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Public perception of the police is shaped by a persistent distance between the standards the role formally requires and how policing is experienced by those it serves. This exploratory study examines that contrast by placing the accounts of the public and of serving officers into direct comparative relation, asking how members of the public experience police interactions, how officers understand those encounters, and what the comparison indicates about where that divergence appears to emerge.
A mirrored comparative design was adopted, using two cross-sectional surveys of 25 members of the public and 25 serving officers recruited through non-probability sampling, covering nine themes drawn from the literature review. Quantitative data was analysed through descriptive statistics and qualitative data through thematic analysis.
Within this sample, findings indicate that empathy shows the most pronounced divergence between officer endorsement and public experience, while respect and fairness emerge as the clearest points of alignment, and point to a qualitative asymmetry in which public respondents describe encounters while officers describe a job. The study suggests that the distance between principle and practice is shaped less by the character individual officers bring into the role than by the institutional conditions surrounding it, including workload, occupational culture, supervision and training, with implications for how the service supports frontline practice. Findings are exploratory and align with patterns documented in wider research.
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[bookmark: _Toc233636556][bookmark: _Toc233665617]Chapter 1: Introduction
[bookmark: _Toc233636557][bookmark: _Toc233665618]1.1 Background
Public perception of the police is a matter of sustained public, political and professional concern. Crime Survey for England and Wales data show overall confidence in the local police fell from 76% to 67% between 2015 and 2025, while the proportion rating their local force as doing a good or excellent job fell from 62% to 49% (Office for National Statistics, 2025). The Victims’ Commissioner has reported that 40% of victims were dissatisfied with the police response to their crime (Victims’ Commissioner, 2024). Inspection findings point the same way. Systemic failures have been identified in how officers communicate with and respond to those who report crime (HM Inspectorate of Constabulary and Fire & Rescue Services, 2019). These figures sit against successive reforms to the legislative, professional and ethical frameworks that govern policing. They raise questions about how public perception is formed and how closely it corresponds to the principles the service names as its own.
These questions are grounded in the foundations of policing itself. When Sir Robert Peel established the Metropolitan Police in 1829, public approval was made the basis of police legitimacy, with the service built on care, courtesy and the willingness to protect life (Home Office, 2011). The Code of Ethics reinforces this, naming empathy and public service as core principles of the role (College of Policing, n.d.b). Public perception is therefore not peripheral. It is the measure against which police legitimacy has been understood for nearly two hundred years.
[bookmark: _Toc233636558][bookmark: _Toc233665619]1.2 Aims and Objectives
This study examines public perception of the police in England and Wales and how it relates to the standards the police are expected to deliver. The research question is: how is public perception of the police formed, and what does it respond to? The supporting objectives are:
To establish, from the literature, how public perception is formed and the conditions under which officer practice is produced.
To survey members of the public on how they describe their police encounters across nine themes drawn from the literature.
To survey serving officers on how they understand those same themes in the conditions of daily practice.
To compare the two accounts, identifying where what officers describe and what the public reports align and diverge.
[bookmark: _Toc233636559][bookmark: _Toc233665620]1.3 Rationale and Position
Existing research has examined public and officer perspectives largely in parallel rather than in direct comparison. This study addresses that through a dual-survey design that places the two in mirrored relation, examining the dimensions the public evaluates alongside those officers describe delivering. The researcher is a serving police officer. That insider position risks operational assumptions entering the analysis, an issue addressed through a reflexive approach to data handling.
[bookmark: _Toc233636560][bookmark: _Toc233665621]1.4 Structure
The dissertation comprises six chapters. The literature review covers police legitimacy, public experience, officer practice, occupational culture, media influence and accountability. The methodology sets out the design, sampling, ethics and analysis. The analysis of results presents the survey findings. The conclusion answers the research question, and the recommendations set out directions for practice and further research.
[bookmark: _Toc233636561][bookmark: _Toc233665622]Chapter 2: Literature Review
This chapter traces the foundations of police legitimacy, the historical events in which those foundations were tested, and the reforms they produced. It then examines how the public experiences policing today. It also considers the conditions under which officer practice is produced, and how media and accountability mechanisms shape public perception alongside the encounter itself.
[bookmark: _Toc233636562][bookmark: _Toc233665623]2.1 Legitimacy and Procedural Justice
Police legitimacy in England and Wales rests on a principle established in 1829 and tested ever since: policing only works when the public recognise it as rightful and fair. The Metropolitan Police Act 1829, introduced by Sir Robert Peel, defined policing as a service built on public consent, with authority dependent on public approval and success measured by the absence of crime rather than enforcement activity (Home Office, 2011). Later research refined this. Willingness to accept police authority depends primarily on whether interactions feel fair, including respectful treatment, clear explanations, the opportunity to be heard and impartial decision-making, a framework known as procedural justice theory (Jackson et al., 2012). It also distinguishes legitimacy, trust and confidence as related but distinct concepts that do not always move in the same direction (Jackson and Bradford, 2019). This framework has been influential, though it can be read as centring the individual encounter and giving less weight to the structural and political conditions that shape when and how such encounters occur. What happens in the encounter is shaped by conditions that precede it.
[bookmark: _Toc233636563][bookmark: _Toc233665624]2.2 A Recurring Pattern of Failure
A series of historical events illustrates how the principles of consent and fairness have failed in practice. Each was followed by an inquiry exposing the structural nature of that failure. The Brixton disturbances of 1981, rooted in disproportionate stop and search, prompted the Scarman Inquiry, which found a fundamental breakdown in confidence between the police and the communities affected and indicated that legally compliant policing could still be experienced as unjust (National Archives, n.d.). The murder of Stephen Lawrence in 1993 led to the Macpherson Inquiry. It found the investigation marred by professional incompetence and institutional racism, defined as the collective organisational failure to provide a fair and professional service (Macpherson, 1999). The murder of Daniel Morgan in 1987 and the decades of failed investigation that followed led to a panel concluding the police had consistently prioritised reputation over accountability and truth (Daniel Morgan Independent Panel, 2021). The murder of Sarah Everard in 2021 by a serving officer led to the Casey Review, which concluded that predatory behaviour had been allowed to flourish and that the institution had protected its reputation rather than confronting the conditions that produced it (Casey, 2023). Across four decades and four inquiries, a similar institutional pattern is evident: organisational defensiveness, the prioritisation of reputation over transparency, and reform arriving only after public exposure.
[bookmark: _Toc233636564][bookmark: _Toc233665625]2.3 The Ethical Framework
Reform in response to these failures produced a layered architecture of legislation and professional standards.
[bookmark: _Toc233636565][bookmark: _Toc233665626]2.3.1 Statute, Code and Decision Model
The Police and Criminal Evidence Act 1984, the Human Rights Act 1998 and the Equality Act 2010 established the legal framework governing every officer interaction (Police and Criminal Evidence Act 1984; Human Rights Act 1998; Equality Act 2010). The Victims’ Code 2020 extended these obligations directly to those who report crime, establishing twelve enforceable rights including respectful treatment, empathy and timely communication (Ministry of Justice, 2020). The College of Policing was established in 2012 as the professional body for policing in England and Wales, to provide the skills and knowledge needed to prevent crime, protect the public and secure public trust (College of Policing, n.d.a). It also provides the National Decision Model as the ethical framework guiding every operational decision (College of Policing, n.d.d). This architecture sets the standard the service must deliver, though delivery depends on the operational context surrounding the officer.
[bookmark: _Toc233636566][bookmark: _Toc233665627]2.3.2 The Code of Ethics
The Code of Ethics, revised in 2024, establishes three principles: courage, respect and empathy, and public service, with empathy defined as actively listening to and understanding the physical, mental and emotional challenges the public face (College of Policing, n.d.b). These principles are reinforced by the Standards of Professional Behaviour (Home Office, 2020) and the Competency and Values Framework (College of Policing, n.d.c). Together these frameworks describe policing as grounded in a morally driven service aimed at helping and supporting the community (Maile et al., 2023).
[bookmark: _Toc233636567][bookmark: _Toc233665628]2.4 Public and Victim Experience
The literature suggests that public evaluation of policing is shaped less by framework-level reform than by the experience of contact itself.
[bookmark: _Toc233636568][bookmark: _Toc233665629]2.4.1 Declining Confidence
Crime Survey for England and Wales data show that 67% of respondents reported overall confidence in their local police in 2025, down from 76% a decade earlier. Only 49% rated their local police as doing a good or excellent job, compared with 62% in 2015 (Office for National Statistics, 2025). Longitudinal analysis of 25 years of trust data situates this within a measurable disconnection between what policing promises and what communities experience (Bradford, 2024).
[bookmark: _Toc233636569][bookmark: _Toc233665630]2.4.2 What the Public Values
Research consistently shows that the public evaluates policing primarily on the quality of human interaction, valuing respectful treatment, fair and transparent decision-making and the opportunity for a voice (Home Office, 2023a). Deliberative research with approximately 1,500 respondents points the same way. Given space to articulate what they want from policing, people focus on how policing is conducted and on its relationships with the communities it serves (Vulnerability & Policing Futures Research Centre, 2024). Strategic review research identifies visibility, responsiveness, accessibility and community engagement as consistent expectations (Higgins, 2020).
[bookmark: _Toc233636570][bookmark: _Toc233665631]2.4.3 The Victim Interface
Perception sharpens negatively where contact is most substantive. The Victims’ Commissioner’s survey found that 40% of victims were dissatisfied with the police response, and only 23% were confident that reporting a crime could lead to justice (Victims’ Commissioner, 2024). The most common complaint was that police were not actively pursuing leads or taking cases seriously, with poor communication leaving victims feeling unsupported. Inspection findings corroborate this, identifying systemic failures in how officers communicate with and respond to victims (HM Inspectorate of Constabulary and Fire & Rescue Services, 2024a).
[bookmark: _Toc233636571][bookmark: _Toc233665632]2.5 Officer Practice and Its Conditions
The service the public perceives is shaped by the conditions under which officers are recruited, trained, supervised and supported. Individual disposition operates within a broader structural and cultural environment.
[bookmark: _Toc233636572][bookmark: _Toc233665633]2.5.1 Entry and Vetting
Officers enter the role oriented toward enforcement and action (Millie and Hirschler, 2018; Fekjær and Petersson, 2019), while the demands of everyday policing centre on welfare-based and relational work (Scottish Institute for Policing Research, 2024). Screening for values and suitability is applied inconsistently across forces (House of Commons Library, 2024). Interview processes struggle to distinguish between what a candidate knows is right and what the same candidate will do under pressure (Blumberg et al., 2020). The orientation officers bring into the role is not reliably matched to the relational demands the role will then place on them.
[bookmark: _Toc233636573][bookmark: _Toc233665634]2.5.2 Demand, Workload and Wellbeing
A substantial portion of operational policing involves repeat calls associated with mental health, domestic abuse and vulnerability (Millie and Hirschler, 2024). On top of this sits the administrative weight of bureaucratic and managerial procedures that limit the capacity for relational engagement (Home Office, 2023b). Shift work, workload, exposure to repeated trauma and systemic understaffing then produce significant strain on officer wellbeing and the capacity to engage relationally (Porter and Gavin, 2025).
[bookmark: _Toc233636574][bookmark: _Toc233665635]2.5.3 Occupational Culture
Over time, organisational culture exerts a conforming pressure. Officers gradually internalise norms prioritising emotional restraint, procedural efficiency and risk management (Liu, 2017). The tutor constable is the strongest single influence on early practice, modelling occupational culture over classroom training (College of Policing, n.d.e). Culture also shapes how officers categorise the public before an encounter begins, delineating between deserving and undeserving victims, a categorisation reinforced through peer socialisation and documented as a mechanism of ethical disengagement in policing research (Liu, 2017; College of Policing, 2023). Policing culture endorses emotional detachment as the appropriate response to distressing work (Liu, 2017), producing officers who progressively depersonalise and become emotionally detached from the people the frameworks require them to care for (Lennie et al., 2020). Low organisational support and perceived organisational unfairness further weaken motivation to engage beyond what is procedurally required (College of Policing, 2022).
[bookmark: _Toc233636575][bookmark: _Toc233665636]2.5.4 Misconduct and Organisational Justice
Formal misconduct referrals have risen sharply in recent years (Home Office, 2024). Beyond formal referrals, subtler patterns emerge through moral disengagement, a process in which officers override their own moral standards (College of Policing, 2023). The organisational justice literature connects these patterns to how officers experience being treated by their own institution. Officers who perceive unfair treatment at organisational level tend to disengage and see less value in delivering a quality service, attributing reduced quality to structural pressures (College of Policing, 2022). What the public receives in the encounter is therefore shaped not only by what the officer brings to it, but by how the institution has treated the officer in the periods before it.
[bookmark: _Toc233636576][bookmark: _Toc233665637]2.5.5 Character or Conditions
An alternative position within policing research argues that character and virtue, understood as dispositional qualities shaped before entry and sustained through practice, remain central to ethical conduct under pressure (Manning and Wood, 2025). This position accounts for the observed variation between officers working under identical conditions. It does not, however, fully account for the patterns the wider literature documents: inconsistent vetting, culturally embedded socialisation, organisational injustice and structural pressure.
[bookmark: _Toc233636577][bookmark: _Toc233665638]2.6 Media and Public Perception
Public perception is shaped not only by direct contact with the police but also by how policing is represented and circulated.
[bookmark: _Toc233636578][bookmark: _Toc233665639]2.6.1 Media Framing
Research has found public sentiment to be strongly associated with media coverage of misconduct rather than with local crime data (Succar et al., 2024). A similar pattern is reported in studies with serving UK officers (Kassem and Erken, 2025). A competing reading treats media as the primary originator of negative public perception. Longitudinal analysis suggests otherwise, with media functioning more as amplifier of the institutional conditions producing the encounters than as primary cause (Bradford, 2024).
[bookmark: _Toc233636579][bookmark: _Toc233665640]2.6.2 Social Media
Social media intensifies this dynamic by removing institutional mediation, allowing encounters to be recorded and judged instantly before context is established (Bullock and Dodsworth, 2025). It operates as an amplifier of what the encounter produces rather than as an independent cause of public perception.
[bookmark: _Toc233636580][bookmark: _Toc233665641]2.7 Accountability and Oversight
Scrutiny through statutory bodies, parliamentary inquiry and inspection has become a defining feature of the contemporary service.
[bookmark: _Toc233636581][bookmark: _Toc233665642]2.7.1 The Oversight Architecture
The Police Reform Act 2002 established independent oversight through what is now the IOPC, and the Policing and Crime Act 2017 strengthened misconduct processes and extended its powers (HM Inspectorate of Constabulary and Fire & Rescue Services, 2019). Declining trust has drawn sustained parliamentary and inspectorate attention. In 2023 the Chief Inspector of Constabulary warned that public trust in policing stood at its lowest recorded level (HM Inspectorate of Constabulary and Fire & Rescue Services, 2024b; House of Lords Library, 2024).
[bookmark: _Toc233636582][bookmark: _Toc233665643]2.7.2 Conduct, Complaints and Confidence
In the year ending March 2024, 3,952 conduct cases involving 4,486 officers generated 7,630 allegations (Home Office, 2024). Independent review of complaint handling found 21% of complaints not investigated by forces, and 25% of those that were had outcomes judged unreasonable or disproportionate (Independent Office for Police Conduct, 2024). Only 42% of the public are confident that complaints against officers are handled fairly (Independent Office for Police Conduct, n.d.). Accountability mechanisms operate primarily as responses to failure. Public confidence in them remains below half.
[bookmark: _Toc233636583][bookmark: _Toc233665644]2.8 What This Study Adds
Public perception is formed primarily at the encounter, shaped by media, accountability failures and the conditions under which officers are prepared, supervised and supported. Existing research has examined these dimensions largely in parallel rather than in direct comparative relation. Procedural justice research examines the encounter (Jackson et al., 2012), occupational research how officers are shaped by training, socialisation and organisational pressure (Liu, 2017), and research on public and victim experience captures what the public reports (Victims’ Commissioner, 2024). What remains limited is direct comparison of officer and public perspectives through mirrored instruments covering the same dimensions. This study collects parallel responses from the public and serving officers on identical themes. It examines how police encounters are experienced by the public and understood by officers, and what that indicates about how public perception is formed and how it relates to the principles the service names as its own.
[bookmark: _Toc233636584][bookmark: _Toc233665645]2.9 Conclusion
The evidence reviewed points to a public perception of the police that is mixed, conditionally positive, and in measurable decline. A majority of the public retains baseline confidence in their local police and continues to regard the service as a necessary institution. Yet that confidence has fallen substantially over the past decade and sits alongside a consistent pattern of sharper dissatisfaction where contact is most substantive. The public perceives a service broadly reliable on procedural conduct and fairness, but inconsistent on the relational dimensions the frameworks require and the public values most: empathy, listening, explanation and follow-up. Perception is more positive in direct experience than in media portrayal, concentrated most negatively at the victim interface, shaped by visible accountability failures, and unevenly distributed across communities and encounters.
That perception appears to be shaped at the encounter, where the institution reaches the public through the officer. The qualities the public values most are named explicitly in the Code of Ethics. The literature indicates these qualities are inconsistently delivered under contemporary conditions, with much of the available evidence suggesting this inconsistency arises at the institutional level rather than at the level of individual disposition alone. Competing scholarly positions locate the distance between principle and practice variably: in procedural dynamics, dispositional variation, media amplification and structural pressure. These readings are not mutually exclusive. It is the conditions shaping the encounter that this study examines through comparative analysis of public and officer accounts.
