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Abstract
The aim of this dissertation was to explore how the coercive control legislation in 2015 changed Gwent Police response. An in-depth review of the academic literature was undertaken to examine the research around how police response in England and Wales had changed since the implementation of Section 76 of the Serious Crime Act came into force. Police response to coercive control, and indeed domestic abuse as a whole has been a work in progress, with varying results. However, the literature does show that since 2015 improvements are being seen in terms of response, arrest rates and prosecution rates but more still needs to be done. Therefore, the present study used a quantitative methodology, and utilised a self-report online survey. The sample included 16 participants who were serving police officers within Gwent Police. Overall, the results indicated that police response to coercive control incidents had improved as a result of the 2015 legislation, however, it was highlighted that there were still significant difficulties in recognising coercive control, gathering evidence and identifying male victims of coercive control. The results are discussed in relation to existing literature, with consideration given to limitations. This formed the basis for future research directions and recommendations.
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1.1 Introduction
The aim of this dissertation is to explore the legislation around coercive control and how this legislation has changed police response to coercive control, with a particular focus on Gwent Police. Gwent Police is a police force in Southeast Wales, responsible for the policing of the five local authority areas of Blaenau Gwent, Caerphilly, Monmouthshire, Newport and Torfaen (Gwent Police, ND). This chapter of the dissertation provides the background and context for this study.

1.2 Background
Coercive control and coercive and controlling behaviour are described and defined in different ways across research literature. As Hamberger et al (2017) points out, there is no one consensus definition of coercive control. Terms such as ‘controlling behaviours’ or ‘dominating behaviours’ can also be used. There is also a range of similar behaviours that can also be present in cases of coercive control. These include psychological abuse, emotional abuse (Follingstad, 2007), verbal battering (Dobash and Dobash, 1979), verbal aggression and psychological aggression (Lammers et al, 2005). Lehmann et al in (2012) interviewed over two thousand women in the USA who were using domestic abuse refuges about their experiences of coercive and controlling behaviours. The researchers were able to identify ten clusters of coercive and controlling behaviours that can be used to identify coercive control: physical, sexual, emotional and financial abuse, use of privilege, threats, intimidation, minimising and denying, blaming and isolation. 

Whilst there is a range of behaviours that can be considered as being somewhat ‘linked’ to coercive control, research does show that there are some common threads that have emerged when considering a definition of coercive control. Researchers have conceptualized three features that can be said to be indicators of coercive control behaviours within a relationship. The first is the intentionality and motivation within the perpetrator to obtain control over the target, the second is that the victim perceives such behaviour as being negative and the third is the ability of the perpetrator to make a credible threat of negative consequences (Bair-Merritt et al, 2010; Day & Bowen, 2015; Hamberger et al, 2017; Miller and White, 2003). Given that there is significant overlap with many other forms of abusive behaviour it can be useful to consider coercive control as being a goal, and the forms of abusive behaviour a perpetrator uses are tactics used in order to develop or maintain control (McLeod, 2018). Stark’s (2007) definition is perhaps the most useful and is the one generally accepted by policymakers, academics, and practitioners. Stark’s definition attempts to showcase the intimidating, regulatory and degrading practices that are employed by perpetrators to instil fear and terror into the everyday lives of their victims.  Stark (2007) argues that coercive control is most likely to occur in heterosexual relationships, where men abuse women using social norms of masculinity and femininity to control. In December 2015, Section 76 of the Serious Crime Act came into force in England and Wales. This made ‘coercive or controlling behaviour’ that has a ‘serious effect’ on the victim a criminal offence, with the offence being punishable by up to five years in prison (Weiner, 2017). 

In the UK, the Government developed definitions of coercive and controlling behaviour. Controlling behaviour is defined as:
‘Controlling behaviour is a range of acts designed to make a person subordinate and/or dependent by isolating them from sources of support, exploiting their resources and capacities for personal gain, depriving them of the means needed for independence, resistance and escape and regulating their everyday behaviour.’ (HM Government, 2018:13).
Coercive behaviour is defined as: ‘Coercive behaviour is an act or a pattern of acts of assault, threats, humiliation and intimidation or other abuse that is used to harm, punish, or frighten their victim’ (HM Government, 2018:13). Coercive and controlling behaviour within relationships was criminalised and introduced in December 2015, in England and Wales in Section 76 of the Serious Crime Act. It states:
‘A person (A) commits an offence [of coercive control] if—
(a) A repeatedly or continuously engages in behaviour towards another person (B) that is controlling or coercive, 
(b) At the time of the behaviour, A and B are personally connected, 
(c) The behaviour has a serious effect on B, and 
(d) A knows or ought to know that the behaviour will have a serious effect on B.
A and B are “personally connected” if—
(a) A is in an intimate personal relationship with B, or
(b) A and B live together and—
(i) they are members of the same family, or
(ii) they have previously been in an intimate personal relationship with each other.
A’s behaviour has a “serious effect” on B if—
(a) it causes B to fear, on at least two occasions, that violence will be used against B, or
(b) it causes B serious alarm or distress which has a substantial adverse effect on B’s usual day-to-day activities’ (Home Office, 2015:3).
This definition places a clear emphasis on the effect of coercive control on the victim, effects include causing a fear of having violence used against them and having an impact on the day-to-day life of the victim (McLeod, 2018). This legislation has been seen as a positive move forward in legal terms as it recognises the persistent nature of domestic abuse and allows for a framework by which professionals in this field can understand such abuse as being part of a process occurring over a period rather than simply being seen as a one-off event (Barlow et al, 2019).

However, despite the clear definition now enshrined in legislation, there is arguably still an issue both within policing and wider society in general, with the understanding and response to coercive control, primarily because of the lack of understanding around the concept of coercive control (Tolmie 2018). It can be argued that the gendered nature of coercive control makes the behaviours difficult to recognise because they may be considered as normal behavioural expectations of males and females within intimate relationships (Burman and Brooks-Hay, 2018). Therefore, if such behaviour is seen as an extension of existing gender norms and simply exploits these, when does a ‘normal’ relationship become ‘abusive’? (Tolmie 2018). Burman and Brooks-Hay (2018) and Tolmie (2018) both suggest that that police officers attending such incidents would likely find it difficult to identify coercive control and such abusive behaviours, because they are likely to be present to some degree, even within ‘healthy’ relationships.

What is clear is that this legislation does not exist in a vacuum, and requires interpretation and implementation (Barlow et al, 2020). How it is interpreted and implemented remains to be fully uncovered, particularly in individual police forces. 

1.3 Aims and Objectives
The overall aim of this dissertation will be to uncover how the 2015 coercive control legalisation has been interpreted by the police in England and Wales and how the legislation has changed policing response in Gwent. In order to achieve this aim, the following objectives will be completed, which include, exploring the current literature around coercive control and policing, conducting primary quantitative research and analysing the data collected around how police officers interpret the legislation and respond to coercive control during their role and finally, evaluating how the 2015 legislation has impacted police response in Gwent.

1.4 Conclusion
This chapter has aimed to present a background surrounding coercive control and police response and has outlined the core aims and objectives, alongside why this issue requires further exploration. The following chapter will critically analyse the available research and aim to show what currently is missing in this field in relation to the aims and objectives of this study.

