Cohen (1980) examined the notions of moral panics and folk devils.  His work argues that the use of moral panics has become more sophisticated since his case study of the Mods and the Rockers.  He states that the old sequence, where a specific event triggered a panic, a moral enterprise - followed by mobilisation of control culture - is now gone.  In its place a general sense of disquiet is created:

The control culture is mobilized in advance, real events being anticipated and taken to confirm and justify the need for gradual ideological repression.

(Cohen, 1980: xxiv)

This theory does take a rather sinister and negative view of the state’s role in the creation and use of moral panics.  The use of state control is necessary in an orderly society; the entire premise of the social contract (Rousseau, 1994) is that in ‘opting in’ to society one agrees to adhere to the rules, which will better life for the majority of society.  This ‘social contract’ concept has been discussed recently by Miliband (2005):

What do I mean by social contract? I mean shared expectations of what citizens will do for themselves and for each other, and shared understanding about what they can expect from government. Shared expectations that embody moral commitments and common values. Shared expectations that unite self interest and common interest.

(Miliband, 2005: 2)

Miliband may feel that he has updated an old idea, but the shared expectations and common values are of the ‘majority’ and do not necessarily include  ‘others’ such as Gypsies and Travellers; and so laudable aims to break down old power hierarchies in a new social contract, may be viewed as a touch gauche.  Cohen’s (1980) moral panics theory sees governments shaping and controlling behaviour in order to retain and increase their power.  

Folk devils are the focus of moral panics.  In Cohen’s study, which took place in the 1960’s and 1970’s, these were groups of ‘youth’ – Mods and Rockers.  Cohen helps to describe the term folk devil:

But the groups such as the Teddy Boys and the Mods and Rockers have been distinctive in being identified not just in terms of particular events (such as demonstrations) or particular disapproved forms of behaviour (such as drug-taking or violence) but as distinguishable social types.

(Cohen, 1980: 9)

Therefore, the folk devil is not necessarily seen in context of a type of behaviour.  Instead, some group members may have helped to define the group but then the media/society/state define the whole group as a particular social type.  

There is a plethora of folk devils that goes beyond Cohen’s case study; for example Gypsies.  In old-wives’ tales Gypsies stole babies; according to Anne Widdecombe they steal pets (see Turner, 2002) and according to people in a local planning consultation exercise, they are murderers (see Richardson, forthcoming, 2006).  The role of Gypsies and Travellers as folk devils is played out in government policy decisions and is reinforced by the media.  The government, for instance, uses the role of Gypsy as folk devil from a functionalist perspective in order to tell the rest of society how not to live.  

The theory of proximity (Bauman, 1989) is important in understanding folk devils of all kinds, from asylum seekers to Gypsies.  He suggests that the more ‘other’ people are made to seem, the less the rest of society cares about their treatment; this theory was proposed in relation to the treatment of Jews in the Second World War, by the Nazis.  Bauman (1989) explains the importance of proximity:

Being inextricably tied to human proximity, morality seems to conform to the law of optical perspective.  It looms large and thick close to the eye.  With the growth of distance, responsibility for the other shrivels, moral dimensions of the object blur, till both reach the vanishing point and disappear from view.

(Bauman, 1989: 192)

For Gypsies and Travellers, this law of proximity can be seen to work.  Gypsies can be ‘moved on’ after 28 days, according to the Criminal Justice and Public Order Act (1994).  They are not allowed to ‘settle’ on certain unauthorised sites and yet there are not enough authorised sites to accommodate them, and they are not given planning permission to build their own sites either.  This bureaucracy is effective in maintaining a distance between ‘us’ and ‘them’.  The distance allows society to believe they are not like ‘us’ and its conscience remains clear when Gypsies and Travellers are treated badly either by the public, the press, the police or the government.  The distance created between Gypsies and ‘us’ has allowed them to become folk devils, and allows them to be treated differently without too much introspection and troubled conscience.

The theme of ‘folk devils’ was evident during primary research undertaken for another study (see Richardson, forthcoming, 2006).  During a conversation with an officer from a local authority undergoing a planning consultation, the image of Gypsies and Travellers as ‘other’, as folk devils, was discussed:

Interestingly, if you talk to people today there are a lot of urban myths of how bad the Travellers were, from murders to eating people’s pets.  At the time however, very few complaints were raised.  Without a doubt the criticism of Travellers has grown over the intervening years.

