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Research Project Question 
A critical comparative analysis of the approaches of South Wales Police and An Garda Síochána in Ireland to hostage and crisis negotiation, examining key aspects of practitioner recruitment, professional development, operational practice, technological integration, and post-incident support, with recommendations for best practice development.
Abstract 
This dissertation addresses a European evidence gap in police hostage and crisis negotiation amid rising mental health demand and heightened public scrutiny. It examines how South Wales Police (SWP) and An Garda Síochána (AGS) select, develop, deploy, and support negotiators, and proposes actionable recommendations across recruitment, training, operations, technology, and post-incident learning. This two-case study used expert questionnaires collected in October 2025; closed items were summarised descriptively, and open responses were thematically analysed using the Behavioural Influence Stairway Model and related lenses (tactical empathy, deliberate use of time, governance for legitimacy, and welfare/learning loops). 
Findings indicate a shared, communication-led doctrine centred on credibility, empathy, and time. SWP emphasises standardisation, psychologist-led selection, and real-time intelligence; AGS is embedded day-to-day with specialist units, values prior operational experience, and treats body-worn video with caution. Both services provide robust welfare, although debrief insights are not consistently converted into change. 
Recommendations include competency-based selection with observed scenarios and early psychological screening, developmental recertification, protection of a negotiation-first posture, and rapport-first technology governance. While the small, cross-sectional sample limits generalisability, the criteria-led analysis supports practical steps to enhance safety, decision quality, practitioner wellbeing, and public legitimacy across comparable UK/Irish contexts.


[bookmark: _Toc212886709]Chapter One: Introduction 
[bookmark: _Toc212886710]1.1 Background 
Effective crisis negotiators combine strong interpersonal communication (e.g., active listening, empathy), psychological resilience, and sound decision-making under pressure (Johnson et al., 2018; Grubb et al., 2018). The UK’s official negotiator role profile likewise emphasises operational discipline, risk assessment, and intelligent deployment in high-stress scenarios (JESIP, 2024). These competencies are crucial when lives are at stake.
This dissertation addresses a pronounced gap in hostage and crisis negotiation research: a persistent geographical bias that privileges U.S.-centric models and a paucity of comparative work within Europe. There is a lack of systematic analysis across UK and Irish jurisdictions, an oversight given their geographical proximity, shared cultural features, and similar operational pressures. Within both South Wales Police (SWP) and An Garda Síochána (AGS), negotiators are tasked with preserving life, preventing harm, facilitating the safe release of hostages or individuals at risk, gathering actionable intelligence to support operational resolution, and providing professional support to operational commanders during critical events.
[bookmark: _Toc212886711]1.2 Research Rationale 
Existing literature frequently focuses on single-jurisdiction case studies, limiting the identification of transferable best practices (Grubb, 2023). By directly comparing SWP and AGS, this study offers a detailed cross-jurisdictional analysis of formal structures and day-to-day practice.
Both services face increasingly complex challenges and demands, including terrorism, armed criminality, domestic violence, and mental health–related crises. These situations call for negotiators who can handle the tactical demands of an incident and who are carefully chosen, properly trained, and supported with approaches grounded in evidence. The evolving operational environment underscores the importance of undertaking this comparative dissertation.
Mental health–related incidents now constitute a substantial share of negotiation callouts, approximately 43% in AGS (O’Keeffe, 2021), while in Wales, 350 suspected suicides were recorded between 2023 and 2024, with 65% of those individuals previously known to police (Public Health Wales, 2024). As Clugston et al. (2023) observe, the transition from predominantly hostage-related incidents to those involving individuals in acute mental distress has created new demands on negotiators, requiring enhanced psychological, interpersonal, and de-escalation skills. This makes a structured comparison between the two services both timely and necessary.
This shift coincides with heightened public scrutiny, rapid information cycles, and the need for robust inter-agency arrangements, which means negotiators increasingly operate in environments where decisions must uphold human rights standards and sustain organisational legitimacy. 
Public order and protest contexts in Ireland underscore the need for negotiation-first approaches that protect rights aligned with the European Convention on Human Rights (ECHR) and sustain legitimacy. Evidence of governance and transparency gaps, such as limited publication of use-of-force data, reliance on informal processes, and inconsistent mobilisation, heightens the risk of being seen as taking sides in sensitive events, underscoring the need for negotiated engagement and proportionate, rights-compliant policing (Shieber, 2019). 
More broadly, incidents now unfold publicly and at speed, making careful information handling, clear inter-agency agreements, and the capacity to slow the pace critical for safety and legitimacy (Santifort and Sandler, 2012; Das, 2022).
A UK–Ireland comparison is therefore both timely and practically useful. This dissertation seeks to produce evidence-based recommendations that can inform recruitment, training, operational practice, technology use, and post-incident support, areas that directly affect outcomes for the public, for operational commanders, and for negotiators themselves.
[bookmark: _Toc212886712]1.2.1 Research Question 
A critical comparative analysis of the approaches of South Wales Police and An Garda Síochána in Ireland to hostage and crisis negotiation, examining key aspects of practitioner recruitment, professional development, operational practice, technological integration, and post-incident support, with recommendations for best practice development.
[bookmark: _Toc212886713]1.3 Aim and Objectives 
[bookmark: _Toc212886714]1.3.1 Aim 
The aim of this dissertation is to conduct a critical comparative analysis of hostage and crisis negotiation approaches in SWP and AGS, identifying strengths, weaknesses, and opportunities for improvement across practitioner recruitment, professional development, operational practice, technological integration, and post-incident support, and to develop evidence-based recommendations for best practice.
1.3.2 Objectives
· Objective 1: Compare practitioner selection criteria, recruitment processes, and assessment methods.
· Objective 2: Evaluate training structures, course content, and certification for role readiness.
· Objective 3: Analyse operating procedures, decision-making frameworks, and tactical approaches across crisis scenarios.
· Objective 4: Assess the adoption and use of communication technologies, analytical tools, and information systems.
· Objective 5: Examine debriefing, evaluation, and organisational learning processes to support practitioner welfare and continuous improvement.
[bookmark: _Toc212886715]1.4 Research Structure 
This dissertation draws on two data sources: primary data from structured questionnaires completed by qualified negotiators in SWP and AGS, and secondary data comprising scholarly literature, official guidance, and relevant reports. Historical context and jurisdictional development are integrated within the literature review and analysis rather than presented as a standalone chapter. Chapter Two synthesises the literature on the five objectives, including key negotiation frameworks (e.g., the Behavioural Influence Stairway Model (BISM), tactical empathy, and time-based de-escalation), and establishes criteria for comparison. Chapter Three sets out the research philosophy and approach, comparative case design, data collection and analysis, ethics, and limitations. Chapter Four presents findings by objective and compares the cases side by side. Chapter Five offers conclusions and recommendations.
[bookmark: _Toc212886716]1.5 Conclusion 
Crisis negotiation sits at the intersection of public safety, human rights, and institutional legitimacy. In both Wales and Ireland, negotiators now manage a growing volume of high-risk incidents involving acute mental distress alongside traditional hostage and armed criminality scenarios. Despite shared pressures and similar policing environments, South Wales Police and An Garda Síochána have rarely been examined together. Addressing this gap matters: how negotiators are recruited, trained, deployed, supported by technology, and cared for after incidents directly influences the likelihood of safe resolutions, public confidence, and sustainable practitioner performance.
By comparing both services across recruitment, professional development, operational practice, technological integration, and post-incident support, the study identifies transferable strengths and areas for improvement and sets out evidence-based recommendations. In doing so, it provides a clear, criteria-led basis for enhancing life-preserving decision-making while upholding rights and legitimacy in highly scrutinised contexts.
The next chapter reviews the theoretical and empirical literature that underpins this comparison and establishes the analytical framework and criteria applied across both jurisdictions.


[bookmark: _Toc212886717]Chapter Two: Literature Review 
[bookmark: _Toc212886718]2.1 Introduction 
Crisis and hostage negotiation is a specialised part of policing with a simple goal at its core: keeping people safe and bringing high-risk incidents to a peaceful conclusion. In the UK and Ireland, negotiators are dealing with a changing landscape. Calls now often involve people in acute mental distress as well as traditional hostage or armed crime situations (O’Keeffe, 2021; Public Health Wales, 2024; Clugston et al., 2023). 
At the same time, incidents play out quickly and publicly, and negotiators must work across agencies while meeting human rights standards and maintaining public trust (JESIP, 2024; Santifort and Sandler, 2012; Das, 2022). South Wales Police (SWP) and An Garda Síochána (AGS) face many of the same pressures, but they operate in different legal and organisational settings, making comparison both relevant and useful. 
This literature review has one main purpose: to take stock of what is already known about crisis and hostage negotiation in areas most relevant to practice in SWP and AGS. It examines five domains that mirror the dissertation’s objectives: practitioner recruitment, professional development, operational practice, technological integration, and post‑incident support. It also considers how well‑established ideas such as the Behavioural Influence Stairway Model (BISM), tactical empathy, and time‑based de‑escalation are reflected in real‑world practice, and where the evidence is strong, mixed, or limited. 
The review highlights gaps that hinder the transfer of effective practice between services. These include the lack of cross‑jurisdictional European studies, limited evaluation of selection and training pathways, and uneven transparency regarding operational decisions, technology use, and practitioner welfare. By synthesising current knowledge and identifying what remains under‑examined, the chapter sets out the criteria used later to compare SWP and AGS and to shape practical recommendations. 


[bookmark: _Toc212886719]2.1.1 Scope and Sources
The focus is on the UK and Irish contexts, with selective references to international work where they clarify core concepts. Sources include peer‑reviewed research, government and official guidance (e.g., JESIP), and credible practitioner and oversight reports. Priority is given to developments over the past two decades, with earlier works included when they remain influential. Selection is guided by relevance to the five domains, methodological quality, and applicability to policing. Key limitations are uneven data across jurisdictions and the small number of European comparative studies. 
Structure of Chapter 2:
· 2.2 Defining Crisis/Hostage Negotiation and Scope
· 2.3 Theoretical Foundations 
· 2.4 Historical and Jurisdictional Context
· 2.5 Practitioner Recruitment and Selection
· 2.6 Professional Development
· 2.7 Operational Practice
· 2.8 Technological Integration
· 2.9 Post‑Incident Support and Organisational Learning
· 2.10 Synthesis and Evaluative Criteria for the Dissertation
· 2.11 Conclusion 
[bookmark: _Toc212886720]2.2 Defining Crisis/Hostage Negotiation and Scope 
Modern crisis and hostage negotiation is a life‑preserving, communication‑led practice grounded in psychology, ethics, and structured decision‑making. Negotiators aim to reduce risk, stabilise emotion, and enable safe outcomes through the deliberate use of time, empathy, and credible options rather than coercion (Vecchi et al., 2005; Ireland and Vecchi, 2009; Noesner, 2018). The role extends beyond “classic” hostage situations to encompass suicide intervention, mental health–led crises, and sensitive public order contexts, settings that heighten the importance of legitimacy, proportionality, and human rights compliance (Shieber, 2019).
[bookmark: _Toc212886721]2.3 Theoretical Foundations 
Contemporary practice is shaped by two complementary families of ideas. First, the Behavioural Influence Stairway Model (BISM) sequences influence through active listening, empathy, and rapport, progressing towards workable options and behavioural change (Vecchi et al., 2005; Ireland and Vecchi, 2009). Second, communication theory helps explain why this sequence is effective: ethos, pathos, and logos (credibility, emotion, and reason) enable negotiators to build trust, lower arousal, and present realistic next steps (Rapp, 2023). 
In operational terms, tactical empathy operationalises the emotional component through careful listening, emotion labelling, and concise summarising (Voss and Raz, 2017), while the deliberate use of time protects safety and decision quality (Noesner, 2018). Mindset and reflective practice further support judgement under pressure and sustain learning after incidents (Walker, 2023). Together, these ideas provide both the conceptual basis and the operational benchmarks against which recruitment, training, operations, technology, and organisational learning are later evaluated.
[bookmark: _Toc212886722]2.4 Historical and Jurisdictional Context 
Where coercion once dominated crisis resolution, contemporary policing has shifted towards psychologically informed, negotiation‑first approaches that prioritise life preservation, legitimacy, and structured follow‑up (Kosto, 2012; Raffield, 2019). Key events accelerated this shift. In the UK, the Balcombe Street (1975) and Iranian Embassy (1980) sieges consolidated doctrine, clarified command arrangements, and embedded specialist training (Moysey, 2004; Purcell, 2024). 
In Ireland, the Abbeylara incident (2000) and subsequent reform following the Garda Inspectorate (2007) report drove changes in training, mental health interfaces, and dedicated communications support, and embedded closer day‑to‑day working across specialist units. These distinct reform pathways, UK siege‑era standardisation and Ireland’s tribunal‑led integration, continue to shape how SWP and AGS recruit, train, and operate.