2.1 Literature Review
Coercive control, as its own specific form of domestic violence, has only become prominent in policy discourse over the past decade in England and Wales. However, issues around power and control have been a key theme in feminist analysis of domestic abuse for much longer alongside the concept of coercive control itself (Robinson et al, 2017).  Stark (2007) was one of the first to highlight that the coercive and controlling abuse that women experience from men is ongoing rather than individual incidents. Studies show that domestic abuse is more likely to be an ongoing pattern of abuse rather than being a one-off incident (Myhill, 2015; Robinson, 2017). Hester’s (2013) study found that 83% of male perpetrators had at least two repeat incidents recorded, many of the perpetrators had a lot more than that, and one man had 52 repeat incidents recorded within the six-year tracking period. The emphasis placed here on male perpetrators reflects that whilst coercive control is a gender-neutral term, Stark (2007) argues that men are almost exclusively the perpetrators with women being the victims. It has been seen across a wide range of studies that women are less likely to use tactics that can be considered as coercive control within their relationships (Barlow and Walklate, 2021; Downes et al, 2019; Myhill, 2015).

2.2 The impact of coercive control
It is well documented that the tactics used within coercive control have a harmful impact on victims (Mitchell and Raghavan, 2021). For instance, Logan and Walker’s (2019) study around stalking found that behaviours such as surveillance and monitoring caused worries about personal safety, negative impact on mental health outcomes including PTSD symptoms, perceived risk of future victimization and ongoing worries about personal safety. Victims can feel as though they are powerless, living in constant fear and be a severe cause of stress as well as having to deal with economic burdens such as needing to move employment, home or other life alterations. Which such strategies might seem to be harmless they can contribute to a loss of support networks, interfere with the care and protection of children and within new relationships (Korkodeilou, 2017; Worsley, Wheatcroft, Short, & Corcoran, 2017). This impact can be felt by others within the family, such as children. Katz’s (2019) qualitative study found that in families where there were high levels of coercive control being perpetrated by the father towards the mother, the mother-child relationships were strained and distant with the children feeling unsure about whether their mother loved them. Studies have also found that children in the care of perpetrators of coercive control are at an elevated risk of being physically, psychologically and sexually abused and neglected (Heward-Belle, 2016; Beeble et al, 2007). As Callaghan et al (2015) asserts, children are immediately affected by coercive and controlling behaviours, as such behaviours are not simply targeted at the adult victim but has a profound impact on the entire family. This demonstrates the need for front-line practitioners to be able to identify such victimisation, and then be able to intervene and protect. 

2.3 Coercive control and links to other forms of domestic abuse
Coercive control is associated with risk of significant serious harm, and its role as a precursor to serious harm and homicide is clear across many studies (Myhill, 2015). For example, Villarreal’s (2007) study of 30,000 Mexican women found that males who displayed high levels of coercive control towards their female partners were more likely to both stop their partner from engaging in employment and physically harm them. A review of domestic violence-related deaths from 252 Intimate Partner Violence homicides that occurred between 1 July 2000 and 30 June 2018 in New South Wales, Australia found that that all the identified intimate partner homicides were relationships that were characterised by the male abuser’s use of coercive and controlling behaviours towards the female victim (NSW Government, 2022). Johnson et al’s (2017) study into the role of coercive control in relation to intimate femicide found that, of a subsample of 68 men who had been convicted of killing intimate female partners, each had exhibited high levels of coercive controlling behaviours leading up to the femicide. Almost 50% had been controlling and proprietary, two-thirds had been psychologically abusive, 25% had exhibited sexual jealousy, and one-fifth stalked their victims prior to killing them. The link between coercive control and severe physical harm is clear, however, research has continued to show that police officers tend to consider and prioritise physical violence during a domestic abuse callout (Robinson et al, 2018). Whilst it can be said that focusing on acts of physical violence will indeed identify cases of current and future risk of harm, there have been many instances whereby cases of homicide have been more likely to be preceded by high levels of coercive control, rather than physical violence.  (Dobash & Dobash, 2015; Regan, Kelly, Morris, & Dibb, 2007). 

2.4 Coercive control and police response
This police focus on risk regarding physical violence means that coercive control can often be missed (Robinson et al, 2016) simply because the ongoing pattern of behaviours that are subtle are easier to miss in comparison to physical violence. Weiner’s (2017) qualitative research, where survivors, police, and criminal justice independent domestic violence advisors (IDVAs) were interviewed and participated in focus groups, found that there was a lack of certainty about what is expected in the context of policing coercive control. Those in the police stated that there was a lack of boundaries around the ‘new’ criminal behaviour which was a concern for officers who tend to deal with ‘black and white’ often failing to see the ‘grey’. Issues were raised around the movement from an incident focus (with its degree of specificity in terms of time and space) to a relationship focus where the same degree of specificity does not exist. An inspection report by HMIC/HMCPSI (2017) also found that some officers still struggle with the course of conduct element of the offence, responding to ‘incidents’ in isolation and not understanding patterns of behaviour. Myhill et al’s (2022) study similarly found that an incident-focus approach to policing domestic abuse and coercive control was still clear, driven in part by pragmatism and informed by the common perception that coercive control is ‘hard to prove’. As Walklate et al. (2018) points out, the implementation of this offence relies on police officers being able to identify coercive and controlling behaviour. They need to be able to gather information from the victim that demonstrates a series of abusive events and correctly assess such behaviour as coercive and controlling to be able to lay charges. This can be difficult in that it is a completely different approach, moving away from the typical responding and analysing criminal incidents as immediate, isolated events. Instead, police officers will be asked to consider such offences as a series of interrelated offences that are extremely harmful. Walklate’s analysis captures the difficulties in implementing the offence of coercive and controlling behaviour, as it challenges the typical approach of police officers, and the role of the use of discretion (Myhill and Johnson, 2016).

As Stark (2007) points out, there is a difficulty for front line police officers to recognise coercive control because victims often minimise the abuse they have suffered, and perpetrators manipulate their account of the incident. Brennan et al’s (2016) research found that interview participants, which included frontline practitioners, police officers and operational and strategic managers, reported that an understanding of coercive control was not fully embedded within the police force and often frontline officers would consider incidents in isolation, rather than considering the bigger picture. Myhill and Johnson’s (2016) research highlighted that a significant obstacle for frontline officers in recognising abuse was a lack of nuanced understanding around coercive control. Some of the officers did not recognise individual incidents in the context of coercive control, nor did they recognise the tendency of victims to minimise the abuse suffered. Brennan et al’s (2016) research in Humberside similarly found that frontline practitioners were concerned that understanding of coercive control was limited and that victims were being missed, with the police having a tendency to see incidents in isolation from one another as opposed to considering the bigger picture. This has a significant impact in terms of the victim’s safety, as intervention is not considered, and police data is skewed because the incident is not recorded. What is clear is that there is a fundamental need for front line officers and other practitioners to have a full understanding of coercive control, and how coercive control can impact on a victim’s ability to disclose the abuse and seek help. 