(Planning Officer, 2004)

Many of the stories in the media, or conversations amongst the public, are about the folk-devil Gypsy and there are pressures on local authorities, housing associations and the police to ‘deal with the problem’.  There hasn’t actually been a huge rise in unauthorised encampments, according to official figures from the Office of the Deputy Prime Minister (ODPM), but there is a public perception that such an issue is on the increase.  The count of Gypsy caravans, undertaken by ODPM, is recognised to be in need of improvement (Niner, 2004); however their figures for the bi-annual count show that for January 2003 there were 3028 caravans on unauthorised encampments, in January 2004, there were 3571 and in January 2005 there were 3558; so in fact there were less caravans in January 2005, than in 2004.  Regardless of the official figures, there is a perception that unauthorised encampments are on the increase and that this is causing raised tensions in local communities.  

Gypsies, Travellers and Crime
Although the ‘folk-devil’ image of Gypsies and Travellers is based on a socially constructed discourse, there are persistent links between the travelling community and crime.  Dawson (2000) revisits a study he undertook in the 1960’s, to look at this link and he found a number of crimes which were more heavily linked with Gypsies and Travellers; but he was also very careful to note that crime was only linked with a small proportion of the community.  The particular crimes that Dawson (2000) noted were:

	Type of Crime
	Explanation by Gypsies and Travellers to Dawson

	Poaching
	Includes hare coursing, and shooting.  The explanation of Travellers was that it was ‘natural’.

	Bare fist fighting
	Seen as a tradition and bets are placed, not viewed as an illegal practice by Gypsies and Travellers.

	Shoplifting and money-back
	Items are taken from a store and then brought back for reimbursement.  Viewed as a ‘harmless’ crime.

	Conning old people
	Either through undertaking unnecessary ‘repairs’ or stealing through deception and disguise.  Dawson found the travelling community suggested that old people should not be left to fend for themselves and therefore it was society’s fault.

	Thefts from old people
	Burglary of old people’s savings from their home, similar explanation to above.

	Tarmac scams
	Quote one price before the job, and then demand extra money, with menaces, upon completion.  Explanation to Dawson, was that this was ‘good business’.

	Antique scams
	Offer a good price for one antique and then a very low price on others, having gained the person’s confidence with the first price.  Travellers’ explanation was that people shouldn’t be greedy.

	Antique theft
	Following the above, burglary is carried out in homes where good antiques have been identified.

	Social security frauds
	People claiming under multiple names and addresses.  Explained that ‘everybody does it’.

	Vehicle crime
	Theft and ‘ringing’.  Travellers claimed it didn’t harm anyone because it was covered by their insurance.

	Caravan theft
	Sometimes involved claiming on insurance and then getting back the caravan and having it stolen again.

	IRA connections
	Although Dawson included this, he was dubious as to how many Irish Travellers could really be connected to the IRA as they were constantly being stopped by police and being kept under surveillance and therefore wouldn’t be very good IRA recruits.

	Major crime 
	Suspicion that a small number of Gypsies and Travellers were involved in international crime, but no figures to support this.  This seemed one of the more dubious ‘crime connections’ with Gypsies and Travellers.


(Fig 2: summary of crime connections with Gypsies and Travellers, adapted from Dawson, 2000: pgs 10-12)

Dawson’s (2000) report used information from a survey of crime and the travelling community from the 1960’s and the methodology for the research was not explicit; indeed Dawson himself said that the definition of Gypsy/Traveller has moved on enormously since then and that this might change the research if it were conducted now.  However, it is useful to see the sort of crime that is linked with Gypsies and Travellers from that period, and some of these are still perceived to be true today; for instance the tarmac scam and hare coursing.  Interestingly, trespass and vandalism (which are sometimes perceived to accompany unauthorised encampments) was not mentioned; nor was fly-tipping.  Perhaps these are more recent concerns, and indeed when Dawson undertook his survey the Criminal Justice and Public Order Act (1994) had not been introduced to take away the duty to provide sites (indeed the Caravan Sites Act 1968 would have been under discussion); and so the issue of unauthorised encampments may not have been high on the agenda.

Fly-tipping has been cited as a problem associated with Gypsies and Travellers, and in particular with unauthorised encampments.  In reality, not all unauthorised encampments create mess, but some do.  However, in the public and media discourse the issue of fly-tipping and unauthorised encampments are inextricably linked.  For instance, the London Borough of Newham set up the Unauthorised Encampments and Associated Illegal Activity Scrutiny Commission in 2003.  The report to Cabinet said:

The Commission believes that unauthorised encampments are wrong.  The cost of dealing with unauthorised encampments and flytipping is currently a big drain on Council resources…

(LB Newham, 2003: 5)

This automatic assumption between unauthorised encampments (indeed Gypsies and Travellers generally) and mess and cost (Richardson, 2006, forthcoming), is ingrained in popular discourse and does not help in the aim for community cohesion and better understanding of Gypsies and Travellers needs.  However, it does reinforce the label of ‘other’ and ensures they are kept under the surveillance of society, through gaze (Foucault, 1969).  In addition to this societal level of surveillance and control, there are particular institutions, such as the police, whose job it is to overtly control the movement and behaviour of Gypsies and Travellers.

