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[bookmark: _Toc198564663]Abstract 
The integrity of police officers, civilian staff members and their organisations is paramount to maintaining public trust and confidence. Policing fundamentally relies on public trust. This trust is rooted in the belief that police employees are good, honest and effective, upholding integrity and efficacy.

This dissertation critically analyses the ‘Blue Wall of Silence’ a cultural phenomenon within policing that perpetuates silence surrounding internal misconduct reporting, focusing on South Wales Police (SWP). It explores key factors such as peer solidarity, leadership influences and perceived professional consequences, revealing how these dynamics sustain both misconduct and institutional distrust. While officers and staff often express a theoretical commitment to ethical standards, entrenched norms of loyalty, self-preservation, and a collective silence frequently deter individuals from disclosing wrongdoing. 

A synthesis of existing literature underscores the multifaceted nature of whistleblowing, and the complexity involved in internal misconduct reporting, emphasising the interplay between organisational culture, fear of retaliation, and the effectiveness of existing reporting mechanisms. Specifically, this research investigates the institutional and psychological barriers that undermine the confidence and willingness of police officers and staff to report unethical behaviour.

Employing a mixed methods approach, this study integrates quantitative questionnaires with qualitative insights to explore and capture the nuanced experiences and perceptions of SWP employees. A total of 331 officers and staff participated in the questionnaire, with 158 indicating that they had previously reported instances of misconduct. Analysis revealed a notable disparity in reporting rates between both groups, with 81.02% of officers reporting misconduct, compared to only 18.98% of staff members. This highlights the unique challenges faced by civilian staff, including a lack of confidence in reporting misconduct, which is attributable to the need for improved training.

Furthermore, the study examines the complex interplay of individual experiences, organisational dynamics, and cultural pressures that contribute to the reluctance to report internal misconduct, identifying the unique contextual factors that shape attitudes and actions.  The intricacies of organisational culture and peer dynamics illustrate how implicit codes of loyalty among employees can foster an environment in which misconduct is tolerated, framing reporting as an act of betrayal and perpetuating a climate of impunity. The analysis further highlights lower reporting rates among female employees and uncovers the profound emotional consequences faced by those who report misconduct, including ostracisation, which impacts emotional wellbeing and contributes to lower reporting rates. These findings underscore the need for a cultural shift within SWP to prioritise accountability and ethical conduct, while actively dismantling the barriers that inhibit reporting. 

Based on these insights, the study proposes four key recommendations: (1) Implement Comprehensive Training Programmes; (2) Enhance Reporting Mechanisms; (3) Develop a Care Package Incorporating Aftercare Support Systems; (4) Foster a Supportive Organisational Culture. 

The recommendations aim to cultivate a culture of accountability within SWP, enhancing both academic knowledge and practical implementation to inform policy changes and support initiatives that promote ethical conduct. These insights are valuable for improving the internal mechanisms related to misconduct reporting and whistleblowing within the organisation. By bridging academic discourse with practical policy solutions, the study aims to catalyse institutional reforms that align policing practices with the ethical imperative of justice and accountability. 

Beyond SWP, this research offers a framework for policing across the UK to dismantle systemic barriers to reporting, thereby reinforcing public trust and professional standards.
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[bookmark: _Toc198564669][bookmark: _Hlk196910726]1.0 Research Question 
The ‘Blue Wall of Silence’: A Critical Analysis of Factors Influencing the Confidence and Willingness of South Wales Police Officers and Staff to Report Internal Misconduct and the Barriers they Encounter.

[bookmark: _Toc198564670]1.1 Rationale
The integrity of policing is a cornerstone of democratic societies, significantly influencing public trust and confidence. However, allegations of misconduct undermine this integrity and erode public trust. High-profile incidents of police misconduct, such as the tragic case of Sarah Everard and the acts of serial abuse by Metropolitan Police officer David Carrick, have sparked widespread public outcry highlighting institutional failings and raising widespread concerns about ethical standards and accountability. The Angiolini (2024) inquiry raises alarms about the potential dangers posed by officers who remain in service. These incidents expose a pervasive silence that often discourages employees from reporting internal misconduct, a cultural phenomenon known as the ‘Blue Wall of Silence’ or ‘Code of Silence’. 

In the United Kingdom, frameworks including the Home Office Police Officer Misconduct Guidance (2018) and the College of Policing's Code of Ethics (2024) establish standards aimed at fostering a culture conducive to reporting. This is supported by political promises to restore trust (House of Lords Library, 2023), however, systemic barriers persist, and these measures have not fully addressed the challenges that police officers and staff encounter.


[bookmark: _Toc198564671]1.2 Background
Effective policing is contingent upon the integrity of its employees. Research demonstrates that public perceptions of police legitimacy are closely tied to beliefs about police integrity. The societal consequences of unaddressed misconduct can lead to a loss of public confidence, diminishing community engagement and co-operation, and ultimately, a failure to uphold the principles of justice and fairness intrinsic to policing.

Existing literature reveals a complex interplay of factors influencing misconduct reporting, including organisational culture, perceived repercussions, and the effectiveness of reporting mechanisms. However, a gap remains in understanding the specific dynamics within policing and the unique factors that affect the confidence and willingness of officers and staff to report misconduct, particularly in environments where loyalty to colleagues may overshadow ethical obligations. This concern is pressing, given the trust responsibilities of policing professionals.

Research emphasises that employees’ perceptions of an untrustworthy environment correlate with a decreased likelihood of reporting misconduct, thereby reinforcing the pervasive ‘Blue Wall of Silence’.  This phenomenon highlights the necessity of a nuanced examination of the structural and psychosocial factors contributing to a reluctance in reporting misconduct. Such insights are vital for designing evidenced-based interventions that promote transparency and accountability within policing.

[bookmark: _Toc198564672]1.3 Research Focus
This dissertation seeks to investigate and critically examine the factors influencing the confidence and willingness of SWP employees to report incidents of internal misconduct. The focus is particularly significant considering the acute need for police accountability and the imperative for policing to foster a culture of transparency and ethical conduct. By investigating the barriers to reporting and the contextual factors influencing attitudes and behaviours, this research will contribute to the discourse on police accountability and integrity by identifying the challenges currently encountered by officers and staff, and the organisational and cultural factors that may inhibit their willingness to act.

The rationale for this study arises from the recognition that effective policing relies on the honesty and integrity of its employees. When misconduct remains unreported, it undermines and compromises the credibility of policing, eroding public trust and confidence, a concern underscored by recent empirical findings indicating that nearly half of surveyed respondents do not trust police officers (Police Federation, 2023). Therefore, investigating and examining the barriers that prevent misconduct reporting within SWP is crucial.  By elucidating the system and cultural challenges encountered by officers and staff that inhibit their willingness to report, this research aims to inform strategies for cultivating a culture of accountability. Failure to address these barriers risk perpetuating adverse organisational outcomes, including diminished workplace professionalism, reduced morale, and heightened attrition rates. These ramifications can undermine the ethical framework, impacting the moral fabric of policing internally whilst exacerbating external mistrust.

[bookmark: _Toc198564673]1.4 Research Aims and Objectives
The study seeks to provide insight into the dynamics that influences internal misconduct reporting behaviour within policing. This exploration has been conducted through a comprehensive literature review, complemented by empirical data collection and analysis. The research examines the barriers and challenges encountered by officers and staff both prior to and throughout the reporting process, while also considering the perspectives of individuals who report misconduct. Ultimately, the findings seek to clarify the reasons behind the reluctance of employees to report internal misconduct and to propose mechanisms that promote a culture of accountability. 

The five objectives outlined below will examine individual perspectives, considering how various factors influence reporting behaviour, and affect colleagues’ confidence and willingness to report misconduct, with the aim of proposing recommendations:

1 Identify the factors that affect the confidence and willingness of SWP employees to report misconduct.
2 Critically explore the reporting challenges and barriers encountered by SWP employees in the reporting process.
3 Determine the levels of confidence and willingness amongst SWP employees to report misconduct.
4 Assess the perspectives of individuals who report misconduct to gain insights into how various factors influence the reporting of internal misconduct, and the subsequent impact on the respondent and their colleagues in relation to future misconduct reporting.
5 Propose recommendations aimed at enhancing internal reporting mechanisms and fostering a culture of accountability within SWP.

[bookmark: _Toc198564674]1.5 Anticipated Outcomes 
The research anticipates several outcomes that will significantly enhance the understanding of the factors influencing police employees’ confidence and willingness to report misconduct. The first two objectives will be addressed through a comprehensive literature review examining a range of scholarly articles, journals, reports and publications drawing from both international and national sources. This approach is necessary due to the scarcity of localised research particularly pertaining to SWP. Firstly, it will systematically identify the complex array of elements that affect reporting behaviour within the policing context, including the impact of support systems and personal beliefs. This comprehensive examination aims to enhance understanding of the intricate dynamics that govern the decision-making processes of police officers and staff when reporting misconduct. Secondly, by exploring the specific challenges and barriers encountered by employees, this study aims to identify and address systemic issues that hinder or obstruct effective reporting. The research will inform organisational policy and procedures designed to overcome these challenges.