2.5 Coercive control and prosecutions
Even when coercive control is not ‘missed’, prosecutions for coercive behaviour remain low. In England and Wales, between April 2021 and March 2022, there were just 1,925 defendants prosecuted for controlling or coercive behaviour (ONS, 2022). There were 41,626 offences of coercive control recorded by the police in England and Wales in the year ending March 2022, which suggests that only a small proportion of perpetrators are being prosecuted (ONS, 2022a). Coercive control represents only a small proportion of recorded domestic abuse crimes, and research conducted in other English police forces found this offence to be under recorded and the legislation under-utilised (Barlow et al, 2020). Myhill et al’s (2022) research findings from a focused ethnography conducted in two police forces in England concluded that the benefits of the coercive control legislation are not currently being realised. The study found that the attitudes and (lack of) knowledge of some officers was impeding the successful implementation of coercive control legislation. Some officers did show an understanding of the gendered nature of domestic abuse; however, other officers drew upon sexist assumptions of what constitutes ‘normal’ relationships to trivialise disclosures of some coercive behaviours. The researchers also found evidence of coercive control reports being met with cynicism and suspicion, which for the researchers, raised concerns about the influence of misogyny and compassion fatigue on police occupational culture. 

2.6 Conclusion
Overall, this chapter has demonstrated that coercive and controlling behaviour often goes under the radar (Brennan et al, 2016; Myhill and Johnson, 2016; Robinson et al., 2018) with the subtle behaviours being more difficult to recognise than physical injuries. The limited research in Wales (Robinson et al, 2018) demonstrates that those who work in partner agencies, particularly those who provide specialist domestic abuse advocates, had a greater understanding of coercive control than police officers. Alongside this, much of the research in this field in the UK overall is qualitative, being interview and focus group based, and therefore is subject to response bias and issues with truthfulness, which can impact on the validity of responses, therefore it can be argued that a quantitative methodology can be utilised to explore levels of police understanding of coercive control and the subsequent impact on response. The next chapter will consider the research strategy to be employed in the current study.

3.1 Research Strategy

This research aims to examine how the 2015 legislation has changed police response in Gwent. A self-report, online, anonymised survey will be used, and data analysis will be conducted to examine how serving police officers feel about the legislation in their everyday service. The sample study included serving police officers from the researchers’ ‘shift’ within the Gwent police force who undertook a self-report, online, anonymised survey generating quantitative data. The study employed the use of convenience, non-probability sampling, whereby the participants are recruited due to social ties, in this case, being part of the same shift pattern (Vehovar et al, 2016). This method is sampling was chosen as it is inexpensive, can be used to help to overcome many of the limitations associated with research. For example, using colleagues as part of sample is easier than targeting unknown individuals (Taherdoost, 2016). The researcher considered Myhill’s (2018) ‘A normative framework and key questions for considering police response to domestic violence’ and used this framework to devise a list of survey questions. To measure attitudes, Likert type questions were used to ask participants to give either a positive, negative or neutral response to a given statement, on a five-point scale (Online Surveys, N.D.). The 15 statements did not seek to question participants about their own conduct in relation to coercive control response, and therefore were not intrusive, however it did need to be considered that harm could be caused due to the context of the research. The researcher considered that the research could potentially cause harm as participants recall traumatic personal experiences or behaviours they themselves were ashamed of, meaning that distress or re-traumatization could occur (Campbell et al, 2019). To ensure that all participants were aware of support and how to access this, details were included on the information sheet and debriefing section of the survey.

Using a self-report online anonymised survey, collecting quantitative data, ensured that no personal data was stored or shared directly with any agency or individual. This was important as the research was conducted in the police force within which the researcher worked, which could have potentially led to participants feeling as though they had been coerced into taking part in the research (Cameron, 2021). Myhill (2018) in his study on police response to domestic violence questioned whether his position as college researcher might be ethically questionable, as officers might have felt obligated to participate in the research if they were requested to by someone within their force. To minimize any perceived coercion in the present study, the researcher ensured, via the information sheet, that potential participants were aware that whether they participated or not, this would have no bearing on their employment.

The research design was completed with ethics being a major consideration of the process, due to the sensitive nature of the topic. When questioning anyone about coercive control and domestic abuse it was clear that the survey and the questions posed must be carefully considered in order to protect all participants from harm (Women’s Aid, 2020). Fully informed consent was required, meaning that all participants were fully aware of both the subject matter and the ability to refrain from answering questions if they so wished. The information sheet was displayed on the first page of the survey and detailed information on the anonymity of their responses, support services, their right not to participate and withdraw and contact details for the researcher (BERA, 2018).

3.2 Data Collection
[bookmark: bb0445]Considering practical issues, the use of an online survey has numerous strengths for the participants and the researcher. For example, one strength of using an online survey can allow participants to feel more secure in their anonymity, meaning that social desirability forces might be lowered and lead to the possibility of increased validity in terms of responses (Weisband and Kiesler, 1996). For example, Touvier et al’s (2010) study around comparisons between paper based and online surveys found that participants preferred the online version in comparison to the paper-based version. However, more recent research such as Dodou and de Winter’s (2014) meta-analysis of studies published in the preceding 45 years found that social desirability in computer surveys (Internet/offline) and paper surveys is the same. Another strength of the use of this method can be that it allows for increased autonomy, in that participants can take part when and where they wish to do so and can dictate the length of their participation (Willis, 2011). Validity can also be said to be enhanced via the use of an online survey because participants will not be influenced by any visual cues from the researcher as the researcher will not be present. This can be said to lead participants to feel less inhibited in their responses due to the perception that judgment from the researcher or others is unlikely (Bowker and Tuffin, 2004). Using this type of survey is also convenient, as participants can answer questions at their own pace. It is also not limited in terms of geography, is cost-effective and is gathering quantitative data, meaning data will be produced quickly (Nayak and Narayan, 2019). 

3.3. Data Analysis
The quantitative data gathered will be analysed with Microsoft Excel. This will allow the researcher to conduct data analysis in response to the statements posed. Excel has been chosen as the data is being collected via Online Surveys, and this allows for the exportation of responses to Excel with ease.

3.4 Limitations & Potential problems 
One limitation identified is issues with representativeness and generalizability. To have confidence in the representativeness of survey results each person in the target population must be given a chance to participate, however non-probability sampling was used in the study due to time and access restrictions, meaning that this study will be unable to assess how representative the sample in relation to the target population. Subsequently, generalisations that are made from such sampling techniques are simply educated guesses about the nature of a given population (Best et al, 2001). Another limitation of using an online self-report survey is that participants may not understand the questions, (Lobe et al, 2008) particularly as the researcher is not present at the time of data collection (Weigold et al, 2013). As the validity depends on the assumption that all participants have understood the questions in the way in which the researcher intended, considering this limitation means that the validity of results gained can be questioned (Lobe et al, 2008). This issue must be carefully considered as whilst participant information sheets were included, it may be that some participants misinterpret question meanings.



3.5 Conclusion
This chapter has outlined the process by which the study will be undertaken. The choice of a quantitative survey for this research will allow for the exploration of how police officers interpret the legislation and respond to coercive control during their role. The analysis chapter will be structured in such a way as to allow for discussion to be intertwined with the analysis in order to provide a full understanding of how the 2015 legislation in relation to coercive control has changed police response in Gwent.

4.1 Analysis of Results and Discussion
This research seeks to explore how the 2015 legislation in relation to coercive control has changed police response in Gwent. It is hypothesised that despite the 2015 legislation, coercive control will still be considered as being difficult to identify and prosecute. The research took place in March 2023 via self-report data collected from 16 serving Gwent police officers, (8 ‘females’ and 8 ‘males’) aged between 18-45, with 5 years or less service within the force (93.7% have between 1-5 years of service, with 6.3% having less than 12 months service).