Policing

There are two main aspects to the policing of Gypsies and Travellers.  One is the issue of unauthorised encampments and how the police deal with this and the tensions within local communities.  The second issue is that of the relationship between the police and the travelling community.  If Gypsies and Travellers do not trust the police then they will not report crimes or discrimination against them; equally if the police do not understand the travelling community then it makes it difficult to enforce the law with them.  

Relations between the police and Gypsies and Travellers
The Macpherson Report (1999), which followed the police handling of the murder of Stephen Lawrence in 1997, found that the police force was institutionally racist.  Since then, there have been steps to improve the way that the police operate; particularly looking at their relationships with Black and Minority Ethnic communities.  This is an ongoing process, and the head of the Metropolitan Police, Sir Ian Blair, is committed to anti-racist reforms.  There is resistance to this reform and this exemplifies Foucault’s notions of the fluidity of power (1980) discussed earlier.  Not all of the police force are committed to anti-racist reform:

Sir Ian Blair, commissioner of the Metropolitan police, admits to opposition within his own force, estimating that 3,000 of his own officers – one in 10 of the total force of 31,000 – are set against his mission.

(Dodd, 2005: 1)

The anti-racist approach goes hand-in-hand with the pilot implementation of ‘neighbourhood policing models’ across all 43 English and Welsh police authorities.  The model is based upon involvement and interaction with the community in order to improve policing, improve run-down areas, and decrease crime rates (Randall, 2005: 16-18).  The reforms mooted by Ian Blair are twofold – one is focusing on increased efficiency in the force, and the second examines the culture.  He is clear that there is a real business case for increased awareness of diversity issues:

But where he took issue with his critics – in police canteens or on right-wing newspapers – was in their belief that diversity was ‘an add-on’, rather than a basic operational requirement.

‘[In] a city where nearly 30 per cent are from minorities, diversity is a fundamental requirement for being able to police… Understanding the communities of London is an absolute requirement, because if we don’t have that understanding we can’t solve the crimes’.

(Rose, 2005: 15)

So it is possible to see that the motive for police reform is not just a liberal sense of justice for minority groups; but it demonstrates the importance of understanding the diverse communities within society.  One of these groups, who do not currently engage with the police force and who are still marginalised in society, is Gypsies and Travellers.  Gypsies and Travellers seem to be the ‘forgotten minority’ when assessing public administration policies and welfare reforms.  However, there is a growing voice of Gypsies and Travellers who lobby politicians and professionals for legislative and policy-led reform.  A small group of professionals in the police force have recognised the need for understanding and engaging with Gypsies and Travellers, partly to follow the need to combat institutionalised racism, after Macpherson (1999) and partly for the reasons that Ian Blair outlined.  The police need closer working relationships with the travelling community in order that they can understand them and collect information on them.  There is a suspicion of the police (or ‘gavvers’ as they are called by the travelling community) by Gypsies and Travellers.  This is often because they see the police on eviction days, or they are stopped and searched more often than members of the settled community.  Bowers (not dated) discussed the police surveillance of Gypsies and Travellers:

They may be subjected to police surveillance on a regular basis (I witnessed a lot of helicopter and car based police surveillance whilst in Cambridgeshire).

(Bowers, undated, pg 13)

Bowers also analysed his survey of young Gypsy/Traveller attitudes to the police:

When asked the question: “what do you think of the police?” 44% said something negative, 40% said they thought the police were OK and 16% said something positive.  When asked the question: “What does your family think of the police?” 82% said it was similar, but 16% said it was different.  This shows that although attitudes towards the police are handed down from generation to generation, they are shifting.  Some young travellers definitely had a more positive view of the police than their parents…Perhaps the most dramatic responses came on the issue of race hate…not a single person said they had reported an experience of racism to the police: “It would be worthless reporting a crime”.  One 13-year-old Romani boy told me.  “They would just side with the gorgias”.