[bookmark: _Toc212886723]2.5 Practitioner Recruitment and Selection (Objective 1) 
The literature supports selecting for interpersonal competence, active listening, empathy, emotional regulation, credibility, and sound judgement under pressure (Johnson et al., 2018; Grubb et al., 2018). Scenario‑based assessments and behavioural interviews help surface these attributes, while psychological screening can identify resilience and risk factors. Although validated European assessment tools remain limited, clarity and consistency in standards, attention to mental health literacy, and recognition of relevant operational experience are widely recommended. Practitioner evidence broadly aligns with these criteria. 
In SWP, recruitment follows a structured pathway, expression of interest, assessment, and a psychologist‑led interview, and is rated highly effective. Interviews have previously identified risk factors such as limited support networks or traumatic experiences; tenure applies, and the role is recognised as being specialist. 
In AGS, divisional officers recommend candidates for central review at a ratio of three per training place. Selection priorities include communication, psychological resilience, mental health awareness, and prior operational experience. The introduction of a pre‑selection scenario has been proposed to strengthen assessment; tenure also applies. These patterns reinforce the literature’s emphasis on clear standards, scenario/behavioural testing, and appropriate psychological screening.
[bookmark: _Toc212886724]2.6 Professional Development (Objective 2) 
Training has shifted from tactics‑dominated content to communication‑led, psychologically informed curricula aligned to BISM, tactical empathy, and deliberate pacing (McMains and Mullins, 2014). Effective programmes combine classroom instruction with coached simulations, observed feedback, and regular recertification; they include specific mental health content (notably suicide intervention) and strive to link training outcomes to field performance (Alexander and Klein, 2010). 
Both services report comprehensive initial training, strong continuing professional development (CPD), and annual assessment. SWP describes highly comprehensive and well‑integrated training with realistic scenario testing, exploration of virtual reality, and joint CPD with neighbouring forces (e.g., Red Centre/Op Illicium). 
AGS describes a similarly comprehensive and integrated programme with minor gaps, including the introduction of working‑at‑height modules delivered with the Emergency Response Unit (ERU) rope access team and a proposed negotiator deployment card to standardise callouts. The AGS respondent noted that recertification can slip into compliance rather than developmental refresh, with some long‑serving cadre members developing divergent practices over time. 
These observations underline the importance of observed practice with coached feedback and clear rubrics to keep learning active and aligned with operational performance.
[bookmark: _Toc212886725]2.7 Operational Practice (Objective 3) 
Negotiation‑first doctrine uses time to de‑escalate, gather intelligence, and protect life, with clear roles for commanders and negotiators and explicit thresholds for any tactical shift (Noesner, 2018). Over‑scripted approaches can underperform where psychosis, intoxication, or neurodiversity are present; flexible adaptations and timely clinical inputs are advised (McMains and Mullins, 2014; Walker, 2023). Organisational design differs across the two services. In SWP, practice emphasises standardised protocols and a dedicated 24/7 on‑call negotiator rota, supported by a negotiator vehicle and reliable access to historical information via a negotiator returns system. 
In AGS, practice centres on a full‑time embedded unit of four within Special Tactics and Operations Command (STOC), integrated day to day with the Armed Support Unit (ASU) and the Emergency Response Unit (ERU). Coverage includes a 24/7 National Negotiation Unit (NNU) presence, with regional negotiators responding individually on a voluntary basis. Coordination is described as excellent and seamless, with practitioner discretion exercised within agreed parameters.
[bookmark: _Toc212886726]2.8 Technological Integration (Objective 4) 
Technology should support, rather than overshadow, the human skills at the heart of negotiation, especially the building of trust (Shinder, 2009). Reliable communication systems, integrated with real‑time intelligence and secure recording, can enhance coordination and post‑incident learning, provided governance safeguards privacy, disclosure obligations, and legitimacy (ICO, 2024). Body‑worn video (BWV) can be operationally useful but may inhibit rapport or invite unhelpful remote involvement; covert or less intrusive options may reduce those risks. Emerging tools, including live streaming, collaborative platforms, Wi‑Fi audio‑video devices, and availability apps, should be assessed for reliability, redundancy, auditability, and their impact on pacing and empathy (Kennedy, 2025). 
In SWP, practitioners report active use of live streaming and Microsoft Teams to support real‑time coordination. BWV is rated effective for situational awareness but is noted as a potential barrier to rapport and a trigger for counterproductive remote involvement (e.g., when a Tactical Firearms Commander or Force Incident Manager observes in). Battery life is cited as a practical constraint. SWP also reports mobile command capability, reliable access to real‑time intelligence, strong access to historical information via a negotiator returns system, and the beneficial use of drones for incidents at height. 
In AGS, practitioners report BWV trials with limited perceived effectiveness and note that visible indicators, such as a blinking recording light, may alarm paranoid subjects, strengthening the case for covert or less intrusive options. AGS uses the Police Using Leading Systems Effectively (PULSE) system and a negotiator database to record Hostage/Barricade/Suicide (HBS) incidents, with CLIO being introduced to improve information access. The service is exploring a Wi‑Fi audio–video “ball” for situational awareness and is interested in a real‑time availability app aligned with current Dutch practice. Mobile command units and digital communication platforms are also in use. 
Taken together, these choices are evaluated for the reliability and redundancy of communications, the governance and auditability of recordings, and the effects on rapport and pacing during live negotiations. Tools are treated as enabling when they strengthen listening, empathy, and time protection, and as problematic when they risk inhibiting trust or encouraging counterproductive remote direction.
[bookmark: _Toc212886727]2.9 Post‑Incident Support and Organisational Learning (Objective 5) 
The literature distinguishes two intertwined needs after critical incidents: organisational learning and psychological welfare. Effective systems provide structured operational debriefs, predictable access to counselling and peer support, and mechanisms that convert lessons into updates to doctrine, training, and systems, rather than leaving them as informal insights (Salter, 2019). 
In the Irish context, inquiry‑driven reform illustrates how external oversight can embed learning in policy and practice (Garda Inspectorate, 2007). In a mental health–led demand environment, both welfare safeguards and visible “lessons to doctrine” loops are central to practitioner resilience and public legitimacy. 
In SWP, the respondent reports comprehensive welfare provision, counselling, and peer support, with comprehensive debriefing after traumatic incidents. Support for victims, families, and affected communities is judged “generally effective but could be enhanced.” However, the application of lessons is described as “limited with few implemented changes.” A close‑knit cadre is identified as a strength for informal support, but the data suggest that formal learning loops (tracking actions through to updates in doctrine, training, and systems) are underdeveloped. 
In AGS, the respondent similarly reports comprehensive welfare, counselling, peer support, and routine debriefs, with debriefing rated “generally effective but could be enhanced.” Support to victims, families, and communities is likewise judged “generally effective but could be enhanced.” As with SWP, AGS reports “limited learning with few implemented changes.” A specific improvement is proposed: appointing an external welfare lead to avoid conflicts of interest where National Negotiation Unit staff were involved in the incident. Established practice includes unit debriefs, peer support check‑ups, and welfare check‑ups, supported by strong day‑to‑day relationships across units.
[bookmark: _Toc212886728]2.10 Synthesis and Evaluative Criteria for the Dissertation 
The literature indicates three overarching themes. First, credibility, empathy, and the deliberate use of time form the backbone of safe negotiation, shaping recruitment, training, and decision‑making in live incidents (Vecchi et al., 2005; Ireland and Vecchi, 2009; Noesner, 2018). Second, governance matters: clear roles, auditable decisions, and proportionate use of technology protect legitimacy, particularly in sensitive public contexts where perceived bias can erode trust (Shieber, 2019; ICO, 2024). Third, systems that use peer‑led, structured debriefings, visibly implement lessons, and prioritise practitioner welfare outperform systems that either forgo debriefings or run them as administrative, checklist exercises (Salter, 2019). Drawing on these themes, the study applies five evaluative criteria that mirror the objectives.
Recruitment: Clear standards with assessment of listening, empathy, credibility, and emotional regulation in practice; scenario‑based exercises and appropriate psychological screening; attention to mental health literacy and relevant operational experience.
Professional Development: Curricula aligned with BISM, tactical empathy, and deliberate pacing; coached simulations, observed feedback, and recertification that develops practice rather than tests recall; a clear line of sight to field performance (Alexander and Klein, 2010; McMains and Mullins, 2014).
Operational Practice: Protection of negotiation‑first doctrine through role clarity and explicit tactical thresholds; deliberate use of time and intelligence; proportionate clinical input; and effective multi‑agency coordination to support safe decision‑making (Noesner, 2018; Walker, 2023).
Technological Integration: Reliable, redundant communication systems; tools that support rapport and integrate real‑time intelligence; and governance that ensures recordings are lawful, auditable, and disclosure‑ready (Shinder, 2009; ICO, 2024; Kennedy, 2025).
Post‑Incident Support: Distinct, structured welfare provision and organisational learning mechanisms that convert debrief observations into updates to doctrine, training, and systems, with independence where appropriate (Garda Inspectorate, 2007; Salter, 2019). Practitioner evidence suggests two immediate implications within these criteria. Both respondents describe robust welfare but weak follow‑through from lessons to doctrine, indicating the value of visible action tracking and, in AGS, the potential role of independent welfare oversight. Both also prioritise reliable communication while diverging on the use of body‑worn video due to rapport risks and governance needs. These observations refine how the criteria are applied in the comparative analysis that follows. Fixing these criteria in advance mitigates confirmation bias and enables like‑for‑like assessment across structurally different organisational models.


[bookmark: _Toc212886729]2.11 Conclusion 
The literature indicates a clear evolution towards communication‑led, psychology‑informed crisis negotiation, built on credibility, empathy, and the deliberate use of time. Although the UK and Ireland arrived at this point via different routes, UK doctrine consolidating after siege‑era shocks and Ireland reforming through tribunal‑led processes, both now operate in similarly demanding and highly visible environments. Set against this backdrop, practitioner evidence from SWP and AGS reinforces key themes. 
SWP reports a highly standardised model with clear protocols, a 24/7 rota, and strong access to historical information. AGS describes a full‑time embedded unit with daily integration across specialist teams and appropriate practitioner discretion. Both services prioritise reliable communication but differ in their approach to body‑worn video, reflecting different assessments of rapport risks and governance needs. 
Post‑incident provision is consistently strong on welfare, yet both describe limited conversion of lessons into changes in doctrine, training, or systems, with AGS proposing independent welfare oversight to reduce conflicts of interest. Bringing these strands together, the study applies clear criteria across five domains: recruitment, professional development, operational practice, technological integration, and post‑incident support. The next chapter sets out the research methodology that operationalises these criteria and explains how questionnaire evidence is analysed against them.