4.2 Identifying coercive control. 
Participants were asked about their attitudes around identifying coercive control. The two statements asked participants to state their level of agreement towards the ease of identifying coercive control. Response options included ‘strongly agree’, ‘mildly agree’, ‘neither disagree nor agree’, ‘mildly disagree’ and ‘strongly disagree’.
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For the questions in this section, the data shows that participants tended to strongly or mildly disagree with the statements posed. For Q4.1 (Fig. 1.), 37.5% strongly disagreed that coercive control is easy to identify, with 12.5% mildly disagreeing with the statement. For Q4.15 (Fig. 2.), 37.5% strongly disagreed that male victims of coercive control are easy to identify, with 37.5% mildly disagreeing with the statement. However, there were gender differences found during data analysis. For Q4.1 (Fig. 1.), 37.5% of females mildly or strongly agreed that coercive control was easy to identify, with only 25% of males mildly agreeing with the statement. For Q4.15 (Fig. 2.), females were more likely than males to disagree with the statement ‘Male victims of coercive control are easy to identify’, with 87.5% of females compared with 52.5% of males mildly or strongly disagreeing with the statement. 

4.21 Identifying coercive control discussion.
The responses to questions 4.1 (Fig.1) and 4.15 (Fig.2) are not surprising in that for many of the respondents, identifying coercive control and male victims of coercive control, is not easy. This is similar to Wiener’s (2017) findings where participants who were serving police officers agreed that coercive control is complicated. The participants in Wiener’s study felt that the difficulties in identifying coercive control could be attributed to the fact that such abuse is not simply one behaviour, but a set of interlinking behaviours, behaviours that the police may be unfamiliar with, and it may be difficult to link a controlling intent in the same way as one would immediately see a domestic assault. A study by the Policing Research Partnership (2018) into Merseyside Police found that there was an indication of issues with the police understanding and recording of coercive control, there were missed opportunities for identifying coercive control in broader domestic abuse cases and there were also issues identified with police investigations and the prioritisation of coercive control offences, when compared to other types of domestic-abuse-related crime. However, more recent studies do paint a differing picture, in that the police do appear to be demonstrating a greater understanding of coercive control and are more able to identify incidents when presented with them (Brennan and Myhill, 2022; Brennan et al, 2020). In terms of identifying male victims, it is even more stark, with the majority of participants disagreeing that male victims are easy to identify. There may be a multitude of reasons for this. Stark in 2007 stated that they had never had a case that involved a female perpetrator of coercive control, and that in the literature at the time, there were no cases of male victimisation in terms of coercive control. This assertion has seemingly become a truism, particularly in policy and practice circles, in that it is exclusively males who perpetrate coercive control in order to victimise their female partners. This is problematic in the sense that it positions men as invisible in terms of them being victims of coercive control (Walklate et al, 2022). At a societal level, there is a narrative that frames domestic abuse and coercive control as a gendered issue and this dominant and pervasive gendered narrative is highlighted when we consider campaigns, where there has not been one national level campaign for male victims in the UK. Such invisibility arguably spills over into services and support agencies such as the police, social services, and the family courts, who may not recognise men’s victimisation (Graham-Kevan et al, 2021).


4.3 The impact of coercive control legislation

Participants were asked about their attitudes around coercive legislation and its impact on responding to incidents of coercive control. The six statements asked participants to state their level of agreement towards the legislation and how this impacts on response to incidents of coercive control. Response options included ‘strongly agree’, ‘mildly agree’, ‘neither disagree nor agree’, ‘mildly disagree’ and ‘strongly disagree’.
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Fig. 5.
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Fig. 6. 
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For all questions in this section, the data shows that particpants tended to mildly or strongly agree with the statements, with only one statement, Q4.10 (Fig. 8), where less than 50% of participants mildly or strongly agreed with the statement (37.6%). However, there were gender differences found during data analysis. For Q4.2 (Fig. 3), females at 75% were more likely than males at 50% to either mildly or strongly agree that ‘the coercive control law encourages and allows officers to take positive action more frequently’. Similarly for Q4.3 (Fig. 4), female participants were more likely to strongly agree that ‘the coercive control law allows officers to respond effectively to domestic violence’, with 25% doing so compared to 12.5% of male partcipants. For Q4.5 (Fig. 5), 25% of females choose to strongly agree that ‘the coercive control law helps me to show greater empathy with victims, with no males choosing this option and 62.5% of male participants choosing to mildly agree with the statement. This is similar to Q4.9 (Fig. 7) where 25% of females strongly agreeing that ‘the coercive control law supports officers in being less sceptical of victims accounts’, with no males choosing this option and 50% of male participants choosing to mildly agree with the statement. For Q4.6 (Fig. 6), male participants were more likely to mildly and strongly agree that ‘the coercive control law helps me to understand and appreciate the effects ongoing abuse has on behaviour and lives’, with 62.5% mildly agreeing and 25% strongly agreeing. This is compared to 50% of females mildly agreeing and 12.5% strongly agreeing. 

4.31 The impact of coercive control legislation discussion
In terms of the impact of coercive control legislation, for all questions in this section, the data shows that particpants tended to mildly or strongly agree with the majority of the statements posed. The particpants overall felt that the legislation has supported them in taking positive action, respond more effectively to coercive control incidents, show greater empathy with victims, be less sceptical and understand the impact of such abuse on victims lives. However, Myhill’s (2019) study around police attitudes and decision making in relation to domestic abuse and coercive control found that some officers reflect an incident-specific focus and place injurious physical assault at the top of a hierarchy of evidence. Myhill identified that for some officers, their understanding and conceptualisation of domestic violence is frequently at odds with the reality of coercive control where cases are seen as being serious only when the incident involves physical violence. This is reiterated by Barlow et al (2019) who considers that police officers feel that clear evidence is needed for prosecution, meaning that there may be a tension for the practical implementation of the offence of coercive control, since such behaviours may or may not include physical violence and thus potentially introduces a further level of uncertainty. Nonetheless, both studies are four years old and therefore the embedding of this legislation alongside updated training may have had a significant impact on police responses to coercive control and explain the participants responses.




4.4 Training and impact on response 

Participants were asked about their attitudes around whether coercive control training has informed their responses to coercive control incidents. The statement asked participants to state their level of agreement towards how the training impacts on response to incidents of coercive control. Response options included ‘strongly agree’, ‘mildly agree’, ‘neither disagree nor agree’, ‘mildly disagree’ and ‘strongly disagree’.
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For this question, Q4.7 (Fig. 9), the majority of participants (62.5%) strongly or mildly agreed that ‘training on coercive control has informed my response to coercive control incidents’. However, males were more likely to mildly disagree with the statement (37.5%) compared to females (25%). Females were more likely to mildly or strongly agree with the statement, with 75% choosing these options in comparison to 50% of males.

4.41 Training and impact on response discussion.
For the question concerning training around coercive control, the majority of participants agreed that ‘training on coercive control has informed my response to coercive control incidents’. This is reflected in Brennan et al’s (2020) study which analysed data on over 13,000 arrests from 33 police forces. The study found that training on coercive control was seen to be associated with a 41% increase in arrests for coercive or controlling behaviour and that the effects of the training were seen to be sustained for around 8 months. The DA Matters training allowed for the training of a large majority of police force members to enable them to understand the context as well as the procedure surrounding coercive control, and this was found to be effective in increasing use of this legislation. However, despite the success of this programme, when we look at the national picture, only 2% of domestic abuse arrests that occurred during the study period were for controlling or coercive behaviour. Brennan et al’s (2020) does show an improvement in terms of police response, particularly as in an earlier study, HMICFRS (2017) found that, in a survey of around 350 people who work closely with victims of domestic abuse, the area requiring the most improvement among frontline officers was their understanding of coercive control. However, it is clear that there needs to be a focus within the police to sustain the immediate impacts of the training on knowledge and skills (Brennan et al, 2020).