[bookmark: _Toc233636585][bookmark: _Toc233665646]Chapter 3: Methodology
[bookmark: _Toc233636586][bookmark: _Toc233665647]3.1 Aim and Research Question
This exploratory, mixed-methods study examines how the public experiences police encounters and how serving officers understand them. The research question was: how is public perception of the police formed, and what does it respond to?
[bookmark: _Toc233636587][bookmark: _Toc233665648]3.2 Pragmatism and Mixed Methods
The study adopted a pragmatist paradigm, which supports mixed methods by privileging the research question over methodological allegiance and treating qualitative and quantitative data as complementary (Kaushik and Walsh, 2019). Pragmatism suits applied research concerned with a practical issue rather than testing a prior theory.
[bookmark: _Toc233636588][bookmark: _Toc233665649]3.3 Research Design
A comparative, cross-sectional design used two mirrored questionnaires distributed through SurveyMonkey. This suited research aimed at pattern identification rather than statistical generalisation (Bhattacherjee, 2019).
[bookmark: _Toc233636589][bookmark: _Toc233665650]3.4 Why Surveys
Surveys allowed comparable, anonymous data from both groups across identical themes. Interviews and observation were less suitable given the sensitive professional context, access constraints and single-researcher scope (Bhattacherjee, 2019).
[bookmark: _Toc233636590][bookmark: _Toc233665651]3.5 The Survey Instrument
Each survey contained ten questions: nine closed with four options labelled A to D, and one open-ended. The nine themes came from the literature review: respect, empathy, listening, explanation, fairness, time pressure, follow-up, media perception and pre-entry expectations. Empathy was central here. The Code of Ethics names it as a principle required of every officer (College of Policing, n.d.b), and the literature ties it closely to public perception. Each theme used a four-point scale from uniform delivery or endorsement through partial and conditional to absent, capturing intensity and direction across both instruments. Formal piloting was not undertaken given the exploratory design.
[bookmark: _Toc233636591][bookmark: _Toc233665652]3.6 Participants and Sample Size
The study involved two groups: 25 members of the public aged 18 or over with direct police contact in England and Wales, and 25 serving officers in operational roles involving direct public contact. The 25-per-group size supported the exploratory aim of identifying patterns across matched themes rather than statistical representativeness. This is an established approach in small-scale exploratory survey research (Bhattacherjee, 2019). Demographic data was not collected, a choice revisited as a limitation.
[bookmark: _Toc233636592][bookmark: _Toc233665653]3.7 Sampling and Recruitment
A non-probability approach was used for both groups. After the researcher’s WhatsApp network yielded few eligible responses, the public survey was redistributed through an open call on Reddit’s Survey Exchange, where users complete academic surveys reciprocally. Eligibility required being over 18 with direct police contact in England and Wales. The officer survey was distributed within the researcher’s own force through colleague channels, without approaching supervisors directly. The officer sample therefore represents one force at a single point in time, not the 43-force landscape. Both approaches carry volunteer and network bias, acknowledged as limitations but appropriate for a small exploratory study.
[bookmark: _Toc233636593][bookmark: _Toc233665654]3.8 Data Collection and Exclusions
Both surveys ran online through SurveyMonkey, with anonymous participation, secure storage and mandatory-field settings. A target of 25 valid responses was set for each group. The public survey reached 25 within a few hours. Around three non-UK responses were excluded as ineligible on arrival, and collection continued to 25 eligible responses. The officer survey ran about five days and drew more than 25 responses. Because the qualitative component was central to the comparative analysis, only responses that completed the open-ended question, the one non-mandatory item, were carried into the analysed sample, and on this basis around ten were set aside. The final officer sample of 25 reflects this inclusion criterion, applied consistently rather than as a judgement on the views expressed.
[bookmark: _Toc233636594][bookmark: _Toc233665655]3.9 Data Analysis
Closed-question data was analysed with descriptive statistics: frequencies and percentages per option and direct proportional comparisons between groups on each mirrored theme. Inferential testing such as chi-square was not used, given its need for larger numbers and unreliability where expected cell frequencies fall below the assumed threshold (McHugh, 2013). Open responses were analysed thematically using Braun and Clarke’s (2006) six-phase approach, coded semantically with latent interpretation only where patterns indicated a shared orientation. Saturation is not claimed, and themes are reported as patterns within this dataset rather than as exhaustive. Public respondents were labelled P1 to P25 and officers O1 to O25. The full coding framework is in Appendix D.
[bookmark: _Toc233636595][bookmark: _Toc233665656]3.10 Reliability, Validity and Trustworthiness
Grounding the questions in literature-derived themes supported construct validity. The mirrored instruments, identical in construct and adapted only for perspective, strengthened comparability. This is not triangulation, since it does not combine methods on one phenomenon, but perspective comparison, placing public and officer accounts of the same encounter in direct empirical relation. Anonymity, mandatory fields and real-time monitoring reduced incomplete responses (Bhattacherjee, 2019). The design still captures perceptions of encounters rather than the encounters themselves. For the qualitative element, trustworthiness followed Shenton’s (2004) criteria of credibility, transferability, dependability and confirmability, addressed through verbatim grounding, detailed description, consistent coding, and the reflexive approach below.
[bookmark: _Toc233636596][bookmark: _Toc233665657]3.11 Positionality and Reflexivity
The researcher is a serving police officer with about 2.5 years’ experience, which aided understanding but risked insider assumptions. A reflexive approach was adopted. Officer responses were coded before being read against personal experience, and an early tendency to group the officer deserving/undeserving distinction under “role scope” was revised to preserve it as a distinct mechanism of pre-encounter categorisation. Officers were encouraged to answer honestly rather than diplomatically, partly offsetting social desirability bias.
[bookmark: _Toc233636597][bookmark: _Toc233665658]3.12 Limitations
Several limitations apply. The sample was small (25 per group), non-probability and self-reported, so findings are indicative rather than generalisable. No demographic data was collected, preventing analysis by age, gender, ethnicity or length of service. The public sample, from Reddit’s Survey Exchange, skews younger, more online and more survey-literate than the public at large, while the officer sample, from one force, may not reflect others of different scale or culture. Distribution through the researcher’s network carries a social desirability risk: officers responding to a known colleague may have endorsed value-based dimensions more uniformly than for an outsider. The online-only, cross-sectional design captured one point in time, may have excluded those without reliable internet access, allowed no observational verification, and was not piloted.
[bookmark: _Toc233636598][bookmark: _Toc233665659]3.13 Ethics and Approval
Participation was voluntary and anonymous. Informed consent was recorded via a tick-box on the Participant Information Sheet at the start of each survey, which set out the study purpose, voluntary participation, anonymity, the right to withdraw before submission and support resources (Appendix A). No identifying information was collected, data was stored securely, and participants could withdraw by closing the survey before submitting, though not afterwards. The research followed the British Society of Criminology’s Statement of Ethics (British Society of Criminology, n.d.), with ethical approval granted through the university’s institutional process. The officer survey was distributed in a personal capacity, using no force data systems and accessing no force-held information, with care taken to keep participation voluntary. The instruments are in Appendices B and C, the coding framework in Appendix D, and the ethical approval in Appendix F.
[bookmark: _Toc233636599][bookmark: _Toc233665660]Chapter 4: Analysis of Results
This chapter presents the findings of the two mirrored surveys and addresses the second, third and fourth objectives of the dissertation: to set out how members of the public describe their police encounters, how serving officers understand the same themes in daily practice, and where the two accounts align and diverge. Findings should be read within the scale of the study. With 25 participants on each side, these findings indicate patterns worth examining further rather than conclusions representative of policing. Full verbatim responses and quantitative breakdowns are reproduced in Appendix B and Appendix C.
[bookmark: _Toc233636600][bookmark: _Toc233665661]4.1 Quantitative Findings
The nine subsections below present the closed-question findings from both surveys, organised by theme and reported side by side. Each subsection is accompanied by a bar chart. Percentages show direction and concentration of response rather than statistical significance.
[bookmark: _Toc233636601][bookmark: _Toc233665662]4.1.1 Respect
Officers consistently describe respect as central or important, while public responses spread across the full range, with a clear minority feeling not very respected or dismissed, as illustrated in Figure 4.1.1.
[image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc233636602][bookmark: _Toc233665663]4.1.2 Empathy
Most officers describe empathy as key to their approach. Public responses cluster around only partial empathy, with a minority feeling genuinely cared for and a further minority feeling treated as a case rather than a person, as shown in Figure 4.1.2. A proportion of officers acknowledge empathy is hard to maintain consistently, in line with wider literature on how operational conditions can constrain the relational side of the role (Maile et al., 2023). Empathy is the quantitative data’s clearest case of divergence between officer endorsement and public experience: officers endorse it strongly, while public experience concentrates at partial, with a third reporting little or none. Respect and fairness draw comparable officer endorsement but count as alignment rather than divergence, since public experience of them is also positive. The time finding, by contrast, runs in the opposite direction.
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[bookmark: _Toc233636603][bookmark: _Toc233665664]4.1.3 Listening
Officers are split between those describing listening as central and those describing it as limited by time, while public responses concentrate in the middle, with only a minority feeling clearly listened to, as presented in Figure 4.1.3. Both groups point to partial listening as the practical pattern.
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[bookmark: _Toc233636604][bookmark: _Toc233665665]4.1.4 Explaining Decisions
Officer views on explanation spread across all four options. Public responses show a similar spread, with a significant proportion receiving very little or none, as displayed in Figure 4.1.4. Both surveys independently point to inconsistent delivery on this dimension.
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[bookmark: _Toc233636605][bookmark: _Toc233665666]4.1.5 Fairness
Fairness is where the two surveys align most clearly. Officers overwhelmingly describe it as central or important, and the public overwhelmingly feel treated fairly, as shown in Figure 4.1.5. Consistency of professional support appears reflected in consistency of public experience.
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[bookmark: _Toc233636606][bookmark: _Toc233665667]4.1.6 Time
Most officers report time pressure affecting their interactions, yet most of the public felt the officer had enough time for their situation, as displayed in Figure 4.1.6. This is one of the clearest divergences in the study. It matches the Policing Productivity Review’s finding that administrative and demand pressures significantly limit time available for direct service (Home Office, 2023b).
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[bookmark: _Toc233636607][bookmark: _Toc233665668]4.1.7 Follow-up
Officers describe follow-up as a regular part of their role less uniformly than other dimensions. Public responses show a notable proportion feeling forgotten or receiving very little after initial contact, as illustrated in Figure 4.1.7. The data aligns with the Victims’ Commissioner’s national survey, where poor communication and limited follow-up were the most common complaints among victims (Victims’ Commissioner, 2024).
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[bookmark: _Toc233636608][bookmark: _Toc233665669]4.1.8 Media
Officers overwhelmingly agree that media shapes public perception. Yet the public found their direct experience more positive than media portrayals suggested, rather than being driven by them, as shown in Figure 4.1.8. This matches wider research identifying media as amplifier rather than originator of negative perception (Succar et al., 2024; Bradford, 2024). It challenges the view that public perception is primarily a problem of media coverage.
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[bookmark: _Toc233636609][bookmark: _Toc233665670]4.1.9 Expectations
Officers entered the role predominantly expecting crime response and enforcement, while no public respondent expected primarily enforcement and the majority expected a balance or primarily support, as presented in Figure 4.1.9. The mismatch reflects the documented distance between pre-entry orientation (Fekjær and Petersson, 2019) and the welfare-based, relational demands of everyday policing.
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Looking across the nine themes, the quantitative data shows two patterns. Respect and fairness are where officer endorsement and public experience line up most closely, with both groups sitting at the positive end of each scale. Empathy, listening, explanation and follow-up are where the responses spread out: public responses move further toward partial or absent, and officer responses move toward conditional or time limited. Within the public sample, respondents who described empathy as partial or absent also tended to describe limited follow-up, suggesting these shortfalls appear together rather than separately. Within the officer sample, those who said time pressure affected most interactions were also the most likely to describe explanation and follow-up as conditional, suggesting the same constraints work across several dimensions. Where officer responses are consistent, public experience is consistent. Where they vary, it varies with them.
[bookmark: _Toc233636610][bookmark: _Toc233665671]4.2 Qualitative Findings
The qualitative responses show how each group understands what the encounter is fundamentally for. Themes were drawn from the verbatim responses to the open question, following the six-phase thematic approach set out in the methodology. Each response was coded line by line, with codes refined and grouped into the themes below. Several responses spoke to more than one theme and were placed under each theme they touched rather than forced into one. The full coding framework, showing each respondent’s codes and the verbatim quotes grouped under each theme, is in Appendix D.
[bookmark: _Toc233636611][bookmark: _Toc233665672]4.2.1 Public Themes
Five themes emerge from the public responses, with some sitting in more than one: the individual officer as the reference point for judgement, empathy as absent or partial, concerns about tone and conduct, positive interactions, and a broader institutional view.
The most pervasive theme is the individual officer as the reference point for judgement. Respondents describe perception as determined by which officer they encountered, some going above and beyond, others treating them as guilty from the outset, as presented in Figure 4.2.1a. Perception sits at the level of the officer rather than the institution.
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Closely connected is empathy as absent or partial. Respondents describe empathy as missing, only partly present, or limited in degree, with several explicitly asking for more understanding in future interactions, as shown in Figure 4.2.1b. This reinforces the quantitative finding and identifies empathy as the dimension respondents most wanted to see strengthened.
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Alongside the empathy deficit, respondents raise concerns about tone, aggression and conduct. Descriptions centre on pressure, intimidation, dismissiveness or aggression, with some reporting being threatened or spoken down to, as illustrated in Figure 4.2.1c. Several link conduct directly to loss of trust, including the perception that officers enforce rules they do not always follow themselves. This refines the wider observation that emotional restraint in encounters is sometimes read by the public as distance rather than composure (Liu, 2017).
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A substantial number of respondents describe positive interactions with the officer they encountered, ranging from brief affirmative statements to specific accounts of officers who were professional, attentive, fair, helpful, kind or instrumental in resolving a serious situation, as presented in Figure 4.2.1d. Public perception is not uniformly negative but conditionally so, dependent on which officer was met.
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A smaller group frame perception around the police as an institution, describing policing as a necessary service, at times inefficient or distant, producing mixed feelings that cannot be resolved by a single interaction, as shown in Figure 4.2.1e.
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[bookmark: _Toc233636612][bookmark: _Toc233665673]4.2.2 Officer Themes
Six themes emerge from the officer responses, with some sitting in more than one: structural exhaustion, administrative burden, contested role scope, public misunderstanding, leadership and organisational failure, and a smaller thread of persistent commitment.
The most dominant theme is structural exhaustion. Officers describe the role as relentless, chaotic and thankless, with demand exceeding capacity and resources stretched beyond what the service can sustain, as illustrated in Figure 4.2.2a. The working environment, rather than the will of the officer, is positioned as the primary constraint on what the contact can deliver.
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Reinforcing this is the weight of administrative burden. Paperwork, duplication and administrative justification are described as significant constraints on time available for direct service, as shown in Figure 4.2.2b. Officers experience a disconnection between how the role is publicly described and how it is operationally lived.
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Further concerns arise about role scope. Mental health calls and welfare interventions are framed as work outside the role officers understood themselves to be entering. Some responses draw a distinction between those deserving of officer time and those who are not, formed before the encounter begins, as presented in Figure 4.2.2c. The wider literature identifies this as a mechanism of ethical disengagement (Liu, 2017; College of Policing, 2023), reproduced in the data here.
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Running alongside is the perception that the public does not understand the role. Officers describe being unable to do right for doing wrong, as displayed in Figure 4.2.2d. This sits as a counterweight to the public’s account of empathy and tone.
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Leadership and organisational failure is also identified. Failures of supervision, team culture and promotion are named as obstacles to delivering the role well, as illustrated in Figure 4.2.2e. The data aligns with organisational justice research showing that officers who experience unfair treatment at organisational level tend to disengage (College of Policing, 2022), locating dissatisfaction at the organisational structures meant to support delivery.
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More notably, a persistent commitment to public service runs against the dominant pattern. A smaller group describe sustained commitment to the values the role requires, affirming that officer attitudes should not vary under pressure, as shown in Figure 4.2.2f.
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[bookmark: _Toc233636613][bookmark: _Toc233665674]4.2.3 The Contrast
The five public themes and the six officer themes do not map directly onto each other. The public themes organise around what the encounter delivered: how the officer behaved, whether empathy was present, how the tone landed, whether trust was built or weakened. The officer themes organise around the conditions under which the role is performed: exhaustion, administrative burden, contested role scope, public misunderstanding and leadership failure, alongside a smaller thread of persistent commitment.
Public respondents describe what they received. Officers describe the conditions they worked under. These are not two perspectives on the same event but two accounts of what produced the encounter and what was received from it. Public perception of the police is often formed at the encounter, while what the encounter delivers is shaped by the conditions officers describe.