[bookmark: _Toc212886730]Chapter Three: Research Method 
[bookmark: _Toc212886731]3.1 Introduction 
Research can be understood as a systematic process for investigating a topic and extending what is known (Collis and Hussey, 2014; Saunders et al., 2016). This chapter explains how the dissertation was designed to compare crisis and hostage negotiation approaches in South Wales Police (SWP) and An Garda Síochána (AGS). It sets out the research philosophy, approach, strategy, choice of methods, time horizon, data collection, and analysis procedures. It also details ethical safeguards, reliability and validity considerations, and limitations. The design implements the evaluative criteria drawn from Chapter Two and shows how questionnaire evidence is analysed against the five objectives.
[bookmark: _Toc212886732]3.2 The Research Onion 
The dissertation adopts the “research onion” structure to justify each methodological choice (Saunders et al., 2016). From outer to inner layers, these choices are set out below: philosophy, approach, strategy, choice, time horizon, and techniques for data collection and analysis. This provides a transparent line of sight from the research question and objectives to the evidence and findings.
[bookmark: _Toc212886733]3.2.1 Research Philosophy 
This dissertation adopts a pragmatic stance. Pragmatism focuses on what works to answer the research question and recognises that crisis negotiation combines formal doctrine with context‑sensitive judgement (Saunders et al., 2016). On that basis, the design uses short, consistent questions for cross‑case comparison, together with open responses that capture practitioner experience. 
This approach aligns with the applied lenses outlined in Chapter Two—Behavioural Influence Stairway Model (BISM), tactical empathy, the deliberate use of time, reflective practice, and governance for legitimacy—and it fits the dissertation’s practice‑focused objectives. The following sections set out the approach, strategy, and methods that flow from this stance. Pragmatism is appropriate here because the central question is how to make life‑preserving decisions when pressure is highest.


[bookmark: _Toc212886734]3.2.2 Research Approach 
This dissertation uses an inductive approach to build understanding from the two expert practitioner accounts (Bhattacherjee, 2012). Patterns are identified from respondents’ reports and then related to the criteria set out in Chapter Two. Where differences between SWP and AGS require explanation, limited abductive reasoning is applied: plausible explanations (e.g., organisational structure, policy, or technology maturity) are proposed and then checked against the literature and the jurisdictional context described in Chapter Two. No hypothesis is tested; the analysis remains evidence‑led, criteria‑referenced, and transparent about how interpretations are reached. The strategy that follows applies this approach across both cases.
[bookmark: _Toc212886735]3.2.3 Research Strategy 
This dissertation uses a comparative case study with two cases: South Wales Police and An Garda Síochána. The same expert questionnaire was used in both organisations, so answers cover the same topics and can be compared directly. 
Analysis follows the five objectives. For each objective, a short profile is written for SWP and for AGS against the criteria in Chapter Two. The two profiles are then compared, and a brief interpretation is given using the agreed lenses (credibility and rapport, tactical empathy, time, reflective practice, and governance). Closed responses are treated as simple descriptors, and open responses are used for examples and reasoning. 
This strategy fits a small expert sample where depth and context matter more than counts. It keeps both cases on the same criteria and helps explain differences by structure, policy, or technology maturity rather than preference alone. The next subsection outlines the methods used to implement this strategy.
[bookmark: _Toc212886736]3.2.4 Methods and Choice 
This dissertation uses a mixed-methods design with a qualitative emphasis (Tashakkori and Teddlie, 2003). The expert questionnaire combines short, closed questions for quick comparison and open questions that invite examples and explanations. Closed responses are treated as simple descriptors, and open responses provide the detail needed to understand how arrangements work in practice. Given the small expert sample, no inferential statistics are used. 
This choice aligns with a two-case comparative design and supports analysis of practitioner recruitment, professional development, operational practice, technological integration, and post-incident support in South Wales Police and An Garda Síochána. It maintains consistent coverage across both organisations while allowing each respondent to describe their current arrangements in their own words. It also aligns with the evaluative criteria in Chapter Two because answers are read objectively and then compared on an equal footing.
[bookmark: _Toc212886737]3.2.5 Time Horizon 
This dissertation uses a cross-sectional time horizon. Data were collected at a single point in time (October 2025). This design is appropriate for a small, focused comparison because it provides a current snapshot of South Wales Police and An Garda Síochána on the same topics. It is feasible within dissertation timescales and supports like-for-like analysis across the five domains (Setia, 2016; Levin, 2006; Saunders et al., 2016).
[bookmark: _Toc212886738]3.3 Techniques: Data Collection and Analysis
[bookmark: _Toc212886739]3.3.1 Participants and Sampling 
A purposive expert sample was used. One experienced negotiator from South Wales Police and one from An Garda Síochána took part. The SWP respondent reported 6 to 10 years of experience in a support-negotiator or team-coordinator role. The AGS respondent reported more than ten years’ experience and the same role category. The aim was depth of insight rather than statistical generalisation.
[bookmark: _Toc212886740]3.3.2 Instrument 
An expert questionnaire using Microsoft Forms was designed directly from the five domains in the research question and the evaluative criteria in Chapter Two. Short, closed questions were included to allow quick comparison, along with open questions that invited examples and explanations. The questionnaire covered practitioner recruitment, professional development, operational practice, technological integration, and post-incident support. Wording was neutral and suitable for both UK and Irish contexts. Acronyms were defined at first use (e.g., HBS as Hostage/Barricade/Suicide; TFC as Tactical Firearms Commander; FIM as Force Incident Manager) to enhance clarity.
[bookmark: _Toc212886741]3.3.3 Procedure 
The questionnaire was delivered online in October 2025. An information sheet and consent statement appeared at the start. Participation was voluntary, and the right to withdraw before submission was made clear. No personal identifiers or special category data were collected. Given the operational sensitivity of crisis negotiation, the instrument focused on processes and perceptions rather than incident specifics. Responses were anonymised at source and stored securely in line with university policy and the General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR). 
[bookmark: _Toc212886742]3.3.4 Pilot and Instrument Review 
A full pilot with practitioners was not feasible within the dissertation timescale. The instrument was reviewed and refined for clarity and alignment with the Chapter Two criteria. Minor adjustments were made during drafting (for example, defining HBS on first use and clarifying the status of body-worn video in AGS). The absence of a full pilot is noted as a limitation in Section 3.7.
[bookmark: _Toc212886743]3.3.5 Data Management and Governance 
Data was held on password-protected storage accessible only to the researcher. No operationally sensitive details were requested or retained. Retention and disposal follow the university’s data management policy. Any quotations used in later chapters are short, anonymised, and edited only for readability.
[bookmark: _Toc212886744]3.4 Data Analysis 
Data analysis followed a clear, two-track process. First, the study produced descriptive summaries of the closed-item responses to outline each case; with only two respondents, inferential statistics were not appropriate. Second, the open responses were examined through thematic analysis: familiarisation, followed by coding against the five study domains and the BISM-led lenses set out in Chapter Two, and then grouping codes into themes to compare areas of convergence and divergence across the two cases (Creswell, 2014). This two-part approach maintains structure while preserving context and practitioner voice. Illustrative themes are reported in Chapter Four.


[bookmark: _Toc212886745]3.5 Reliability, Validity, and Trustworthiness 
The questionnaire aligned with the five objectives and the criteria set out in Chapter Two, supporting content validity (Saunders et al., 2016). Two experienced negotiators took part, and a short audit trail was kept showing how answers were coded, so the route from data to conclusions is clear. The same coding method was used for both cases, and brief reflexive notes were made to keep description and interpretation separate (Creswell and Poth, 2018). Enough context about each service is reported for readers to judge whether the findings transfer to similar UK or Irish policing settings (Creswell and Poth, 2018). To reduce socially desirable answers, the questionnaire was anonymous and confidential, and questions focused on general processes rather than sensitive incident details (Lelkes et al., 2011).
[bookmark: _Toc212886746]3.6 Ethics and Governance 
The questionnaire was tightly aligned to the dissertation’s five objectives, supporting content validity (Saunders et al., 2016), and followed the university’s ethical standards. An information sheet and consent statement appeared at the start of the questionnaire. Participation was voluntary, and respondents could withdraw before submission. No personal identifiers or special category data were collected. Responses were anonymised at source and stored on password-protected storage in line with GDPR and the university’s data policy. 
Given the operational sensitivity of crisis negotiation, the questionnaire focused on processes and perceptions rather than incident-specific detail. Proportionality and accountability guided design and data handling. A formal Data Protection Impact Assessment (DPIA) was not required under the approved protocol; GDPR principles and ICO guidance on data governance were nevertheless observed (ICO, 2024).
[bookmark: _Toc212886747]3.7 Limitations 
This dissertation has several limitations. The expert sample is small, with one respondent per organisation, so findings are descriptive and cannot be generalised to the wider population. The cross-sectional design provides a point-in-time snapshot and cannot show change over time. Security and confidentiality constraints limited the amount of operational detail in some areas. 
Structural differences between the two services, for example, SWP’s standardised on-call model versus AGS’s full-time embedded unit, complicate direct comparison. Differences in technology maturity, for example, live streaming in SWP versus body-worn video trials and covert options in AGS, may reflect timing as much as preference. A full pilot of the instrument was not feasible within the timescale. 
These limitations were mitigated by aligning questions closely with the five objectives and the evaluative criteria in Chapter Two, maintaining a transparent audit trail of coding decisions, and interpreting patterns with reference to the literature and the relevant jurisdictional context. Future work could broaden participation, triangulate with interviews and documentary sources, and include a short follow-up wave to examine whether changes are sustained over time. 
As a result, the findings should be read as analytically transferable to similar settings, rather than statistically generalisable to all policing contexts.
[bookmark: _Toc212886748]3.8 Conclusion
This chapter sets out and justifies a criteria-led methodology for comparing South Wales Police and An Garda Síochána. It adopts a pragmatic, inductive, two-case comparative design with a mixed-methods, qualitative emphasis, and a cross-sectional time horizon (October 2025). 
A purposive expert sample was used (one practitioner per organisation), and an expert questionnaire combined short, closed items for comparison with open responses that captured practitioner experience. Data were analysed in two tracks: descriptive summaries of closed items and thematic analysis of open responses against the five domains and the Chapter Two lenses. 
Ethical safeguards, governance, and steps to support reliability and validity were applied throughout. The next chapter presents the findings by objective and compares the two cases using the established criteria.


[bookmark: _Toc212886749]Chapter Four: Findings and Analysis
[bookmark: _Toc212886750]4.1 Introduction 
Chapter Three sets out the methodology and analysis plan. This chapter presents findings from the two expert questionnaires and analyses them against the criteria defined in Chapter Two. Results are structured by the five objectives: practitioner recruitment, professional development, operational practice, technological integration, and post-incident support. Each section provides a within-case summary for South Wales Police (SWP) and An Garda Síochána (AGS), followed by a brief cross-case comparison and interpretation using the dissertation’s lenses of credibility and rapport, tactical empathy, deliberate use of time, reflective practice, and governance.
[bookmark: _Toc212886751]4.2 Objective 1: Practitioner Recruitment
[bookmark: _Toc212886752]4.2.1 South Wales Police 
SWP describes a structured recruitment pathway comprising expression of interest, assessment, and a psychologist-led interview. Recruitment is rated highly effective, and the role is recognised as a specialist, with tenure in place. Selection criteria prioritise communication and interpersonal skills, psychological resilience and stress management, mental health awareness, and de-escalation experience. The psychologist interview has previously identified risk factors such as limited support networks or exposure to traumatic events, which support appropriate welfare screening at entry.
[bookmark: _Toc212886753]4.2.2 An Garda Síochána 
AGS reports a divisional nomination model where three candidates per training place are recommended for central review. Tenure is in place, and the respondent notes that many negotiators are first responders, which may help them develop and maintain relevant skills. Selection priorities include communication, previous operational experience, psychological resilience and stress management, mental health awareness, and de-escalation experience. The respondent proposes introducing a pre-selection scenario to strengthen the assessment of core competencies.