4.5 Understanding coercive control.

Participants were asked about their attitudes around whether greater understanding of coercive control has improved responses to coercive control incidents. The statement asked participants to state their level of agreement towards whether greater understanding of coercive control has improved responses to coercive control incidents. Response options included ‘strongly agree’, ‘mildly agree’, ‘neither disagree nor agree’, ‘mildly disagree’ and ‘strongly disagree’.


Fig. 10.
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For this question, Q4.4 (Fig. 10), the majority of participants (56.3%) strongly or mildly agreed that ‘greater understanding of coercive control has improved response to incidents’. However, males were less likely to mildly or strongly agree with the statement (37.5%) compared to females (75%). Males were also less likely to mildly or strongly disagree with the statement (12.5%) compared to females (25%).






4.6 Responding to coercive control in 2023

Participants were asked about their attitudes around responding to coercive control in 2023, 8 years past the introduction of legislation and in the aftermath of the Covid-19 pandemic. The five statements asked participants to state their level of agreement towards responding to coercive control in 2023, 8 years past the introduction of legislation and in the aftermath of the Covid-19 pandemic. Response options included ‘strongly agree’, ‘mildly agree’, ‘neither disagree nor agree’, ‘mildly disagree’ and ‘strongly disagree’.
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Fig. 12.
[image: Graphical user interface, application, Teams

Description automatically generated]
Fig. 13. 
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Fig. 14. 
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Fig. 15
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[bookmark: _Toc138692574]For all questions in this section, the data shows that particpants tended to mildly or strongly agree with the statements, with only two statements, Q.4.8 (Fig. 13) and Q4.12 (Fig. 15), where less than 50% of participants mildly or strongly agreed with the statement. However, there were gender differences found during data analysis. For Q4.13 (Fig. 11), males (62.5%) were more likely than females (50%) to mildly and strongly agree that ‘Covid 19 had a negative impact on police ability to respond effectively to coercive control’. For Q4.14 (Fig.12), females were more likely to strongly agree with the statement, ‘Raised public awareness of coercive control has resulted in increased incident reporting’, with 62.5% of females doing so, in comparison to 37.5% of males choosing this option. This is similar to Q4.11 (Fig. 14), where 100% of females mildly and strongly agreed that gathering evidence of coercive control is difficult, whereas only 75% of males choose the same responses. For Q4.12 (Fig. 15), females were more likely to strongly and mildly disagree with the statement that ‘Officers are able to use discretion effectively to ensure risk models are applied in an appropriate way in coercive control incidents’, with 50% choosing these options compared with 25% of males. Q4.8 (Fig. 13) has clear gender differences in responses. Females were more likely to choose that they mildly or strongly agreed that a male-dominated police culture influences how officers interpret interpersonal conflict and ongoing abuse, with 87.5% choosing these options, with no male participants agreeing at all with the statement.

4.61 Understanding and responding to coercive control discussion. 
In relation to understanding coercive control Q4.4 (Fig. 10), the majority of participants (56.3%) strongly or mildly agreed that ‘greater understanding of coercive control has improved response to incidents.’ These responses coincide with Brennan and Myhill’s (2022) research which found that since 2015 the rate of recorded crimes of coercive control observed in the data has approximately doubled. The researchers argue that these increases in recording could be a result of the offence bedding in, and as such are a reflection of the increased recognition, ability and willingness by police to record reported behaviours as coercive control. Responding to coercive control in 2023 shows a differing picture, with some questions highlighting the difficulties in gathering evidence of coercive control (Q4.11, Fig.14) and the negative impact of covid 19 on police ability to respond to coercive control (Q4.13, Fig.11). For example, the Policing Research Partnership (2018) found problems with effectively evidencing coercive control, such as, when there was evidence of sustained, coercive and controlling behaviours in victim witness statements, this was not always fully investigated by officers. The study also found that evidential opportunities to gather evidence were sometimes such missed by officers, such as third-party witness statements, and physical or digital evidence. Kellam (2020) however, highlights how the insidious nature of coercive control makes it difficult for officers to obtain evidence of coercive control needed for prosecution. Johnson and Hohl (2023) consider how Covid 19 impacted on police response to coercive control, finding that during the pandemic, frontline officers reported that they were attending an increased number of ‘isolated’ or ‘situational’ domestic incidents caused by the stresses of the pandemic, rather than escalating domestic abuse or ongoing coercive control. Walklate et al (2022) agree and also highlight the evidence that lockdown had a significant detrimental impact on wider delivery of services for women and children affected by domestic abuse. 

4.7 Conclusion
This chapter has presented the findings of the current study, which utilised the use of primary research in the form of a quantitative survey, completed by serving Gwent police officers. This chapter has also provided discussion around the analysis of the data collected. The data does demonstrate that whilst officers do have an understanding of coercive control and the legislation that governs this, there are still issues identified that need further work, such as, being able to identify coercive control and particularly male victims of coercive control. The data also highlights the difficulties around gathering evidence of coercive control. Both of these points seem to confer with the original hypothesis that coercive control is difficult to identify and prosecute. The final chapter of this dissertation will provide an overall conclusion of the study, highlight and discuss the limitations and finally, provide recommendations surrounding Gwent police’s response to coercive control in the light of the 2015 legislation. 

5.1 Conclusion, Limitations and Recommendations
This research study sought to quantitively explore how the coercive control legislation (2015) has impacted on Gwent police response. The previous chapters of this study have considered the literature currently available, the research strategy and an analysis of the data collected. This final chapter will seek to provide a conclusion to the research question, ‘How has the 2015 coercive control legislation changed police response in Gwent?’. It will also highlight and discuss the limitations and finally, provide recommendations surrounding Gwent police’s response to coercive control in the light of the 2015 legislation.

5.2 Conclusion
In conclusion, after reviewing the available literature and the primary data, it is clear that the 2015 coercive control legislation has changed police response in Gwent. Officers appear to have a greater understanding of the crime and legislation; they are beginning to recognise that whilst evidence is difficult to obtain in these cases, there is a need to ensure that the police move away from isolated incident focus to a more holistic view of incidents and there is a recognition that current societal issues have an impact on police responses to coercive control. The present study findings do, to an extent, highlight how the police have begun to embed the legislation into practice, with more comprehensive training being offered by the College of Policing (2022) ‘Domestic Abuse Matters’, and the DARA (domestic abuse risk assessment) which is completed by officers when they attend a domestic abuse call and has an increased focus on coercive control. However, what is also clear, both from the literature review and the present study findings is that there is still a way to go to ensure that all officers understand the offence, the legislation and the appropriate responses to coercive control.