[bookmark: _Toc233636614][bookmark: _Toc233665675]4.3 Summary
The two surveys indicate a recurring mismatch between what policing frameworks require and what members of the public report receiving. The mismatch is widest where the interaction demands most: empathy, genuine listening and meaningful follow-up. It is narrowest in fairness and basic procedural conduct. Three bar charts aggregate overall response tone across the closed questions, the open question, and both data sources side by side.
The quantitative aggregate shows the public’s responses weighted toward positive and partially positive experiences, with the clearest negative experiences concentrated around empathy, listening, follow-up and explanation. Officers place near-universal importance on respect and fairness, and are more mixed on explanation and follow-up, as summarised in Figure 4.3a. Where officers are most consistent, the public reports its most consistently positive experience. The qualitative responses tell a more complicated story, as shown in Figure 4.3b: public qualitative responses differ only modestly from the quantitative picture, while officer qualitative responses move substantially, combining strong support for professional values with a predominantly negative account of day-to-day policing.
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The comparison shows each group is describing something different. Public respondents focus on what happened to them, while officers explain why those encounters unfolded as they did, as presented in Figure 4.3c. On respect and fairness, where officer responses are most consistent, public experience is most consistently positive. The picture changes on empathy, explanation and follow-up: here officer responses are more mixed, and public experience is most variable. Variation in public experience reflects variation in the conditions shaping the encounter rather than in individual officers alone. Alternative explanations may sit alongside this reading rather than displacing it: pre-entry disposition, occupational trauma, and media influence. None fully explains the pattern alone, and the fuller discussion follows in the next chapter.
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The public perception that emerges is mixed, conditionally positive, and shaped at the point of the encounter. Public respondents describe policing as a necessary service, broadly fair and reliable on procedural conduct, but inconsistent on the relational dimensions many encounters depend on: empathy, active listening, explanation and sustained follow-up. Direct experience was often described more positively than media portrayal. Rather than contradicting that picture, the officer survey helps explain it. Officers point to the principles as central to their approach, name the conditions that limit delivery, and a smaller group sustain a commitment to public service under the same conditions. Across both surveys, the picture is of a service whose principles are recognised but whose practice falls unevenly short of them, an unevenness closely linked to the conditions officers describe working under.
[bookmark: _Toc233636615][bookmark: _Toc233665676]Chapter 5: Conclusion
[bookmark: _Toc233636616][bookmark: _Toc233665677]5.1 Answering the Question
This dissertation set out to examine how public perception of the police is formed and what it responds to. In doing so, it engaged a body of literature concerned with procedural justice, legitimacy, police culture, organisational influence, media representation and direct experience. It paired that with a mirrored comparative survey design intended to capture the encounter from both sides. Read through the combined evidence, a consistent picture emerges. Public perception appears to be formed primarily through direct encounters with police officers and responds most strongly to the quality of those encounters. While wider narratives, institutional reputation and media coverage contribute to the context in which perception develops, the evidence reviewed and collected throughout this study indicates that confidence ultimately narrows or expands at the point of contact itself.
[bookmark: _Toc233636617][bookmark: _Toc233665678]5.2 Procedural Justice and Its Limits
This finding fits much of the literature reviewed. Procedural justice theory has consistently argued that legitimacy is strengthened where individuals experience fairness, respect, neutrality, voice and trustworthy motives during encounters with authority. Within this sample, the findings support that position. Public respondents repeatedly returned to questions of empathy, listening, communication and follow-up when describing positive and negative experiences, while respect and fairness emerged as dimensions on which officer endorsement and public experience were most closely aligned. The evidence therefore supports a reading in which public confidence is shaped less by outcomes alone than by how those outcomes are delivered. What the public responds to is the manner of the interaction as much as its outcome.
At the same time, the evidence suggests that procedural justice on its own provides only part of the explanation. While the theory identifies the dimensions of interaction most closely associated with legitimacy, it does not fully account for why those dimensions are delivered unevenly. The literature reviewed throughout this dissertation repeatedly pointed towards the influence of organisational culture, supervision, institutional structure and operational context in shaping officer behaviour. The findings collected here fit that wider picture. Public respondents frequently described variation between officers rather than variation between institutions. Officers themselves described working environments characterised by increasing demand, competing priorities, resource pressures and expanding responsibilities. Read together, these findings suggest that the interaction through which perception is formed cannot be separated from the institutional circumstances through which it is produced.
[bookmark: _Toc233636618][bookmark: _Toc233665679]5.3 The Officer Findings
The officer findings are particularly significant in this regard. Across the survey responses, officers consistently described everyday policing in terms of workload, staffing shortages, administrative burden and increasing demand. References to mental health incidents, vulnerability, safeguarding and wider welfare concerns appeared repeatedly. These reflected wider discussions within the literature concerning the expansion of policing beyond its traditional law enforcement functions. Officers did not generally describe these responsibilities as illegitimate, nor did they reject the importance of supporting vulnerable individuals. Instead, they described a role in which increasing amounts of police time are devoted to demands that compete with investigation, victim engagement, follow-up communication and community interaction.
This finding is important when considered alongside the public survey data. The dimensions that members of the public identified as most important in shaping confidence were also the dimensions officers most frequently described as becoming difficult to provide. Public dissatisfaction centred on empathy, listening, communication and support. Officers described an operational environment in which time for empathy, listening, communication and support was increasingly constrained. On their own, these findings might read as two separate concerns. Set side by side, within this sample, they describe the same issue from two directions. The public experiences the consequences of institutional pressures at the point of encounter. Officers experience those pressures before it.
[bookmark: _Toc233636619][bookmark: _Toc233665680]5.4 An Institutional Reading
Within this sample, the findings support an institutional reading of public perception. Throughout the dissertation, competing explanations have been considered. Media influence contributes to the formation of public attitudes. Direct personal experience, though, was consistently reported as more positive than media portrayal, and appeared to track encounter quality rather than wider narratives. Structural pressure provides a further part of the explanation, though pressure alone does not account for the variation observed between officers operating under similar conditions. If workload and demand were sufficient explanations in themselves, more uniformity in public experience would be expected. The persistence of officer-to-officer variation suggests that organisational culture, supervision and socialisation remain important mediating influences between institutional conditions and public-facing practice. Rather than competing, these perspectives each contribute to a broader institutional account. Each illuminates a different aspect of the same underlying relationship between institutional environment and interaction quality.
This study’s central finding is not that policing lacks principles. Officers widely endorsed respect, fairness, empathy and public service in the survey, and these values remain embedded within the professional frameworks governing policing in England and Wales. The evidence instead points to a distance between principle and practice that is produced in the circumstances surrounding delivery. Public confidence is formed through interactions in which institutional values are translated into lived experience. The quality of that translation is shaped by factors extending beyond the individual officer involved. Recruitment, training, supervision, organisational culture, workload, resource allocation and the wider distribution of public service responsibilities all appear to play a role in determining what the public ultimately experiences when interacting with the police.
[bookmark: _Toc233636620][bookmark: _Toc233665681]5.5 Contribution of the Design
The mirrored comparative design employed within this study makes this relationship visible in a way that single-perspective approaches cannot. By examining the same dimensions from both public and officer perspectives, it becomes possible to see both where perceptions differ and where they align. The alignment identified between the relational dimensions valued by the public and the frontline pressures described by officers supports a particular reading of public confidence. It locates the origins of that confidence in the institutional conditions through which police-public contact is produced, rather than in public expectation or police behaviour alone. In that respect, the comparative design contributes something beyond the findings themselves: it shows that the issues identified by the public and the pressures described by officers are interconnected parts of the same process through which confidence is built, maintained or eroded.
[bookmark: _Toc233636621][bookmark: _Toc233665682]5.6 Between Principle and Practice
Ultimately, the evidence reviewed and analysed throughout this dissertation supports the argument advanced in its title. Public perception of the police exists between principle and practice. It is formed in encounters, where procedural frameworks, organisational statements and operational realities become visible to the public through the officer who represents the institution at the point of contact, rather than in those elements in the abstract. What members of the public perceive is the translation of institutional principle into everyday practice. Where that translation is experienced as fair, respectful, empathetic and trustworthy, confidence is strengthened. Where it is experienced as inconsistent, distant or unsupported, confidence narrows. The evidence presented here shows that this variation is produced in the institutional conditions surrounding the interaction itself: the factors that shape what officers can deliver and, in turn, what the public ultimately receives. Public perception is therefore more than individual officer behaviour, and more than a reflection of wider public narratives. It emerges through the interaction between institutional principles, organisational realities and lived experience. It is there, between principle and practice, that public perception is formed.
[bookmark: _Toc233636622][bookmark: _Toc233665683]Chapter 6: Recommendations
This chapter sets out a small set of focused recommendations arising from the findings. They are framed as warranted directions rather than prescriptive solutions, given the exploratory nature of the study.
[bookmark: _Toc233636623][bookmark: _Toc233665684]6.1 Practice and Operations
Tutor constables and early-career supervisors would benefit from explicit support in modelling empathy, active listening, explanation and follow-up as core features of operational delivery rather than discretionary additions. The wider literature identifies the tutor constable as the strongest single influence on early practice. Aligning that modelling with the relational dimensions the public most values would address the point at which uneven delivery is most readily reproduced.
Reflective practice and operational debriefs would benefit from a more structured focus on the relational quality of completed encounters, rather than only on procedural and tactical outcomes. Public confidence narrows on the dimensions officers describe as becoming difficult to deliver under pressure.
[bookmark: _Toc233636624][bookmark: _Toc233665685]6.2 Force and National Policy
Force-level workload distribution warrants review considering the convergence between officer-reported pressures and public-reported shortfalls. Where administrative burden, demand volume and the expansion of welfare-related responsibilities limit the time available for relational work, the institutional conditions are themselves producing the unevenness the public reports. Decisions about resource allocation, deployment patterns and the boundaries of police-led response to mental health, welfare and safeguarding work therefore warrant consideration as factors shaping what reaches the public. They are not only internal operational matters.
At national level, the alignment between officer endorsement of professional values and public experience of them warrants policy attention to the conditions through which standards are translated into practice. Frameworks alone cannot guarantee delivery where the conditions producing the encounter remain uneven.
[bookmark: _Toc233636625][bookmark: _Toc233665686]6.3 Further Research
The exploratory design of this study warrants replication and extension at greater scale. A larger mirrored study, drawing public and officer samples from multiple forces and across a wider demographic spread, would test whether the alignment patterns identified here hold beyond a single force and a non-representative public sample. The mirrored comparative design itself warrants further methodological development, including how to capture encounter perspectives more closely tied to specific interactions rather than to general experience.
Further research would also benefit from examining the conditions producing uneven delivery directly, including supervision quality, organisational culture at team level, and the working environment of officers in the period preceding the encounter. Longitudinal designs tracking perception over time would extend the cross-sectional reading offered here. Approaches involving direct observation or paired interviews would test the relationship between officer-described conditions and public-described experience more directly than the survey design allows.
Finally, the demographic limitations of this study warrant attention in further work. Whether and how public perception of the police varies by age, gender, ethnicity, disability and length of service is a question this study could not address. Future mirrored designs would benefit from broad-based demographic capture undertaken in ways that preserve anonymity in sensitive professional contexts, supporting subgroup analysis without compromising honest response.
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[bookmark: _Toc233636627][bookmark: _Toc233665688]Appendix A: Participant Information Sheet
The following Participant Information Sheet was presented as the first page of each survey before any question could be accessed. Participants were required to confirm consent via a tick-box before proceeding to the survey questions.
[bookmark: _Toc233636628][bookmark: _Toc233665689]About this study
This survey is part of a final year undergraduate dissertation for the BSc (Hons) Professional Policing Practice at the University of Wales Trinity Saint David, conducted by Angela Elena Ionescu (Student Number 2320022). The study examines public perception of the police in England and Wales, looking at how the public experiences police encounters and how serving officers understand those encounters. There are two mirrored surveys: one for adult members of the public who have had direct interaction with the police, and one for serving police officers.
[bookmark: _Toc233636629][bookmark: _Toc233665690]What does taking part involve?
If you choose to take part, you will complete a short anonymous online survey containing nine multiple-choice questions and one optional open-ended question. The survey takes approximately 5 to 10 minutes to complete.
[bookmark: _Toc233636630][bookmark: _Toc233665691]Is participation voluntary?
Yes. Participation is entirely voluntary. There is no expectation or obligation to take part. For officer participants in particular: because the researcher is also a serving officer within your force, please be assured that participation is your free choice, the researcher will not know who has or has not participated, and your decision will have no professional consequences either way.
[bookmark: _Toc233636631][bookmark: _Toc233665692]Eligibility
To take part, you must be aged 18 or over and have had direct interaction with police in England and Wales (for the public survey) or be a serving police officer in an operational role (for the officer survey).
[bookmark: _Toc233636632][bookmark: _Toc233665693]Anonymity and confidentiality
The survey is fully anonymous. No names, contact details, IP addresses or directly identifying demographic information will be collected. Your responses cannot be linked back to you. Raw data is stored in password-protected files on the researcher’s secure University-managed device, accessed only by the researcher, and securely deleted after the marking and exam board processes are complete. The dissertation reports only aggregated and anonymised findings. Verbatim quotes, where used, are attributed only to anonymous identifiers (P1 to P25 for public participants, O1 to O25 for officer participants).
[bookmark: _Toc233636633][bookmark: _Toc233665694]Withdrawal
You can stop the survey at any point before submission by simply closing the browser without clicking submit. Your responses will not be saved. However, once you click “submit”, your anonymous responses cannot be identified or retrieved, so withdrawal after submission is not possible.
[bookmark: _Toc233636634][bookmark: _Toc233665695]Risks and support
The topic of public perception of the police can be sensitive. Members of the public may recall difficult or upsetting encounters, and officers may reflect on organisational pressures or controversial situations. If you find any question distressing, you can stop at any point before submission. Support is available through Victim Support (www.victimsupport.org.uk), the Samaritans (116 123, 24/7), and, for officer participants, your force welfare services and the Police Federation. Please do not disclose operational details, identifiable individuals or specific cases in your responses. If anything potentially unlawful is disclosed, it may need to be reported in line with policing professional standards.
[bookmark: _Toc233636635][bookmark: _Toc233665696]How your data will be used
Your responses will be analysed and reported as part of the researcher’s dissertation. Closed-question data will be analysed through descriptive statistics. Open-ended responses will be analysed through thematic analysis. Findings will be presented as patterns across the sample, never as individual responses linked to identifiable participants.
[bookmark: _Toc233636636][bookmark: _Toc233665697]Ethical approval
The study has been reviewed and approved through the University of Wales Trinity Saint David’s institutional ethics process. It is conducted in line with the British Society of Criminology Statement of Ethics and the College of Policing Code of Ethics.
[bookmark: _Toc233636637][bookmark: _Toc233665698]Contact
For any questions before, during or after participation: Angela Elena Ionescu (2320022@student.uwtsd.ac.uk), and supervisor Melanie Thomas (UWTSD).
[bookmark: _Toc233636638][bookmark: _Toc233665699]Consent
Before proceeding to the survey, participants confirmed the following:
☐ I confirm that I have read and understood the information provided above.
☐ I confirm that I am aged 18 or over.
☐ I understand that participation is voluntary and that I can stop at any time before submission.
☐ I understand that once I submit my responses, they cannot be retrieved or withdrawn.
☐ I agree to take part in this study.
[bookmark: _Toc233636639][bookmark: _Toc233665700]Appendix B: Public Survey
B.1 Introduction
This appendix contains the full public survey instrument, the complete quantitative results, and the 25 verbatim responses to the open-ended question. Respondents are numbered P1 to P25 in the order their responses were recorded on the SurveyMonkey platform.
B.2 Survey Introduction
After the Participant Information Sheet (Appendix A), each survey opened with the following short eligibility and purpose statement:
	This survey is intended for individuals aged 18 or over who have had direct interaction with UK police in a situation where police intervention was required. Please answer the following questions based on that interaction and your experience of how you were treated. All responses are anonymous and will be used only for academic research.