(Bowers, undated, pg 13)

Following on from Bowers’ survey of Gypsies and Travellers in Cambridgeshire, work has been done to try and improve the relationship between the police and the travelling community.  This work culminated in a CD called Del gavvers pukker-cheerus (Give the police a chance) and it contained a number of interviews with police across the country and with Gypsies and Travellers.  The main aim was to tell the travelling community that they should report hate crime through the open-out scheme (reports can be made not only through police stations, but also council offices and libraries).  The police wanted Gypsies and Travellers to know that these crimes would be investigated and that indeed where a report involved a police officer then the Independent Police Complaints Commission would examine this.  Perhaps, more interesting than the production of the CD, was the local reaction to it from the settled community and the media.  In an interview with Cambridgeshire police, the Chief Superintendent said that he received the first written death threat of his career following media coverage, in the local papers, of the CD.  The CD cost £10,000 to produce and this was focused on by all of the local newspapers and some of the national papers.  During the interview with the police, a portfolio of these articles was shown to demonstrate the local hostility to the project by the media.  This discourse of cost has been analysed previously in an examination of the discursive control of the travelling community (Richardson, forthcoming, 2006).  

In the face of local hostility, Cambridgeshire police force is determined to maintain closer working relations with the travelling community.  In Cambridgeshire the biggest ethnic minority group is Gypsies and Travellers, however this is hard to evidence as the Census refuses to have Gypsy/Traveller as a separate grouping; instead the travelling community have to tick the box marked ‘white, other’.  The ‘white, other’ figure for Cambridgeshire is 22,386 according to the 2001 Census, or 4.1% of the population (for the rest of England this group represents 2.7% of the population).  It is important, therefore, that Cambridgeshire police engage with Gypsies and Travellers; particularly in light of the business case for understanding diversity, put by Sir Ian Blair in his review of the Metropolitan police force, outlined earlier.

There has been some research into the relations between police and Gypsies and Travellers in Merseyside.  The Race Hate Co-ordinator of the Merseyside police conducted a survey with the local travelling community in 2004, during which a number of issues were raised.  Some of the issues led him to initiate complaints against some police officers, which are still undergoing investigation.  Gypsies and Travellers also made clear that there was a lack of site provision and short stay pitches and they also felt that being escorted by police out of one area and into another, was intimidating.  A few other issues around custody of Gypsies and Travellers were raised, such as having access to a priest and maintaining respect for Rosary beads.  The answers from the survey are currently being fed into a Gypsy Traveller policy for the Merseyside force.

There is an explicit move, within the police, to train themselves in better dealing with Gypsies and Travellers.  John Coxhead, of the Derbyshire Constabulary, is spear-heading this campaign with his report Moving Forward (2005 forthcoming) and the accompanying annual conferences Pride not Prejudice which started in 2004.  This report is to be published by the Home Office and it is being disseminated as widely as possible within the police force, and beyond.  It states that:

Looking at community cohesion strategies, it is clear that there has been much tension indicated in the popular press concerning unauthorised encampments and the project here refers to the need to consider community cohesion for all citizens together.  But this can only be achieved by working with all citizens.  This is the approach Moving Forward offers the service – a model of working with all parts of the community to overcome community tensions and restore faith in policing.

(Coxhead, 2005, forthcoming: 1)

Again, the ‘business case’ for engaging with Gypsies and Travellers is a key focus.  Coxhead refers to three dimensions ‘moral, legal and business’.  He discusses a range of themes that are pertinent to police practice and identifies the action required on each theme.  Themes include:

· Overt stereotyping (overt prejudice and resistance shown by police)

· Identity and hierarchy (treatment of Gypsies and Travellers is not seen as ‘racism’ it is at the bottom of a hierarchy of diversity)

· Training methodology (police trainers have said they lack a clear direction of how to address issues and they need help in professional development)

· Hearts and minds (seek internal change of values, rather than just addressing overt behaviour)

· Role of community (why it is important to engage with the community as part of wider ‘training’)

· Beyond training (training is helpless, on its own, in addressing issues)

· Racism and power (‘out-groups’, those with little or no power such as Gypsies and Travellers have traditionally been ignored)

· Enemies and strangers (opposing groups – e.g. travelling community and settled community, might be overcome with better integration and communication).

(adapted from Coxhead, 2005: 11-13)

Through engaging with a wide network of people, including Gypsies and Travellers and police trainers, Coxhead recommends a range of measures for improving the relationship between the police and the travelling community.  It is a continuous project, rather than just a report, and the annual conferences seek to ensure the agenda is pushed forward.  In an interview with John Coxhead the issue of the impact of training was discussed.  He referred to the need to go beyond training (as outlined in his Home Office report) and said that there were still anti-Gypsy attitudes in the police force and that a day’s training was not going to solve the issue; it was more a matter of mindset.   

Unauthorised Encampments

Police are joining the lobby for an increase in the number of authorised sites to help prevent local tensions.