5.3 Limitations
The limitations of the research must be acknowledged. The biggest limitation for this study is the response rate as there were only 16 respondents. Such a response rate means that the sample is not representative and therefore the data collected cannot be generalised to the target population (Fincham, 2008) of Gwent police officers. However, the results and subsequent analysis do offer some insights into understanding how the 2015 legislation in relation to coercive control has changed police response in Gwent. Another limitation is that the sample is made up of police officers whom all work in the same station as the researcher which means the data could be subject to social desirability bias. The subject is a sensitive one, asking police officers to consider their own practice and again, this could lead the data to be subject to social desirability bias. Such bias was found in Holtgraves’ (2004) study where participants who were given self-report questionnaires about undesirable personality traits took longer to respond because they were concerned that their responses may impact on their social image. Therefore, it can be surmised that as the researcher is based at the station and is known by all participants, participants may not have answered truthfully thus affecting the validity of the data. Another limitation was the way in which the sample was selected. As participants volunteered to take part in the study, the sample was non-random meaning that not all persons who were invited to participate did so, therefore the results gained could again be subject to bias (Wallin, 1949). 

5.4 Recommendations
One clear recommendation is in relation to future research, a larger sample size would benefit to be able to fully understand how police officers in Gwent Police understand the offence, the legislation, and the appropriate responses to coercive control. Another recommendation is for yearly refresher training to be undertaken by all police personnel. This is because that whilst participants largely indicated that training on coercive control has informed their response and that greater understanding of coercive control has improved response to incidents, research does show that this may not be sustained in the long term (Brennan et al, 2020). A further recommendation should be centred around evidence gathering processes, as whilst the majority of participants felt that their understanding of coercive control has improved, the responses did highlight the difficulties in gathering evidence of coercive control. Perhaps further training on the ‘Controlling or Coercive Behaviour in an Intimate or Family Relationship Statutory Guidance Framework’ could be considered to ensure that all officers are aware of the types of evidence that could be used to prove the offence of coercive control (Home Office, 2015). One final recommendation would be further research around the impact of Covid 19 on the ability of the police to respond to coercive control incidents as the current study highlighted that Covid 19 had a negative impact on police ability to respond, which alongside research that highlights the ability of wider services to respond to coercive control, paints a worrying picture (Walklate et al, 2022).
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7.1 Appendices

Appendix 1: A normative framework and key questions for considering police response to domestic violence (Myhill, 2018).
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Appendix 2:

Survey:

Please indicate your gender:
Male 
Female
Non-binary
Other
Prefer not to disclose

Please indicate your age group:
18-25
26-35
36-45
46-55
56+

Please indicate your length of service in Gwent police:

Less than 12 months
1-5 years
6-10 years
11-19 years
20+

Instructions
The following are different statements which describe attitudes toward a variety of police responses to coercive control which different people have. There are no right or wrong answers, only opinions. Therefore, it is very important that you answer each question honestly.
Please express your feelings about each statement by indicating whether you:
(1) Strongly Disagree
(2) Mildly Disagree
(3) Neither Disagree nor Agree
(4) Mildly Agree
(5) Strongly Agree.
1 Coercive control is easy to identify

2 The coercive control law encourages and allows officers to take positive action more frequently

3 The coercive control law allows officers to respond effectively to domestic violence

4 Greater understanding of coercive control has improved response to incidents

5 The coercive control law helps me to show greater empathy with victims

6 The coercive control law helps me to understand and appreciate the effects ongoing abuse has on behaviour and lives

7 Training on coercive control has informed my response to coercive control incidents

8 A male-dominated police culture influences how officers interpret interpersonal conflict and ongoing abuse

9 The coercive control law supports officers in being less sceptical of victims’ accounts

10 The coercive control law supports officers being less cynical when dealing with repeat callers

11 Gathering evidence of coercive control is difficult

12 Officers are able to use discretion effectively to ensure risk models are applied in an appropriate way in coercive control incidents

13 Covid 19 had a negative impact on police ability to respond effectively to coercive control

14 Raised public awareness of coercive control has resulted in increased incident reporting

15 Male victims of coercive control are easy to identify

Appendix 3: Ethics Form 

APPLICATION FOR ETHICAL APPROVAL

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.  

Delete the Guidance Notes at the end of the form BEFORE submitting your application


SECTION A: About You (Principal Researcher)
	Full Name:
	Nathan Elias 

	Tick all boxes which apply:

	Member of staff:
	☐
	Honorary research fellow:
	☐

	Undergraduate Student
	☒	Taught Postgraduate Student
	☐	Postgraduate Research Student
	☐


	Institute/Academic Discipline/Centre:
	IMH

	Campus:
	Swansea 

	E-mail address:
	2016268@student.uwstd.ac.uk


	Contact Telephone Number:
	

	For students:

	Student Number:
	2016268

	Programme of Study:
	BSC (Hons) Professional Policing Practice 

	Director of Studies/Supervisor:
	Jane Thomas




SECTION B: Approval for Research Activity
	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

	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 (write in)

	☒	Jane Thomas



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, 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.

	UWTSD Research Ethics & Integrity Code of Practice

	☒
	
UWTSD Research Data Management Policy
	☒

	

	☐



SECTION D: External Collaborative Research Activity
	Does the research activity involve collaborators outside of the University?
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☒

	
If Yes, please provide the name of the external organisation and name and contact details for the main contact person and confirmation this person has consented to their personal data being shared.as part of this collaboration.

	Institution
	


	Contact person name
	


	Contact person e-mail address

	

	Has this individual consented to sharing their details on this form?
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☐

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

	Is your research externally funded
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☐

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

	
	Employed
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☐

	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
	☐

	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
	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




SECTION E: Details of Research Activity
	Indicative title:
	Coercive control: How has the 2015 legislation changed police response in Gwent?

	Proposed start date:
	17/11/2022
	Proposed end date:
	03/07/2023

	Introduction to the Research (maximum 300 words)
Ensure that you write for a Non-Specialist Audience when outlining your response to the three 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. 

	Purpose of Research Activity

This research addresses the case of coercive control and seeks to explore the translation of this offence into practice in the police force area of Gwent, Wales.


	Research Questions

Q1: What are the key determinants of coercive control?
Q2: What has changed in terms of police response in relation to the 2015 legislation?
Q3: To what extent do serving police officers believe the legislation has impacted on their response to domestic abuse cases?


	Aims of Research Activity

The research aims to explore how the offence of coercive control is interpreted and put into practice in the police force area of Gwent, Wales.


	Objectives of Research Activity

1. To conduct a literature review around domestic abuse and coercive control.
2. To establish a research methodology and make all relevant ethical considerations
3. To undertake survey data collection and analyse findings.
4. Make recommendations around implications for practice in relation to coercive control


	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.

	
This research will utilise a self-report, online, anonymised survey, and data analysis will be conducted to examine participant’s interpretations and responses to coercive control during their practice. The use of this type of survey is cost effective, not limited by geography, and will allow for the provision of timely data. It will also allow for participants to access and complete the survey with relative ease. It is also convenient in the sense that participants can take the time they need to answer individual questions. Likert type questions will be used to primarily measure attitudes by asking participants to give either a positive, neutral or negative response to a given statement, using typically, a five to seven-point scale. This will allow for the collection of quantitative data which can then be analysed using SPSS. This will give the researcher the ability to conduct data analysis based on how they interpret and respond to coercive control during their role.





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

	 
Gwent police force 

	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.

	
N/A


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

	NO
	☒

	
	YES
	☐

	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 prevailing data protection law of the country in question and England and Wales.