B.3 Survey Instrument and Results
The survey contained 10 questions: 9 closed questions with 4 response options labelled A to D, and 1 open-ended question. Results are reported as percentages with raw frequencies in parentheses, n = 25.
	Q1
	During your interaction with the police, how respected did you feel?
	%
	n

	A
	I felt respected and taken seriously
	20%
	5

	B
	Mostly respected
	52%
	13

	C
	Not very respected
	20%
	5

	D
	I felt dismissed or not taken seriously
	8%
	2



	Q2
	During your interaction with the police, did you feel the officer showed empathy towards your situation?
	%
	n

	A
	Yes, the officer seemed to care about my situation
	20%
	5

	B
	Somewhat
	48%
	12

	C
	Very little
	20%
	5

	D
	No, I felt treated more like a case than a person
	12%
	3



	Q3
	Did you feel that the officer listened to what you had to say?
	%
	n

	A
	Yes, I felt clearly listened to
	20%
	5

	B
	Mostly
	40%
	10

	C
	Only a little
	40%
	10

	D
	No, I felt my perspective was not really heard
	0%
	0



	Q4
	Did the officer clearly explain what was happening and why certain decisions were being made?
	%
	n

	A
	Yes, everything was clearly explained
	36%
	9

	B
	Some parts were explained
	32%
	8

	C
	Very little was explained
	24%
	6

	D
	Nothing was explained
	8%
	2



	Q5
	Did you feel the officer treated you fairly during the interaction?
	%
	n

	A
	Completely fairly
	20%
	5

	B
	Mostly fairly
	60%
	15

	C
	Mostly unfairly
	16%
	4

	D
	Very unfairly
	4%
	1



	Q6
	Did you feel the officer had enough time to properly deal with your situation?
	%
	n

	A
	Yes, they gave the situation the time it needed
	32%
	8

	B
	Mostly
	44%
	11

	C
	Not really
	20%
	5

	D
	No, the interaction felt rushed
	4%
	1



	Q7
	After the initial interaction, did you feel the police kept you informed or supported regarding your situation?
	%
	n

	A
	Yes, I felt updated and supported
	20%
	5

	B
	Somewhat
	40%
	10

	C
	Very little
	28%
	7

	D
	No, I felt forgotten after the initial interaction
	12%
	3



	Q8
	Thinking about what you see or hear about the police in the media and on social media, how does your own experience compare?
	%
	n

	A
	My experience was much more positive
	20%
	5

	B
	My experience was somewhat more positive
	40%
	10

	C
	My experience was similar to what I see or hear
	36%
	9

	D
	My experience was worse than what I see or hear
	4%
	1



	Q9
	Before interacting with the police, what did you expect most from police officers?
	%
	n

	A
	Support and help
	32%
	8

	B
	A balance between enforcement and support
	48%
	12

	C
	Strong law enforcement and control
	0%
	0

	D
	I did not have clear expectations
	20%
	5



Q10: Based on your experience, how would you describe your overall perception of the police? Please describe in your own words how you view the police and your experience of interacting with them. The 25 verbatim responses are reproduced below exactly as submitted, with no edits to grammar, spelling or punctuation.
	ID
	Verbatim Response

	P1
	Mostly positive

	P2
	Great professionalism was seen in my encounter with the police, as well as treating me fairly and making sure I understand everything.

	P3
	I felt very pressured and threatened

	P4
	I think most of the times there is no empathy shown in the interaction with the police, but of course I cannot make this a general perception because it depends on the situation and on each human being how he/she considers to manage certain things

	P5
	The experience had a positive outcome in the end, but I felt that the police did not really care or underdtand my specific situation and wanted to do things their way without considering the impact this would have on my life

	P6
	Some officer's go above and beyond to help you and other officer's just treat you like your guilty

	P7
	Depends on individual as well i have had multiple interactions with police and many time i was dismissed completely because of my gender other time they were generally respectful and curt

	P8
	It's great. The police are attentive and meticulous, and they don't just give perfunctory answers. Sometimes they even offer advice on how to avoid similar problems in the future.

	P9
	I felt they are as inefficient as the public perception says

	P10
	I feel they could be more a bit more empathetic, however they were still somewhat respectful and tried to do their best with the law regulations

	P11
	I had a good interaction with the police officer last time.

	P12
	I feel that there are good police and bad police. I know bad police exist and just because i've had a positive experience doesn't mean thats how all of the police are.

	P13
	I view the police as a necessary but distant institution. My perception isn't shaped by any specifically bad or traumatic experiences, but I wouldn't describe my view as very positive either. In my limited interactions, the tone has been strictly authoritative and transactional. While they were professional, there was a lack of genuine community connection or approachable helpfulness, which leaves me with a more neutral, cautious perception overall.

	P14
	Doing an ok job

	P15
	It depends on the individual but in the main they show a degree of empathy and try to resolve the situation

	P16
	They are okay sometime not always it dpends on the policie offier you get doesnt matter gender.

	P17
	I would say that my overall perception was mixed. Recent controversies as well as my own experience clash in opposite directions on how i feel. I think that making police more community focused and oriented would allow for better experiences on how they are percieved.

	P18
	good

	P19
	They have a very aggressive demeanor, and listen very little. They are quick to respond and never listen much.

	P20
	I think they are vary helpful and kind. They helped me get my stalker to leave me alone.

	P21
	mostly positive but could be better

	P22
	i view the police as helpful but i think they need to be a bit more understanding and empathetic of situations

	P23
	Mixed feelings about them

	P24
	Negative experiences have led to negative perceptions. Many events where I am spoken down to, yet with all due respect, I am simply stating what my opinion is regarding a matter. My experiences have been one of those with ego and rather than dealing wit the case objectively, their personality is getting in the way. Whilst having a personality is essential in a public facing role… it isn't essential to come across as condescending or as “the law” when the actions they are taking are contrary to those fundamentals. Because of these reasons I am always apprehensive when speaking to the police, and my conversation is always limited and controlled.

	P25
	The police enforce rules on people that they do not always follow themselves, and that makes it hard to trust them or feel comfortable opening up to them.



B.4 Relationship to Chapter 4
The quantitative distributions reported in B.3 are illustrated in Figures 4.1.1 to 4.1.9 of the analysis of results, reported side by side with the officer sample. The verbatim responses to Q10 were subjected to thematic analysis as described in the methodology, with the resulting themes and verbatim quotes presented in Figures 4.2.1a to 4.2.1e. The coding framework grouping these responses into themes is reproduced in Appendix D. The 25 responses reproduced in this appendix represent the retained sample after the eligibility and quality screening described in the methodology.
[bookmark: _Toc233636640][bookmark: _Toc233665701]Appendix C: Officer Survey
C.1 Introduction
This appendix contains the full officer survey instrument, the complete quantitative results, and the 25 verbatim responses to the open-ended question. Respondents are numbered O1 to O25 in the order their responses were recorded on the SurveyMonkey platform.
C.2 Survey Introduction
After the Participant Information Sheet (Appendix A), each survey opened with the following short eligibility and purpose statement:
	This survey is intended for serving police officers in England and Wales who work in operational roles involving direct public interaction. Please answer the following questions based on your experience of those interactions. Participation is entirely voluntary and is not a part of your duties. Honest responses are welcomed over diplomatic ones, and respondents are encouraged to answer candidly. All responses are anonymous and will be used only for academic research.



C.3 Survey Instrument and Results
The survey mirrored the structure of the public survey: 9 closed questions with 4 response options labelled A to D covering identical themes, and 1 open-ended question. Results are reported as percentages with raw frequencies in parentheses, n = 25.
	Q1
	When interacting with members of the public, respectful treatment is:
	%
	n

	A
	A central part of how I approach interactions
	56%
	14

	B
	Important but balanced with resolving the situation
	44%
	11

	C
	Sometimes difficult due to operational pressures
	0%
	0

	D
	Less important than resolving the incident quickly
	0%
	0



	Q2
	When dealing with members of the public who are distressed or vulnerable, showing empathy is:
	%
	n

	A
	A key part of how I approach situations
	56%
	14

	B
	Important but balanced with resolving the incident
	20%
	5

	C
	Sometimes difficult due to repeated exposure to similar situations
	16%
	4

	D
	Often difficult to maintain in practice
	8%
	2



	Q3
	During interactions with the public, listening carefully before acting is:
	%
	n

	A
	A central part of my approach
	40%
	10

	B
	Important but sometimes limited by time pressure
	44%
	11

	C
	Useful in some situations but not always necessary
	16%
	4

	D
	Less important than resolving the incident quickly
	0%
	0



	Q4
	Explaining decisions and actions to members of the public during incidents is:
	%
	n

	A
	Always an important part of the interaction
	28%
	7

	B
	Important but sometimes limited by time pressure
	24%
	6

	C
	Helpful but not always necessary
	36%
	9

	D
	Secondary to resolving the situation
	12%
	3



	Q5
	When making decisions during incidents, ensuring fairness for those involved is:
	%
	n

	A
	A central part of my decision-making
	72%
	18

	B
	Important but balanced with operational demands
	20%
	5

	C
	Considered when circumstances allow
	8%
	2

	D
	Secondary to resolving the situation
	0%
	0



	Q6
	Time pressure affects how I interact with members of the public:
	%
	n

	A
	Never
	4%
	1

	B
	Rarely
	20%
	5

	C
	Sometimes
	40%
	10

	D
	Very often
	36%
	9



	Q7
	After the initial interaction, keeping victims or members of the public updated is:
	%
	n

	A
	A regular part of my role
	44%
	11

	B
	Something I try to do when possible
	16%
	4

	C
	Often limited because I do not have enough time to provide as many updates as I should
	32%
	8

	D
	Rarely possible in practice
	8%
	2



	Q8
	Public perceptions of the police are strongly influenced by media and social media:
	%
	n

	A
	Strongly agree
	84%
	21

	B
	Agree
	12%
	3

	C
	Disagree
	4%
	1

	D
	Strongly disagree
	0%
	0



	Q9
	Before joining the police, what did you expect your role would involve most?
	%
	n

	A
	Helping and supporting members of the public
	4%
	1

	B
	A balance between enforcement and support
	28%
	7

	C
	Responding to crime and enforcing the law
	68%
	17

	D
	I did not have clear expectations
	0%
	0



Q10: Based on your experience, how would you describe the reality of policing in everyday practice? The 25 verbatim responses are reproduced below exactly as submitted, with no edits to grammar, spelling or punctuation.
	ID
	Verbatim Response

	O1
	At the moment, policing is a job where demand is too high and it is extremely difficult to engage with members of the public. It is well known that the public wish to see more officers out and about however, due to low numbers on shift and demand it is difficult to conduct

	O2
	With great power comes great responsability that I am honoured to undertake by helping and supporting the public as best as I can.

	O3
	There is often not enough time to complete enquiries in a timely manner, which disappoints victims and puts stress on officers. Officers taken on more and more work, without the time to progress it. That is the downside of the role. My attitude to the public does not change, I am respectful. However, other officers and sergeants often act differently when stressed. Attitudes towards other officers are also sometimes negative, with cliques and sometimes ostracism, including from sgts

	O4
	Providing a limited service with limited resources

	O5
	As a supervisor I not only have to balance how I interact with members of the public, but also reviewing how my team are dealing with members of the public and victims of crime. There is pressure as demand is high and as in most work streams we are very low staffed. Policing also sometime requires swift action to prevent further risk to the public and it may not be prudent to communicate your immediate actions as the threat to life/infrastructure must be dealt with immediately. It is important to where possible take time after the immediate actions have been taken to consider the broader impact on communities and persons affected by any event and communicate information that is accurate.

	O6
	Stressful, chaotic, busy, relentless and thankless

	O7
	Impossible – cant do right for doing wrong

	O8
	Unfortunately our biggest demand comes from those who hate us and do not appreciate us. This allows us less time to support the “real” victims of crime

	O9
	Admin, paperwork, constantly playing chess to move resources and never able to focus fully on incidents

	O10
	Far different from what it should be – dealing with mental health calls and arenas which aren't policing

	O11
	never enough officers to deal with the demand

	O12
	I have been a police officer in both the 1990s and 2000s as well as in the 2020s – the emphasis on victim care is excellent compared to those earlier decades, however, as a service I was better placed to provide the public with a positive experience and build relations in the community I served at the time. I have always stuck to my values regarding empathy, listening and public service. These were taught me in the 90s when the responsibilty of policing was taken very seriously and the budget and government support was significantly better. I have found that I have been criticised for the time I spent getting good quality statements and giving victims and the public a good quality of service, because of time restraints. Ultimately, in my experience the rhetoric is much more positive now, there are definitely better support services and systems in place, but in practice officers are significantly hampered by time restraints, the huge amount of duplication within paperwork and the pressure from management, which is based on statistical demands

	O13
	A lot of repeated admin to 'justify' decisions. More streamline regarding this is needed to allow a more forward facing force which is connected to the community.

	O14
	Like watching the world burn around you and all you have been given to stop it, is a bucket with many holes in it.

	O15
	Members of the public do not understand the reality of policing and therefore it is sometimes difficult to manage their expectations even if it is explained to them.

	O16
	Every incident is different. Some are slow paced such as a person reporting a neighbour dispute and others are fast flowing such as a domestic ongoing, or serious rtc. One size doesnt fit all approach is not the answer you have to be respectful to the vicitm and update as much as you can but sometimes those updates have to be slow time due to the drmatic and fast flowing issues your are faced with at the time of the incident, in my 31 years of policing experience, i have always tried to offer support to vicitms but have to balance that up with dealing with the incident to hand.

	O17
	I am dealing with more Mental health calls than actual crimes and that i have no time to progress any of my workloads due to no officers in to actual help with demand and the stress of the job when i am bouncing from call to call and then getting emails saying that i am not progressing my crimes

	O18
	not enough resources to deal with the demand/expectation, lack of understanding from rank/senior officers to the demand, unrealistic expectations set by senior officers/government on policing, officers being promoted without experience/skill.understanding of policing but promoted because of passing an exam and an interview with not much service/experience

	O19
	DIFFICULT BEING A 24/7 SOCIAL WORKER

	O20
	A backlog of paperwork which takes time away from actually helping the community and being pro-active

	O21
	Support for the public is a vital part of policing and victims should always be updated especially when dealing with an arrest. Officers should always deal with the public in an respectful manner however officers often need to change the way the interact with the public depending on the circumstances and the majority of the time officers are not able to explain the exact circumstances to the public and this will often cause divide between officers and the public.

	O22
	Daily work load of response police officers can take a massive toll on officers welfare. In turn this can lead to a decreased service to the wider public as there is less time to complete tasks

	O23
	2 – public do not respect us and this makes our job even more difficult.

	O24
	Very challenging due to under staffing and pressure building up. A lot of unnecessary work being added. Having to deal with mental health calls even if we are not mental health professionals.

	O25
	A lot more paper work than i thought



C.4 Relationship to Chapter 4
The quantitative distributions reported in C.3 are illustrated in Figures 4.1.1 to 4.1.9 of the analysis of results, reported side by side with the public sample. The verbatim responses to Q10 were subjected to thematic analysis as described in the methodology, with the resulting themes and verbatim quotes presented in Figures 4.2.2a to 4.2.2f. The coding framework grouping these responses into themes is reproduced in Appendix D. The 25 responses reproduced in this appendix represent the retained sample after the eligibility and quality screening described in the methodology.
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D.1 Introduction
This appendix presents the coding framework developed through thematic analysis of the open-ended qualitative responses from both surveys, following the six-phase approach set out in the methodology. Initial codes were generated inductively from the verbatim responses reproduced in Appendix B and Appendix C, refined iteratively, and grouped into the themes reported in the analysis of results. The framework is presented here to support dependability and confirmability of the analysis.
D.2 Public Survey: Thematic Coding Framework
The following tables present the five themes identified from the public survey. Each table lists the respondent identifier, the verbatim extract as recorded in Appendix B, and the initial code applied during analysis. Respondents are labelled P1 to P25.
Figure 4.2.1a
	Respondent
	Verbatim Extract
	Code Applied

	Theme 1: Individual Officer as Reference Point

	P6
	“go above and beyond [or] treat you like you're guilty”
	Outcome framed as officer-dependent, polarised expectations

	P7
	“depends on individual”
	Perception attributed to individual officer, not institution

	P12
	“good police and bad police”
	Binary categorisation of officers, inconsistency noted

	P15
	“it depends on the individual”
	Consistency of service perceived as officer-contingent

	P16
	“depends on the officer you get”
	Interaction quality linked to chance of officer assigned

	P24
	“their personality is getting in the way”
	Officer personality identified as obstacle to professional conduct



Figure 4.2.1b
	Respondent
	Verbatim Extract
	Code Applied

	Theme 2: Empathy Absent or Partial

	P4
	“there is no empathy shown”
	Complete absence of empathy reported in interaction

	P5
	“did not really care or understand”
	Lack of empathy and understanding perceived

	P10
	“could be more empathetic”
	Partial empathy, improvement desired

	P15
	“only a degree of empathy”
	Empathy present but qualified, insufficient

	P22
	“need to be more understanding and empathetic”
	Empathy and understanding identified as improvement areas



Figure 4.2.1c
	Respondent
	Verbatim Extract
	Code Applied

	Theme 3: Tone, Aggression and Conduct

	P3
	“felt very pressured and threatened”
	Aggression or intimidation experienced in interaction