The third and fourth objectives aim to determine the levels of confidence and willingness among employees to report misconduct and will be pursued through empirical data collection and analysis within SWP. By establishing baseline data that highlights strengths and identified areas for enhancement, these findings will be instrumental in guiding targeted interventions designed to improve reporting practices that foster an organisational culture centered on accountability. By promoting a more empathetic and responsive policing approach and assessing the experiences of employees who report misconduct, the study will illuminate how individual narratives and perceptions shape attitudes and influence the willingness of their colleagues to report future misconduct issues. 

The final objective will be informed by the findings and insights derived from the initial four objectives. The research will propose specific areas for improvement and best practices based on research findings, with recommendations aimed at cultivating a more accountable and transparent policing environment. By addressing these key aspects, this dissertation aims to contribute meaningfully to the integrity and effectiveness of policing practices related to whistleblowing and misconduct reporting, significantly advancing the understanding of misconduct reporting dynamics within SWP.

[bookmark: _Toc198564675]1.6 Research Methods and Timeline
To achieve the outlined objectives, a mixed-methods research approach will be adopted. This methodology combines both qualitative and quantitative data collection, facilitating a comprehensive exploration of the factors influencing misconduct reporting within SWP. 

The research will commence with a literature review to contextualise the study, focusing on internal police misconduct and reporting behaviours. This review will provide a foundation for developing and distributing a questionnaire tailored to SWP employees, gathering quantitative data and qualitative insights into their attitudes, perceptions, and experiences regarding misconduct reporting. The questionnaire will include questions related to perceived barriers, organisational culture, and confidence in reporting mechanisms.

In addition to the questionnaires, qualitative interviews and focus groups were initially planned with a select number of SWP employees to gain deeper insights into individual experiences and the complexities influencing the decision to report misconduct. However, the 331 questionnaires returned provided sufficient qualitative data and complemented the quantitative findings, offering a rich understanding of the factors at play. As a result, this comprehensive analysis eliminated the need to conduct interviews or focus groups. 

The final phase of this research focuses on interpreting the findings and writing the dissertation, within the research timeline spanning six months. This structured approach ensures rigorous and comprehensive research, allowing for a thorough examination of the factors influence reporting behaviours while remaining adaptable to emerging insights.

[bookmark: _Toc198564676]1.7 Value of Research  
The research holds significant value for both academia discourse and practical applications within policing. Investigating and critically examining the factors that influence the confidence and willingness of employees to report misconduct, this study aims to clarify the underlying cultural and organisational dynamics that shape reporting behaviours. The anticipated findings are expected to have practical implications for SWP, highlighting barriers to reporting and proposing actionable solutions to enhance internal misconduct reporting mechanisms. The research has the potential to improve organisational integrity and greater public trust.

By thoroughly investigating the factors that impact employee misconduct reporting, the study will contribute valuable insights into the ongoing discourse surrounding police accountability and integrity. Importantly, it aspires to engage senior executive leaders within SWP, providing them with the insights that can inform policy changes and support initiatives prioritising ethical conduct, an essential component for the future effectiveness of policing. 

Having outlined the rationale for this research, the dissertation is structured into five chapters. Chapter two reviews academic literature aligned to police misconduct, accountability, and reporting behaviours. Chapter three details the mixed methodology, including the questionnaire approach. Chapter four analyses empirical findings from SWP employees, and chapter five concludes by synthesising key insights and proposes recommendations to strengthen reporting mechanisms, cultivating a culture of integrity that increases the confidence and willingness of SWP employees to report internal misconduct. 
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[bookmark: _Hlk186374573][bookmark: _Hlk196338632][bookmark: _Hlk196485254]
[bookmark: _Toc198564679]2.0 Chapter Introduction 
[bookmark: _Hlk191062191]Aveyard (2010) asserts that a literature review functions as a fundamental academic resource that synthesises existing research and insights relating to a specific subject area. In the context of this dissertation, the literature review aims to conduct a critical analysis of the factors influencing the willingness and confidence of SWP employees to report incidents of internal misconduct. 

To facilitate a comprehensive understanding of this topic, a thematic approach will be employed, systematically organising and synthesising existing research around key central themes. This methodology will facilitate the identification and exploration of recurring patterns and critical issues within the literature, thereby providing a structured framework that elucidates the understanding of the complexities surrounding this topic. Furthermore, this critical thinking approach demonstrated in figure 1, will yield concise summaries of the best available evidence informing the analysis of the research question, Machi & McEvoy (2022). 


[image: A diagram of a literature process

Description automatically generated with medium confidence]
Figure 1 – The Literature Review Applied Critical Thinking Process  (Machi & McEvoy, 2022)

[bookmark: _Hlk186374545][bookmark: _Hlk191197137][bookmark: _Hlk188383951]The integrity of policing is essential for establishing public trust and ensuring accountability for unethical conduct among officers (Hough, 2021). While most police officers are dedicated public servants committed to ethical standards (HMICFRS, 2023), high-profile incidents such as the death of Sarah Everard and the abuse by David Carrick have sparked global discourse on policing practices highlighting concerns regarding internal accountability and the prevailing culture within police forces (Taylor, et al., 2024).

The Home Office's Police Officer Misconduct Guidance (2018), and the College of Policing's Code of Ethics (2024), outline the standards of professional behaviour necessary for fostering a culture that supports misconduct reporting. These frameworks stress that employees must feel confident that reporting wrongdoing will be a positive experience, and they are protected from detrimental treatment by their colleagues (Home Office, 2018). However, it is important to recognise that not all instances of misconduct breach legal standards, and some unethical behaviours may fall outside formal regulations (Hough, et al., 2018). 

This landscape, largely governed by shared norms and standards, underscores the necessity for ethical policing that encompasses courage, respect, and empathy. Morrell, et al., (2020) supports this notion, emphasising that ethical conduct fosters positive public interactions and community trust, contributing to the overall effectiveness of policing. Despite these measures and the introduction of a Professional Standards Department Passport Guide (South Wales Police, 2020), challenges persist in internal misconduct reporting, due to various influencing factors that contribute to the ‘Blue Wall of Silence’ (Torres & Cruiel, 2023). 

Research indicates that, in certain circumstances, officers and staff may conflate or deliberately disregard established rules (Westmarland & Conway, 2020). Additionally, a pervasive culture discourages employees from reporting misconduct, with findings suggesting that they may actively dissuade public complaints or delay internal reporting due to reluctance to identify colleagues (Mrozla, et al., 2022). This culture of silence undermines ethical standards and raises critical questions about the factors influencing confidence and willingness to report. 

Existing literature suggests that perceptions of misconduct severity significantly affect reporting behaviour, with Robinson  (2017) endorsing that individuals are more likely to comply with the law when they perceive it is enforced by legitimate authority. This emphasises the need for strong leadership and comprehensive training to ensure that policing practices align with ethical principles. Understanding these factors is vital for fostering an environment that encourages and promotes accountability, ethical practices, and transparency, ultimately enhancing the integrity of policing.

This literature review will focus on the first two objectives within the research framework. It will identify the factors that affect police officers and staff members’ confidence and willingness to report misconduct and critically explore the challenges and barriers they encounter. By examining these issues, the review aims to elucidate the unique contextual factors influencing reporting behaviours and the complexities of whistleblowing within policing. Understanding these dynamics is essential for fostering a culture of accountability and transparency, starting with instilling confidence among employees to report internal misconduct. 
[bookmark: _Hlk186407898]
[bookmark: _Toc198564680]2.1 Blue Wall of Silence
The ‘Blue Wall of Silence’ or ‘Code of Silence’ is an entrenched code of conduct among policing that prioritises loyalty over accountability, creating a pervasive culture of secrecy that often shields misconduct from scrutiny. Researchers have identified several key elements impacting these behaviours, including organisational culture, perceived repercussions, and the effectiveness of reporting mechanisms (Ivkovic, et al., 2022). This culture represents a substantial barrier within policing, where employees often hesitate to report misconduct committed by their peers (Torres & Cruiel, 2023).

This phenomenon steams from a deep-rooted occupational solidarity that compels employees to support one another, despite unethical behaviour. As Kleing  (2001, p. 1) asserts “police officers must never testify against their brother officers”. This solidarity is reinforced by a shared identity and collective experiences, wherein the belief that “knowing your colleagues have got your back” (Charman, 2017, p. 267),  is particularly pronounced in policing. Such dynamics create an insular environment resistant to external scrutiny, leading to employees’ reluctance to report misconduct for fear of social ostracism or potential retribution from their peers.

Whilst this code is rooted in loyalty and brotherhood, which may initially serve to protect employees, Skolnick, (2010) contents that it can also foster an oppositional subculture that safeguards the interests of those who engage in unlawful behaviour. Ultimately, the ‘Blue Wall of Silence’ functions as a protective barrier among employees, cultivating a culture of loyalty that prioritises solidarity over accountability.