(this box should expand as you type)





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

	Use of a questionnaire or similar research instrument?
	☒
	☐

	Use of interviews?
	☐
	☒

	Use of diaries?
	☐
	☒

	Participant observation with their knowledge?
	☐
	☒

	Participant observation without their knowledge?
	☐
	☒

	Use of video or audio recording?
	☐
	☒

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

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

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

	Investigation of participants involved in illegal activities?
	☐
	☒

	Use of procedures that involve deception?
	☐
	☒

	Administration of any substance, agent or placebo?
	☐
	☒

	Working with live vertebrate animals?
	☐
	☒

	Other primary data collection methods, please explain in this box
For example, ‘focus groups’. Please indicate the type of data collection method(s) in this box and tick the accompany box.
	☐
	☒

	Details of any other primary data collection method:



(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
	Who are the intended participants:
	
YES
	
NO

	Students or staff at the University?
	☒
	☐

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

	Vulnerable adults?
	☐
	☒

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

	Prisoners?
	☐
	☒

	Young offenders?
	☐
	☒

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

	People engaged in illegal activities?
	☐
	☒

	Others (please identify specifically any group who may be unable to give consent) please indicate here and tick the appropriate box.

	☐
	☒

	Other – please indicate here:



(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? 

	How many participants are expected?

	30


	Who will the participants be?

	Self-administrated online questionnaire survey will be conducted to collect empirical data from the population of serving police officers in Gwent police. 

	How will you identify the participants?
	
The participants will be selected with purposive sampling techniques: for the survey population to have at least 2 years’ experience in the Gwent police.  





	Information for participants:
	
YES
	NO
	
N/A

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

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

	Will you obtain written consent for participation?
	☒
	☐
	☐

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

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

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

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

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

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

	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

	Will participants be paid?
	☐
	☒
	☐

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

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

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

	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.  

	Full risk assessment completed and appended? 

	Yes 
	☐

	
	No
	☒

	Risks to participants
For example: emotional distress, financial disclosure, physical harm, transfer of personal data, sensitive organisational information

	Risk to Participant:
1. Participants will be aged 18+ and are being asked to state how they interpret and apply the legislation around coercive control using of Likert-type questions. It must be considered that participants themselves may have subjected to such behaviours and as a result such questioning may trigger memories which are painful.
2. Coercive control and domestic abuse is a sensitive topic, and asking police officers about how they deal with such incidents must be done with caution and skill. 
3. Distress could also occur if participants are worried that figures of authority will become aware of the responses as this research will take place within their workplace.

	How will you mitigate the Risk to Participant
1. Participants will be advised that participation is voluntary and reminded of their right to withdraw. They will also be advised that they can leave out questions and/or sections if they wish to continue with participation but find certain questions difficult to answer.
2. Participants will be made aware of the subject matter before they consent to take part and that they can choose not to answer questions if they do not wish to. This will allow participants to set the parameters of their participation, and as a result, if they decide to participate then they have made the choice to participate in research which may cause distress.
3. Participants will be made fully aware that their responses will be anonymous and not linked to them personally.



	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

	
The participants will be made aware of the support services available if they feel distressed in any way as the researcher will not be aware if this is the case due to the online, anonymised nature of the data collection. E.g. Live Fear Free Helpline.

(this box should expand as you type)

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

	Risk to Investigator:
1. Risk of emotional impact on the researcher due to the nature of the topic.

	How will you mitigate the Risk to Investigator:
1. Maintain emotional distance from the data if required.



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

	Risk to University:
A negative impact on Gwent police force in terms of adverse publicity.


(this box should expand as you type)
	How will you mitigate the Risk to University:
Ensure that all findings are reported in full to allow for discussion and recommendations for future practice.

(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


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





SECTION I: Feedback, Consent and Confidentiality
	Feedback
What de-briefing and feedback will be provided to participants, how will this be done and when? 

	
The feedback will take place with line manager after the completion of the research activity.


	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.

	
I will ensure that both the consent process and the consent form are approved by the University Ethics committee. The potential participants who volunteer will be given an information sheet which details all elements of the research, such as their rights to anonymity and to withdraw from the research. The information sheet will also detail the research purpose, aims and how the data collected will be used. This will allow participants to give fully informed consent to participate. This information sheet will appear at the beginning of the survey and must be read before continuation onto the consent form. 


	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. 

	
Confidentiality and anonymity can be guaranteed by the researcher as all data collected will be anonymised and no identifiable personal data will be collected. I will not be reporting individual level data, only overall findings. 






SECTION J: Data Protection and Storage
In completing this section refer to the University’s Research Data Management Policy and the extensive resources on the University’s Research Data Management web pages (http://uwtsd.ac.uk/library/research-data-management/).
	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

	“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.
	☒
	☐

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

	
To provide an evaluation of how appropriate these determinants are perceived by a defined sample of police officers in the Gwent police force, age, gender and length of experience will be part of the research.


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

	“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),
	
☐
	
☒

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

	




(this box should expand as you type)


	
Will the research activity involve storing personal data and/or special category data on one of the following:
	YES
	NO

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

	University computers?
	☐
	☒

	Private company computers?
	☐
	☒

	Home or other personal computers?
	☒
	☐

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

	“Cloud” storage or websites?
	☐
	☒

	Other – specify:

	☐
	☒

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

	
1.Use of a recognised survey instrument such as Online Surveys (formerly known as BOS). 
2. All the participants information will not be recorded in a way that links subject responses with identifying information (use of a code known only to the participants will be used and this will only be used by the researcher if the participant wishes to withdraw from the study).


	All Data Storage

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

	Electronic transfer of data in any form?
	☒
	☐

	Sharing of data with others at the University?
	☐
	☒

	Sharing of data with other organisations?
	☐
	☒

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

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

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

	Use of data management system?
	☒
	☐

	Data archiving?
	☒
	☐

	If YES to any question, please provide full details, explaining how this will be conducted in accordance with the GDPR and DPA (and/or any international equivalent):

	
1. Ensure the storage security. Researcher will use the University OneDrive to store all data downloads as this is safe.
3. Ensure home PC has anti-virus protection and all security updates are installed and up-to-date 


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

	
Myself.


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

	
Myself.


	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.  

	All survey data will be uploaded to secure storage (UWTSD One-Drive space). All data will be destroyed in accordance with GDPR. 
 

	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) 

	


(this box should expand as you type)

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

	YES
	☒

	
	NO
	☐

	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
	☒

	
	NO
	☐





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/ 

	Signature of applicant:
	N.Elias 
	Date:
20/11/22



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

	Signature:
	

	



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

	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 (and have NOT completed Section H of this form) (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.

	☒

	I have deleted the guidance notes before submitting the PG2 for consideration






	RESEARCH STUDENTS AND 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.
You will be informed of the outcome of your claim by email; therefore it is important that you check your University and personal email accounts regularly.



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.

This form is available electronically from the Academic Office web pages: https://www.uwtsd.ac.uk/academic-office/appendices-and-forms/ 



Application Process

All staff research projects and all research students must submit the Ethical Approval Form to the University Research Ethics Committee via the Academic Office (pgresearch@uwtsd.ac.uk).   Staff research directly in relation to personal study for taught undergraduate or Masters programmes should be submitted via the Institute procedures explained below.

Taught masters and taught undergraduate research Ethical Approval Forms are considered within Institutes.  Institutes will provide details of the specific processes for this.  Where the Ethical issues within any single ethical application are of particular concern the Institute will refer these to the University Research Ethics Committee.   Any student activity that involves the collection of primary data needs to undergo Ethical approval, this includes assignment work as well as dissertations.   