	P7
	“dismissed because of my gender”
	Perceived discrimination, dismissal on identity grounds

	P13
	“strictly authoritative and transactional”
	Interaction style described as cold and functional

	P13
	“lack of genuine community connection”
	Absence of relational engagement with community

	P19
	“very aggressive demeanor”
	Officer demeanour experienced as hostile

	P19
	“listen very little”
	Poor listening, procedural disregard for public voice

	P24
	“spoken down to”
	Condescension perceived, power imbalance felt

	P24
	“always apprehensive”
	Persistent unease around police, negative emotional association

	P25
	“enforce rules on people that they do not always follow themselves”
	Perceived hypocrisy, double standard in rule application

	P25
	“makes it hard to trust them”
	Conduct undermines trust in police



Figure 4.2.1d
	Respondent
	Verbatim Extract
	Code Applied

	Theme 4: Positive Interactions

	P1
	“mostly positive”
	Generally favourable experience reported

	P2
	“great professionalism”
	High professional standard noted by respondent

	P2
	“treating me fairly”
	Fairness experienced in direct encounter

	P8
	“attentive and meticulous”
	Officer perceived as careful and thorough

	P11
	“good interaction”
	Direct experience rated positively

	P14
	“doing an ok job”
	Moderate satisfaction, acceptable performance acknowledged

	P18
	“good”
	Brief but positive overall assessment

	P20
	“very helpful and kind”
	Helpfulness and kindness noted as key qualities

	P20
	“helped me get my stalker to leave me alone”
	Concrete positive outcome from police intervention

	P21
	“mostly positive but could be better”
	Broadly positive with reservations, improvement expected



Figure 4.2.1e
	Respondent
	Verbatim Extract
	Code Applied

	Theme 5: Broader Perception of Police as Institution

	P9
	“as inefficient as the public perception says”
	Institutional inefficiency acknowledged, public narrative confirmed

	P13
	“a necessary but distant institution”
	Police seen as structurally needed but relationally remote

	P13
	“neutral, cautious perception”
	Guarded institutional view, neither trust nor distrust

	P17
	“mixed”
	Ambivalent overall view of police as institution

	P17
	“controversies and my own experience clash”
	Tension between media/public narrative and personal encounter

	P23
	“mixed feelings about them”
	Ambivalence in institutional perception, unresolved view



D.3 Officer Survey: Thematic Coding Framework
The following tables present the six themes identified from the officer survey. Each table lists the respondent identifier, the verbatim extract as recorded in Appendix C, and the initial code applied during analysis. Respondents are labelled O1 to O25.
Figure 4.2.2a
	Respondent
	Verbatim Extract
	Code Applied

	Theme 1: Structural Exhaustion

	O1
	“demand is too high”
	Demand exceeds capacity, systemic overload

	O1
	“extremely difficult to engage”
	Structural barriers to meaningful public engagement

	O4
	“limited service with limited resources”
	Resource scarcity constrains service delivery

	O6
	“stressful, chaotic, busy, relentless”
	Working conditions experienced as unrelenting and overwhelming

	O7
	“can't do right for doing wrong”
	Perceived no-win environment, structural impossibility of success

	O11
	“never enough officers”
	Chronic understaffing identified as structural failure

	O14
	“like watching the world burn”
	Sense of helplessness in face of systemic breakdown

	O14
	“a bucket with many holes”
	Service delivery described as fundamentally flawed and leaking

	O17
	“bouncing from call to call”
	Reactive policing with no recovery time between demands

	O18
	“unrealistic expectations”
	Public and institutional demands exceed operational reality

	O18
	“not enough resources”
	Resource deficit undermines effective policing

	O22
	“massive toll on officers welfare”
	Structural exhaustion causes harm to officer wellbeing

	O24
	“understaffing and pressure building up”
	Cumulative effect of understaffing on operational pressure



Figure 4.2.2b
	Respondent
	Verbatim Extract
	Code Applied

	Theme 2: Administrative Burden

	O9
	“constantly playing chess to move resources”
	Resource management experienced as complex and consuming

	O9
	“never able to focus fully on incidents”
	Administrative demands fragment attention from operational priorities

	O12
	“hampered by time restraints”
	Time pressures imposed by bureaucratic systems

	O12
	“duplication within paperwork”
	Inefficiency identified within administrative processes

	O13
	“repeated admin to justify decisions”
	Accountability mechanisms experienced as excessive and repetitive

	O20
	“backlog of paperwork”
	Administrative work accumulates, operational time reduced

	O20
	“takes time away from helping the community”
	Bureaucracy displaces public-facing work

	O25
	“a lot more paper work than i thought”
	Volume of administration exceeds officer expectations on joining



Figure 4.2.2c
	Respondent
	Verbatim Extract
	Code Applied

	Theme 3: Scope of Role and Who It Is For

	O8
	“demand comes from those who hate us”
	Demand perceived as coming from hostile or non-legitimate sources

	O8
	“real victims of crime”
	Prioritisation of genuine victims contrasted with other demand

	O10
	“arenas which aren't policing”
	Role perceived as extending into non-policing functions

	O17
	“more mental health calls than actual crimes”
	Mental health demand dominates operational caseload

	O19
	“hard being a 24/7 social worker”
	Social care function experienced as burdensome and inappropriate

	O24
	“we are not mental health professionals”
	Boundary drawn between policing and mental health specialism



Figure 4.2.2d
	Respondent
	Verbatim Extract
	Code Applied

	Theme 4: Public Misunderstanding of the Role

	O6
	“thankless”
	Public appreciation perceived as absent, effort goes unrecognised

	O7
	“can't do right for doing wrong”
	Public criticism felt as unavoidable regardless of conduct

	O15
	“hard to manage their expectations”
	Mismatch between public expectations and operational reality

	O15
	“public do not understand the reality of policing”
	Public perceived as ignorant of operational constraints

	O23
	“public do not respect us”
	Perceived lack of public respect undermines officer experience



Figure 4.2.2e
	Respondent
	Verbatim Extract
	Code Applied

	Theme 5: Leadership and Organisational Failure

	O3
	“sergeants act differently when stressed”
	Leadership inconsistency under pressure noted

	O3
	“cliques and sometimes ostracism”
	Exclusionary internal culture identified within organisation

	O12
	“pressure from management”
	Downward managerial pressure experienced by frontline officers

	O12
	“based on statistical demands”
	Decision-making driven by metrics rather than operational need

	O18
	“promoted without experience or skill”
	Promotion processes perceived as inadequate, meritocracy questioned



Figure 4.2.2f
	Respondent
	Verbatim Extract
	Code Applied

	Theme 6: Persistent Commitment to Public Service

	O2
	“an honour... helping and supporting the public”
	Vocational identity framed around service and civic duty

	O3
	“my attitude to the public does not change”
	Consistent conduct maintained regardless of public reception

	O3
	“I am respectful”
	Personal commitment to respectful engagement affirmed

	O5
	“the broader impact on communities”
	Officer mindful of community-level consequences of actions

	O5
	“persons affected”
	Victim-centred awareness underpins officer approach

	O12
	“always stuck to my values”
	Values maintained under structural and organisational pressure

	O12
	“empathy, listening and public service”
	Core service values named explicitly by officer

	O16
	“always tried to offer support to victims”
	Active commitment to victim welfare in practice

	O21
	“support for the public is vital”
	Public support framed as central purpose of policing

	O21
	“victims should always be updated”
	Communication with victims identified as professional obligation



D.4 Coding Process Notes
Codes were generated inductively from the verbatim text without reference to pre-existing theoretical categories. Where a response spoke to more than one theme, it was assigned to each relevant theme rather than forced into one. This is why some respondents appear in more than one table above. Themes were refined iteratively: an early grouping of the officer deserving/undeserving distinction under “role scope” was revised on reflection to preserve it as a distinct mechanism of pre-encounter categorisation reported in the wider literature. Thematic saturation is not claimed given the sample size, and the framework presented here reports patterns within this dataset rather than an exhaustive typology.
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Research Title: Public Perception of the Police: Between Principle and Practice
Introduction
Public perception of the police has become a sustained public, political and professional concern. Crime Survey for England and Wales data show overall confidence in local policing has fallen in recent years (Office for National Statistics, 2025), continuing a longer-term decline in public trust (Bradford, 2024). The Victims’ Commissioner reports high dissatisfaction among victims (Victims’ Commissioner, 2024), and inspection findings identify failures in how officers respond to those who report crime (HM Inspectorate of Constabulary and Fire and Rescue Services, 2019).
This matters because public approval has been the foundation of police legitimacy since Sir Robert Peel established the Metropolitan Police in 1829, when policing was framed as a service built on care, courtesy and the protection of life (Home Office, 2011). The Code of Ethics reaffirms this, naming empathy and public service as core principles (College of Policing, n.d.b), and procedural justice links confidence to fairness and respectful treatment more than outcomes alone (Jackson and Bradford, 2019). This study will examine the distance between the principles the police are expected to deliver and the practice the public experiences, placing public experience and officer understanding in direct comparative relation.
Summary of Research Objectives
The aim is to examine public perception of the police in England and Wales, how it is formed, what it responds to, and how closely it corresponds to the principles the police are expected to deliver. The research question is: how is public perception of the police formed, and what does it respond to?
To achieve this aim, the study will:
• Establish, through the literature, how public perception is formed, what it responds to, and the conditions under which officer practice is produced.
• Produce, through a public survey, an evidenced account of how respondents describe their police encounters across nine themes drawn from the literature.
• Produce, through a parallel officer survey, an evidenced account of how officers understand those same themes in daily practice.
• Produce, through comparative analysis, a reading of where officer description and public experience align and diverge.
Literature Review
The review will begin with the foundations of policing, examining policing by consent and the Peelian principles of public approval and individual care (Home Office, 2011), before considering legitimacy through procedural justice (Jackson and Bradford, 2019).
It will examine events that shaped public trust, including the Macpherson Report (Macpherson, 1999) and recent reviews into police culture and standards (Casey, 2023), and contemporary expectations through the Code of Ethics (College of Policing, n.d.b) and the legislative framework (Police and Criminal Evidence Act 1984; Human Rights Act 1998; Equality Act 2010). Public and victim experience will be examined through national evidence (Office for National Statistics, 2025; Victims’ Commissioner, 2024; HM Inspectorate of Constabulary and Fire and Rescue Services, 2019) and research on what the public values (Higgins, 2020).
Internal conditions will be examined through research on occupational culture and frontline pressure (Liu, 2017; Lennie et al., 2020; Porter and Gavin, 2025), and external influences through research on how media and social media shape the public image of policing (Succar et al., 2024; Bullock and Dodsworth, 2025). National concerns around misconduct and public confidence will be reviewed through parliamentary sources (House of Lords Library, 2024). The review will close on a clear opening in the literature: limited work directly compares public experience with officer perspectives, which this study addresses through its mirrored two-survey design.
Summary of Research and Survey Method
This study will use a mixed-methods design built on two mirrored structured surveys. The first will be completed by members of the public, asking how they experienced recent contact with the police and whether they felt helped. The second will be completed by serving officers, capturing how they understand the same dimensions in daily practice. Each survey will use nine shared themes drawn from the literature: respect, empathy, listening, explanation, fairness, time pressure, follow-up, media perception and pre-entry expectations. Closed questions will be analysed descriptively and an open question thematically, allowing direct comparison between the two perspectives.
Summary of Sampling Framework
Two groups will take part. The first is members of the public who have had direct contact with the police, such as victims, witnesses or callers requesting assistance. The second is serving officers from a range of roles and lengths of service. The study will use non-probability sampling with a target of 25 respondents in each group. The samples are not statistically representative, and the study is exploratory.
Ethical Issues
Participation will be voluntary, and respondents will be informed of the study’s purpose through a Participant Information Sheet. No identifying information will be collected, and all responses will remain anonymous to protect against personal or professional risk. Members of the public will not be asked for sensitive details beyond their experience with the police, and officers will not be asked to comment on specific colleagues or incidents. All data will be stored securely and used only for this dissertation. The researcher is a serving police officer, and this insider position will be addressed through a reflexive approach to analysis. Ethical approval will be sought through the university’s process, following the British Society of Criminology Statement of Ethics (British Society of Criminology, n.d.).
Timescale
I will complete each stage in line with the scheduled submission dates, using my PLT days for each point and rest days if needed. The PLT days used to plan the title and complete this proposal were 9 and 10 November 2025.
Submission schedule and PLT days:
• 26 January 2026: Literature Review. PLT days: 20 and 21 November 2025, 13 and 14 December 2025.
• 9 March 2026: Research Methodology and Planning. PLT days: 17 and 18 February 2026.
• 27 April 2026: Analysis of Results. PLT days: 9 and 10 March 2026.
• 1 June 2026: Findings and Conclusion. PLT days: 19 and 20 March 2026.
• 29 June 2026: Final Project. PLT days: 8 and 9 April 2026, 18 and 19 April 2026.
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As such this covers activities undertaken by:
· Members of staff (academic staff or support staff);
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[bookmark: SEC_E]SECTION E: Details of Research Activity
	Aims, Vision and Approach of the Research (maximum 200 words per section)
Please outline what are you hoping to achieve with your proposed work and how will you deliver it?

	1
	Research aims and objectives

	This dissertation examines public perception of the police in England and Wales, considering how it is formed, what it responds to, and how it relates to the principles and professional standards the police are expected to deliver. The research question is: how is public perception of the police formed, and what does it respond to? The objectives are: (1) to establish, through the literature, what is known about how public perception is formed and the conditions under which officer practice is produced; (2) to produce, through a survey of members of the public, an evidenced account of how public respondents describe their police encounters across nine themes drawn from the literature; (3) to produce, through a parallel survey of serving officers, an evidenced account of how officers understand those same themes; (4) to produce, through comparative analysis of the two accounts, an evidenced reading of where alignment and divergence between what officers describe and what the public reports most clearly appears.
To achieve its objective, the study will:
· Examine how police officers understand the values and standards they are expected to follow and how they deliver these into practice.
· Explore how the public describe their experience with the police, including whether they felt supported, respected and taken seriously.
· Analyse the contrast between police service and public experience to identify alignment or discrepancy.
· Assess the values policing is built upon and reflect whether they really meet public expectation.
(this box should expand as you type)

	2
	Vision

	The study aims to contribute to understanding how public perception of policing is formed by comparing public and officer perspectives across nine themes drawn from the literature, with the intention of informing future research and professional practice.
The research is timely giving the fact that there is some empirical research suggesting the public is dissatisfied with the service received from the police, however there is not enough data to compare both views and identify the reasons for this issue.







(this box should expand as you type)

	3
	Approach

	This stage will be achieved by conducting two surveys on two groups:
· One survey for members of the public who have interacted with the police, enquiring on the experience they had and their perception on the outcome.
· One survey for serving police officers, enquiring on their views on public expectation and factors that influence the service provided.
The results of the surveys will be examined separately and then placed in comparative relation between the two groups. This comparison will explore where alignment and divergence appear between officer perspectives and public experience across the dimensions covered by the surveys.
It is acknowledged that even anonymous online surveys can carry emotional, social and reputational risks for participants, particularly given the sensitive nature of policing as a topic. These risks will be managed through clear participant information, voluntary participation, the option to withdraw before submission, and signposting to support resources where appropriate. Closed-question data will be analysed using descriptive statistics (frequencies and percentages), and open-ended responses will be analysed through thematic analysis following Braun and Clarke’s six-phase approach.
Quantitative data will be analysed using descriptive statistics and qualitative responses through thematic analysis following Braun and Clarke’s six-phase approach.

(this box should expand as you type)

	4
	Location of research activity
Identify all locations where research activity will take place.

	
Online surveys conducted by members of the public and police officers.


(this box should expand as you type)



	5
	Will any of your research be undertaken outside of the UK?
	YES
	Click to continue to appendix 3
	NO
	Continue to the next section

	6
	Have you completed any of appendix 3?
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☐



[bookmark: SEC_F]SECTION F: Research Methods
	Will the research activity include:
	YES
	NO

	[bookmark: _Hlk153204538]1
	Use of a questionnaire or similar research instrument?
	☒
	☐

	2
	Use of interviews?
	☐
	☒

	3
	Use of focus groups?
	☐
	☒

	4
	Use of participant diaries?
	☐
	☒

	5
	Use of video or audio recording?
	☐
	☒

	6
	Use of computer-generated log files?
	☐
	☒

	7
	Participant observation with their knowledge?
	☐
	☒

	8
	Participant observation without their knowledge?
	☐
	☒

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

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

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

	12
	Investigation of participants involved in illegal activities?
	☐
	☒

	13
	Use of procedures that involve deception?
	☐
	☒

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

	15
	Working with live vertebrate animals?
	☐
	☒

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

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

	


(this box should expand as you type)
	
	



SECTION G: Research Participants

	Research participants include people who will be taking part in your research as providers of research data (e.g. being interviewed, answering questionnaires, or doing user testing of hardware or software). This includes animal participants.