Whistleblowing, defined as the act of ‘revealing wrongdoing’ (Brennan & Ritzer, 2012), is intricately linked to the prevailing organisational culture and the perceived consequences of disclosure. Westmarland & Conway, (2020), articulates that a strong bond of loyalty among police officers, prevalent since the 1960’s, serves as a defining characteristic of police culture, that significantly contributes to their reluctance to report misconduct. While Ivkovic, et al.,  (2022, p. 3) asserts loyalty as a "pervasive part of police culture across the world", Rothwell & Baldwin (2007)  controversially argue that  officers are slightly less inclined than their civilian counterparts to adhere to a code of silence. Together these perspectives illustrate how loyalty, silence and the prevailing expectation of solidarity collectively influence the behaviour of police employees concerning accountability, integrity, and misconduct reporting.

Building on these perspectives, (Ivkovic, et al., 2020) explores the global implications of integrity theory, revealing a connection between the level of integrity within policing and the social, economic and political environments within which policing operates. Such dynamics further cultivate an environment where ethical breaches may go unreported, ultimately undermining the integrity of policing and eroding public trust. 

Despite such findings, there is a suggestion that in certain instances, the ‘Blue Wall of Silence’ has started to crumble, as exemplified by officer testimonies in the case surrounding the death of George Floyd (Torres & Cruiel, 2023). However, a recent SWP misconduct case revealed the complexities of this issue, wherein officers asserted a lack of recollection regarding an assault committed by their colleague, despite having observed the event on body worn camera and CCTV footage (WalesOnline, 2025). Such situations raise questions about the extent to which the ‘Blue Wall of Silence’ influences police behaviour and the need for further exploration of this phenomenon. 

[bookmark: _Toc198564681]2.2 Behaviour and Organisational Culture
Understanding the complex dynamics of organisational culture, perceived repercussions, and the efficacy of reporting mechanisms is essential for fostering a more accountable and transparent policing environment within SWP. 
Since the 1960s, ‘police culture’ has been a “convenient label for a range of negative values, attitudes and practice norms”  (Chan, 1996, p. 110). Loftus (2009) further asserts that policing culture constitutes an occupational culture intrinsically linked to the police role. Central to this body of literature is the understanding that both organisational and occupational cultures within policing can significantly influence the perpetuation of the ‘Blue Wall of Silence’. 

Deeper research has demonstrated that the norms and styles prevalent within policing are crucial determinants of employee behaviour. The dynamics of policing can be described and understood through the interactions of two distinct cultures: street culture and management cop culture. These two cultures are often characterised by competing and conflicting perspectives of procedure and practice in policing (Caldero, et al., 2018).  Street cop culture emphasises loyalty, camaraderie and a protective stance towards colleagues which can foster an environment in which misconduct goes unreported. This perspective is further substantiated by the findings of Taylor, et al., (2024) who highlights that officers often perceive loyalty amongst their peers, viewing the act of reporting misconduct as a betrayal of their colleagues. Consequently, these two cultures can create tension as officers and staff may feel torn between loyalty to colleagues and the expectations set by management.

This culture is exemplified by Hickman, et al., (2015) who highlights the organisational conflict experienced by an officer who reported instances of police brutality. Despite the subsequent convictions, the officer faced significant backlash, being derogatorily labelled a ‘rat’ and subjected to harassment by peers. Such experiences highlight the profound challenges of ‘street cop’ and ‘management cop’ culture illustrating a troubling culture of silence and retaliation that is not confined to the United States but is also evidenced in UK policing. The Centre for Womens Justice, (2024) further demonstrates the challenges faced by a cohort of women who reported police-perpetrated domestic abuse, notably, 45% were employees, all of whom articulated considerable difficulties, including victimisation in the workplace and a detrimental impact on their careers when reporting abuse by a colleague.

Complicating the issue further, additional literature indicates that within policing, there exists a cultural tolerance for certain behaviours and attitudes characterised by incivility and a general reluctance to report misconduct. Notably, studies have shown that women tend to view unethical scenarios more seriously than their male counterparts. However, Hickman, et al., (2015) contents that whilst there may be potential differences in moral perspectives between men and women, it is impossible to definitively attribute the cause of these differences to biology, social upbringing or a combination of both.  Further research into the experiences of women entering the policing professions indicate that they often face pressure to navigate the tension between their occupational role and gender identities. This highlights the complex relationship between gender, ethics, and culture as women’s heightened sensitivity to unethical behaviour may stem from both personal moral frameworks and societal expectations.

This context is critical for understanding the significance of integrity within policing, as it directly influences how employees respond to misconduct. In this regard, Wu & Makin, (2021) delineate two fundamental components of integrity: awareness, which pertains to officers’ perception of the seriousness of misconduct, and alertness, which reflects their willingness to report it. However, this view does not capture the intricate social and psychological factors influencing employees’ decisions. Understanding these components is crucial for exploring interactions with organisational culture and their impact on ethical behaviour. Therefore, it is essential to adopt a comprehensive approach that examines individual motivations, organisational dynamics and culture to comprehend the broader contextual influences that shape ethical conduct.

Investigating the relationship between behaviour and organisation culture, studies have demonstrated that the reluctance to report misconduct tends to increase with length of service (Porter & Prenzler, 2016). This reluctance may stem from established norms within the police culture that discourages whistleblowing. As officers and staff become entrenched in their roles, they may internalise these norms leading to a culture of silence that perpetuates unethical behaviour. These findings underscore the significant impact of organisational culture on employees’ willingness to report internal misconduct, highlighting the substantial challenges they face. Addressing this reluctance is vital for fostering an environment where ethical concerns can be openly discussed and resolved, thereby reinforcing accountability in policing and enhancing the willingness to report misconduct.

[bookmark: _Toc198564682][bookmark: _Hlk188687459]2.3 Loyalty to Colleagues and Social Ostracism
The ‘Blue Wall of Silence’ is underpinned by the unwavering loyalty exhibited by officers and staff towards their colleagues, fostering an environment where reporting unethical behaviour is often discouraged. This construct is characterised by unwritten codes of conduct and deep-seated allegiance, which collectively inhibits transparency and accountability within policing (Westmarland & Rowe, 2016). 
Research indicates that certain forms of corruption among police officers tend to emerge around the six-to-seven-year mark in their careers, a period during which officers typically exhibit increased confidence and commitment to their peer group (National Police Chief Council, 2022). At this juncture, the prevailing culture is reinforced by a strong expectation to protect colleagues, further entrenching the ‘Blue Wall of Silence’. Supporting this perspective, research conducted by Donner et al, (2018) reveal that nearly one-fifth of police officers support such behaviour, while over half acknowledge that it is not uncommon for officers to overlook or ignore misconduct. 

This loyalty is often rooted in shared experiences and the inherent dangers associated with police work, resulting in a profound sense of camaraderie that can overshadow ethical considerations. Employees frequently feel a compelling duty to protect their peers, viewing the act of reporting as a betrayal that undermines team cohesion and trust. This sense of loyalty is exacerbated when the likelihood of reporting a direct colleague is diminished (Sweeting, et al., 2022). Additionally, when wrongdoing is reported there is often a concerted effort to undermine the credibility of the person by attributing self-serving motives to their action (Kleinig, 2001). Consequently, the fear of disrupting the collective bond often outweighs the moral imperative to report wrongdoing, effectively creating formidable barriers to ethical behaviour. This dynamic emphasises the need for a cultural transformation within policing that prioritises accountability and ethical conduct over allegiance to colleagues.

The complexities surrounding loyalty and misconduct reporting are further illuminated by research commissioned by the National Police Chief Council, (Cain, 2019). This study reveals significant disparities in the handling of internal allegations against Black, Asian, and Minority Ethnic (BAME) employees compared to white colleagues. Minority officers are disproportionately referred to the Professional Standards Department (PSD) for lower-level allegations, which often result in minimal or no sanctions, despite being more appropriate for supervisor-led resolutions. 

These disparities highlight inconsistencies in the treatment of misconduct allegations which adversely affect the confidence of BAME employees in reporting issues and further complicate trust and loyalty dynamics among colleagues (Cain, 2019). Additionally, cross-cultural research, as highlighted by Liamputtong (2010) often portrays diverse cultures in a negative light, emphasising the need to avoid repeating historical injustices. This issue underscores the necessity for further exploration and a more nuanced understanding of the disparities within the context of this research.
The extent to which employees are willing to report misconduct is influenced by the fear of social ostracism and professional repercussions (Loyens, 2013). Many internalise the belief that whistleblowing will lead to isolation within a workplace culture that prioritises loyalty to the team over accountability. Consequently, many officers and staff may conclude that the risks of reporting misconduct far outweigh potential benefits. Supporting this view, a study involving 925 randomly selected police officers found that 67.4% who reported misconduct experienced social ostracism  (Weisburd & Greenspan, 2000). Recent research by Dempsey et al., (2023) corroborates these findings, indicating that officers who weigh the decision to report misconduct often grapple with the potential personal and professional consequences, further entrenching the ‘Blue Wall of Silence.’