[bookmark: _Toc212886754]4.2.3 Cross-Case Comparison and Interpretation 
Both services converge on credibility, empathy, and resilience as core attributes. SWP evidences a structured pathway with psychological screening that has already identified risk factors, providing stronger assurance of suitability and welfare. AGS emphasises prior operational experience and proposes scenario-based testing. If implemented, this would better evidence listening, empathy, and emotional regulation. Read through the dissertation’s lenses, SWP’s approach aligns closely with credibility and rapport at the point of selection, while AGS can close a clear gap by adding a formal scenario element.
[bookmark: _Toc212886755]4.3 Objective 2: Professional Development
[bookmark: _Toc212886756]4.3.1 South Wales Police 
Initial training is described as highly comprehensive and seamlessly integrated, with excellent CPD and a yearly assessment requirement. Scenario realism is emphasised, including exploration of virtual reality. SWP also reports joint CPD with neighbouring forces and other units, for example, Red Centre and Op Illicium activity. The emphasis on realistic testing environments indicates observed practice and feedback are in use, although rubrics and feedback quality are not detailed in the response.
[bookmark: _Toc212886757]4.3.2 An Garda Síochána 
Initial training is described as highly comprehensive and well-integrated, with minor gaps noted. CPD is described as excellent, and a yearly assessment is in place. AGS is introducing working-at-height modules delivered with the Emergency Response Unit rope access team and proposes a negotiator deployment card to standardise callouts. The respondent cautions that “training is recertification and not refresher training,” noting that some long-time cadre members may carry divergent practices. This underscores the need for observed practice with coached feedback and clear assessment rubrics to ensure recertification remains developmental.
[bookmark: _Toc212886758]4.3.3 Cross-Case Comparison and Interpretation 
Both services report strong, integrated training with annual assessment and ongoing CPD. SWP’s focus on realistic scenarios, including virtual reality exploration and joint CPD, points to strong practice realism. AGS demonstrates targeted capability development through working at height and a deployment card proposal that would reinforce standardisation. The AGS caution about recertification becoming compliance-focused is relevant for both services: observed practice, coached feedback, and clear rubrics help ensure classroom learning translates into field performance. Both programmes align with BISM and time-based de-escalation and are strong in principle; the key difference is the consistency of developmental assessment.
[bookmark: _Toc212886759]4.4 Objective 3: Operational Practice
[bookmark: _Toc212886760]4.4.1 South Wales Police 
SWP reports a highly standardised model with detailed protocols, strong coordination, a dedicated 24/7 on-call negotiator rota, and a negotiator vehicle. Access to comprehensive historical information is provided through a negotiator returns system. Communication strategies are rated as highly effective, with the ability to access real-time intelligence and provide coordinator support during incidents.
[bookmark: _Toc212886761]4.4.2 An Garda Síochána 
AGS reports well-standardised practice with practitioner discretion within a full-time embedded unit of four within Special Tactics and Operations Command (STOC). The unit works daily with the Armed Support Unit (ASU) and the Emergency Response Unit (ERU) and assists in training new members in Hostage/Barricade/Suicide (HBS) protocols and basic negotiation. Coverage includes a 24/7 National Negotiation Unit (NNU) presence, with regional negotiators responding individually on a voluntary basis. Coordination is described as excellent and seamless.
[bookmark: _Toc212886762]4.4.3 Cross-Case Comparison and Interpretation 
SWP’s model emphasises standardisation and predictable coverage; AGS’s model emphasises embedded, day-to-day integration with specialist units and practitioner discretion. Both approaches aim to protect a negotiation-first posture by clarifying roles, using time deliberately, and coordinating effectively. Differences in emphasis are consistent with jurisdictional pathways: SWP’s standardisation reflects doctrine-led consolidation; AGS’s embedded integration reflects tribunal-led reform and daily multi-unit practice. In both cases, documenting thresholds for tactical shifts and the rationale for decisions supports legitimacy and learning.
[bookmark: _Toc212886763]4.5 Objective 4: Technological Integration
[bookmark: _Toc212886764]4.5.1 South Wales Police 
South Wales Police actively use live streaming and Microsoft Teams for real-time coordination. Body-worn video is rated effective for situational awareness but is flagged as a potential barrier to rapport and a trigger for unhelpful remote involvement (for example, when a Tactical Firearms Commander (TFC) or Force Incident Manager (FIM) observes in). Battery life is reported as a practical constraint. SWP also reports mobile command capability, reliable access to real-time intelligence, strong access to historical information via the returns system, and identifies drones as beneficial for incidents at height.
[bookmark: _Toc212886765]4.5.2 An Garda Síochána 
An Garda Síochána reports that trials of body-worn video have shown limited perceived effectiveness. The respondent highlights concerns that visible indicators, such as a blinking recording light, may alarm individuals with paranoid tendencies, thereby supporting the case for covert or less intrusive options. Currently, AGS utilises the PULSE system and a negotiator database to document Hostage/Barricade/Suicide (HBS) incidents, with the forthcoming introduction of CLIO expected to enhance information access. The service is also exploring the deployment of a Wi-Fi-enabled audio–video “ball” and is interested in a real-time availability app, in line with current practices in the Netherlands. Additionally, mobile command units and digital communication platforms are being employed.
[bookmark: _Toc212886766]4.5.3 Cross-Case Comparison and Interpretation 
Both services prioritise reliable communications and access to real-time intelligence. SWP reports a more mature live streaming capability, whereas AGS is trialling body-worn video and emphasising covert options to manage rapport risks. Viewed through a governance lens, both approaches are credible: for SWP, continued management of observer effects and battery-life constraints is recommended; for AGS, linking any covert or new tools to clear auditability and disclosure obligations is recommended. Across both services, technology enables performance when it supports listening, empathy, and the protection of time, and becomes problematic when it undermines trust or invites counterproductive remote direction.
[bookmark: _Toc212886767]4.6 Objective 5: Post-Incident Support and Organisational Learning
[bookmark: _Toc212886768]4.6.1 South Wales Police 
SWP describes comprehensive welfare provision, including counselling and peer support, and reports comprehensive debriefing after traumatic incidents. Support to victims, families, and affected communities is rated as generally effective but could be enhanced. The application of lessons is described as limited, with few implemented changes. A close-knit cadre is identified as a strength that enhances informal support, but formal learning loops that track actions through to updates in doctrine, training, and systems are underdeveloped.
[bookmark: _Toc212886769]4.6.2 An Garda Síochána 
AGS similarly reports comprehensive welfare, including counselling, peer support, and routine debriefs, with overall debriefing described as generally effective but capable of enhancement. Support to victims, families, and communities is also judged generally effective but could be improved. Lesson implementation is again described as limited. A specific improvement is proposed: appointing an external welfare lead to avoid conflicts of interest when National Negotiation Unit staff are involved in an incident.
[bookmark: _Toc212886770]4.6.3 Cross-Case Comparison and Interpretation 
Both services show strong welfare provision but weak follow-through on “lessons to doctrine.” In line with the literature, two implications follow. First, where staff involved in an incident would otherwise manage referrals, independence in welfare oversight can improve trust. Second, learning needs visible tracking from debrief observation to implemented change, for example, action owners, deadlines, and periodic audits of lessons closed. These measures support practitioner resilience and public legitimacy.


[bookmark: _Toc212886771]4.7 Conclusion 
Across the five objectives, South Wales Police (SWP) and An Garda Síochána (AGS) show substantial alignment with a communication-led, psychology-informed model of negotiation grounded in credibility, empathy, and the deliberate use of time. SWP places greater emphasis on standardisation, predictable coverage, and a mature live streaming capability supported by access to real-time intelligence and historical records. AGS emphasises an embedded, day-to-day integration with specialist units and careful consideration of covert options where visible recording may affect rapport. 
Both services prioritise reliable communication and real-time intelligence, while their technology choices reflect different governance considerations: managing observer effects and battery-life constraints in SWP and linking any covert or new tools to clear auditability and disclosure obligations in AGS. Post-incident provision is consistently strong on welfare in both services, yet the conversion of lessons into updates to doctrine, training, or systems is reported as limited. 
Taken together, these patterns indicate targeted improvements with practical value: the introduction of formal scenario-based selection in AGS; continued emphasis on observed, developmental assessment in both services; clearer documentation of thresholds and decision rationales; proportionate technology governance that protects rapport while maintaining auditability; and, for post-incident learning, independent oversight (where appropriate) and visible action tracking from debrief observation to implemented change. 
Chapter Five synthesises the findings into conclusions and evidence-based recommendations mapped to each objective. It also identifies limitations and future research priorities.


[bookmark: _Toc212886772]Chapter Five: Conclusions and Recommendations
[bookmark: _Toc212886773]5.1 Introduction 
This chapter concludes the research by showing how the study met its aim and objectives, interpreting what has been achieved, acknowledging limitations, and outlining priorities for future work. 
The dissertation conducted a critical comparative analysis of hostage and crisis negotiation in South Wales Police (SWP) and An Garda Síochána (AGS) across five domains: practitioner recruitment, professional development, operational practice, technological integration, and post-incident support. The analysis was criteria-led, drawing on the Behavioural Influence Stairway Model (BISM), tactical empathy, the deliberate use of time, and governance for legitimacy, alongside welfare and learning loops.
Findings indicate that both services share a communication-led, psychology-informed doctrine anchored in credibility, empathy, and the deliberate use of time. SWP places greater emphasis on standardisation, psychologist-led selection, realistic scenario work, a 24/7 rota, and live streaming with real-time intelligence. 
AGS operates a full-time embedded unit that works day to day with specialist teams, values prior operational experience, is adding working-at-height capability, and is appropriately cautious about body-worn video where visible recording may undermine rapport. Welfare provision is strong in both services; however, translating debrief insights into changes in doctrine, training, or systems remains limited. Taken together, these findings answer the research question and support practical recommendations mapped to each domain.
[bookmark: _Toc212886774]5.2 Research Objectives: Summary of Findings and Results 
Objective 1: Recruitment 
SWP applies a structured pathway that includes a psychologist-led interview, which has already identified risk factors at entry and supports welfare-aware selection. AGS places weight on prior operational experience and is moving toward scenario-based assessment. The study concludes that clear selection rubrics, short observed scenarios, and early psychological screening provide the most consistent and fair approach across both services.
Objective 2: Professional Development 
Both services report comprehensive initial training and strong continuous professional development (CPD), with annual assessments. South Wales Police emphasise realistic scenario work, including targeted virtual reality pilots. An Garda Síochána is introducing a work-at-height module for Emergency Response Unit rope access teams but notes a risk that recertification could drift into mere compliance-checking. The conclusion is that developmental recertification, anchored in observed practice, coached feedback, assessor calibration, and clear rubrics, best sustains communication aligned with the Behavioural Influence Stairway Model (BISM), tactical empathy, and the deliberate use of time.
Objective 3: Operational Practice 
SWP demonstrates standardisation, predictable coverage through a 24/7 rota, and strong access to historical returns; AGS operates an embedded unit integrated daily with ASU and ERU, applying practitioner discretion within parameters. The conclusion is that a negotiation-first doctrine is strengthened in both models by explicit role clarity, documented thresholds for any tactical shift, and auditable decision rationales that show how time and intelligence were used to protect life and reduce risk.
Objective 4: Technological Integration 
SWP uses live streaming and real-time intelligence, while managing observer effects and battery‑life constraints. AGS is cautious about body-worn video due to rapport risks and is exploring less intrusive or covert options alongside improved information access through CLIO. The conclusion is that technology should be employed where communication systems are reliable and have redundancy, tools support rapport and integrate real-time intelligence, and any recordings are properly governed and auditable in line with disclosure obligations.
Objective 5: Post-Incident Support and Organisational Learning 
Both services provide robust welfare; however, conversion of debrief insights into doctrine, training, or system change is limited. AGS proposes independent welfare oversight in incidents involving NNU staff. The conclusion is to separate welfare from learning, track actions visibly through to closure, and introduce independent welfare oversight in defined cases to support practitioner trust and organisational improvement. An unexpected but cross-cutting finding is that lessons‑to‑doctrine follow-through is the principal missed opportunity in both services.
[bookmark: _Toc212886775]5.3 What the research has achieved 
This research directly addresses a European evidence gap by providing a structured, cross-jurisdictional comparison rather than focusing on a single service. It confirms core propositions in the literature, particularly the centrality of the Behavioural Influence Stairway Model (BISM), tactical empathy, and time-based de-escalation, while adding comparative nuance regarding organisational configuration and technology governance. The study challenges the uncritical adoption of visible recording during negotiations by presenting evidence of credible rapport risks. Additionally, it highlights that post-incident organisational learning remains a weak link, even where welfare provision is strong. By integrating practitioner accounts with the criteria developed in the literature review, the study bridges doctrine and operational realities, translating insights into feasible steps for improvement in both services.
[bookmark: _Toc212886776]5.4 Limitations 
As detailed in Section 3.7, the small, cross-sectional expert sample and confidentiality constraints limit generalisability and fine-grained operational detail; structural differences (SWP’s standardised on-call model versus AGS’s embedded unit), and technology maturity also complicate like-for-like comparison. These limits were mitigated by tight alignment to explicit criteria, a transparent audit trail for analysis, and interpretation against the literature and jurisdictional context. Future studies should broaden the practitioner base, triangulate findings with interviews and documents, and adopt longitudinal designs to test whether developmental assessment correlates with field outcomes over time.
[bookmark: _Toc212886777]5.5 Recommendations for future research 
Priorities emerge directly from the findings. First, expand participation in both services to deepen and triangulate insights into recruitment, training, and decision-making processes. Second, implement a longitudinal program to assess whether scenario performance and coached feedback during recertification predict field indicators of effective de-escalation. Third, pilot and evaluate the impact of alternative recording approaches during mental health-led incidents, balancing auditability with trust. Finally, explore cross-jurisdiction interoperability for mutual aid by focusing on aligning doctrine and technology, ensuring reliable communication systems and redundancy, refining information architectures, and establishing governance for disclosure-compliant recording.
[bookmark: _Toc212886778]5.6 Conclusion
To conclude, the evidence indicates that a negotiation-first, psychology-informed posture, anchored in clear selection standards, developmental assessment, proportionate technology governance that protects rapport while ensuring auditability, and visible lessons‑to‑doctrine loops, constitutes cross-jurisdictional best practice for SWP and AGS. It directly answers the research question and offers a coherent pathway to enhanced safety, improved decision quality, strengthened practitioner well-being, and sustained public legitimacy in hostage and crisis negotiation.
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[bookmark: _Toc212886780]7. List of Abbreviations
· AGS – An Garda Síochána
· ASU – Armed Support Unit
· BISM – Behavioural Influence Stairway Model
· BWV – Body‑worn video
· CPD – Continuing Professional Development
· DPIA – Data Protection Impact Assessment
· ECHR – European Convention on Human Rights
· ERU – Emergency Response Unit
· FIM – Force Incident Manager
· HBS – Hostage/Barricade/Suicide
· JESIP – Joint Emergency Services Interoperability Programme
· NNU – National Negotiation Unit
· PULSE – Police Using Leading Systems Effectively
· STOC – Special Tactics and Operations Command
· SWP – South Wales Police
· TFC – Tactical Firearms Commander
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[bookmark: _Toc212886782]8.1 Appendix 1 – Copy of Application for Ethical Approval
APPLICATION FOR ETHICAL APPROVAL
	RESEARCH STUDENTS
This form is to be completed by the student within SIX months for full-time students and TWELVE months for part time students, after the commencement of the research degree or following progression to Part Two of your course. 