Chief constables are demanding a network of new official gypsy camps across the British countryside to quell the growing tensions between travellers and villagers over illegal settlements…  Wood [ACPO spokesperson on Gypsy issues] said gypsies still suffered ‘appalling’ discrimination and claims of traveller crime sprees were often unfounded: ‘You hear things such as “When that group arrived, crimes soared” and sometimes find that actually in the area of some of these unauthorised encampments crime reduced dramatically.  They have been used as scapegoats.’  

(Observer, 2004: article accessed through www.romnews.com/community/modules.php on 19th July 2005)

This lack of authorised, local authority, sites is the subject of new legislative provision in the duty to assess accommodation needs under Section 225 of the Housing Act (2004).  Where a need is identified the local authority must set out how this will be met in their local plan.  The previous legislative duty to build new sites was removed by the Criminal Justice and Public Order Act (1994).  Section 62 of the Anti-Social Behaviour Act (2003) which is discussed in the Observer article above, has been criticised by many – particularly the police, because of the impossibility of implementing it.  Police can only move-on unauthorised encampments where there is alternative provision; and there is rarely alternative provision.

Inspector Mark Watson from Cheshire Police described Section 62 as unenforceable.  “We have seen tensions in communities rise because there is nowhere to go”, he said.  “The last thing we want to see is people being evicted just for the sake of it”.  Inspector Ian Taggart from Grampian police warned about the rise in racial tension.  “To evict someone when there is nowhere else for them to go leads to racial tension”, he said.  “Accommodation is the golden key and it is unacceptable that a small minority should be deprived of it”.

(Travellers’ Times, 2005: 1)

The Commission for Racial Equality is also interested in the implementation of the recent legislation affecting Gypsies and Travellers, particularly to assess housing needs under the Housing Act (2004).

Sarah Spencer, CRE’s deputy chairman, said it was prepared to take legal action against the councils considered to be discriminating against gypsies over housing needs.  More sites, she said, would help to break a ‘vicious cycle’: ‘The lack of sites mean people camp where they shouldn’t, which means residents are unhappy, which means there is press coverage, which means there is pressure to have no legal sites.  It goes round and round and round.  Vilifying gypsies and travellers is not going to help us find a solution’.

(Observer, 2004: article accessed through www.romnews.com/community/modules.php on 19th July 2005)

Wakefield council may wish to take heed of the requirement to assess Gypsy/Traveller needs and incorporate them in their local plan.

The authority has invoked section 30 of the 2003 [Anti-Social Behaviour] act which gives police the powers to immediately remove travellers or arrest them if they enter any of the five sites…[these] include a cricket club and school playing fields and have all been occupied by illegal encampments in the past… [the] cabinet member for community safety and neighbourhoods, said “These areas have repeatedly been targeted by illegal encampments.  Time after time travellers at the sites have caused major devastation and left the communities living in fear because of intimidation, harassment, public order offences and environmental crimes”.

(Society Guardian, 2005: http://society.guardian.co.uk, accessed 31/5/05)

Some unauthorised encampments do create mess and associated costs, and this could well be the case in Wakefield.  However, the discourse used in the article, by the local councillor is perhaps disproportionately strong and could serve to heighten the otherness of the travelling community.  As the CRE deputy-chair was quoted as saying, this labelling and othering, reporting and non-provision of sites just “goes round and round and round”.  

There is a significant amount of discrimination in the police force against Gypsies and Travellers.  An interview with a police constable from the Metropolitan police force (MPS) highlighted some of the issues.  He stated that he had worked for the MPS for 30 years and had always been open about being a Romany Gypsy.  He has witnessed anti-Gypsy attitudes himself from the police, particularly when out of uniform attending Appleby Fair with his family.  The MPS PC was keen for more Gypsies and Travellers to join the police force as he felt it was easier to fight discrimination from the ‘inside’.  However he felt that there was an increasingly high educational bar for new entrants to the force and that traditional academic attainment was not a priority in Gypsy/Traveller culture, so they may be excluded.  He also suggested that whilst there was less overt discrimination in the police force, because people know it is wrong and they know not to say discriminatory things; this was less evident in relation to Gypsies and Travellers.  It still seemed acceptable for terms such as ‘gypo’ and ‘pikey’ to be used by some police officers.  The MPS PC also said that although there were policies to cover discrimination and dealing with Gypsies and Travellers, one could “never get away from personalities”.  

In another interview with a police sergeant, also from the Metropolitan force, a policy document entitled Gypsy and Traveller Matters, The Metropolitan Police Service Policy on Engagement with Travelling People, was made available.  The policy sets out its statement:

The MPS acknowledges the status and unique lifestyle of Romany Gypsies and Irish Travellers as distinct ethnic groups.  It affirms that like the settled community Gypsies and Travellers are entitled to a life free from the fear of crime, harassment and the intimidation.  The MPS will:

· Consult with Gypsies and Travellers as well as affected members of the settled community when making decisions that impact on their lives.