Whilst the complexities surrounding the reporting of internal misconduct are pronounced, Torres & Curiel, (2023, p. 35) emphasise that “this phenomenon is not unique to policing”. They outline that various professions, including doctors, taxi drivers and government officials also tend to underreport the misconduct of their peers. Collectively, these perspectives underscore the pervasive nature of the tendency to underreport misconduct across multiple fields, highlighting the need for a comprehensive examination of the cultural and institutional dynamics that contribute to this silence. 
[bookmark: _Hlk181346696]
[bookmark: _Toc198564683]2.4 Leadership and Cynicism
[bookmark: _Hlk188557137]Police leadership establishes the tone for the organisation and significantly influences public perception, creating a sense of purpose (Walsh & Vito, 2018).  While leadership plays a pivotal role in positively shaping the organisational culture within the policing environment, it can also serve as a potential barrier in the reporting process. A lack of supportive leadership can foster an atmosphere in which misconduct is tolerated or overlooked. Research conducted by Donner, et al., (2018) supports this perspective indicating that employees are less inclined to report the misconduct of colleagues when leadership condones such behaviour or when they perceived lower levels of legitimacy. This illustrates that when ethical behaviour and accountability are not prioritised, employees may feel discouraged from reporting misconduct or whistleblowing, believing that their concerns will not be adequately addressed. Conversely, insufficient commitment from leaders to uphold ethical standards can perpetuate a culture of silence (Rajakaruna, et al., 2014),  wherein individuals may value their relationship with colleagues more than the need for accountability.  However, leadership support extends beyond encouraging the reporting of misconduct. When leaders at all levels promote ethical behaviour and demonstrate a commitment to addressing misconduct, they foster an environment where employees feel safe and empowered to voice their concerns, ultimately fostering a growing and innovative organisation (Joseph & Shetty, 2022).  This encompasses the establishment of a culture characterised by transparency and accountability.

Skolnick (2010) provides a clear interpretation, demonstrating that police corruption and misconduct do not occur in isolation, rather, they are influenced by the prevailing police culture, which can either be undermined or reinforced by the attitudes of police leadership and supervisors. In this context. the role of chief officers becomes particularly critical, as they set the organisational tone and culture, creating a clear vision (College of Policing, 2017). A hierarchical command structure can discourage whistleblowing by instilling a fear of negative consequences, such as career repercussions or loss of professional relationships (Hough, et al., 2018). Additionally, the increasing number of investigations into the conduct of UK chief officers shows that one in ten has stepping down due to misconduct or vetting within the last year (The Telegraph, 2024). This creates a cycle where the lack of accountability at the executive level undermines trust in leadership and perpetuates an environment where misconduct can thrive, underscoring the significance of this challenging landscape.

Furthermore, strain theory suggests that police officers frequently experience a significant disconnect between their idealistic expectations of policing and the harsh realities they face in their roles. This fosters frustration as officers strive to uphold their professional commitments, leading to feelings of hopelessness regarding their ability to fulfil their duties. Consequently, those officers exhibiting the highest levels of cynicism may be disinclined to disclose the negative behaviors of their peers, raising critical concerns regarding organisational accountability and ethical standards (Hickman, et al., 2015).  

[bookmark: _Hlk188808544]Long, et al., (2013) further corroborates this theory, emphasising that the combination of aspirational ideals and the realities of police work, such as the inevitability of errors, constant danger, and burdensome bureaucratic regulations creates a concerning culture of cynicism. This environment can be exacerbated by leadership practices that do not prioritise ethical conduct, fostering an environment in which officers feel hesitant to report misconduct among their peers, thereby hindering organisational accountability and the maintenance of ethical standards (Donner, et al., 2018).

Upon examination of the literature, it can be inferred that the trajectory of officer cynicism highlights the intricate interplay between leadership, organisational culture, and the individual experiences of employees. This emphasises the urgent need for effective leadership practices that address misconduct and prioritises ethical behaviour. 

[bookmark: _Toc198564684]2.5 Reporting Procedures and Training  
[bookmark: _Hlk188734469]Significant challenges hinder the reporting of internal misconduct, where perpetrators often employ various strategies and a high degree of tactical awareness to deflect attention from raised concerns as illustrated in figure 2 (National Police Chief Council, 2022).
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Figure 2 – Challenging and Reporting Discreditable Conduct (National Police Chief Council, 2022)


Addressing this behaviour and the effectiveness of existing reporting mechanisms is critical in shaping the reporting landscape. When systems are perceived as inadequate, biased, or lacking confidentiality, the likelihood of reporting diminishes significantly (Rajakaruna, et al., 2014). Furthermore, organisational culture plays a pivotal role in shaping these perceptions. Employees who believe that their reports will be dismissed, inadequately investigated, or result in retaliation, are significantly less likely to engage with these mechanisms (Rajakaruna, et al., 2014). This creates a detrimental cycle that perpetuates misconduct, reinforcing the belief that reporting is futile, eroding both the integrity of the police force and public trust in policing. 

Conversely, some scholars argue that establishing organisational values and transparent supportive reporting structures can alleviate the perceived repercussions of whistleblowing, fostering an environment conducive to accountability (Modise, 2024). This perspective suggests that robust reporting frameworks can empower employees to come forward without fear of negative consequences, thereby challenging the pervasive ‘Blue Wall of Silence.’  However, critics contend that even the most transparent systems may fail if they are not supported by a genuine commitment from leadership to uphold ethical standards. If employees perceive a disconnect between policy and practise, their willingness to report may not improve, indicating that structural changes alone may not be sufficient without a corresponding cultural shift. 

Professionals and scholars have long recognised the importance of continuous learning throughout an officer’s career (Bayler & Bittner, 1984; Brown, 1988; Kohlstrom 2022). Consequently, inadequate training presents a significant barrier to reporting misconduct. Many officers and staff report insufficient education on ethical standards, misconduct reporting procedures, and the importance of whistleblowing. Furthermore, comprehensive training programmes that address both the virtues and limitations of loyalty are rarely incorporated into police training (Kleinig, 2001). This lack of training contributes to an environment of uncertainty regarding the reporting process and the implications of failing to report misconduct.

In contrast, Pietro & Paola  (2022), identify a positive trend in investments in training that show employees are more likely to report wrongdoing when they are familiar with the reporting procedures and context, and when they hold a strong sense of personal ethics (Modise, 2024). Supporting this perspective, Taniguchi, et al., (2022) outline that active bystander training designed to empower employees to act when witnessing misconduct, has shown promise in dismantling the ‘Blue Wall of Silence’.  Consistent with previous research, Taylor, et al., (2024) indicate that officers who complete intervention training are more likely to take action against misconduct, thereby promoting positive changes among both officers and supervisors as illustrated in figure 3  (Taniguchi, et al., 2022).
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The implementation of Operation Ninian, (South Wales Police, 2024),  exemplifies SWP commitment to continuous proactive training. This primary engagement strategy aims to enhance training for all employees, addressing vetting, ethical behaviour, reporting and fostering ‘upstander intervention,’ as illustrated in figure 4:
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Figure 4 – Operation Ninian Structure (South Wales Police, 2024)
As highlighted in previous research Olsen, et al., (2018) asserts that training alone may not address deeper systemic issues, such as ingrained cultural norms that discourage whistleblowing. Without addressing these underlying cultural factors, training initiatives may lead to only temporary behaviour changes rather than fostering lasting shifts in organisational culture.  

While progress in SWP is commendable, it raises important questions about the sustainability and long-term impact of such training initiatives. The distinction between participation in training sessions and genuinely understanding and applying ethical principles in daily operations remains a significant challenge. This highlights the necessity for continuous evaluation and adaptation of training programmes to ensure they are effectively implemented and promote a culture of accountability and ethical conduct within policing.

[bookmark: _Toc198564685][bookmark: _Hlk188814495][bookmark: _Hlk200012167]2.6 Emotional and Psychological Consequences 
The act of whistleblowing carries considerable consequences (Anvari, et al., 2019). The interplay between solidarity and fear within police culture, combined with the emotional and psychological consequences, creates formidable barriers to reporting misconduct. 

The policing environment often cultivates a reluctance to report misconduct, as employees may fear not only professional repercussions such as ostracism, harassment, or career stagnation, but also personal ramifications associated with challenging the status quo. Outlined within earlier research and supported by Wieslander, (2018), employees may refrain from reporting corrupt behaviours due to fears of retaliation from colleagues or supervisors and feelings of loyalty towards the perpetrator. This culture of silence creates a complex dynamic where individuals who engage in whistleblowing frequently encounter adverse consequences, including social isolation and psychological distress, ultimately discouraging others from coming forward. A survey of 383 individuals revealed that 53% of respondents identified the potential for stigma and ostracism from colleagues as a significant factor influencing their decision to report (Starystach & Holy, 2021).

Furthermore, employees may experience profound moral distress when witnessing misconduct, yet feel unable to act due to fears of retaliation or lack of  support from their supervisors, an issue commonly referred to as "deaf ear syndrome" (Starystach & Holy, 2021, p. 26). This reluctance to act is further exacerbated by the pervasive camaraderie within police culture, where solidarity is prominent, highlighting that solidarity has a ‘dark side’ which often leads to the protection and concealment of procedural breaches among colleagues (Loftus, 2009). Consequently, individuals who report wrongdoing often face considerable personal and professional repercussions, including loss of trust and social capital within their departments. The emotional and psychological toll on police officers and staff contemplating the decision to report misconduct is significant. Research indicates that navigating a culture of silence can lead to anxiety, depression, and feelings of powerlessness (Hakik & Langlois, 2020). This internal conflict can often manifest in various detrimental ways, including decreased job satisfaction and increased attrition rates within the organisation. This highlights the urgent need for systemic reform that prioritises ethical behaviour over complicity fostering a healthier organisational culture.