Once complete, submit this form via the MyTSD Doctoral College Portal at (https://mytsd.uwtsd.ac.uk).

This document is also available in Welsh.


	RESEARCH STAFF ONLY
All communications relating to this application during its processing must be in writing and emailed to pgresearch@uwtsd.ac.uk , with the title ‘Ethical Approval’ followed by your name.


	STUDENTS ON UNDERGRADUATE OR TAUGHT MASTERS PROGRAMMES should submit this form (and receive the outcome) via systems explained to you by the supervisor/module leader.



In order for research to result in benefit and minimise risk of harm, it must be conducted ethically. A researcher may not be covered by the University’s insurance if ethical approval has not been obtained prior to commencement.
The University follows the OECD Frascati manual definition of research activity: “creative work undertaken on a systematic basis in order to increase the stock of knowledge, including knowledge of man, culture and society, and the use of this stock of knowledge to devise new applications”. As such this covers activities undertaken by members of staff, postgraduate research students, and both taught postgraduate and undergraduate students working on dissertations/projects.
The individual undertaking the research activity is known as the “principal researcher”.
Ethical approval is not required for routine audits, performance reviews, quality assurance studies, testing within normal educational requirements, and literary or artistic criticism.
Please read the notes for guidance before completing ALL sections of the form.
This form must be completed and approved prior to undertaking any research activity. Please see Checklist for details of process for different categories of application.  
SECTION A: About You (Principal Researcher)
	1
	Full Name:
	Wayne Staunton

	2
	Tick all boxes that apply:
	Member of staff:
	☐
	Honorary research fellow:
	☐

	
	Undergraduate Student
	☒	Taught Postgraduate Student
	☐	Postgraduate Research Student
	☐


	3
	Institute/Academic Discipline/Centre:
	The institute of management and health


	4
	Campus:
	
Swansea Business Centre

	5
	E-mail address:
	
2222122@student.uwtsd.ac.uk

	6
	Contact Telephone Number:
	
07460434748

	
	For students:

	7
	Student Number:
	2222122

	8
	Programme of Study:
	BSc Professional Investigation

	9
	Director of Studies/Supervisor:
	Jane Davies



SECTION B: Approval for Research Activity
	1
	Has the research activity received approval in principle?
(please check the Guidance Notes as to the appropriate approval process for different levels of research by different categories of individual)
	YES
	☒	NO
	☐
	
	
	Date

	2
	If Yes, please indicate source of approval (and date where known): Approval in principle must be obtained from the relevant source prior to seeking ethical approval
	Research Degrees Committee
	☐	

	
	
	Institute Research Committee
	☐	

	
	
	Other - Alison Cooke 

	☒	20/02/2025



SECTION C:  Internal and External Ethical Guidance Materials
	
	Please list the core ethical guidance documents that have been referred to during the completion of this form (including any discipline-specific codes of research ethics, location-specific codes of research ethics, and also any specific ethical guidance relating to the proposed methodology).  Please tick to confirm that your research proposal adheres to these codes and guidelines. You may add rows to this table if needed.

	1
	UWTSD Research Ethics & Integrity Code of Practice
	☒
	2
	UWTSD Research Data Management Policy
	☒

	3
	[List any other relevant documents here]
	☐



SECTION D: External Collaborative Research Activity
If there are external collaborators then you should gain consent from the contact persons to share their personal data with the university. If there are no external collaborators then leave this section blank and continue to section E.
	1
	Institution
	


	2
	Contact person name
	


	3
	Contact person e-mail address

	

	4
	Is your research externally funded?
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☐

	5
	Are you in receipt of a KESS scholarship?
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☐

	6
	Are you specifically employed to undertake this research in either a paid or voluntary capacity?
	Voluntary
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☐

	7
	
	Employed
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☐

	8
	Is the research being undertaken within an existing UWTSD Athrofa Professional Learning Partnership (APLP)?
	If YES then the permission question below does not need to be answered.
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☐

	9
	Has permission to undertake the research has been provided by the partner organisation?
	(If YES attach copy)
If NO the application cannot continue
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☐



Where research activity is carried out in collaboration with an external organisation
	10
	Does this organisation have its own ethics approval system?
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☐

	
	
If Yes, please attach a copy of any final approval (or interim approval) from the organisation (this may be a copy of an email if appropriate).




SECTION E: Details of Research Activity
	1
	Indicative title:
	[bookmark: _Hlk190350146]A critical comparative analysis of the approaches of South Wales Police and An Garda Síochána in Ireland to hostage and crisis negotiation, examining key aspects of practitioner recruitment, professional development, operational practice, technological integration, and post-incident support, with recommendations for best practice development.

  



	2
	Proposed start date:
	03/03/2025
	Proposed end date:
	03/11/2025

	
	Introduction to the Research (maximum 300 words per section)
Ensure that you write for a Non-Specialist Audience when outlining your response to the points below:
· Purpose of Research Activity
· Proposed Research Question
· Aims of Research Activity
· Objectives of Research Activity
Demonstrate, briefly, how Existing Research has informed the proposed activity and explain
· What the research activity will add to the body of knowledge 
· How it addresses an area of importance. 

	3
	Purpose of Research Activity
[bookmark: _Hlk180764671]The purpose of this research is to conduct a critical comparative analysis of the approaches of South Wales Police and An Garda Síochána in Ireland to hostage and crisis negotiation, examining key aspects of practitioner recruitment, professional development, operational practice, technological integration, and post-incident support, with recommendations for best practice development.
By comparing these two distinct policing systems, this study aims to identify best practices, strengths, and areas for improvement in the approaches used by South Wales Police and An Garda Síochána regarding hostage and crisis negotiation practitioner recruitment, professional development, operational practice, technological integration, and post-incident support.
South Wales Police, as a metropolitan force, and An Garda Síochána in Ireland, face some similar challenges due to the similar socio-political environments, legal frameworks, and crime trends in those respective jurisdictions. Those jurisdictions also have similar mental health and immigration issues. Both countries face the challenge of providing adequate mental health support for both vulnerable native and migrant populations while managing increasing asylum applications and political pressures around immigration policy. Such issues can result in a rise when it comes to responding to hostage/crisis negotiation incidents. 
This research will critically evaluate how South Wales Police and An Garda Síochána deal with hostage and crisis negotiation practitioner recruitment, professional development, operational practice, technological integration, and post-incident support.
By assessing the five areas listed, this research will provide valuable insights into the comparative strengths and weaknesses of how South Wales Police and An Garda Síochána deal with hostage and crisis negotiation practitioner recruitment, professional development, operational practice, technological integration, and post-incident support.

Specific gaps this research addresses:

1. Absence of Systematic Comparative Analysis
No study has systematically compared South Wales Police and An Garda Síochána's approaches to crisis negotiation across the five critical domains of practitioner recruitment, professional development, operational practice, technological integration, and post-incident support. This gap is particularly significant given the jurisdictions shared operational challenges including similar socio-political environments, mental health issues, and immigration pressures that directly impact crisis negotiation demands.

2. Limited Practitioner Voice in Academic Research
Existing literature predominantly relies on policy analysis and case studies while failing to capture direct insights from experienced crisis negotiators. This research addresses the absence of practitioner perspectives on recruitment effectiveness, training adequacy, operational challenges, technological capabilities, and post-incident support mechanisms across both jurisdictions.

3. Under-researched Professional Development and Technological Integration
Current research lacks comprehensive understanding of how different training methodologies, curricula, and certification processes prepare practitioners for contemporary crisis scenarios. Additionally, there is insufficient analysis of how technological adoption—including communication systems, analytical tools, and information management platforms—varies between jurisdictions and impacts negotiation effectiveness and operational efficiency.

4. Gaps in Operational Practice and Post-Incident Support Analysis
Limited research exists examining how standard operating procedures, decision-making frameworks, and tactical approaches differ between jurisdictions and adapt to varied crisis scenarios. Furthermore, there is inadequate comparative analysis of debriefing procedures, outcome evaluation methods, and organisational learning processes that could identify best practices for enhancing practitioner welfare and driving continuous improvement across different policing contexts.

This study addresses these gaps by comparing South Wales Police and An Garda Síochána practices, combining documentary evidence with practitioner insights from qualified crisis negotiators. The research will identify best practices, learning opportunities, and evidence-based recommendations for enhancing crisis negotiation capabilities. The findings will contribute to academic knowledge and practical policing by providing the first comprehensive comparative framework for crisis negotiation effectiveness, supporting improved approaches to practitioner recruitment, professional development, operational practice, technological integration, and post-incident support.

(this box should expand as you type)

	4
	Research Question
A critical comparative analysis of the approaches of South Wales Police and An Garda Síochána in Ireland to hostage and crisis negotiation, examining key aspects of practitioner recruitment, professional development, operational practice, technological integration, and post-incident support, with recommendations for best practice development.
(this box should expand as you type)

	5
	Aims of Research Activity
This research aims to conduct a critical comparative analysis of hostage and crisis negotiation approaches in South Wales Police and An Garda Síochána, identifying strengths, weaknesses, and opportunities for improvement across practitioner recruitment, professional development, operational practice, technological integration, and post-incident support, with the goal of developing evidence-based recommendations for best practice. 
The research will produce practical recommendations that consider each jurisdiction's operational constraints, resources, and organisational structures. These findings will help enhance negotiation capabilities, improve public safety outcomes, and strengthen community trust in law enforcement.
Data collection will involve questionnaires evaluating participants' professional backgrounds, training experiences, and assessments of current practices within their respective forces. This will enable systematic comparison between jurisdictions while maintaining confidentiality of sensitive operational information.
Ultimately, this research addresses the gap in comparative hostage/crisis negotiation studies between similar jurisdictions, providing new insights into effective practices that can benefit both police services and the communities they serve.