	1
	Does your research involve human or non-human participants?
	YES
	Continue this section
	NO
	Click to continue to section N




	Participant numbers and source
How will you ensure an appropriately convened sample group in order to meet the aims of the research? Give details for subgroups separately, if appropriate. How will any potential pitfalls, for example dual roles or potential for coercion, be addressed?

	1
	How many participants will be recruited and how was the number decided upon?
	
I will aim to recruit 25 participants in each group, giving a total of 50. This sample size reflects the exploratory aim of identifying patterns across matched themes rather than producing statistically representative findings, and also the SurveyMonkey free-tier response cap. Non-probability sampling with small groups is an established approach in exploratory survey research.


	2
	Who will the participants be?
	
The participants will be divided into two groups. Group 1: 25 adult members of the public (aged 18 or over) who have had direct interaction with police in England and Wales. Group 2: 25 serving police officers in operational roles involving direct public interaction, recruited from within the researcher’s own force.


	3
	How will you identify the participants?
	The public participants will be recruited through an open call on Reddit’s Survey Exchange community, a platform where users voluntarily participate in academic surveys on a reciprocal basis, with eligibility criteria of being aged 18 or over and having had direct interaction with police in England and Wales clearly stated. The officer participants will be serving police officers within my own force, recruited through professional channels available to me as a colleague, including the force’s internal communication platform, shared Teams groups and my training cohort. Because the officer participants are also my colleagues, the recruitment message will explicitly state that participation is entirely voluntary, that there is no expectation or obligation to take part, that the survey is anonymous, that the researcher will not know who has or has not participated, and that the decision will have no professional consequences either way.



	4
	Will you be excluding any groups of people, and if so what is the rationale for that?
	
Participation will be limited to adults aged 18 or over. Children and young people under 18 are excluded as the study does not have appropriate safeguarding provisions for them. I will not actively recruit people who are currently in crisis or under safeguarding processes. While past difficult experiences with the police are a relevant part of the data, the questions are framed neutrally and participants who choose to take part will be signposted to support resources such as Victim Support and the Samaritans should they find the topic distressing.


	5
	Will the research involve any element of deception?  If yes, please describe why this is necessary and whether participants will be informed at the end of the study
	
The research will not involve any element of deception.

	6
	Describe whether participants will be able to withdraw from the study, and up to what point (eg if data is to be anonymised). If withdrawal is not possible, after a certain point, explain why not.
	
Participants can withdraw at any time before submission by simply closing the survey without clicking submit. The participant information sheet at the start of the survey will explain this clearly. Once a participant clicks “submit”, the anonymous responses cannot be identified or retrieved, and so withdrawal after submission is not possible. This will be made explicit in the participant information sheet.

	7
	How long will the participant have to decide whether to take part in the research?
	
Participants will be able to decide whether to take part throughout the data collection period. The survey will remain open until each group reaches its 25-response cap. Consent will be recorded at the start of the survey via a tick-box on the Participant Information Sheet, which participants must complete before they can proceed to the survey questions.
Consent will be recorded via a tick-box at the end of the Participant Information Sheet (the first page of the survey) confirming that participants have read the information, are aged 18 or over, understand that participation is voluntary, understand they can stop at any time before submission, understand that submitted responses cannot be retrieved, and agree to take part. Participants who do not tick the consent box will not proceed to the survey questions.

	8
	What arrangements have been made for participants who might have difficulties understanding verbal explanations or written information, or who have particular communication needs that should be taken into account to facilitate their involvement in the research?
	
Should this issue arise, I will accommodate participants by adapting to their specific needs.







SECTION H: Research with Vulnerable People
	1
	Are your participants classed as vulnerable people?
	YES
	Click to continue to appendix 4
	NO
	Continue to the next section

	2
	Have you completed appendix 4?
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☐



[bookmark: SEC_I]SECTION I: Research Involving Animals
	1
	Are your participants non-human animals?
	YES
	Click to continue to appendix 5
	NO
	Continue to the next section

	2
	Have you completed appendix 5?
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☐



[bookmark: SEC_K]SECTION J: Research with the Prison Service or the Probation Service
	1
	Are your participants staff or offenders within the Prison Service or the Probation service?
	YES
	Click to continue to appendix 6
	NO
	Continue to the next section

	2
	Have you completed appendix 6?
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☐



[bookmark: SEC_J]SECTION K: Health and Social Care Research
	1
	Are your participants selected due to their health or social care needs?
	YES
	Click to continue to appendix 7
	NO
	Continue to the next section

	2
	Have you completed appendix 7?
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☐



[bookmark: SEC_L]SECTION L: Types of Personal Data
	Personal Data
Does the research activity involve personal data (as defined by the General Data Protection Regulation 2016 and the Data Protection Act 2018)?
	YES
	NO

	[bookmark: _Hlk153191083]1
	Personal data means any information relating to an identified or identifiable natural person (‘data subject’). An identifiable natural person is one who can be identified, directly or indirectly, in particular by reference to an identifier such as a name, an identification number, location data, an online identifier or to one or more factors specific to the physical, physiological, genetic, mental, economic, cultural or social identity of that natural person. Any video or audio recordings of participants and transcription of such are considered to be personal data.
	☒
	☐

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

	




The survey collects views and experiences of policing from living individuals, which constitute personal data at the point of collection under the GDPR definition, even though no names, contact details or directly identifying information will be collected. No names, contact details, IP addresses, demographic identifiers or any other directly identifying information will be collected. The data collected will consist solely of anonymous responses to closed and open-ended questions about perceptions and experiences of police encounters. Officer participants will be asked only general operational questions without reference to specific cases, individuals or incidents.



	Special Category Data
Does the research involve the processing of special category data (as defined by the General Data Protection Regulation 2016 and the Data Protection Act 2018)?
	YES
	NO

	[bookmark: _Hlk153206093]2
	Racial or ethnic origin
	☐
	☒

	3
	Political opinions
	☐
	☒

	4
	Religious or philosophical beliefs
	☐
	☒

	5
	Genetic, biometric or health data
	☐
	☒

	6
	Sex life or sexual orientation
	☐
	☒

	7
	Trade union membership
	☐
	☒

	If you ticked YES to any of questions L2-L7, provide a description of the data and explain why this special category data needs to be collected to support the research and that it is in the public interest to do so:

	8
	





(this box should expand as you type)

	9
	Please describe how the research has been designed to gather the minimum amount of personal data necessary for the specified research purpose:

	
The research has been designed to collect only the minimum amount of data necessary to address the research questions. The surveys ask only about perceptions and experiences of police encounters; no names, contact details, IP addresses or directly identifying demographic information are collected. The surveys consist of nine closed multiple-choice questions and one optional open-ended question, with no questions about specific incidents, individuals, or cases.




(this box should expand as you type)

	10
	Demonstrate that the processing is not likely to cause substantial damage or distress to individuals and that their interests will be safeguarded:

	
The survey is anonymous and does not collect names, contact details or any directly identifying information. Survey data will be downloaded directly from SurveyMonkey to my secure University-managed device and stored in password-protected files. Only I will have access to the raw data. Identifiable or linkable data will be retained only until marking and exam processes are complete, then securely deleted. The interests of participants are safeguarded by the anonymous design, voluntary participation, the right to withdraw before submission, and the absence of any way for the researcher or any third party to link responses back to individual participants.



(this box should expand as you type)

	11
	Demonstrate that the data will not be used to take any action or make decisions in relation to the individuals concerned:

	
The survey data will not be used to take any action or make decisions about individuals. The data will be reported only in aggregated and anonymised form in the dissertation, as patterns across the sample rather than as individual responses linked to identifiable people. Officer responses about operational pressures and public responses about police encounters will be presented thematically, with verbatim quotes attributed only to anonymous identifiers (P1 to P25 for public, O1 to O25 for officers).



(this box should expand as you type)

	12
	Data should be anonymised wherever possible, either at point of capture or once collated. If the data cannot be anonymised, and if pseudonymisation is not possible, demonstrate why the that is possible.  If special category data cannot be anonymised, explicit consent to share that data must normally be obtained.

	
Data is anonymised at the point of capture: SurveyMonkey is configured not to collect IP addresses, and no demographic data or identifying questions are included in the survey. Responses cannot be linked back to individual participants. Confidentiality is therefore built into the survey design at point of collection.



(this box should expand as you type)

	13
	If special category data cannot be anonymised, will you obtain explicit consent to share that data?
	YES
	NO
	N/A

	
	
	☐
	☐
	☒



SECTION M: Participant Information and Consent

	Information for participants
It is normally expected that those participating in research should do so having given their informed consent. If this is not appropriate or practical, explicit justification must be provided, in line with prevailing disciplinary conventions.  Please note however, that informed consent to participate in the research is separate from consent to process (e.g. collect, analyse, store, reuse or share) personal data, as the University’s lawful basis for processing personal data in research activities is part of its ‘public task’.
	YES
	NO
	N/A

	[bookmark: _Hlk156475507]1
	Will you obtain written consent for participation?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	2
	Will you describe the main research procedures to participants in advance, so that they are informed about what to expect?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	3
	Will you tell participants that their participation is voluntary?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	4
	Will you explain to participants that refusal to participate in the research will not affect their treatment or education (if relevant)?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	5
	If the research is observational, will you ask participants for their consent to being observed?
	☐
	☐
	☒

	6
	Will you tell participants that they may withdraw from the research at any time and for any reason?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	7
	Will participants be made aware of how you will treat any information that may reasonably be considered as confidential?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	8
	If your research requires your participants to sign up for a service provided by an external company or organisation will you inform them that their data may be stored and processed outside UWTSD?
	☐
	☐
	☒

	9
	Will you give participants the UWTSD Privacy Notice for Research?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	If you have answered NO to any of questions M1-M8, please provide justification detailing why this is necessary for the research.

	10
	



(this box should expand as you type)

	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 the research begins. If gaining consent in this way is inappropriate, explain how consent will be obtained and recorded.

	11
	
A Participant Information Sheet will be displayed as the first page of each survey before any question is asked. It will explain in plain language: the purpose of the study, what participation involves, that the survey takes approximately 5 to 10 minutes to complete, that participation is entirely voluntary, that there is no expectation or obligation to take part (particularly important for the officer survey distributed among my colleagues), that responses are anonymous and cannot be linked back to participants, that they can stop at any point before submission by closing the survey, but that once submitted their responses cannot be retrieved or withdrawn, how the data will be stored and used, and that the dissertation will report only aggregated and anonymised findings. Consent will be recorded by participants ticking a consent box at the end of the information sheet confirming they have read the information and agree to take part, before proceeding to the survey. Contact details for the researcher and supervisor will be provided for any questions before, during or after participation. Signposting to support resources (Victim Support, Samaritans, force welfare services for officers) will also be included.


(this box should expand as you type)

	Confidentiality: Confidential information refers to information that can be related to an identifiable individual, whether living or deceased, which is not in the public domain and which is given with the expectation that it will be kept confidential.  Under Common Law when an individual entrusts a researcher or research team with confidential information, the team must handle this in line with ‘reasonable expectations’. In other words, confidential information should only normally be shared when there would be ‘no surprises’ for the individuals concerned. Where participants would not expect the researcher to be sharing their confidential information with others, researchers can manage their expectations by informing them of their intentions (e.g. in the participant information sheet or during discussions about participation) and asking them if they are happy with these plans. They should understand what is being proposed and what this might mean for them, before they decide whether the researcher can share their confidential information with others.

	Please detail how you will treat confidential information:

	12
	
All survey responses will be treated as confidential. Although the survey is anonymous and no directly identifying information is collected, the views and experiences shared by participants will be treated as confidential research data. Raw data will be accessed only by the researcher, stored in password-protected files on university managed devices, and reported only in aggregated and anonymised form in the dissertation. Verbatim quotes will be attributed only to anonymous identifiers (P1 to P25 for public participants, O1 to O25 for officer participants). No participant will be identifiable in the final dissertation or in any subsequent use of the data.


(this box should expand as you type)

	Copies of any written consent form, written information and all other explanatory material should accompany this application. If you have included these then please list the documents included here.

	13
	Participant Information Sheet and Consent Statement (integrated as the first page of each survey before any question is asked).


	14
	Consent form attached?
	YES
☐
	NO
☐
	N/A
☒



SECTION N: Research with Potential Military Application
	1
	Does your research have any potential military application?
	YES
	Click to continue to appendix 8
	NO
	Continue to the next section

	2
	Have you completed appendix 8?
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☐



[bookmark: SEC_O]SECTION O: Use of Artificial Intelligence Tools
	Use of generative AI and other AI-based tools
There are a number of ethical issues relating to the use of generative AI and other AI-based tools, including data security, output bias, and output errors. In general you should assume that any generative AI or other AI-based tool that you pay to use is more secure and accurate than one which is free to use.

Will the research use AI tools to do any of the following:
	YES
	NO
	N/A

	1
	Capture data?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	2
	Generate and/or edit text?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	3
	Generate graphics?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	4
	Generate video?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	5
	Generate sound/music?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	6
	Generate code?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	7
	Generate synthetic data?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	8
	Analyse data?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	9
	Analyse personal or sensitive data?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	10
	Classify data?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	11
	Do you intend to use the free version of any AI tools?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	If you have answered YES to any of questions O1-O11, please provide justification detailing why this is necessary for the research.

	12
	
The use of AI tools in this research is limited to the following permitted activities: assisting with the structural organisation of chapters and sections, identifying potentially relevant sources for the researcher to then locate and read independently, and language proofreading. AI tools have not been used to write academic content, to draft analysis, to analyse or process any survey responses, to generate findings, to formulate interpretations, or to produce conclusions. The intellectual content, research design, the analysis of data, the interpretation of findings, and the conclusions of this study are the original work of the researcher. Raw survey responses and any data that could identify participants have not been and will not be uploaded to any AI tool at any stage. All sources cited in the dissertation have been independently located and read by the researcher, with quotations, references and citations based only on those original texts. The researcher retains full responsibility for all academic content of the dissertation.


(this box should expand as you type)




Section P: Research Data Management Plan

	1
	Data Summary

	The research will collect two types of data. Secondary data from articles, government websites and academic studies, which will be referenced accordingly. Primary data from two anonymous online surveys: one for adult members of the public who have had direct interaction with the police, and one for serving police officers. The surveys collect responses about perceptions and experiences of police encounters but do not collect names, contact details, IP addresses or directly identifying demographic information.

	2
	Responsibilities

	I will be the responsible person for managing the data.

	3
	Assessment of existing data

	Secondary data sources include government and parliamentary publications (Home Office, Ministry of Justice, House of Commons Library), inspectorate reports (HMICFRS, IOPC), the College of Policing’s professional standards documents (Code of Ethics, National Decision Model, Competency and Values Framework), peer-reviewed academic research on procedural justice, police culture, and public experience of policing in the UK, and reports from independent inquiries (Scarman 1981, Macpherson 1999, Daniel Morgan Panel 2021, Casey 2023). National surveys have indicated public dissatisfaction and internal officer pressures but with limited research directly comparing public and officer perspectives, which this study addresses through its mirrored comparative design.


	4
	Management and curation of data

	The content of the sources will be read on websites and paraphrased or quoted in my research, with the relevant source name added in correct format.


	5
	Quality assurance of data

	The quality of the data will be ensured in the literature review through input of accurate data from relevant sources and correct referencing.
For the survey, the quality of the answers will be ensured through the possibility for participants to answer freely to open questions.

	6
	Short-term data storage

	Survey data will be downloaded directly from SurveyMonkey and stored only on my secure University-managed device. Files will be password protected, and only the researcher will have access to the raw data. No copies will be stored on personal devices, cloud services or shared platforms outside the University’s approved systems.


	7
	Long-term data storage and preservation

	The aggregated and anonymised findings will appear in the final dissertation. Raw survey data will be retained only until the marking and exam board processes are complete, after which it will be securely deleted. No identifiable or linkable data will be retained beyond this point.


	8
	Documentation and metadata

	No accompanying documents for this research.

	9
	Data sharing

	I do not plan to share my research.
No updates will be needed as the research will be valid for the timeframe used to conduct the research.
What will be available to readers is the final dissertation containing aggregated and anonymised findings, not individual survey responses. Raw survey data will not be shared with any third party. The dissertation will be made available through the University’s standard processes in accordance with institutional policy.


	10
	Copyright and intellectual property ownership

	No copyright and Intellectual Property Rights (IPR).

	11
	Resources

	Resources required: internet and digital programs.
No costs involved.




SECTION Q: Risk Assessment

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

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

	1
	Full risk assessment completed and appended?
	YES
	NO

	[bookmark: _Hlk152919011]
	
	☐
	☒

	Risks to participants, researchers, and the University

	2
	Social risks: disclosures that could affect participants standing in the community, in their family and their job.
	YES
	NO

	
	
	☒
	☐

	Risk: Officers may feel social pressure within their team or workplace if perceived as criticising the force or colleagues. Public participants may describe encounters that they associate with negative feelings or experiences in their community.