Additionally, the institutional socialisation process significantly influences the psychological ramifications of silence within policing. As Seaton (2017) observes, new police officers often experience isolation from the external environment during their initial training stages. This seclusion subjects them to regulations that undermine individuality and promotes conformity, fostering the internalisation of the organisation's culture as they integrate into the policing community. Both theoretical and empirical evidence suggest that upon completing this socialisation process, officers are likely to adopt the values and the characteristics of police culture influenced by their training (Paoline, 2004). This indicates that the socialisation process can shape and influence the values of new officers, potentially marginalising those who hold differing perspectives impacting their willingness to report misconduct.

The emotional landscape for employees contemplating the reporting of misconduct is further characterised by a sense of unsupportiveness and discouragement. Many individuals report feeling isolated and fearful of potential backlash from their peers (Gonzales, 2010). The perceived lack of support from colleagues and leadership can create a lasting impact, compelling officers, and staff to choose silence over the risks associated with jeopardising their careers or relationships within the team. This ongoing cycle of silence not only perpetuates misconduct but also significantly undermines the mental health of employees, ultimately affecting organisational integrity and public trust in policing.

Bishopp, et al., (2016)  advance existing theories by introducing additional variables, noting that the complexities surrounding police misconduct are exacerbated by organisational stressors inherent in the profession. While some psychological and management studies suggest that excessive stress negatively influences ethical decision-making (Wu & Makin, 2021), a significant gap remains in the literature concerning the specific relationship between stress and ethical behaviour within policing. 

Addressing this gap is essential, as understanding the interplay between stress and ethical conduct could inform the development of effective organisational strategies. Future research could explore potential interventions, such as training programmes and support systems designed to encourage reporting whilst further addressing the psychological needs of officers and staff members. Such initiatives could foster a culture of accountability and transparency, ultimately benefiting both employees and the communities they serve.

[bookmark: _Toc198564686]2.7 Summary 
[bookmark: _Hlk188773964]In conclusion, the ‘Blue Wall of Silence’ continues to be a significant barrier to addressing internal misconduct within policing, including SWP. This persistent issue is shaped by a complex interplay of occupational solidarity, organisational culture, psychological factors, and external pressures. While existing research highlights a correlation between low self-control and harmful police behaviour, a notable gap in the literature concerns the relationship between self-control and adherence to the code of silence (Donner, et al., 2018). This lack of academic inquiry emphasises the need for further exploration in this area.

Furthermore, Holte (2014) introduces the concept of ‘hidden policy’, which refers to unspoken norms that exist alongside formal policies, ultimately undermining their effectiveness and fostering a culture of silence around misconduct. This silence can perpetuate unethical behaviour and hinder accountability efforts within policing, as illustrated by high-profile global cases of unreported police misconduct. Building on Jackson’s (1993) theory of the ‘hidden curriculum’, Holte, (2014) emphasises that well-intentioned policies designed to promote ethical behaviour in policing often fall short of their intended goals. The historical significance of the ‘Blue Wall’, representing an informal code among employees, complicates accountability efforts. While some scholars argue that this solidarity serves as a necessary protective measure for police employees, others contend that it creates a detrimental barrier to transparency. Despite initiatives aimed at promoting accountability, the intentions behind these policies are frequently overstated, and the potential for officer and staff resistance is often overlooked.

Despite a substantial body of research focused on misconduct and whistleblowing, there is a critical void regarding the specific dynamics of internal misconduct reporting within policing. Recent studies by Taylor, et al., (2024) have begun to investigate officers' willingness to report misconduct, the channels they choose for reporting, and the proposed solutions. However, the findings remain fragmented and do not provide a cohesive understanding of the underlying factors at play. Understanding the complexities of the ‘Blue Wall of Silence’ necessitates a re-evaluation of existing policies but also emphasises the need for targeted strategies that address these underlying issues, fostering a more ethical police culture. 

Given these dynamics, a deeper investigation into the confidence and willingness of SWP personnel to report internal misconduct is essential. This gap raises critical questions about how local dynamics, such as organisational values and policies, influence reporting behaviours and how victims’ experiences are acknowledged. Exploring the perceptions of SWP employees in this geographical area will contribute to a nuanced understanding of the interplay between employees, victim experiences, and the factors influencing misconduct reporting.

[bookmark: _Hlk190771202][bookmark: _Hlk190771184][bookmark: _Hlk190771150]The subsequent phase of this research will outline the methodologies employed to gather empirical data, including an overview of the research strategy, data collection techniques and the administration of the researcher’s involvement. Addressing these gaps, the research aims to provide a deeper understanding and valuable insights that can inform policy changes and training designed to enhance the reporting process, creating a more accountable policing environment. 
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3.0. Introduction 
[bookmark: _Hlk190996834]The phenomenon of the ‘Blue Wall of Silence’ represents a significant concern in the discourse surrounding police accountability and transparency. This chapter systematically addresses the research question by employing action research, a methodology focused on investigating practical problems and proposing actionable solutions (Adu & Miles, 2023). 

The methodological framework for data collection is designed to meet objectives three and four as outlined in the introduction chapter. 

[bookmark: _Toc198564690]3.1 Research Strategy 
Collins, (2025, p. 7) defines research as a “systematic investigation aimed at establishing facts or principles.”  The diversity of definitions highlights the complexities involved in research, as interpretations may vary depending on the context  (Resnik, 2019). Similarly, the term ‘strategy,’ frequently used in organisational and policing contexts, lacks a universally accepted definition. The College of Policing, Strategic Planning - Approved Professional Practice (APP)  (2018, p. 1) defines strategy as “a plan of action created to accomplish a series of objectives aimed at achieving a specific goal.” 

A well-defined research strategy is essential for aligning with the research aims and objectives, as this alignment clarifies the research direction and facilitates a systematic exploration of the identified research question (Biggam, 2017). This study employs both a research strategy and research methods, concepts that are interconnected but distinct (Scribbr, 2022). It adopts the ‘Research Onion’ framework proposed by Saunders, et al., (2019), which structures the methodology into layers, as illustrated in figure 5:
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Figure 5 – The ‘Research Onion’ (Saunders, et al., 2019, p. 130) 


The framework serves as a foundational blueprint, ensuring alignment between the research question and data collection technique. Providing a systematic approach for researchers and academics to navigate the relevant dimensions of the study, it ensures clarity and logical progression in addressing the complexities inherent in misconduct reporting.

As outlined earlier, the primary data collection methods for this study initially included a questionnaire, semi-structured interviews and focus groups incorporating both quantitative and qualitative questions. This dual approach enhances the depth of findings and supports data triangulation, thereby increasing the validity and reliability of the research outcomes (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2018). However, due to the return of 331 questionnaires that yielded rich qualitative data, the planned interviews and focus groups were deemed unnecessary. 

Questionnaires were distributed to 100 SWP employees, a sample size considered adequate for preliminary analysis. This decision aligns with guidelines for thematic analysis, which indicate a broad range of acceptable sample sizes from 2 to over 400 (Fugard & Potts, 2014). To mitigate potential survey fatigue and address the possibility of low response rates, additional strategies were planned to enhance participation. Conducting semi-structured interviews and focus groups with consent, could have facilitated a more profound exploration of individual experiences, as these methods allow for greater flexibility, enabling further investigation into specific issues that may arise during discussions (Adeoye-Olatunde & Olenik, 2021). The planned interviews were intended to accurately capture the nuances of responses. However, the implementation of these addition strategies ultimately proved unnecessary.

[bookmark: _Toc198564691]3.2 Research Philosophy 
The research philosophy guiding this study is grounded in pragmatism, complemented by interpretivism. Pragmatism serves as the primary philosophical framework, emphasising diverse methodologies to effectively investigate complex phenomena such as misconduct reporting (Saunders, et al., 2019). This flexibility is crucial for addressing sensitive topics where individual experiences and perceptions significantly impact outcomes (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2018). This aligns with the study's aim to understand the dynamics affecting the willingness of SWP employees to report misconduct.

Ontologically, this research acknowledges that reality is multifaceted and subjective, shaped by personal interpretations and experiences (Crotty, 1998). This perspective is essential for exploring the ‘Blue Wall of Silence’ within SWP, recognising that each respondents’ experience is influenced by their unique circumstances, relationships, and work environment. By embracing this ontological framework, the research seeks to uncover the subjective realities of SWP employees, which are fundamental for understanding the barriers they face in the misconduct reporting process (Smith, 2015). 

To capture the richness of these experiences, a constructivist epistemology is adopted, allowing respondents to share their narratives and ensuring that the research reflects their lived experiences. By building trusting relationships, qualitative methods create a supportive environment where staff can openly express their thoughts and feelings (Patton, 2015). 