(this box should expand as you type)

	6
	Objectives of Research Activity
This research seeks to complete a critical comparative analysis of the approaches of South Wales Police and An Garda Síochána in Ireland to hostage and crisis negotiation, examining key aspects of practitioner recruitment, professional development, operational practice, technological integration, and post-incident support, with recommendations for best practice development.
Specific Objectives
1. Practitioner Recruitment – Compare selection criteria, recruitment processes, and assessment methods to identify strengths, weaknesses, and areas for improvement.
1. Professional Development – Evaluate training, curricula, and certification in both jurisdictions, considering their effectiveness in preparing practitioners for negotiation roles.
1. Operational Practice – Analyse operating procedures, decision-making frameworks, and tactical approaches, assessing their adaptability and effectiveness across crisis scenarios.
1. Technological Integration – Assess the adoption of communication technologies, analytical tools, and information systems, and their impact on negotiation effectiveness and efficiency.
1. Post-Incident Support – Examine debriefing, evaluation, and organisational learning processes to identify practices that enhance practitioner welfare and continuous improvement.
 (this box should expand as you type)

	
	Proposed methods (maximum 600 words)
Provide a brief summary of all the methods that may be used in the research activity, making it clear what specific techniques may be used. If methods other than those listed in this section are deemed appropriate later, additional ethical approval for those methods will be needed. You do not need to justify the methods here, but should instead describe how you intend to collect the data necessary for you to complete your project.

	7
	For this research, a combination of document evaluation and a questionnaire will be employed to complete a critical comparative analysis of the approaches of South Wales Police and An Garda Síochána in Ireland to hostage and crisis negotiation, examining key aspects of practitioner recruitment, professional development, operational practice, technological integration, and post-incident support. 

Documentary analysis will be used to establish the policy and procedural context of crisis negotiation in South Wales Police and An Garda Síochána. A targeted sampling strategy aims to identified relevant materials, including reports, tribunal findings, case studies, academic publications, credible media sources, and oversight body reports. The analysis will focus on recruitment criteria, training requirements, and operational procedures, evidence of technological adoption and resource use, post-incident review mechanisms and organisational learning.

Structured questionnaires will be used to capture practitioner perspectives from crisis negotiation personnel in both South Wales Police and An Garda Síochána. Questions have been developed to align with the five domains of the study, covering recruitment, training and professional development, operational practices, technological use, and post-incident support mechanisms. Responses will be anonymised to protect confidentiality and to encourage openness when completing the questionnaire. 

For the documentary analysis, sampling will focus on publicly accessible materials identified through open-source internet searches. This may include official reports and tribunal findings judged to provide reliable evidence of organisational practice. Priority will be given to recent documents to reflect current approaches, while selected historical sources will be included to provide developmental context.

According to McMains (2014) document evaluation is a crucial method for understanding the official frameworks and operational guidelines that govern hostage/crisis negotiations. This approach will allow the research to uncover the underlying principles and policies that inform the negotiation strategies used in both jurisdictions. By evaluating that information, it will be possible to determine how South Wales Police and An Garda Síochána currently deal with negotiator recruitment, training and professional development, operational practices, technological use, and post-incident support mechanisms. 
This method also provides a clear, structured basis for the research, ensuring that the evaluation is grounded in the official procedures and policies that shape operational practices currently employed by South Wales Police and An Garda Síochána.

(this box should expand as you type)

	

	Location of research activity
Identify all locations where research activity will take place.

	8
	
Online research within home address
(this box should expand as you type)

	
	Research activity outside of the UK
If research activity will take place overseas, you are responsible for ensuring that local ethical considerations are complied with and that the relevant permissions are sought. Specify any local guidelines (e.g. from local professional associations/learned societies/universities) that exist and whether these involve any ethical stipulations beyond those usual in the UK (provide details of any licenses or permissions required). Also specify whether there are any specific ethical issues raised by the local context in which the research activity is taking place, for example, particular cultural and/or legal sensitivities or vulnerabilities of participants. If you live in the country where you will do the research then please state this.

	9
	Research activity outside of the UK
Location and scope: Research activity will involve electronic communication with a participant located in the Republic of Ireland. While no physical research activity will take place in Ireland, cross-border data collection raises specific ethical and legal considerations.

Local ethical guidelines and permissions:
· An Garda Síochána: The Irish police service has its own ethical frameworks and data protection policies. The participant will be required to obtain appropriate organisational approval before participating
· Professional associations: The participant may be bound by professional codes of conduct that require disclosure of research participation to supervisors
· Cross-border intelligence sharing: Any discussion of negotiation tactics must avoid compromising existing UK-Ireland police cooperation arrangements 
· Sovereignty issues: Research must avoid implying superiority of one jurisdiction's practices over another

Participant vulnerabilities: Organisational pressure: Smaller specialised units may create additional pressure on participants regarding organisational loyalty

Mitigation measures:
· Obtain explicit organisational approval from An Garda Síochána before participant engagement
· Ensure compliance with both UK and Irish data protection requirements
· Provide culturally sensitive research materials that acknowledge jurisdictional differences respectfully

The person completing the research and compiling the questionnaires resides in the UK, however they will be liaising with a police officer working for the Garda in Ireland.
 

(this box should expand as you type)



	10
	Use of documentation not in the public domain: Are any documents NOT publicly available? 

	NO
	☒

	
	
	YES
	☐

	11
	If Yes, please provide details here of how you will gain access to specific documentation that is not in the public domain and that this is in accordance with the current data protection law of the country in question and that of England and Wales.

While the primary research methodology relies on open-source materials and questionnaires, the participants may if they believe it to be beneficial, relevant and necessary, reference internal documentation during their responses, including:

· Training materials - instructional content and development programs for crisis negotiators
· Operational protocols - internal procedures and response frameworks specific to each force
· Internal policy documents - guidelines and standards not publicly accessible
· Anonymised case studies - lessons learned from actual operations
· Evaluation methods - assessment tools and performance measurement systems used locally

Access arrangements: Access to such documentation will only occur if participants voluntarily choose to reference or share materials as part of their questionnaire responses. No specific requests will be made for any confidential documents or sensitive information.

Data protection compliance:
· Informed consent: Participants will be explicitly informed that they should only share information they are authorised to disclose
· Organisational approval: Participants will be advised to obtain appropriate organisational clearance before completing the questionnaire. 
· UK/Irish law compliance: All shared documentation will be handled in accordance with GDPR and Data Protection Act 2018 requirements in both jurisdictions
· Participant control: Participants retain full control over what information they choose to share and have been encouraged not to disclose any sensitive content

Safeguards: Clear guidance will be provided to participants about avoiding disclosure of operationally sensitive information that could compromise tactics, methodology, security or ongoing operations.


  

(this box should expand as you type)



	
	Does your research relate to one or more of the seven aims of the Well-being of Future Generations (Wales) Act 2015?
	
YES
	
NO

	12
	A prosperous Wales
	☐
	☒

	13
	A resilient Wales
	☐
	☒

	14
	A healthier Wales
	☐
	☒

	15
	A more equal Wales
	☐
	☒

	16
	A Wales of cohesive communities
	☐
	☒

	17
	A Wales of vibrant culture and thriving Welsh language
	☐
	☒

	18
	A globally responsible Wales
	☐
	☒

	19
	If YES to any of the above, please give details:

	
	


(this box should expand as you type)



SECTION F: Scope of Research Activity
	
	Will the research activity include:
	YES
	NO

	1
	Use of a questionnaire or similar research instrument?
	☒
	☐

	2
	Use of interviews?
	☐
	☒

	3
	Use of focus groups?
	☐
	☒

	4
	Use of participant diaries? 
	☐
	☒

	5
	Use of video or audio recording?
	☐
	☒

	6
	Use of computer-generated log files?
	☐
	☒

	7
	Participant observation with their knowledge?
	☐
	☒

	8
	Participant observation without their knowledge?
	☐
	☒

	9
	Access to personal or confidential information without the participants’ specific consent?
	☐
	☒

	10
	Administration of any questions, test stimuli, presentation that may be experienced as physically, mentally or emotionally harmful / offensive?
	☐
	☒

	11
	Performance of any acts which may cause embarrassment or affect self-esteem?
	☐
	☒

	12
	Investigation of participants involved in illegal activities?
	☐
	☒

	13
	Use of procedures that involve deception?
	☐
	☒

	14
	Administration of any substance, agent or placebo?
	☐
	☒

	15
	Working with live vertebrate animals?
	☐
	☒

	16
	Procedures that may have a negative impact on the environment?
	☐
	☒

	17
	Other primary data collection methods. Please indicate the type of data collection method(s) below.
	☒
	☐

	
	Details of any other primary data collection method: I will be using a questionnaire that will be completed by a South Wales Police employee, who is a qualified negotiator, and a Garda employee who is also a qualified negotiator.  
(this box should expand as you type)
	
	


If NO to every question, then the research activity is (ethically) low risk and may be exempt from some of the following sections (please refer to Guidance Notes).

If YES to any question, then no research activity should be undertaken until full ethical approval has been obtained. 

SECTION G: Intended Participants
If there are no participants then do not complete this section, but go directly to section H.

	
	Who are the intended participants:
	
YES
	
NO

	1
	Students or staff at the University?
	☐
	☒

	2
	Adults (over the age of 18 and competent to give consent)?
	☒
	☐

	3
	Vulnerable adults?
	☐
	☒

	4
	Children and Young People under the age of 18? (Consent from Parent, Carer or Guardian will be required)
	☐
	☒

	5
	Prisoners?
	☐
	☒

	6
	Young offenders?
	☐
	☒

	7
	Those who could be considered to have a particularly dependent relationship with the investigator or a gatekeeper?
	☐
	☒

	8
	People engaged in illegal activities?
	☐
	☒

	9
	Others. Please indicate the participants below, and specifically any group who may be unable to give consent.

	☐
	☐

	
	Details of any other participant groups:



(this box should expand as you type)
	
	



	
	Participant numbers and source
Provide an estimate of the expected number of participants. How will you identify participants and how will they be recruited? 

	10
	How many participants are expected?

	
2

(this box should expand as you type)

	11
	Who will the participants be?

	
A SWP employee, who is a qualified negotiator, and a Garda employee who is also a qualified negotiator.  
(this box should expand as you type)

	12
	How will you identify the participants?
	


(this box should expand as you type)




	
	Information for participants:
	
YES
	NO
	
N/A

	13
	Will you describe the main research procedures to participants in advance, so that they are informed about what to expect?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	14
	Will you tell participants that their participation is voluntary?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	15
	Will you obtain written consent for participation?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	16
	Will you explain to participants that refusal to participate in the research will not affect their treatment or education (if relevant)?
	☐
	☐
	☒

	17
	If the research is observational, will you ask participants for their consent to being observed?
	☐
	☐
	☒

	18
	Will you tell participants that they may withdraw from the research at any time and for any reason?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	19
	With questionnaires, will you give participants the option of omitting questions they do not want to answer?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	20
	Will you tell participants that their data will be treated with full confidentiality and that, if published, it will not be identifiable as theirs?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	21
	Will you debrief participants at the end of their participation, in a way appropriate to the type of research undertaken?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	22
	If NO to any of above questions, please give an explanation 

	
	


(this box should expand as you type)



	
	Information for participants:
	
YES
	NO
	
N/A

	24
	Will participants be paid?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	25
	Is specialist electrical or other equipment to be used with participants?
	☐
	☐
	☒

	26
	Are there any financial or other interests to the investigator or University arising from this study?
	☐
	☐
	☒

	27
	Will the research activity involve deliberately misleading participants in any way, or the partial or full concealment of the specific study aims?
	☐
	☐
	☒

	28
	If YES to any question, please provide full details 

	
	


(this box should expand as you type)



SECTION H: Anticipated Risks

	
	
Outline any anticipated risks that may adversely affect any of the participants, the researchers and/or the University, and the steps that will be taken to address them. 

If you have completed a full risk assessment (for example as required by a laboratory, or external research collaborator) you may append that to this form.  