· Proactively investigate allegations of crime, harassment and intimidation directed against them.

· Be open and transparent in all dealings with Gypsies and Travellers

(Gypsy and Traveller Matters, The MPS Policy on Engagement with Travelling People, 2004: 2)

The policy deals with the necessity for each Borough Command Unit to have a Gypsy Traveller Liaison Officer, which is still being implemented, and it provides a summary of the decision making process for unauthorised encampments.  It makes very clear that the two main legislative powers available (Section 61 and 62A of the Criminal Justice and Public Order Act, 1994) are discretionary, and that whether or not they are used depends on individual circumstances.  

The policy document was written by the MPS Sergeant interviewed, and it is clear from the interview narrative and the policy itself, that certain intelligence information is not routinely collected on Gypsies and Travellers.  In some areas, such as Milton Keynes and Oxford (discussed later on) the collection of vehicle registration details on unauthorised encampments is collected as a matter of policy.  Indeed in some local authority areas, it was suggested that the police asking the local authority for lists of plot holders on authorised sites was not unusual.  The MPS Sergeant questioned the necessity of this information and it does seem that the routine collection of information on people, just because they are Gypsies and Travellers, rather than for a specific reason, is a method of surveillance and control rather than useful intelligence gathering.  There is an intelligence gap in the policing of Gypsies and Travellers and plugging this gap should underpin everything, according to the MPS Sergeant.  This intelligence needs to be cultural intelligence – rather than the routine collection of names and vehicle registrations.  If the police are to be successful in dealing with unauthorised encampments and other dealings with the travelling community, then they need to gain their trust and they need to understand key cultural issues.

Additionally, the police are not just dealing with Gypsies and Travellers in isolation.  Even if everybody on the MPS was proven not to have prejudices against the travelling community, there is still the wider public perception to take into account.  As part of their assessment of an unauthorised encampment, Metropolitan police strategy on unauthorised encampments asks officers to assess current tension levels, when examining what action to take on an unauthorised encampment.
COMMUNITY TENSIONS

Levels and Methodology

To be assessed when completing Part 4 Sections (i), (ii), (iii).

 MPS COMMUNITY THREAT LEVEL MODEL

	HIGH
	High number of incidents reported. Specific pattern/concentration. 
	1

	 
	Evidence of organised Activity.
	2

	MODERATE
	Increased incidents. Pattern concentration emerging. 
	3

	 
	Ethnicity/culture highlighted. Evidence of targeting. 
	4

	 
	Increased media focus.
	 

	LOW
	Incidents being reported, no specific pattern/concentration. 
	5

	 
	Some localised tensions. General media interest.
	6


 Fig 3.  Metropolitan Police Service Community Threat Level Model, Appendix 3 Gypsy and Traveller Matters, The Metropolitan Police Service Policy on Engagement with Travelling People.

The report on assessing the site is a comprehensive process and officers are asked to gather a range of information, including:

1. The availability of site accommodation elsewhere on the borough, or the feeling         of the trespassers towards being placed in housing.
2. The number and sex of trespassers.
3. Age range of trespassers.
4. Any illness, infirmity, disability or medical condition amongst the trespassers that might affect their ability to travel.
5. Need to access local hospitals/doctors by trespassers
6. Condition of the land (drainage, proximity to houses, roads etc.)
7. Access to water.
8. Arrangements to dispose of refuse.
9. Sanitary arrangements.
10. Access/attendance of children at local schools.
11. Views of local residents/neighbours etc.
12. The views of the landowner.
13. The views of the trespassers.
14. The views of local residents or those who may be affected by the encampment.
15. Any apparent increase/decrease in local crime and hate crime levels directly attributable to the encampment or where the trespassers are victims of crime.
16. Any directly attributable evidence of ‘fly tipping’.
17. Whether or not any contact has been made with support services such as TES or Social Services and any action they may have taken.
18. The willingness or otherwise of the trespassers to engage in the leniency agreement process.
 (Metropolitan Police Service, Gypsy and Traveller Matters, The Metropolitan Police Service Policy on Engagement with Travelling People, pg 9.)