While positivism offers valuable insights through objective measurement and empirical validation, its limitations in capturing nuanced human experiences necessitate a more focused approach. This study prioritises interpretivist elements to provide a comprehensive understanding of the subjective factors influencing reporting behaviour. This singular focus allows for thorough exploration of qualitative narratives that illuminate the complexities of internal misconduct reporting. Rooted in pragmatism and informed by ontological and epistemological considerations, the research philosophy shapes methodological choices that foster deeper understanding throughout the study.
[bookmark: _Toc198564692]
3.3 Research Approach 
To address the research question, this study considers two approaches that integrate both inductive and deductive methodologies. This dual method provides a framework for investigating the complexities surrounding this phenomenon. Deductive methodology begins with established theories or hypotheses assessed through empirical research (Fife & Gossner, 2024). This deductive component is illustrated in the formulation of research objectives one and two, grounded in a thorough literature review. Conversely, inductive methodology adopts a qualitative research approach that generates theories and concepts from the collected data rather than testing existing theories. This method effectively facilitates new insights and captures respondents' perspectives and experiences (Gioia, et al., 2013).

The exploration of primary data via employee questionnaires, is well-suited for qualitative research, allowing for a comprehensive understanding of respondents' thoughts and feelings regarding misconduct reporting. By initiating the research with open questions aligned with the research objectives, data gathering can lead to the development of new theories and insights as the research progresses. While deductive reasoning is often associated with quantitative research, the inductive approach aligns more closely with objectives three and four of this study, where understanding individual experiences and perspectives is paramount.

By employing both inductive and deductive reasoning, the research maintains a primarily inductive focus, generating insights and theories from the collected data rather than testing pre-existing hypotheses. This approach aligns with the interpretivist perspective, which acknowledges the subjective experiences and perceptions of individuals within their specific social context (Saunders, et al., 2019). This multifaceted strategy enhances the depth and richness of the data collected while supporting the overarching goal of fostering a more transparent and accountable policing environment.

[bookmark: _Toc198564693]3.4 Methodical Choices 
The choice of research methodologies in this study is informed by the six research strategies identified within the layers of the research onion and the specific data requirements (Saunders, et al., 2019). Ethnography and action research serve as primary strategies, each offering unique strengths that align with the research objectives. Ethnography captures intricate social dynamics and individual experiences within SWP, providing rich qualitative insights into the lived experiences of employees involved in the misconduct reporting process (Hammersley, 2006).  This immersive approach allows for a comprehensive understanding of the context and nuances that influence reporting behaviour.

Complementing this approach, action research emphasises a cyclical process of reflection and action. This methodology empowers employees to actively engage in outlining the problems and the challenges they face while proposing solutions designed to enhance internal reporting mechanism and foster change (Dickens & Watkins, 1999). By integrating both methodologies, the research addresses the complexities of misconduct reporting and fosters a collaborative environment for participatory change (Bradbury, 2015). This framework empowers respondents, as proposed changes are grounded in the lived experiences of those involved.

To explore this question effectively, a mixed-methods approach was initially selected, integrating both qualitative and quantitative data techniques in alignment with pragmatist philosophy. Quantitative data collection methods, including questionnaires, were employed to gather measurable information regarding the confidence and willingness of SWP employees to report misconduct. This quantitative approach enables the analysis of statistical trends and patterns, providing a broad understanding of reporting behaviours across SWP (Scribbr, 2021).  However, the rich data derived from the returned questionnaires rendered the use of additional methods unnecessary, therefore the focus shifted solely to questionnaires, which allowed for the collection of quantitative data whilst also capturing qualitative insights.  

While qualitative methods including interviews and focus groups, are beneficial for capturing rich, contextual insights, the use of the questionnaire enhanced the understanding of the reporting environment surrounding misconduct reporting. Quantitative measures often overlook these nuances as highlighted by  (Campbell, et al., 2019).  However, by engaging respondents through a thorough, detailed and well-designed questionnaire, the research provided an opportunity to probe deeper into thoughts, feelings, and motivations related to misconduct reporting, thereby enriching the data set and fostering a comprehensive understanding of the barriers and challenges faced.

In a mixed method framework, integrating both qualitative and quantitative research techniques is essential, as their combined application offers a thorough foundation for examining the research question, aims and objectives. To address the challenges highlighted by McKenna, et al.,  (2020) regarding the complexities of synthesising mixed methods data, additional time for data collection and analysis was incorporated into the timeline to effectively interrogate findings.  

[bookmark: _Toc198564694]3.5 Time Horizon 
A cross-sectional time horizon is adopted, allowing for a focused examination of the factors influencing misconduct reporting at a specific point in time. This approach facilitates effective data collection within a limited time frame, making it feasible to analyse a significant number of respondents, crucial for obtaining meaningful findings  (Saunders, et al., 2019). 

In contrast longitudinal studies could provide valuable insights into changes and trends over time, however, they risk sample attrition and require significant time and resources to consistently track respondents and gather data (Stuirbergen, et al., 2024).  Due to the inherent time constraints of this research, a longitudinal approach involving repeated observations over an extended period is not practical. Instead, the cross-sectional methodology utilising questionnaires over a shorter period yields immediate insights. 

[bookmark: _Toc198564695][bookmark: _Hlk200016286][bookmark: _Hlk200017003]3.6 Data Collection – Techniques and Procedures  
Quantitative methods, specifically structured questionnaires, were meticulously designed to gather measurable insights utilising Microsoft Forms. The questionnaire was tested with fifteen individuals to ensure that the questions were both feasible and effective. 

Questionnaires, distributed to SWP employees via a barcode, helped maintain anonymity, however, this method complicated the ability to accurately forecast the number of questionnaires distributed, as the barcode could be shared. Positively, this methodology allowed for the collection of a broad range of quantitative data, yielding significant results for statistical analysis representative of a larger workforce population (Cohen, 2017). 

This approach combined purposive sampling to select specific individuals with relevant experiences, including employees who had reported misconduct and those with varying lengths of service, along with additional random sampling to ensure a representative cross-section of employees. ‘Likert’ scale questions measured attitudes, opinions and perception, using a scale ranging from one extreme to another (Darnton, 2023). Collecting quantifiable data allowed for the identification of trends and correlations within the SWP workforce, providing a clear snapshot of the current state of misconduct reporting.

To capture a diverse range of perspectives and encourage respondents to elaborate on their thoughts and experiences, fostering richer dialogue, the qualitative component was planned to concentrate on a smaller sample of approximately 10 to 20 respondents. As highlighted by (Cyr, 2016)  the underutilisation of focus groups in research underscores the potential value of this method in capturing nuanced perspectives, further justifying its inclusion. However, the substantial feedback obtained from the questionnaire, exploring respondents' experiences and perceptions by incorporating both open-ended and closed questions, leads to the conclusion that further in-depth exploration does not yield additional information beneficial to the analysis. 

The decision to employ both primary and secondary data represents a strategic aspect of this research, as each serves distinct roles. Primary data, collected through questionnaires with SWP employees, provides essential insights into their perceptions and experiences regarding misconduct reporting, ensuring that the findings are contextually relevant. In contrast, secondary data from existing literature offers background and context that enhance the interpretation of primary findings. This dual approach enriches the data and situates the research within the broader discourse on police accountability and misconduct.


[bookmark: _Toc198564696]3.7 Data Analysis 
Before analysis begins, the data undergoes cleansing to eliminate any inconsistencies or inaccuracies that may arise during the collection process. The quantitative data gathered through questionnaires includes checking for incomplete responses and ensuring that all entries are valid and formatted correctly for analysis. The data is analysed via Microsoft Forms software, facilitating a range of statistical methods, including descriptive statistics to summarise the data and inferential statistics to identify correlations and trends.

Coding the data captured in the questionnaires involved categorising responses into meaningful segments, ensure that responses are accurate and can be analysed in detail. This process includes open coding, where initial themes and patterns were identified, followed by axial coding, which seeks to connect related themes (Salomao, 2023), as illustrated in figure 6:
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Figure 6 – Thematic Analysis  (Salomao, 2023)

As a flexible and accessible approach, statistical and thematic analysis will be the primary methods used for analysing the qualitative data, focusing on identifying and interpreting themes (Fugard & Potts, 2014). This approach allows for the exploration of patterns in respondents’ narratives, providing insights into the social and cultural factors that influence their willingness to report misconduct. By identifying recurring patterns, the analysis reveals the underlying issues and themes, offering a deeper understanding of the personal and organisational dynamics, as illustrated in figure 7 (Dechalert, 2024).

[image: A diagram of different types of symbols

Description automatically generated with medium confidence]
Figure 7 – Thematic Analysis Examples in Action (Dechalert, 2024)

After the data has been collected and analysed for patterns, themes, or trends, the insights gained are synthesised to inform the research objectives anticipated outcomes. 

[bookmark: _Toc198564697]3.8 Ethics 
Ethics manifest as a written code, agreement, or document that stipulates morally acceptable behaviour (Vanclay, et al., 2013). In this context, ethics are integral to this research, guiding and influencing every aspect of the study. Throughout, compliance with the University of Wales Trinity Saint David, Research Ethics & Integrity Code of Practice (2022) is strictly observed. The submission of a detailed ethics form and subsequent approval serve as essential prerequisites prior to commencing the research, ensuring adherence to institutional regulations and a commitment to high ethical standards.