(this box should expand as you type)
	How will you address any risks? The survey is fully anonymous: no names, contact details, IP addresses or demographic identifiers are collected, so individual responses cannot be linked back to participants. The recruitment message will state explicitly that participation is voluntary and that there is no expectation or obligation. Officer participants will be assured that the researcher will not know who has or has not participated.


	3
	Legal risks: activities that could result in the participant, researchers and / or University committing an offence; activities that might lead to a participant disclosing criminal activity to a researcher which would necessitate reporting to enforcement authorities; activities that could result in a civil claim for compensation
	YES
	NO

	
	
	☒
	☐

	Risk: Officers may inadvertently disclose information about colleagues or operational practices. Public participants may describe incidents that touch on legal matters.


(this box should expand as you type)
	How will you address any risks? Survey questions are framed neutrally and ask about general perceptions and experiences, not specific incidents, cases or named individuals. The information sheet will remind officer participants not to disclose operational details, individuals or cases. Should anything potentially illegal be inadvertently disclosed, this would be reported in accordance with policing professional standards.


	4
	Economic harm: financial harm to participant, researcher and / or University through disclosure or other event.
	YES
	NO

	
	
	☐
	☒

	Risk:


(this box should expand as you type)
	How will you address any risks?



	5
	Reputational risk: damage to public perception of University or the University / researchers’ reputation in the eyes of funders, the research community and / or the general public.
	YES
	NO

	
	
	☒
	☐

	Risk: The research touches on policing as a topic. Findings critical of police practices could be perceived as reputationally sensitive for the force, the University or the researcher.



(this box should expand as you type)
	How will you address any risks? The research is exploratory, the sample is small (25+25), and findings are reported as patterns within this sample rather than as representative conclusions. The dissertation will report aggregated and anonymised findings only. The study follows the British Society of Criminology Statement of Ethics and the College of Policing Code of Ethics.




	6
	Safeguarding risks:  Risk to young people, vulnerable adults and / or researcher from improper behaviour, abuse or exploitation. Risk to researcher of being in a comprising situation, in which there might be accusations of improper behaviour.
	YES
	NO

	
	
	☐
	☒

	Risk:



(this box should expand as you type)
	How will you address any risks?




	7
	Sensitive, embarrassing or upsetting topics. If research activity may include sensitive, embarrassing or upsetting topics 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.
	YES
	NO

	
	
	☒
	☐

	



The topic of public perception of the police can be sensitive: members of the public may recall difficult or upsetting encounters, and officers may describe organisational pressures or controversial situations. To mitigate this, the Participant Information Sheet at the start of each survey will signpost support resources including Victim Support (https://www.victimsupport.org.uk), the Samaritans (tel: 116 123), and, for officer participants, their force welfare services and the Police Federation. Participants will be informed that they can stop the survey at any point before submission. The consent procedures will make clear that if anything potentially illegal is disclosed in the course of the survey, it may need to be reported to the proper authorities, in line with policing professional standards. Questions are framed neutrally and ask about general perceptions and experiences rather than specific incidents or named individuals, reducing the likelihood of distressing disclosures.

	
	Health and safety risks

	8
	Location hazards: for example: fire; visiting or working in participant’s homes; working in remote locations and in high crime areas; overseas travel; hot, cold or extreme weather conditions; working on or by water. Also hazardous work locations, such as construction sites, confined spaces, roofs or laboratories. For overseas travel, researchers will need to check country / city specific information, travel health requirements and consider emergency arrangements as part of their research planning. In all cases the University’s International Travel Policy must be followed.
	YES
	NO

	
	
	☐
	☒

	Risk:


(this box should expand as you type)
	How will you address any risks?




	9
	Activity hazards: for example: potentially mentally harmful activities; distressing and stressful work and content; driving; tripping, or slipping; falling from height; physically demanding work; lifting, carrying, pushing and pulling loads; night time and weekend working.
	YES
	NO

	
	
	☐
	☒

	Risk:



(this box should expand as you type)
	How will you address any risks?



	10
	Machinery and equipment: for example: ergonomic hazards, including computer workstations and equipment; contact with electricity; contact with moving, rotating, ejecting or cutting parts in machinery and instruments; accidental release of energy from machines and instruments.
	YES
	NO

	
	
	☐
	☒

	Risk:



(this box should expand as you type)
	How will you address any risks?


	11
	Chemicals and other hazardous substances: the use, production, storage, waste, transportation and accidental release of chemicals and hazardous substances; flammable, dangerous and explosive substances; asphyxiating gases; allergens; biological agents, blood and blood products.
	YES
	NO

	
	
	☐
	☒

	Risk:


(this box should expand as you type)
	How will you address any risks?




	12
	Physical agents: for example: excessive noise exposure, hand-arm vibration and whole body vibration; ionising radiation; lasers; artificial optical radiation and electromagnetic fields
	YES
	NO

	
	
	☐
	☒

	Risk:


(this box should expand as you type)
	How will you address any risks?



	13
	Environmental risks: for example: accidental spillage of pollutants, damage to local ecosystems
	YES
	NO

	
	
	☐
	☒

	Risk:


(this box should expand as you type)
	How will you address any risks?






SECTION R: Disclosure and Barring Service

	Disclosure and Barring Service

	1
	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?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	2
	If YES, please give the certificate number. If the certificate number is not available please write “Pending”; in this case any ethical approval will be subject to providing the appropriate certificate number.
	




[bookmark: SEX_S]SECTION S: 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 Policy which is published on the website: https://www.uwtsd.ac.uk/research/research-ethics/


	1
	Name of applicant
	ANGELA ELENA IONESCU

	2
	Electronic or written signature of applicant:
	ANGELA ELENA IONESCU

	3
	Date
	17/11/2025

	4
	Name of Director of Studies
	

	5
	Electronic or written signature of Director of Studies:
	

	6
	Date
	



Checklist: Please complete the checklist below to ensure that you have completed the form according to the guidelines and attached any required documentation:
	1
	☒
	I have read the guidance notes supplied before completing the form.

	2
	☒
	I have completed all relevant sections of the form in full.

	3
	☒
	I have attached a copy of the Participant Information Sheet (PIS) or Consent Form

	4
	☐
	I have attached a completed copy of the Trusted Research and Innovation Checklist (where applicable)

	5
	☐
	I have attached a full risk assessment (where appropriate)

	6
	☒
	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

	7
	☒
	I understand that it is my responsibility to ensure that the above-named research activity will meet the University’s Research Data Management Policy

	8
	☒
	I understand that it is my responsibility to ensure that the above-named research activity will meet the University’s Research Export Control Policy

	9
	☒
	I understand that it is my responsibility to ensure that the above-named research activity will meet the University’s Open Access Research Policy

	10
	I have completed the following appendices:
	1
	☐
	2
	☐
	3
	☐
	4
	☐

	
	
	5
	☐
	6
	☐
	7
	☐
	8
	☐



	
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.







[bookmark: APP_1]APPENDIX 1 – Grant or Contract Funding

	A1.1
	Has your research been awarded external funding?
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☐

	A1.2
	Have you applied for funding / awaiting decision?
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☐

	A1.3
	Are you intending to apply for funding?
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☐

	A1.4
	[bookmark: _Hlk152243903]Funding Body
	

	A1.5
	Lead institution (grant holder)
	

	A1.6
	If awarded, grant reference
	

	A1.7
	If awarded, grant value
	

	A1.8
	If awarded, start date and duration
	



	
	
	
	
	


	Return to the main form






[bookmark: APP_2]APPENDIX 2: External Collaborative Research Activity

	INSTITUTION 1

	[bookmark: _Hlk152247185]A2.1
	Name
	


	A2.2
	Researcher name and position
	


	A2.3
	Role in project (e.g. co-investigator)
	


	A2.4
	Contact e-mail address
	


	A2.5
	External Ethical Approval
Please detail the ethical approval required and arrangements for this partner. See Section 14 of the UWTSD Research Ethics and Integrity Policy. If approved, please supply confirmation.
	Obtained?
	YES
	NO
	PENDING

	
	
	
	☐
	☐
	☐

	[bookmark: _Hlk152841402]
	
	




	INSTITUTION 2

	A2.6
	Name
	


	A2.7
	Researcher name and position
	


	A2.8
	Role in project (e.g. co-investigator)
	


	A2.9
	Contact e-mail address
	


	A2.10
	External Ethical Approval
Please detail the ethical approval required and arrangements for this partner. See Section 14 of the UWTSD Research Ethics and Integrity Policy. If approved, please supply confirmation.
	Obtained?
	YES
	NO
	PENDING

	
	
	
	☐
	☐
	☐

	
	
	




	INSTITUTION 3

	A2.11
	Name
	


	A2.12
	Researcher name and position
	


	A2.13
	Role in project (e.g. co-investigator)
	


	A2.14
	Contact e-mail address
	


	A2.15
	External Ethical Approval
Please detail the ethical approval required and arrangements for this partner. See Section 14 of the UWTSD Research Ethics and Integrity Policy. If approved, please supply confirmation.
	Obtained?
	YES
	NO
	PENDING

	
	
	
	☐
	☐
	☐

	
	
	




Add additional collaborators as needed

	
	
	
	
	


	Return to the main form


[bookmark: APP_3]


APPENDIX 3: Research Undertaken Outside of the UK

	A3.1
	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. Describe the measures you have taken to comply with these and provide evidence of approvals etc. If you live in the country where you will do the research then please state this. If you have a local research supervisor or research advisor then please give their contact details here.

	



(this box should expand as you type)

	A3.2
	Responsible Research and Innovation
If research is taking place overseas please refer to the UWTSD Trusted Research and Innovation Policy and complete the Trusted Research and Innovation Checklist and submit it with this form.

	A3.3
	Confirm that you have read the Trusted Research and Innovation Policy
	☐



	If you are a postgraduate research student working with a research supervisor or research advisor at your local university then you do not need to fill in any more sections of this appendix.
If you are working in a research collaboration with an overseas partner please complete the remaining sections of this appendix.
	Return to the main form


[bookmark: _Hlk160779412]
	Organisational Details

	A3.4
	Name of Organisation

	

	A3.5
	Country where organisation is based:

	

	A3.6
	Registration number and name of registration body (examples of relevant registration bodies are government, tax, corporation, charity, educational authority):

	

(this box should expand as you type)

	A3.7
	What is the legal status of the organisation? (for example: public university, private university, charity, private company, non-profit making company, government research organisation, independent research organisation) Please include the date of foundation. Note: We may be required to ask for evidence of this at a later stage.

	

(this box should expand as you type)

	A3.8
	Is your organisation affiliated to any other organisation? (i.e. is the organisation legally part of a larger organisation or a group of larger organisations).

	

(this box should expand as you type)

	A3.9
	Name(s) of investigators in the organisation who will be responsible for the collaborative research and innovation

	

(this box should expand as you type)

	
	About New Partners

	A3.10
	Why does a partner want to work with you?

	

(this box should expand as you type)

	A3.11
	What are they expecting in return for their financial support or involvement?

	

(this box should expand as you type)





	A3.12
	Is the organisation associated with a country which may be viewed as hostile to the UK or one which has different democratic and ethical values from our own? If you have ticked YES, please briefly describe below how you will maintain the UK’s democratic and ethical values within the research.
	YES
	NO

	
	
	☐
	☐

	


(this box should expand as you type)

	A3.13
	Has due diligence into the partner identified any involvement in research on behalf of the military or police with links to a hostile state? If you have ticked YES, please summarise below how you will prevent information from this research from being released to these organisations.
	YES
	NO

	
	
	☐
	☐

	


(this box should expand as you type)

	A3.14
	Set within the context of any information gained from due diligence, could your research be misused or have unintended applications which would be negative? If you have ticked YES, please summarise below how this might occur.
	YES
	NO

	
	
	☐
	☐

	


(this box should expand as you type)

	A3.15
	Are there any legal, regulatory or university policy constraints on undertaking your research with this partner? If you have ticked YES, please summarise these below.
	YES
	NO

	
	
	☐
	☐

	


(this box should expand as you type)

	A3.16
	Having considered the answers to questions A3.10-A3.15, are there potential reputational or ethical risks to you or the university? If you have ticked YES, please summarise these risks below.
	YES
	NO

	
	
	☐
	☐

	


(this box should expand as you type)






	About Research Relationships
	YES
	NO

	A3.17
	Are the terms of any proposed Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) in keeping with the expectations of your department and university?
	☐
	☐

	A3.18
	Are you providing existing intellectual property (IP), research data, confidential or personally identifiable data to the project? If so, how is this going to be protected?
	☐
	☐


	


(this box should expand as you type)

	A3.19
	Who will own any IP that is generated?

	

(this box should expand as you type)

	A3.20
	What plans do you have in place for protecting the resulting IP?

	

(this box should expand as you type)

	A3.21
	What contractual requirements are you able to put in place to protect the interests of your academic institutions?

	

(this box should expand as you type)

	A3.22
	What access will the research partner have to your IT network? If they do have access, what broader visibility might this provide?

	

(this box should expand as you type)

	A3.23
	Is there any physical separation or protection required between research in similar fields?

	

(this box should expand as you type)




	About Existing Partners

	A3.24
	Would proceeding with the research raise potential conflicts of interest with existing research partners? If you have ticked YES, please explain these conflicts below.
	YES
	NO

	
	
	☐
	☐

	


(this box should expand as you type)

	A3.25
	Have you spoken with your existing partners about any potential conflict of interest? If you have ticked YES, please briefly summarise their response(s) below.
	YES
	NO

	
	
	☐
	☐

	


(this box should expand as you type)

	A3.26
	Does any non-disclosure agreement for this project include an expectation that you will need to provide visibility to existing partners? If you have ticked YES, please explain below how this will be managed.
	YES
	NO

	
	
	☐
	☐

	


(this box should expand as you type)

	A3.27
	Will this research breach any existing contractual agreements that you, your department or university already have? If you have ticked YES, please explain below how this will be managed.
	YES
	NO

	
	
	☐
	☐


	


(this box should expand as you type)



	
	
	
	
	


	Return to the main form





[bookmark: APP_4]APPENDIX 4: Research with Vulnerable People

	Will the research involve data processing involving the following data subjects:
	YES
	NO

	A4.1
	Children under 16
	☐
	☐

	A4.2
	Adults with learning disabilities
	☐
	☐

	A4.3
	Adults with other forms of mental incapacity or mental illness
	☐
	☐

	A4.4
	Adults in emergency situations
	☐
	☐

	A4.5
	Prisoners or young offenders
	☐
	☐

	A4.6
	Those who could be considered to have a particularly dependent relationship with the investigator, e.g. members of staff, students
	☐
	☐

	A4.7
	People who have not given their explicit consent to participate in the project
	☐
	☐

	A4.8
	People engaged in illegal activities
	☐
	☐

	A4.9
	Any other people who can be considered vulnerable in the context of this project
	☐
	☐

	Please justify the inclusion of the above people (if applicable), explaining why the research cannot be conducted on non-vulnerable people.

	A4.10
	



(this box should expand as you type)

	Please give details of extra steps taken to assure the protection of vulnerable people participating in the research.  You should describe any arrangements to be made for obtaining consent from a legal representative.

	A4.11
	



(this box should expand as you type)

	It is the researcher’s responsibility to check whether a DBS check (or equivalent) is required and to obtain one if it is needed. Please confirm:

	A4.12
	DBS Check required?
	YES
	NO

	
	
	☐
	☐

	A4.13
	DBS certificate obtained?
	YES
	NO
	N/A

	
	
	☐
	☐
	☐



	
	
	
	
	


	Return to the main form





[bookmark: APP_5]APPENDIX 5: Research Involving Animals
	The use of animals in research is tightly governed and monitored by law and by the Home Office, specifically under the Animals (Scientific Procedures) Act 1986 and its accompanying codes of practice and processes. The Act regulates procedures that are carried out on protected animals for scientific or educational purposes that may cause pain, suffering, distress or lasting harm. Under the Act, a protected animal is ‘any living vertebrate, other than man, and any living cephalopod’. The University does not hold a Home Office issued Establishment Licence and therefore researchers must ensure that any proposed work involving animals is either exempt from the Act or falls outside of its scope. Exempted research, for example involving routine veterinary practice or clinical veterinary research, may still require external ethical approval from the Royal Society of Veterinary Surgeons. When undertaking collaborative research involving animals, the UWTSD Research Ethics Committee must be assured that the partner institution(s) conform to the appropriate regulatory framework or legislation, and have approval from their local Research Ethics Committee. Any such work must follow the guidance of the National Centre for the Replacement, Reduction and Refinement of Animals in Research, known as the 3Rs.  In all cases, advise must be sought from INSPIRE for any proposed research involving animals, either at UWTSD, or by research collaborators in partnership with UWTSD. This should be at the very early stages of research design, so that an appropriate due diligence exercise can be undertaken.