	1
	Full risk assessment completed and appended? 
	Yes 
	☐

	
	
	No
	☒

	2
	Risks to participants
For example: sector-specific health & safety, emotional distress, financial disclosure, physical harm, transfer of personal data, sensitive organisational information

	
	Risk to participants:  Organisational Sensitivity.
Participants may inadvertently disclose sensitive organisational information about negotiation tactics, operational procedures, or security measures that could compromise future operations if revealed. 

Emotional Distress.
Discussing challenging or unsuccessful negotiation cases may cause emotional distress, particularly when recalling traumatic incidents or outcomes where lives were lost.


(this box should expand as you type)
	How you will mitigate the risk to participants:
Clear guidance will be provided on what information to avoid sharing. Questions will be focused on general practices surrounding 5 areas rather than specific sensitive operational details. 

The questionnaires will focus on professional practices surrounding 5 areas rather than personal experiences.
(this box should expand as you type)

	3
	If research activity may include sensitive, embarrassing or upsetting topics (e.g. sexual activity, drug use) or issues likely to disclose information requiring further action (e.g. criminal activity), give details of the procedures to deal with these issues, including any support/advice (e.g. helpline numbers) to be offered to participants. Note that where applicable, consent procedures should make it clear that if something potentially or actually illegal is discovered in the course of a project, it may need to be disclosed to the proper authorities

	
	Sensitive operational tactics and strategies concerning the participants and their respective police forces will not be sought and therefore will not be documented. Open-source searches and academic literature will be used if the research were to start to drift towards such sensitive areas.


(this box should expand as you type)

	4
	Risks to the investigator
For example: personal health & safety, physical harm, emotional distress, risk of accusation of harm/impropriety, conflict of interest

	
	Risk to the investigator: Researcher bias


Conflict of interest

(this box should expand as you type)
	How you will mitigate the risk to the investigator: The investigators policing experience may cause them to favour certain negotiation approaches or interpret findings in ways that support their existing beliefs about what works. This will be managed by staying aware of personal opinions and by being aware of researcher bias. When I have a one to one with my supervisor I will remain neutral, open honest and transparent.

Since the investigator works in policing and the participants are police officers, there may be existing work relationships or professional connections that could affect the research. The investigator might feel pressure to present findings favourably, or participants might alter their responses due to professional relationships. This will be managed by declaring any existing relationships, keeping clear boundaries between professional and research roles, using fair questionnaires, and getting regular guidance from supervisors.

(this box should expand as you type)

	5
	University/institutional risks
For example: adverse publicity, financial loss, data protection

	
	Risk to the University: Not complying with the ethical standards set by the university. Not adhering to data protection rules and procedures. 



(this box should expand as you type)
	How you will mitigate the risk to the University:
Complying with data protection. I’ll raise any identified issues with my supervisor. 


(this box should expand as you type)

	6
	Environmental risks
For example: accidental spillage of pollutants, damage to local ecosystems

	
	Risk to the environment: N/A



(this box should expand as you type)
	How you will mitigate the risk to environment:



(this box should expand as you type)



	
	Disclosure and Barring Service

	
	If the research activity involves children or vulnerable adults, a Disclosure and Barring Service (DBS) certificate must be obtained before any contact with such participants.
	YES

	NO

	N/A


	7
	Does your research require you to hold a current DBS Certificate?
	☐
	☐
	☒

	8
	If YES, please give the certificate number. If the certificate number is not available please write “Pending”; in this case any ethical approval will be subject to providing the appropriate certificate number.
	



SECTION I: Feedback, Consent and Confidentiality

	1
	Feedback
What de-briefing and feedback will be provided to participants, how will this be done and when? 

	
	N/A

(this box should expand as you type)

	2
	Informed consent
Describe the arrangements to inform potential participants, before providing consent, of what is involved in participating. Describe the arrangements for participants to provide full consent before data collection begins. If gaining consent in this way is inappropriate, explain how consent will be obtained and recorded in accordance with prevailing data protection legislation.

	
	The two participants will be provided with comprehensive information about the research prior to seeking their consent through the following arrangements:
Initial Contact: Participants will receive a detailed Participant Information Sheet via email which will be sent at least 7 days before any data collection begins. This document will clearly outline:
· The research aims and objectives
· What participation involves (estimated time commitment, nature of questions, data collection methods)
· Potential benefits of participation
· Data handling, storage, and confidentiality procedures
· Their right to withdraw at any time without penalty
· Contact details for the researcher and supervisor
· Information about how findings will be used and disseminated

Data Protection Compliance: All consent procedures comply with GDPR requirements, including providing clear information about data processing, storage periods, and participant rights regarding their personal data.


(this box should expand as you type)

	3
	Confidentiality / Anonymity
Set out how anonymity of participants and confidentiality will be ensured in any outputs. If anonymity is not being offered, explain why this is the case. 

	
	Participants will be referred to using generic titles such as "Participant A" and "Participant B" or "UK Negotiator" and "Irish Negotiator" rather than specific ranks or force affiliations. Responses will be analysed and presented by theme (e.g., training approaches, communication strategies) rather than by individual participant responses. Data will be presented as jurisdictional comparisons rather than individual perspectives.



(this box should expand as you type)



SECTION J: Data Protection and Storage

	
	Does the research activity involve personal data (as defined by the General Data Protection Regulation 2016 “GDPR” and the Data Protection Act 2018 “DPA”)?
	YES
	NO

	1
	“Personal data” means any information relating to an identified or identifiable natural person (‘data subject’). An identifiable natural person is one who can be identified, directly or indirectly, in particular by reference to an identifier such as a name, an identification number, location data, an online identifier or to one or more factors specific to the physical, physiological, genetic, mental, economic, cultural or social identity of that natural person. Any video or audio recordings of participants is considered to be personal data.
	X☐
	☐

	
	If YES, provide a description of the data and explain why this data needs to be collected:

	2
	This professional data being requested is essential for the research as it provides practitioner insights into Irish hostage/crisis negotiation practices, enabling meaningful comparison with South Wales Police approaches. The participant's knowledge and operational experience are fundamental to understanding real-world application of negotiation strategies and cannot be obtained from non-personal sources. All responses will be anonymised in reporting, with no direct quotes attributed to specific roles or jurisdictions that could enable identification.


(this box should expand as you type)

	
	Does it involve special category data (as defined by the GDPR)?
	YES
	NO

	3
	“Special category data” means sensitive personal data consisting of information as to the data subjects’ –
(a) racial or ethnic origin,
(b) political opinions,
(c ) religious beliefs or other beliefs of a similar nature,
(d) membership of a trade union (within the meaning of the Trade Union and Labour Relations (Consolidation) Act 1992),
(e) physical or mental health or condition,
(f) sexual life,
(g) genetics,
(h) biometric data (as used for ID purposes),
	☐
	X☐

	
	If YES, provide a description of the special category data and explain why this data needs to be collected:

	4
	


(this box should expand as you type)



	
	
Will data from the research activity (collected data, drafts of the thesis, or materials for publication) be stored in any of the following ways?
	YES
	NO

	5
	Manual files (i.e. in paper form)?
	☐
	☒

	6
	University computers?
	☐
	☒

	7
	Private company computers?
	☐
	☒

	8
	Home or other personal computers?
	☐
	☒

	9
	Laptop computers/ CDs/ Portable disk-drives/ memory sticks?
	☒
	☐

	10
	“Cloud” storage or websites?
	☒
	☐

	11
	Other – specify:

	☐
	☐

	12
	For all stored data, explain the measures in place to ensure the security of the data collected, data confidentiality, including details of backup procedures, password protection, encryption, anonymisation and pseudonymisation:

	
	The data will be subject to password protection along with the use of an additional layer of security namely Authenticator.

(this box should expand as you type)



	
	Data Protection

	
	Will the research activity involve any of the following activities:
	YES
	NO

	13
	Electronic transfer of data in any form?
	☒
	☐

	14
	Sharing of data with others at the University outside of the immediate research team?
	☐
	☒

	15
	Sharing of data with other organisations?
	☐
	☒

	16
	Export of data outside the UK or importing of data from outside the UK?
	☒
	☐

	17
	Use of personal addresses, postcodes, faxes, emails or telephone numbers?
	☐
	☒

	18
	Publication of data that might allow identification of individuals?
	☐
	☒

	19
	Use of data management system?
	☐
	☒

	20
	Data archiving?
	☐
	☒

	21
	If YES to any question, please provide full details, explaining how this will be conducted in accordance with the GDPR and Data Protection Act (2018) (and any international equivalents, where appropriate):

	
	
This research involves electronic transfer of data through email correspondence with an employee in An Garda Síochána, which constitutes both electronic data transfer and export/import of data outside the UK post-Brexit. The research will be conducted under the lawful basis of legitimate interests for academic research purposes, with explicit consent obtained from the participant. 
Only essential information relevant to hostage/crisis negotiation practices will be collected through the questionnaire. No personal data will be requested. 
Clear, informed consent will be obtained from an employee in An Garda Síochána before data collection, explaining the research purpose, data use, storage, and their rights. 
All electronic communications and data will be encrypted.
As the Republic of Ireland remains within the EU GDPR framework, data protection standards are equivalent to UK requirements, ensuring adequate protection for cross-border data transfer.
Data will be retained only for the duration necessary to complete the research and will be securely stored in accordance with university data retention policies.

(this box should expand as you type)

	22
	List all who will have access to the data generated by the research activity:

	
	Myself and my research supervisor.


(this box should expand as you type)

	23
	List who will have control of, and act as custodian(s) for, data generated by the research activity:

	
	Myself.


(this box should expand as you type)

	24
	Give details of data storage arrangements, including security measures in place to protect the data, where data will be stored, how long for, and in what form. Will data be archived – if so how and if not why not.  

	
	I will keep a copy on my university OneDrive but once I have completed the degree the data will be destroyed.

The data will be subject to password protection along with the use of an additional layer of security namely Authenticator.

(this box should expand as you type)

	25
	Please indicate if your data will be stored in the UWTSD Research Data Repository (see https://researchdata.uwtsd.ac.uk/ ).   If so please explain. (Most relevant to academic staff) 

	
	No


(this box should expand as you type)

	26
	Confirm that you have read the UWTSD guidance on data management (see https://www.uwtsd.ac.uk/library/research-data-management/)
	YES
	☒

	27
	Confirm that you are aware that you need to keep all data until after your research has completed or the end of your funding
	YES
	☒





SECTION K: Declaration
	
	The information which I have provided is correct and complete to the best of my knowledge. I have attempted to identify any risks and issues related to the research activity and acknowledge my obligations and the rights of the participants.

In submitting this application I hereby confirm that I undertake to ensure that the above named research activity will meet the University’s Research Ethics and Integrity Code of Practice which is published on the website: https://www.uwtsd.ac.uk/research/research-ethics/ 

	1
	Signature of applicant:
	Wayne Staunton
	Date:
26/09/2025



For STUDENT Submissions:
	2
	Director of Studies/Supervisor:
	
	Date:

	3
	Signature:
	

	



For STAFF Submissions:
	4
	Academic Director/ Assistant Dean:
	
	Date:

	5
	Signature:
	

	



Checklist: Please complete the checklist below to ensure that you have completed the form according to the guidelines and attached any required documentation:
	☒
	I have read the guidance notes supplied before completing the form.

	☒
	I have completed ALL RELEVANT sections of the form in full.

	☐
	I confirm that the research activity has received approval in principle

	☐
	I have attached a copy of final/interim approval from external organisation (where appropriate)

	☐
	I have attached a full risk assessment (where appropriate)  ONLY TICK IF YOU HAVE ATTACHED A FULL RISK ASSESSMENT

	☒
	I understand that it is my responsibility to ensure that the above named research activity will meet the University’s Research Ethics and Integrity Code of Practice.

	☒
	I understand that before commencing data collection all documents aimed at respondents (including information sheets, consent forms, questionnaires, interview schedules etc.) must be confirmed by the DoS/Supervisor, module tutor or Academic Director.



	RESEARCH STUDENTS ONLY
Once complete, submit this form via the MyTSD Doctoral College Portal at (https://mytsd.uwtsd.ac.uk).


	RESEARCH STAFF ONLY
All communications relating to this application during its processing must be in writing and emailed to pgresearch@uwtsd.ac.uk , with the title ‘Ethical Approval’ followed by your name.