Given the sensitive nature of the research topic, ensuring confidentiality is paramount. As acknowledged by Petrova, et al., (2014), conducting research with a small group complicates the pursuit of confidentiality. This complexity reflects the challenges in planning and conducting focus groups and individual interviews. Whilst this approach was not necessary, all respondents involved in the research received detailed information about the study, including its purpose, their role, and any potential risks, ensuring they could make informed decisions about their involvement.

Enhancing the safety and well-being of respondents is a broader ethical concern, including the emotional impact of discussing sensitive topics, which is carefully considered. To mitigate this ethical concern, the study provided respondents with resources for support and provided the option to skip questions if they felt uncomfortable disclosing certain aspects of their experiences. Additionally, to ensure respondents feel secure in sharing their experiences without fear of repercussions, all data collected is anonymised, ensuring that no identifying information is linked to individual responses. Compliance with data protection regulations, such as GDPR, is essential to safeguard personal information and ensure appropriate data handling (Smart Survey, 2025). All data collected is securely stored, with access limited to the researcher and authorised personnel. All data that is no longer required is disposed of according to data protection regulations.

By prioritising confidentiality, obtaining consent, and addressing potential ethical issues, the research demonstrates a commitment to conducting responsible and ethical research.


[bookmark: _Toc198564698]3.9 Limitations 
Limitations are inherent in all research and are considered potential weaknesses beyond the researcher’s control (Simon, 2011). Given the sensitive nature of misconduct reporting, respondents may hesitate to share their true feelings or experiences, fearing repercussions or judgment, thus, they may not respond honestly. However, as an insider researcher within the SWP community, the researcher’s unique positionality offers critical insights into the complexities surrounding the ‘Blue Wall of Silence.’ Established relationships with SWP employees facilitate access to respondents and foster an environment of trust, essential for qualitative data collection.

Conversely, considering the nature of the topic, respondents may exhibit acquiescence bias, where they tend to agree with statements regardless of their true feelings (Martin, et al., 2011), or social desirability bias, leading them to provide responses in a favourable light, resulting in over-reporting of positive behaviours or under-reporting of negative ones (Lavidas, et al., 2022). Additionally, employees may perceive the researcher as an outsider due to their position as a senior officer, which could present challenges related to outsider dynamics when engaging with the sensitive topic that may conflict with the researchers’ professional role. 

According to (Liamputtong, 2008), conducting research in one’s own organisation can create ethical dilemmas and tension. This duality may lead to further complications, as research findings risk challenging established norms within the organisation. To mitigate this risk, meticulous ethical considerations are essential, with a strong emphasis on confidentiality, anonymity, and psychological safety, to create a safe environment that encourages openness for respondents. To safeguard identities, strategies including assigning unique identifiers to questionnaires and anonymising qualitative data has been implemented.

While the study seeks to capture diverse perspectives within SWP, a further limitation pertains to the representativeness of the sample, as the final sample may not adequately reflect the experiences of all employees, potentially skewing the results. To address this limitation, purposive sampling was considered, as well as supervisors who can disseminate the questionnaire barcode. This approach serves as a gatekeeping mechanism, thereby providing transparency and mitigating bias.

Finally, the cross-sectional nature of the study means it captures a snapshot of perceptions at a specific time, limiting the ability to draw conclusions about trends over the long term. Future research could benefit from a longitudinal design that allows for a more comprehensive exploration of dynamics (Brutus, et al., 2013).

The next chapter will analyse the empirical findings of the 331 questionnaires.
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[bookmark: _Toc198564701][bookmark: _Hlk196485302][bookmark: _Hlk196304412]4.0 Chapter Introduction – Survey Findings: Description, Analysis and Synthesis

This chapter analyses the empirical findings presented in chapter three (Methodology). The investigation centres on research objectives three and four in alignment with the research question which seeks to: 

· [bookmark: _Hlk196395377][bookmark: _Hlk196043774]Identify contextual factors influencing SWP employees’ confidence and willingness to report misconduct.

· Evaluate the perspectives of individuals who report misconduct, gaining insights into a range of factors influencing internal misconduct reporting and the subsequent effects on them and their colleagues.

[bookmark: _Hlk196344142]By comparing two stakeholder groups, employees who have experienced reporting internal misconduct or whistleblowing and those who have not, this chapter aims to provide insights crucial for cultivating organisational accountability and transparency within SWP.

A mixed methods approach, combining deductive and inductive analysis is applied to the 331 questionnaire responses, yielding robust quantitative and qualitative data. The depth and richness of these responses provide sufficient information to address the research objectives, allowing for a comprehensive, data driven analysis focused on the questionnaire data. 

Guided by the framework of Description, Analysis, Synthesis and Evaluation (DASE) from Bogdan and Biklen (2007, as cited in Biggam, 2017, p.230) as illustrated in figure 8, this chapter systematically examines thematic patterns and critiques their implications, ensuring a thorough and systematic exploration of themes.
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Figure 8 – Process of Description, Analysis and Synthesis Leading to Evaluation (Bogdan and Biklen, 2007, as cited in Biggam, 2017, p.230)  


[bookmark: _Toc198564702]4.1 Description 
The study employed a mixed-methods online questionnaire, distributed via Microsoft Teams, to examine the experiences and perceptions of misconduct and whistleblowing amongst police officers and staff. A voluntary sampling strategy was adopted, initially targeting 100 employees, with a snowball technique to broaden reach (Audemard, 2020), (Appendix A).  Snowball sampling broadens participation by allowing respondents to share the questionnaire link with colleagues. Purposive sampling was also planned to target diverse roles facilitating a broader range of perspectives while acknowledging potential limitations in representativeness.

While ethnography traditionally emphasises qualitative methods, questionnaires were designed to include both closed and open-ended questions (Appendix B). This allowed the collection of quantitative data on specific demographic variables while also providing respondents the opportunity to express their thoughts and experiences in their own words. Using a deductive approach, leveraging established theories to guide the research design, hypotheses, and analysis, the findings were triangulated involving different types of evidence and data from various sources including PSD and HR data to gain a more comprehensive and reliable understanding. Gathering evidence from different sources including the literature review added further validity. 
A robust response rate of 331 respondents was attained, reflecting strong engagement and mitigating concerns of survey fatigue (Appendix D). Questionnaire data analyses followed Braun & Clarke, (2006) inductive thematic analysis, a flexible method suited to identifying emergent patterns without predefined categories. Responses were examined holistically and across key demographic subgroups including age, gender, ethnicity, rank or police staff grade, length of service and department, enabling nuanced comparisons.  

Critically, the questionnaire also assessed both the conceptual understanding of misconduct and whistleblowing, as well as respondents prior reporting behaviours, offering empirical insights into how lived experiences shaped confidence and willingness to report misconduct. This approach aligns with the study’s exploratory aims of bridging gaps between assumptions and realities.  

Of the 331 questionnaire responses received from SWP employees, 174 identified as female, 154 as male and 3 declined to specify their gender. In terms of roles, 225 respondents were police officers and 106 were staff members. The ethnic composition was distributed as illustrated in figure 9: 
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Figure 9 – Ethnicity of Respondents


Preliminary analysis indicates a low participation rate of 7% among ethnic groups, which correlates with the workforce representation within SWP, (Appendix C - HR data). The findings highlight the diverse experiences of ethnic groups, concerning misconduct reporting, particularly emphasising issues of stigma and distrust in leadership, consistent with the insights from the literature review.
Analysis of prior engagement with misconduct and whistleblowing reporting reveals a near-even split: 158 respondents had reported internal misconduct previously, whilst 173 had never done so, indicating a balanced representation of perspectives, (Appendix D, Question 9). 

Respondents exhibited a broad range of professional experiences as illustrated in figure 10:


Figure 10 – Service Length of All Respondents vs Misconduct Reporters 


This distribution indicates a higher propensity for reporting misconduct amongst employees with longer tenure. This finding contradicts existing literature, which suggests that reluctance to report misconduct typically increases with length of service.  The data implies that employees with greater tenure may feel more secure in their positions. This insight is important for SWP, as it highlights the potential to foster a more transparent organisation culture, ultimately enhancing trust and confidence

Among the 158 reporting respondents who reported misconduct, police officers had a reporting rate of 81.02% (n=128), compared to only 18.98% (n=30), for staff members, indicating a significant difference between the two groups. Cross-referencing this data with PSD misconduct reporting data from 2021 to 2024, it was found that police officers contributed to 76% of total misconduct reports, while police staff accounted for 9%, public 5% and other sources 10% (Appendix E). 

This finding contrasts with some academic studies suggesting that civilians are only slightly less likely than officers to report misconduct. Possible explanations for this trend include power dynamics and training, indicating that police officers may feel more supported when reporting misconduct. 

Using a Likert scale, the survey assessed respondents’ understanding of misconduct reporting (M=7.81) and whistleblowing (M=7.31), revealing consistently high comprehension across both domains.