	Will the research involve any work with any of the following animals (including observation in their natural habitat)
	YES
	NO

	[bookmark: _Hlk156319509]A5.1
	Any living vertebrates, other than humans?
	☐
	☐

	A5.2
	Any living cephalopods?
	☐
	☐

	A5.3
	[bookmark: _Hlk156462984]Has INSPIRE undertaken an initial due diligence exercise?
	☐
	☐

	A5.4
	[bookmark: _Hlk156464303]Due diligence assessment appended to this application?
	☐
	☐

	Please provide a summary of the due diligence exercise, noting arrangements for compliance with the necessary regulatory frameworks and legislation. Please append the full due diligence assessment from INSPIRE.

	[bookmark: _Hlk156464347]A5.5
	

(this box should expand as you type)



	
	
	
	
	


	Return to the main form





[bookmark: APP_6]APPENDIX 6: Research with Staff or Offenders in Prison Establishments and Probation Services

	Research with staff and/or offenders in prison establishments, the Probation Service or within His Majesty’s Prison and Probation Services requires additional approvals.

	Will the research involve any of the following?
	YES
	NO

	A6.1
	Staff in prison establishments
	☐
	☐

	A6.2
	Offenders in prison establishments
	☐
	☐

	A6.3
	The Probation Service
	☐
	☐

	A6.4
	His Majesty’s Prison and Probation Services
	☐
	☐

	All researchers wanting to conduct research with staff and/or offenders in prison establishments, the Probation Service regions or within HM Prison and Probation Service (HMPPS) Headquarters are required to formally apply for research approval to the HMPPS National Research Committee (NRC). Before doing so, INSPIRE must undertake an initial due diligence exercise. If you have not contacted INSPIRE, please do so immediately. If YES to any of the above, please confirm:

	A6.5
	[bookmark: _Hlk156464314]Has INSPIRE undertaken an initial due diligence exercise?
	☐
	☐

	A6.6
	Have you applied to the HMPPS National Research Committee (NRC)?
	☐
	☐

	A6.7
	Has HMPPS National Research Committee approval been granted? If yes, please append to this application.
	☐
	☐

	A6.8
	Due diligence assessment appended to this application?
	☐
	☐

	Please provide a summary of the due diligence exercise, noting arrangements for compliance with the necessary regulatory frameworks and legislation. Please append the full due diligence assessment from INSPIRE.

	A6.9
	




(this box should expand as you type)



	
	
	
	
	


	Return to the main form





[bookmark: APP_7]APPENDIX 7:  Health and Social Care Research
	All health and social care research must have a sponsor as defined by the Health Research Authority UK Policy Framework for Health & Social Care.  The University will under no circumstances act as the sponsor of health and social care research (i.e. that which requires approval by a NHS Research Ethics Committee). In all cases, therefore, an appropriate collaborating partner must lead the research.  Any health and social care research therefore requires an initial due diligence exercise, which will be undertaken by INSPIRE. The purpose of the due diligence exercise is to ensure that the University has the capability to undertake the research, either independently or in collaboration with research partners. This will include advice on suitable collaborative arrangements and the appropriate involvement of UWTSD researchers in the proposed research study.  This is likely to apply to the following areas:

	Will the data processing involve:
	YES
	NO

	A7.1
	Participants who have been recruited on the basis of medical and health conditions, life stage or other physical or mental attribute.
	☐
	☐

	A7.2
	Participants who will engage in physical exercise, activity or exertion of any kind, or who use exercise equipment, assistive devices or other apparatus for the purposes of the research study. This includes interventions that are minimally invasive.
	☐
	☐

	A7.3
	Patients and users of the NHS (including NHS patients treated in the private sector).
	☐
	☐

	A7.4
	Individuals identified as potential participants because of their status as relatives or carers of patients and users of the NHS.
	☐
	☐

	A7.5
	Patients who are cared for in private and voluntary sector nursing homes.
	☐
	☐

	A7.6
	Confidential patient information.
	☐
	☐

	A7.7
	Clinical trial of a medicinal product or medical device.
	☐
	☐

	A7.8
	Access to organs or other bodily material of past and present NHS patients, or any material consisting of or containing human cells.
	☐
	☐

	A7.9
	Use of human tissue (including non-NHS sources) where the collection is not covered by a Human Tissue Authority licence.
	☐
	☐

	A7.10
	Foetal material and IVF involving NHS patients.
	☐
	☐

	A7.11
	The recently deceased under NHS care.
	☐
	☐

	A7.12
	NHS staff or premises.
	☐
	☐

	A7.13
	Practising midwives conducting a clinical trial.
	☐
	☐

	A7.14
	Investigational medicinal product.
	☐
	☐

	A7.15
	Medical devices that are not CE-marked or CE-marked medical devices that have been modified or are being used for a new purpose.
	☐
	☐

	A7.16
	Exposure to ionising radiation.
	☐
	☐

	A7.17
	Other health and social care related research.
	☐

	☐


	Please specify



(this box should expand as you type)
	
	

	Researchers proposing to work on projects involving health and social care research must check whether their study meets the HRA definition of research and whether it should undergo ethics review by a NHS Research Ethics Committee. If you have answered YES to any of questions A7.1-A7.17 then this is likely to be the case and sponsorship by a third party will be required. This can be checked via the Health Research Authority’s Decision Tool : https://www.hra-decisiontools.org.uk/research/

	A7.18
	Does the research meet the HRA definition of research?
	YES
	NO
	N/A

	
	
	☐
	☐
	☐

	A7.19
	Is the Research being sponsored by a collaborating partner?
	YES
	NO
	N/A

	
	
	☐
	☐
	☐

	A7.20
	Has NHS ethics approval been granted?
	YES
	NO
	N/A

	
	
	☐
	☐
	☐

	A7.21
	Has INSPIRE undertaken an initial due diligence exercise?
	YES
	NO

	
	
	☐
	☐

	Please provide a summary of the due diligence exercise, noting arrangements for compliance with the necessary regulatory frameworks and legislation. Please append the full due diligence assessment from INSPIRE. If you have not contacted INSPIRE, please do immediately.

	A7.22
	




(this box should expand as you type)



	A7.23
	Have you been granted NHS ethical approval?
	YES
	Click to continue to Section R
	NO
	Return to the main form






[bookmark: APP_8]APPENDIX 8: Export Control for Research with Potential Military End Uses
	Export controls apply to the physical, electronic or oral transmission outside the UK of applied research, sensitive technology, software and equipment that could potentially be misused, either directly or indirectly, for military purposes. These legal controls are a serious obligation and UWTSD researchers must actively manage the risks of these being misused to fuel conflict, threaten national security, support terrorism and crime, violate human rights or proliferate Weapons of Mass Destruction.  UWTSD’s Export Control Policy provides a clear six step process to determine if your research is covered by export controls. Please complete the following screening to judge if you need to compete a full export control assessment. If you are in any doubt, then please contact INSPIRE. Any research in UWTSD involving the following high-risk areas must be screened.
Will the research involve:

	Defence
	YES
	NO

	A8.1
	Military equipment and munitions
	☐
	☐

	A8.2
	Defence equipment, including satellites
	☐
	☐

	A8.3
	Technical data, including some border and port information
	☐
	☐

	A8.4
	Dual use research
	☐
	☐

	Materials and Technologies
	YES
	NO

	A8.5
	Nuclear materials, facilities and equipment
	☐
	☐

	A8.6
	Chemicals, microorganisms and toxins
	☐
	☐

	A8.7
	Electronics design, development and production
	☐
	☐

	A8.8
	Computers
	☐
	☐

	A8.9
	Telecommunications
	☐
	☐

	A8.10
	Sensors and lasers
	☐
	☐

	A8.11
	Navigation and avionics
	☐
	☐

	A8.12
	Marine technology
	☐
	☐

	A8.13
	Composite materials
	☐
	☐

	A8.14
	Aerospace and propulsion
	☐
	☐

	Sensitive Information
	YES
	NO

	A8.15
	Cryptology
	☐
	☐

	A8.16
	Counterterrorism
	☐
	☐

	A8.17
	Counternarcotics
	☐
	☐

	A8.18
	Cyber-related
	☐
	☐

	A8.19
	Non-proliferation
	☐
	☐

	A8.20
	Transnational criminal organisations
	☐
	☐





	Genetic Resources
	YES
	NO

	A8.21
	Genetic material of actual or potential value
	☐
	☐

	A8.22
	Organisms, or parts thereof
	☐
	☐

	A8.23
	Populations (or organisms)
	☐
	☐

	A8.24
	Other biotic components of ecosystems
	☐
	☐

	A8.25
	Domesticated or cultivated species in which the evolutionary process has been influenced by humans
	☐
	☐



	Will you be exporting military or dual-use technology, now or possibly in the future? This information may take many forms, including:
	YES
	NO

	A8.26
	Physical transfer of goods, technologies, material or equipment
	☐
	☐

	A8.27
	Blueprints
	☐
	☐

	A8.28
	Plans
	☐
	☐

	A8.29
	Diagrams
	☐
	☐

	A8.30
	Models
	☐
	☐

	A8.31
	Formulae
	☐
	☐

	A8.32
	Tables
	☐
	☐

	A8.33
	Engineering designs and specifications
	☐
	☐

	A8.34
	Manuals and instructions
	☐
	☐

	A8.35
	Software
	☐
	☐

	A8.36
	Know-how
	☐
	☐



	Will your project transfer technology using any of the following physical methods?
	YES
	NO

	A8.37
	USB flash drives
	☐
	☐

	A8.38
	Portable hard drives
	☐
	☐

	A8.39
	Laptops
	☐
	☐

	A8.40
	Tablets
	☐
	☐

	A8.41
	Intangible forms by using electronic media, such as email, phone storage and cloud file sharing
	☐
	☐

	A8.42
	Physical exports
	☐
	☐



	Will your project involve any of the following?
	YES
	NO

	A8.43
	Oral transfer by phone or videoconferencing or presentations
	☐
	☐

	A8.44
	Travelling overseas for any purpose, while unintendingly carrying any of the above.
	☐
	☐

	A8.45
	Will you be hosting foreign visitors?
	☐
	☐





	If you answer YES to any of questions A8,1-A8.45 then you should complete a full export control assessment and append that to this application. Before doing this please contact INSPIRE who will advise further.
	YES
	NO

	A8.46
	Full export control assessment required?
	☐

	☐


	A8.47
	Full export control assessment completed?
	☐

	☐


	A8.48
	Full export control assessment appended?
	☐

	☐




	
	
	
	
	


	Return to the main form
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PUBLIC

Were decisions explained?

A Everything clearly explained

B Some parts explained

C Very little explained

D Nothing explained

Figure 4.1.4 — Explanation

36%
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OFFICERS

Explaining decisions is...

Always an important part of the
interaction

B Important but sometimes limited by time
pressure

C Helpful but not always necessary

D Secondary to resolving the situation
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PUBLIC
Did the officer treat you fairly?

A Completely fairly
|

B Mostly fairly

C Mostly unfairly
L

D Very unfairly

Figure 4.1.5 — Fairness

20%

60%
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4%

OFFICERS

Ensuring fairness is...

A A central part of my decision-making 72%

B Important but balanced with operational

demands 265
C Considered when circumstances allow 8%
|
D Secondary to resolving the situation 0%
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PUBLIC

Did the officer have enough time?

A Gave situation time needed

B Mostly

C Not really

D Interaction felt rushed

Figure 4.1.6 — Time

OFFICERS

Time pressure affects my interactions...

32% A Never
[

44% B Rarely

20% C Sometimes

4% D Very often
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PUBLIC

Did police keep you informed?

A Updated and supported

B Somewhat

C Very little

D Forgotten after initial contact

Figure 4.1.7 — Follow-up

OFFICERS
Keeping the public updated is...

20% A Aregular part of my role
|

40% B Something I try to do when possible
I

28% C Often limited by time
|

12% D Rarely possible in practice
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Figure 4.1.8 — Media Perception

PUBLIC OFFICERS

Experience vs. media portrayal Media shapes public perception

A Much more positive than media 20% A Strongly agree 84%
| . _________________________________________|

B Somewhat more positive 40% B Agree 12%
I I

C Similar to media 36% C Disagree 4%
| [

D Worse than media 4% D Strongly disagree 0%
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PUBLIC

What did you expect from police?

A Support and help
|
B Balance: enforcement & support

C strong enforcement & control

D No clear expectations

Figure 4.1.9 — Expectations
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What did you expect the role to involve?

A Helping and supporting the public 4%
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B A balance of enforcement and support 28%
I
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Figure 4.2.1a — Individual Officer as Reference Point: Quotes

P6 “go above and beyond [or] treat you like you’re guilty ” P7 “depends on individual”
P12 “good police and bad police” P15 “it depends on the individual”
P16 “depends on the officer you get” P24 “their personality is getting in the way”
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Figure 4.2.1b — Empathy Absent or Partial: Quotes

P4 “there is no empathy shown” P5 “did not really care or understand”

P10 “could be more empathetic” P15 “only a degree of empathy”

P22 “need to be more understanding and empathetid
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Figure 4.2.1c — Tone, Aggression and Conduct: Quotes

P3 “felt very pressured and threatened” P7 “dismissed because of my gender” P24 “spoken down to”

P13 “strictly authoritative and transactional” P13 “lack of genuine community connection’

P19 “very aggressive demeanor” P19 “listen very little” P24 ‘“always apprehensive”

P25 “enforce rules on people that they do not always follow themselves ” P25 “makes it hard to trust them”





image13.png
Figure 4.2.1d — Positive Interactions: Quotes

P1 “mostly positive” P2 “great professionalism” P2 “treating me fairly” P18 “good”
P8 “attentive and meticulous” P11 “good interaction” P14 “doing an ok job”

P20 “very helpful and kind” P20 “helped me get my stalker to leave me alone”

P21 “mostly positive but could be better”
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Figure 4.2.1e — Broader Perception of Police as Institution: Quotes

P9 “as inefficient as the public perception says” P13 “a necessary but distant institution”

P13 “neutral, cautious perception” P17 “mixed” P17 “controversies and my own experience clash’
P23 “mixed feelings about them”
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Figure 4.2.2a — Structural Exhaustion: Quotes
01 “demand is too high” 01 “extremely difficult to engage” 07 “can’t do right for doing wrong”

04 “limited service with limited resources” 06 “stressful, chaotic, busy, relentless”

011 “never enough officers” 014 “like watching the world burn” 014 “a bucket with many holes”
017 “bouncing from call to call” 018 “unrealistic expectations” 018 “not enough resources”

022 “massive toll on officers welfare” 024 “understaffing and pressure building up”
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Figure 4.2.2b — Administrative Burden: Quotes

09 “constantly playing chess to move resources” 09 “never able to focus fully on incidents”

012 “hampered by time restraints” 012 “duplication within paperwork” 020 “backlog of paperwork”
013 “repeated admin to justify decisions” 020 “takes time away from helping the community

025 “a lot more paper work than i thought”
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Figure 4.2.2c — Scope of Role and Who It Is For: Quotes

08 “demand comes from those who hate u 08 “real victims of crime”
010 “arenas which aren’t policing” 017 “more mental health calls than actual crimes”
019 “hard being a 24/7 social worker” 024 “we are not mental health professionals”
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Figure 4.2.2d — Public Misunderstanding of the Role: Quotes

06 “thankless” 07 “can’t do right for doing wrong” 015 “hard to manage their expectations”
015 “public do not understand the reality of policing” 023 “public do not respect us”
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Figure 4.2.2e — Leadership and Organisational Failure: Quotes

03 “sergeants act differently when stressed” 03 “cliques and sometimes ostracism”

012 “pressure from managemen 012 “based on statistical demands”

018 “promoted without experience or skill”
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Figure 4.2.2f — Persistent Commitment to Public Service: Quotes

02 “an honour... helping and supporting the public” 03 “my attitude to the public does not change”

03 “l am respectful” O5 “the broader impact on communities’| O5 “persons affected”

012 “always stuck to my values” 012 “empathy, listening and public service”

016 “always tried to offer support to victims” 021 “support for the public is vital”

021 “victims should always be updated”
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Figure 4.3a — Contrast in Overall Tone of Quantitative Responses
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Aggregate tone across quantitative questions (Q1-Q9)

A Strong positive

B Qualified positive

C Mixed or ambivalent
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Figure 4.3b — Contrast in Overall Tone of Qualitative Responses

PUBLIC

Aggregate tone across qualitative questions (Q10)

A Strong positive

B Qualified positive

C Mixed or ambivalent

D Strong negative
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Figure 4.3c — Contrast in Overall Tone Across Quantitative and Qualitative Responses
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PUBLIC

How respected did you feel?

A Respected & taken seriously

B Mostly respected

C Not very respected

D Dismissed / not taken seriously

Figure 4.1.1 — Respect
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PUBLIC
Did the officer show empathy?

A Officer seemed to care

B Somewhat

C Very little

D Treated more like a case

Figure 4.1.2 — Empathy
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PUBLIC

Did the officer listen?

A Clearly listened to

B Mostly

C Only a little

D Perspective not heard

Figure 4.1.3 — Listening
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