Whilst the views of community members are sought in the assessment, this policy focuses on a welfare assessment of the Gypsies and Travellers themselves.  MPS does not have an assumption to evict as a default policy, but seems to genuinely assess each case according to the welfare of the travellers, the housing options open to them, and also the impact on the local community.  Indeed, the policy includes a section on the issuing of ‘leniency agreements’ where the decision has been taken not to evict; and this is focused on the support and welfare that an unauthorised encampment needs.  This is ‘policing’ in the wider sense – rather than automatically using all powers available, it is about intelligence gathering (intelligence on culture and needs) and about making sure there is not a high level of tension in the wider community.  There are other reasons for the enlightened approach by MPS.  In the interview with the MPS Sergeant, he explained that it was a case of ‘value for money’ and that it was just not economic to continue to move people on from place to place.  As with Sir Ian Blair’s plea to the police to embrace diversity in the community, the approach by MPS has a business case, as well as it being the more understanding approach for Gypsies and Travellers.

This strategy, by the MPS, is in line with guidance given by the ODPM (2004) on managing unauthorised camping.  The guidance came within a context of increased powers to move on unauthorised encampments, under Part Seven of the Anti-Social Behaviour Act (2003) and it made clear that acts of eviction must be ‘proportionate’.  Whilst the ODPM guidance does not explicitly refer to leniency agreements, it makes clear where unauthorised encampments will not be tolerated; and therefore implies that some encampments may be tolerated by the police.  The ODPM policy is influential; it was first developed by the Department of the Environment, Transport and the Regions, and the Home Office in 1998 and has been revised in 2004.  During consultation with a representative of the Association of Chief Police Officers (ACPO) Gypsy/Traveller portfolio holder, it became clear that there was no ACPO policy on unauthorised encampments; instead the ODPM policy was used as the overarching strategy.

MPS is not the only force with a Gypsy/Traveller policy in place.  Ian Taggart of Grampian police wrote a document entitled Why Don’t You Just Move Them On? (undated).  This was commended on a ‘national level’ by Margaret Wood the ACPO lead on Gypsy/Traveller issues.  One suggestion, on police multi-agency involvement, was a local Gypsy/Traveller Unit.  This has been tried in England in at least two areas: Milton Keynes and Oxford.  In a telephone interview with the senior Traveller Liaison Officer at Milton Keynes, the position was explained further.  Prior to 2000, Milton Keynes had a big problem with unauthorised encampments, a citizens’ advisory panel was set up in 1999 and they looked at issues such as ‘stronger action against unauthorised encampments’; the unit was then established to deliver the policy.  Originally, there was a full-time police officer on the team, working together with a health visitor and officers from Milton Keynes Council.  The Gypsy/Traveller Unit makes a visit to any unauthorised encampment and carries out welfare checks, as well as collecting a range of information including names and vehicle registration details.  In the interview the collection of information was defended as a method of protecting the ‘good’ Gypsy/Traveller families.  For instance if a family had left an unauthorised encampment in a mess (photographs are taken and held on record when a family leaves a location) then this information can be drawn upon next time they are in the area.  If they come back and the name or vehicle registration is recognised as a trouble-making or messy family, then Section 61 of the Criminal Justice and Public Order Act (1994) can be enacted quickly.  If the family is known to be good and tidy, then the discretion not to use Section 61, and to tolerate the encampment for an agreed period of time, will be considered.  In Milton Keynes, the unit was not only responsible for unauthorised encampments, but for Council sites too.  The Council has identified three, new potential sites in its local plan for Gypsies and Travellers.  Ordinarily, the management of local authority sites would have nothing to do with the police, but in having a multi-agency unit, the police were involved in the management of legitimate Travellers’ sites.  This model of multi-agency working is held as an example of good practice, indeed the model was highlighted during the, aforementioned, interview with Cambridgeshire police, as one which they had looked at.  Milton Keynes is keen to disseminate the model, and indeed to sell the database for recording information, to other authorities.  The Milton Keynes model was attempted in Oxfordshire, and it was here that problems were identified.  In Oxfordshire, the Gypsies and Travellers on six local authority sites did not want the police managing their tenancies.  In correspondence with a Traveller representative from the UK Association of Gypsy Women, it became clear that the multi-agency unit (perceived as the police by the Travellers) offered revised site licences which stated that no visitors would be allowed unless there was permission obtained beforehand; and, most offensive, they stated that ‘no acts of prostitution should be carried out on the sites’.  CCTV cameras were also placed at either end of the sites, in order to monitor activity.  The Travellers complained and stated that the police were wearing ‘two hats’.  They gained access to the sites as representatives of the council in a management capacity, yet when on the site, they acted as police and even threatened to arrest one person for swearing.  

Oxfordshire County Council has since apologised to the travellers.  It has now given an assurance that the police won’t be involved in the future management of the sites…the council’s Director of Community Safety says that the new licence agreements had been a mistake, and is reviewing the terms and conditions laid out in the new licences…He says the whole situation has been a misunderstanding.  The inspector never managed the sites and only visited them because of staff shortages.