Notes for guidance in completion of this form

Section A:  About You
Please complete all relevant sections

Section B:  Approval for research activity
Research proposals must be approved in principle before applying for Ethical Approval.  The proposal approval only becomes final when the ethical approval is received.  

The process for proposal approval varies according the individual and programme of study:
· Research students, by application on form PG1 to the Research Degrees Committee
· Taught students by review of research proposal within Institutes (Institutes provide specific details of these processes)
· Staff, by agreement by the Academic Director/Assistant Dean

Section C:  External Ethical Guidance materials
Many discipline areas are required to operate with the discipline specific codes of research ethics (for example health, psychology, education etc.), any such codes must be listed and you must tick to confirm that you have consulted with these.

Section D:  External Collaborative Research Activity
Provide details of the external collaborative partners, where appropriate you might want to submit a copy of the external collaboration agreement with the Ethical Approval Form.  If the partner requires the research to be subject to its own internal Ethical approval process then please provide details of that process and a copy of any final (or interim) approvals received from the organisation.

Section E:  Details of Research Activity
Remember that the individuals reviewing this Ethical Approval Form may not have seen your research proposal, and also may not be experts in the specific area of your research.  The information provided should therefore be jargon free and clearly stated.
Indicative Title:  please use the same title as used on the research proposal.
Purpose:  the Ethical approval process will want to ensure that the methods you propose are adequate and appropriate to address the research aims and objectives.  Excessive additional data collection can be seen as unethical.
Proposed Methods:  the Ethical approval process seeks to ensure that you understand the methods that are intended, and that the implementation of those methods will be appropriate and without unnecessary impact on respondents.  This section must explain how the methods described will lead to the collection of necessary and sufficient data, but not excessive data.  Please be specific.
Location:  this needs to mention geographical location and also local situation (for example, within Local Authority Offices in Cardiff, using a private room but close to other individuals).  If you are collecting data within an organisational setting then you need to explain the permissions that you have obtained to do this.
Research Activity outside of the UK:  please complete this section in detail, and note any guidance you have received.  Also describe your own familiarity (or not) with the location that you will be utilising.

Section F:  Scope of Research Activity
Please tick ALL of the research activities that might be undertaken.   If any additional types of activity are intended then please add an extra box and describe these.
If you have answered no to all questions in F then sections G and J do not need to be completed.  Section H should be considered, and may be completed.  Signatures are still required in section K.

Section G:  Intended Participants
Please tick all categories that might apply.
Numbers & Source:  if you are using a series of different methods or research activities please list numbers for each stage/phase.  Be clear about how you will find respondents.   Will you use intermediaries, and if so how?  How will you ensure compliance with your sampling strategy?
Information for participants:  all participants should be appropriately informed about the research, what is expected of them and what will happen to the information that they provide.  The Ethical review process does not ask to see this documentation, but requires this to be reviewed and approved by the Director of Studies in the case of research students, the supervisor/module tutor in relation to students on taught programmes and the Academic Director/Assistant Dean in relation to staff research.

Section H:  Anticipate Risks
All research carries some level of risk.  The answers you provide to questions in this section will be reviewed to ensure that you have an appropriate understanding of the type of risks involved and how you can mitigate against these risks. If you have completed a full risk assessment, as required for example for laboratory work, field work, clinical tests, diving operations, or by a collaborative partner, you may append that to this form.  In that case, please tick the box indicating this has been provided.  You will not then be required to complete Section H.
Risk to participants   Think very carefully about how your actions/questions/discussions might affect the people you are involving as participants.  You might identify the risk as small but it would still be a risk.  Many types of question have the potential to make respondents less content with their life / job; you need to recognise and try to ameliorate any such effects
If these are business owners, time with you may reduce profit.  
In some locations physical risk is very real to both participants and yourself, please consider this.
Risk to you, the researcher   Think about where you will meet people, if there are any dangers involved in the location.  If you are meeting people as individuals think about using a public place.  In general do not visit people in their own homes or remote locations.  If you are talking to individuals about certain issues think about how their responses might affect you emotionally.  What about the risk of collecting insufficient data?
Risk to the University   When undertaking your research, you are acting as a member of the University (student or staff).  Professionalism is important, so it is important to be well organised and well prepared. Punctuality, clarity etc. are all part of this.  What will you do to ensure this?  You must ensure you do not harm the good name of the University in any way and do nothing to undermine the reputation of the research it conducts and sponsors.  Upholding high standards of conduct and integrity are vital in this regard. You must also conduct the research in such a way to minimise the potential for claims of negligence made against the University, its researchers and any collaborating individual or organisation. In this respect you should always comply with ethical, legal and professional frameworks, obligations and standards as required by statutory and regulatory authorities, as well as the university’s Research Integrity and Ethics Code of Practice.  Research misconduct in this respect can take many forms, including:
· fabrication: making up results or other outputs (eg, artefacts) and presenting them as if they were real
· falsification: manipulating research processes or changing or omitting data without good cause
· plagiarism: using other people’s material without giving proper credit
· failure to meet ethical, legal and professional obligations: for example failure to declare competing interests; misrepresentation of involvement or authorship; misrepresentation of interests; breach of confidentiality; lack of informed consent; misuse of personal data; and abuse of research subjects or material
· improper dealing with allegations of misconduct: failing to address possible infringements such as attempts to cover up misconduct and reprisals against whistle-blowers

Adverse Outcomes.  Think carefully about the possibilities, and cover here

Section I:  Feedback, Consent and Confidentiality
Feedback to participants:  outline your approach.   Will interview transcripts be shared with respondents to check accuracy?  Will summaries of questionnaire analysis be made available to respondents in some way?   Will an overview report be provided?  How and when?
Informed consent:   Draft letter / e-mail / or heading (or footer) section of questionnaire must be approved by DoS/supervisor (if research student), supervisor/module tutor if taught student, or Academic Director / Assistant Dean if a member of staff.
Confidentiality/Anonymity.  Explain clearly how you will ensure confidentiality and anonymity.

Section J:  Data Protection and Storage
Before completing this section it is necessary to read the University’s Research Data Management information.   The questions that follow are designed to ensure compliance with the Data Protection Act as well as established research protocols.

Many research activities will involve electronic transfer of data and use of data management systems in the summarisation and analysis of data.  You will need to explain these in relation to compliance with the Data Protection Act.
Think carefully about who will have access to your data, this will include supervisors and examiners. Also that a thesis will be made available via the University library and the British Library system.  If you are seeking an access bar for a period of time after completion then mention it here.  If you will provide a copy of your findings, or intend to give a presentation, to a facilitating/ supporting/accessing organisation then explain that in this section.  But also think about the general principle of data sharing, as explained in the Research Data Management information.
In terms of storage of data please ensure security, and also mitigate against loss of data.

Section K:  Declaration
Ensure the appropriate countersignatures have been provided
Look carefully at the checklist and ensure that you comply with and tick all that are relevant to your research.
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4.15 15 Male victims of coercive control are easy to identify
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4.3 3 The coercive control law allows officers to respond effectively to domestic violence
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4.6 6 The coercive control law helps me to understand and appreciate the effects ongoing abuse has
on behaviour and lives
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4.9 9 The coercive control law supports officers in being less sceptical of victims’ accounts
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4.12 12 Officers are able to use discretion effectively to ensure risk models are applied in an
appropriate way in coercive control incidents
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