	STUDENTS ON UNDERGRADUATE OR TAUGHT MASTERS PROGRAMMES should submit this form (and receive the outcome) via systems explained to you by the supervisor/module leader.





















[bookmark: _Toc212886783]8.2 Appendix 2 – Expert Questionnaire and Responses (October 2025)
Respondent 1 Record Details
· ID: 3
· Start time: 10/3/25 13:26:41
· Completion time: 10/3/25 13:38:59
· Organisation: South Wales Police
· Years in crisis negotiation: Between 6 and 10 years
· Current role: Support negotiator or team coordinator
Responses 
Q1. Are you willing to take part in this questionnaire? Answer: Yes
Q2. Do you require a full risk assessment before you complete this questionnaire? Answer: No
Q3. Do you require a Confidentiality Statement before you complete this questionnaire? Answer: No
Q4. Do you require a Data Protection Impact Assessment before you complete this questionnaire? Answer: No
Q5. Which organisation do you currently work for? Answer: South Wales Police
Q6. How many years have you been actively involved in crisis negotiation work? Answer: Between 6 and 10 years
Q7. What best describes your current role? Answer: Support negotiator or team coordinator
Q8. How standardised are your organisation’s crisis negotiation procedures? Answer: Highly standardised with detailed protocols
Q9. How effective are current communication strategies in achieving positive outcomes? Answer: Highly effective – consistently successful
Q10. What single operational improvement would most enhance effectiveness? Answer: Increased CPD for first responders to transition to negotiation
Q11. How well does your organisation coordinate with other agencies during incidents? Answer: Good coordination with minor improvement areas
Q12. What does your organisation do particularly well in operational practice that others could adopt? Answer: Use of live streaming and Teams communications
Q13. Which technologies does your organisation currently use? (Select all that apply) Answer: Body-worn video cameras; live streaming capabilities; digital communication platforms; mobile command units; real-time intelligence systems
Q14. How effective are body-worn video cameras during incidents? Answer: Highly effective – significantly enhance operations
Q15. What are the main advantages and disadvantages of body-worn video during negotiator deployments? Answer: Advantage: coordinator can view and provide support. Disadvantage: may be a barrier to negotiation and/or other people viewing may get involved (e.g., TFC, FIM).
Q16. What are the main technical challenges related to body-worn video during negotiator deployments? Answer: Battery
Q17. How reliable are communication systems during extended incidents? Answer: Generally reliable with occasional issues
Q18. How does your organisation approach emerging technology adoption and innovation? Answer: Proactive adoption with regular technology assessments
Q19. What emerging technologies would most benefit negotiators? Answer: Drones (effective if person at height to offer better visibility and potentially comms)
Q20. How does your organisation provide 24/7 coverage? Answer: Dedicated 24/7 on-call negotiator rota
Q21. How effectively can you access previous incident information about the same person in crisis? Answer: Comprehensive historical information available
Q22. What is the main information system used to access information about a person in crisis? Answer: Negotiator returns system
Q23. What practices from other agencies might be beneficial for operational effectiveness? Answer: Negotiator vehicle
Q24. How effective is your organisation’s recruitment process for identifying suitable negotiator candidates? Answer: Highly effective – consistently selects suitable candidates
Q25. Which selection criteria are most important? (Select all that apply) Answer: Communication and interpersonal skills; psychological resilience and stress management; mental health awareness; de-escalation experience
Q26. What is the most significant negotiator recruitment improvement your organisation could benefit from? Answer: Interview with psychologist
Q27. How does your organisation currently recruit negotiators? Answer: EOI, assessment, then interview
Q28. Does your organisation have a tenure for trained negotiators? Answer: Yes
Q29. What does your organisation do particularly well regarding negotiator recruitment that others could adopt? Answer: The interview has, in the past, identified areas that could have proved problematic (e.g., lack of support networks; traumatic previous incidents).
Q30. How comprehensive are initial training programmes? Answer: Highly comprehensive covering all competencies
Q31. How effectively are training components integrated (psychological, communication, tactical)? Answer: Seamlessly integrated
Q32. How would you describe ongoing CPD opportunities for negotiators? Answer: Excellent – regular, high-quality opportunities
Q33. Do negotiators have to pass a yearly assessment to remain operational? Answer: Yes
Q34. What important training enhancement could your negotiators benefit from? Answer: Realistic and testing scenarios, potentially utilising VR
Q35. What practices from other agencies might benefit negotiator CPD in your organisation? Answer: Joint CPD with neighbouring forces (e.g., Op Illicium; Red Centre training with other agencies/departments)
Q36. How effective are debriefing and post-incident review processes? Answer: Generally effective but could be enhanced
Q37. How comprehensive are support mechanisms for negotiators after difficult incidents? Answer: Comprehensive, including counselling and peer support
Q38. How effectively does your organisation provide support to victims, families, and affected communities? Answer: Generally effective but could be enhanced
Q39. How effectively does your organisation apply lessons learned from incidents? Answer: Limited learning with few implemented changes
Q40. What is the single post-incident support improvement negotiators could benefit from? Answer: Comprehensive debriefing from traumatic incidents
Q41. What does your organisation do particularly well regarding post-incident support that others could adopt? Answer: Close‑knit cadre enhances support
Q42. What is your organisation’s greatest strength in crisis negotiation that could serve as a best practice? Answer: Recognised as specialist role, allowing PCs and Sgts to apply
Q43. What are the most significant limitations your organisation currently has across recruitment, professional development, operational practice, technology, and post-incident support? Answer: I think within SWP we are very well resourced and looked after
Q44. Based on other jurisdictions, what practices could your organisation adopt to enhance negotiator capabilities? Answer: n/a
Q45. If you could implement one change to enhance capabilities, what would be your priority and why? Answer: Currently we have good processes in place with sufficient resources and IT
Q46. Overall satisfaction with your organisation’s programme Answer: Highly satisfied – meets expectations with strong job satisfaction
Respondent 2 Record Details
· ID: 4
· Start time: 10/5/25 14:10:22
· Completion time: 10/5/25 14:38:46
· Organisation: An Garda Síochána
· Years in crisis negotiation: More than 10 years
· Current role: Support negotiator or team coordinator
Responses 
Q1. Are you willing to take part in this questionnaire? Answer: Yes
Q2. Do you require a full risk assessment before you complete this questionnaire? Answer: No
Q3. Do you require a Confidentiality Statement before you complete this questionnaire? Answer: No
Q4. Do you require a Data Protection Impact Assessment before you complete this questionnaire? Answer: No
Q5. Which organisation do you currently work for? Answer: An Garda Síochána
Q6. How many years have you been actively involved in crisis negotiation work? Answer: More than 10 years
Q7. What best describes your current role? Answer: Support negotiator or team coordinator
Q8. How standardised are your organisation’s crisis negotiation procedures? Answer: Well standardised with practitioner discretion
Q9. How effective are current communication strategies in achieving positive outcomes? Answer: Highly effective – consistently successful
Q10. What single operational improvement would most enhance effectiveness? Answer: An on-call system being introduced. Currently there is a negotiator within the full‑time unit available to control rooms at all times. Regional negotiators all operate on a voluntary additional basis.
Q11. How well does your organisation coordinate with other agencies during incidents? Answer: Excellent coordination with seamless communication
Q12. What does your organisation do particularly well in operational practice that others could adopt? Answer: Full‑time unit of 4 within Special Tactics and Operational Command (STOC), working daily with ASU (ARV) and ERU (Tier 1). Train together consistently and assist in training new members to those units (a week’s training in HBS protocols and basic negotiation).
Q13. Which technologies does your organisation currently use? (Select all that apply) Answer: Mobile command units; digital communication platforms
Q14. How effective are body-worn video cameras during incidents? Answer: Limited effectiveness
Q15. What are the main advantages and disadvantages of body-worn video during negotiator deployments? Answer: BWV currently on trial with a number of uniform members in selected districts.
Q16. What are the main technical challenges related to body-worn video during negotiator deployments? Answer: A blinking light on the camera when dealing with a paranoid subject; covert capability would be required.
Q17. How reliable are communication systems during extended incidents? Answer: Generally reliable with occasional issues
Q18. How does your organisation approach emerging technology adoption and innovation? Answer: Proactive adoption with regular technology assessments
Q19. What emerging technologies would most benefit negotiators? Answer: Technical support unit is pushing new technologies, including a Wi‑Fi ball with video and audio capability.
Q20. How does your organisation provide 24/7 coverage? Answer: A member of NNU is on call 24/7; other negotiators respond on an individual basis.
Q21. How effectively can you access previous incident information about the same person in crisis? Answer: Comprehensive historical information available
Q22. What is the main information system used to access information about a person in crisis? Answer: PULSE (Garda system) and a negotiator database to record HBS incidents
Q23. What practices from other agencies might be beneficial for operational effectiveness? Answer: CLIO is being introduced and will be of great benefit. Dutch negotiators have a real‑time availability app, which would be an excellent tool.
Q24. How effective is your organisation’s recruitment process for identifying suitable negotiator candidates? Answer: Generally effective with minor improvements needed
Q25. Which selection criteria are most important? (Select all that apply) Answer: Communication and interpersonal skills; previous operational experience; psychological resilience and stress management; mental health awareness; de‑escalation experience
Q26. What is the most significant negotiator recruitment improvement your organisation could benefit from? Answer: Introduction of a pre‑selection scenario
Q27. How does your organisation currently recruit negotiators? Answer: Divisional Officers recommend three persons per training spot in their Division; candidates are reviewed and other factors (previous courses, voluntary work such as crisis lines) are considered.
Q28. Does your organisation have a tenure for trained negotiators? Answer: Yes
Q29. What does your organisation do particularly well regarding negotiator recruitment that others could adopt? Answer: Applicants are either Garda or Sergeant rank (likely moving to Garda only). This allows longer service as a negotiator; they are more likely to be first responders and to be unknowingly developing, utilising, and maintaining the required skills.
Q30. How comprehensive are initial training programmes? Answer: Highly comprehensive covering all competencies
Q31. How effectively are training components integrated (psychological, communication, tactical)? Answer: Well integrated with minor gaps
Q32. How would you describe ongoing CPD opportunities for negotiators? Answer: Excellent – regular, high-quality opportunities
Q33. Do negotiators have to pass a yearly assessment to remain operational? Answer: Yes
Q34. What important training enhancement could your negotiators benefit from? Answer: Developing training for working at height, assisted by the ERU rope access team
Q35. What practices from other agencies might benefit negotiator CPD in your organisation? Answer: A negotiator card similar to a firearms card; members should be in possession of one to deploy to a live incident.
Q36. How effective are debriefing and post-incident review processes? Answer: Generally effective but could be enhanced
Q37. How comprehensive are support mechanisms for negotiators after difficult incidents? Answer: Comprehensive, including counselling and peer support
Q38. How effectively does your organisation provide support to victims, families, and affected communities? Answer: Generally effective but could be enhanced
Q39. How effectively does your organisation apply lessons learned from incidents? Answer: Limited learning with few implemented changes
Q40. What is the single post-incident support improvement negotiators could benefit from? Answer: An outside person taking control of welfare; referrals are usually made by NNU staff who may themselves have been involved in the incident.
Q41. What does your organisation do particularly well regarding post-incident support that others could adopt? Answer: Unit debrief, peer support check‑up, welfare check‑up
Q42. What is your organisation’s greatest strength in crisis negotiation that could serve as a best practice? Answer: One organisation; good relationships between units that work together daily; no competing units
Q43. What are the most significant limitations your organisation currently has across recruitment, professional development, operational practice, technology, and post-incident support? Answer: Ensuring a yearly availability in the Garda College to recertify members
Q44. Based on other jurisdictions, what practices could your organisation adopt to enhance negotiator capabilities? Answer: An on‑call system with a paid allowance; an availability app for those not on call but available
Q45. If you could implement one change to enhance capabilities, what would be your priority and why? Answer: Training is recertification and not refresher training. Some long‑time cadre members may have picked up different practices; this changes the mindset when attending training.
Q46. Overall satisfaction with your organisation’s programme Answer: Generally satisfied but improvements welcomed
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