(www.bbc.co.uk/insideout/south/series7/gypsies.shtml, accessed 05/05/2005)

The Traveller representative felt it was a victory when the police were no longer used to manage local authority sites and she wanted to help out the Gypsies and Travellers on two sites in Milton Keynes who were still being managed by a multi-agency unit (but perceived to be ‘the police’).  However, in a telephone interview, the liaison officer from Milton Keynes stated that there was no longer a full-time police officer at the unit; instead there was a health officer and council officials.  Rather than disseminate its model of multi-agency ‘policing’ of sites, it has perhaps learnt from the lessons in Oxfordshire, that the police should no more be involved in the managing of official Travellers’ site licences, than they are in the management of local authority secure council tenancies.

Finally, before moving on to a conclusion on the policing of Gypsies and Travellers, it is important to discuss the issue of unauthorised encampments on Gypsies’ own land.  In this situation, the problem is more that of obtaining planning permission for a new development, rather than one of encampments on public land.  The Criminal Justice and Public Order Act (1994) and the accompanying Circular 1/94 defended itself on the ideology that private enterprise should be encouraged in the travelling community – e.g. that Gypsies should be enabled to provide their own sites.  The problem is that Gypsies and Travellers are not awarded planning permission; whilst over 80% of planning applications from the settled community are approved, 90% of applications from Gypsies and Travellers are refused (Bowers, 2004).  The result is sites like Dale Farm in Essex.  This particular site was given permission for a number of caravans but it has grown since then, without permission.  A number of council meetings and court hearings have taken place and John Prescott has also been involved.  The Travellers were due to be evicted on 31st July 2005, but by 2nd August, the case had been referred to the United Nations for further consideration (www.thisisbasildon.co.uk/essex/basildon/news ).  This particular case has caught international attention and it is rallying the Gypsy and Traveller community behind a common cause of lack of site provision.  The UN Commissioner for Human Rights has commented on the treatment of Gypsies and Travellers in the UK:

…to judge by the levels of invective that can regularly be read in the national press, Gypsies would appear to be the last ethnic minority in respect of which openly racist views can still be acceptably expressed.  I was truly amazed by some of the headlines, articles and editorials that were shown to me…it is clear that much more serious efforts are required to accommodate their needs and promote greater tolerance towards them than are currently in evidence.

(Gil-Robles, 2005: 43)

It is only fair that planning legislation be applied equally to all groups in society, and there is much made in the press of Travellers ‘riding rough-shod’ over planning laws.  However, 90% of Traveller applications for planning permission are turned down, there are not enough local authority sites, and in some areas of the country Criminal Justice and Public Order Act (1994) powers are used as a matter of course on unauthorised encampments.  In the case of Dale Farm, and others like it, the police may have little direct involvement; as it is largely a planning control issue.  They may attend an eviction, but as much to ensure the bailiffs treat the Travellers fairly, than for any other reason.

Conclusion

Policing of Gypsies and Travellers, in its widest sense, happens on a daily basis and is conducted by society through the use of discourse and other social constructions, in order to ‘other’ the travelling community (Dandeker, 1990 and Foucault, 1969).  However, even in the more narrow sense of policing through institutions – namely the police force, although also local authorities to an extent – there are a multitude of issues to consider.  There is the general context of culture, which the police force is trying to understand more, particularly through policies from the Metropolitan Police Service and reports such as Coxhead (2005).  Additionally, there are problems where laudable aims, such as multi-agency working, result in the police managing sites (e.g. in Oxfordshire), where this really should not happen, and would not be acceptable in any other Black and Minority Ethnic community.  Balancing the concerns of settled communities and the needs of Gypsies and Travellers is a further consideration for the police.  Section 61 and 62 of the Criminal Justice and Public Order Act (1994) is a discretionary power; this results in some areas using it as a discretionary tool, and others using it as a blanket policy to evict Gypsies and Travellers.  Finally, there is the acknowledgement of police, Gypsies and Travellers, liaison officers and even politicians that what is needed is more site provision.  The government is encouraging local authorities to do this with the requirement under the Housing Act, 2004, but the results of this duty to assess the needs of the travelling community will not be fully known for a while.

In tandem with the drive to increase site provision, the police must recognise that, although in some areas there are good working relations, in others there is no proper understanding of the Gypsy/Traveller community and that it is almost acceptable to be discriminatory and racist against this group, still.  The work of forces in Derby, London, Cambridgeshire and even Milton Keynes must keep momentum in order to force change in the way Gypsies and Travellers are policed.
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