[bookmark: _Toc198564703]4.2 Thematic Analysis of Objective Three - Confidence and Willingness to Report Misconduct 
Having established the demographics and methodological foundations, this section thematically interrogates institutional, cultural and structural determinants or reporting behaviour, identifying contextual factors influencing employee’s confidence and willingness to report misconduct, directly addressing research objective three.

[bookmark: _Toc198564704]4.2.1 Organisation Culture and Reporting Confidence  
A thematic analysis of cultural determinants shaping misconduct and whistleblowing confidence revealed a paradoxical landscape. Quantitative data indicated that 70% (n=183) of respondents perceived SWP internal misconduct reporting culture as positive or very positive, as illustrated in figure 11:
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Figure 11 – Assessing the Culture of Reporting Internal Misconduct

[bookmark: _Hlk197279374]
Despite this surface-level optimism, when asked about the specific factors that encourage or discourage misconduct reporting, (Appendix D – Question 11), respondents expressed scepticism and cited concerns including:
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Figure 12 – A Sample of Notable Responses to Question Eleven

Among the 300 responses, the majority expressed negative sentiments. This aligns with the fear of repercussions highlighted by the ‘Blue Wall of Silence,’ where individuals worry about isolation, being labelled as troublemakers and facing negative impacts on their promotion, reflecting Edmonson (1999) psychological safety theory.  

Despite such scepticism, 73% (n=240) of respondents expressed confidence or very confident reporting misconduct, as illustrated in figure 13. 
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Figure 13 – Confidence and Willingness Levels to Report any Form of Misconduct

This dissonance suggests a potential undercurrent of cultural toxicity masked by a surface level perception of positivity. Such findings may indicate a performative culture, where employees outwardly endorse accountability norms but privately question institutional efficacy. This resonates with Schein (2017) assertion that cultural artifacts such as ineffective past resolutions, embed shared assumptions of futility.

Analysing both the quantitative and qualitative differences, the research highlights a cultural performance gap, aligning with Goldrosen (2025) assertion that individuals often advocate for ideal behaviours publicly while privately anticipating punitive outcomes.

The data analysis reveals that SWP culture operates at two levels: 

· Surface-Level Optimism: This is indicated by quantitative metrics that contribute to employee optimism, but this may also be influenced by social desirability bias.  

· Subcultural resistance: This is evidenced by qualitative themes, such as lack of confidentiality and peer pressure, which pose normative barriers to transparency (Haenfler, 2004). Such resistance can manifest in various forms that challenge mainstream values.

These results have practical implications for SWP. However, it is important to acknowledge that while questionnaires provide valuable insights on a board scale, self-reported data may be subjected to various biases. Specifically, social desirability bias may lead respondents to overstate their positive perceptions of the reporting culture. As noted by Jones, et al., (2021) complimenting perceptual questionnaires with additional methods can enhance the understanding of reporting climates and improve the validity and reliability of findings. Cultural norms significantly influence reporting confidence, while structural mechanisms such as training and procedural frameworks further shape these dynamics, as explored in the sections below. 

[bookmark: _Toc198564705][bookmark: _Hlk198295597]4.2.2 Structural Enablers and Barriers – Training Efficacy and Reporting Infrastructure 
This section evaluates the relationship between formal training systems and reporting infrastructure in shaping misconduct behaviour, exploring how these structural factors influence respondents’ confidence and willingness to report misconduct. The quantitative data indicates a good level of structural accessibility, with only 10% (n=32) of respondents finding the reporting process difficult or very difficult as illustrated in figure 14:  
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Figure 14 – Evaluation of Misconduct Reporting Difficulty Levels

Procedural facilitation reveals that 49% (n=160) of respondents rated the reporting processes as easy or very easy, demonstrating their confidence in these mechanisms. These findings align with the emphasis on clear and accessible reporting channels, which is closely tied to the principles of procedural justice and due process constraints (Schulenberg, et al., 2015). 

Earlier analysis, which assessed respondents understanding of misconduct and whistleblowing showed consistently high levels of comprehension across both areas. Despite this understanding, 22.5% (n=76) of respondents cited insufficient training, while 19% (n=65) expressed uncertainty regarding the availability of training. This supports the theory of Pietro & Piola, (2022) that familiarity with reporting procedures increases the likelihood of individuals making a report. These results indicate a disconnect between process availability and the competency to effectively engage in training, as illustrated in figure 15:
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Figure 15 – Availability and Adequacy of SWP Training 


[bookmark: _Hlk196395975]Supporting this data, qualitative analysis uncovered systemic gaps in both training delivery and equity. Question 15 solicited feedback on suggested training improvements (Appendix D).  37% (n=105) of respondents identified training inequalities and operational challenges as a concern. Many respondents noted that training often acted as a barrier, requesting greater input and highlighting inconsistencies in training delivery. 

The existing pedagogical training platforms, particularly the reliance on NCALT (internal online training) were considered inadequate for meeting the practical needs of employees, ultimately undermining the operational effectiveness of ethics training. Furthermore, non-operational staff expressed that the training disproportionately targeted operational employees, neglecting the specific needs of other roles.  

Regarding participation in SWP Operation Ninian briefings, as illustrated in figure 16, the analysis reveals that 73% (n=240) of respondents engaged in at least one of the three briefings. However, 27% (n=89) reported not receiving any form of input, despite these briefings being mandated for all supervisors to disseminate to their teams and departments. 
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Figure 16 – Operation Ninian Briefing Analysis


[bookmark: _Hlk198295641]The qualitative analysis of Question 15 (Appendix D) further illustrates a disproportionate emphasis on supervisor training availability compared to that of frontline officers and civilian staff. Some employees reported a decline in training prioritisation, including whistleblowing training and expressed concerns about the lack of monitoring of training implementation in this area. The analysis of training inequalities further highlighted issues of hierarchical exclusion and inconscient delivery of Operation Ninian briefings. These findings suggest that while structural enablers for reporting misconduct exist, their effectiveness is compromised by inconsistencies in training delivery, pedagogical shortcomings of current training formats and notable accountability gaps in organisational compliance (Van Bussel, 2021).  Respondents reflected personal experiences aligned with misconduct reporting, with some expressing a diminished willingness to report future incidents based on these experiences. Others highlighted a disconnect between the training they receive and the realities they face in policing. This raises questions about the relevance and applicability of SWP training content. 


[bookmark: _Toc198564706]4.2.3 Motivational Paradigms and Systemic Challenges   
Interrogating intrinsic and extrinsic motivators (Sansone & Harackiewicz, 2000) alongside structural barriers, with attention to power asymmetries. Several key motivating factors and systemic barriers that hinder disclosure were reported as illustrated in figure 17 and 18:
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Figure 17 – Factors that Encourage or Motivate Respondents to Report Misconduct
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Figure 18 – Factors that Prevent Respondents from Reporting Misconduct 


Analysis of the data presented in figure 17 revealed significant insights into the top five factors that promote internal misconduct reporting, thereby fostering trust and confidence in the reporting process. 

In contrast, only 26.43% (n=157) of respondents expressed a firm commitment to the reporting of misconduct as shown in figure 18, highlighting the existence of the ‘Blue Wall of Silence’ (Goldrosen, 2025). Concerns regarding the fear of retaliation, a lack of trust in the reporting system and inadequate anonymity, collectively contributed to a substantial portion of the responses. This emphasises the need for SWP to address these reporting barriers to enhance the effectiveness and reliability of the reporting framework, as supported by the findings in the literature review (Westmarland & Rowe, 2016; Ivkovic, et al., 2022). 

[bookmark: _Toc198564707]4.2.4 Disclosure and Support Systems
The analysis of institutional accountability and welfare experiences revealed respondents’ preference for misconduct reporting as illustrated in figure 19: 
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Figure 19 – Misconduct Reporting Channels


These preferences indicate a strong level of trust in leadership and the internal mechanisms of PSD, despite some concerns identified in the qualitative analysis of Question 11 (Appendix D).                                                                Supporting this, the analysis from Question 25 reveals that 27% of respondents sought or received support from a line manager. 

Evaluating the support systems within the organisational framework is essential for improving the experiences of individuals reporting misconduct. The literature suggests that when leaders promote ethical behaviours, demonstrating a commitment to address misconduct, staff feel more empowered to raise concerns. Interestingly, only 6% of respondents expressed a preference for reporting misconduct through staff associations or unions, suggesting limited engagement with these support structures.

Additionally, the questionnaire findings show that a commendable 64% (n=212) of respondents demonstrated an understanding of the Victims and Witness Code, which delineates protections available during a misconduct investigation (Appendix D – Question 20).  Furthermore, 60% (n=198) were aware of their option to request a welfare officer during the investigation, and 63% (n=209) affirmed that having a designated welfare officer would be enhance their confidence and willingness to report misconduct as illustrated in figure 20:
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Figure 20 – Welfare Officer Support


In line with welfare considerations, a significant 91% (n=301) of respondents indicated that after-care package support should be offered to support employees during and following the conclusion of internal investigations, figure 21: 
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Figure 21 – Aftercare Package Support

It is important to highlight that the new data, not previously addressed in the literature review, reveals a significant contextual factor affecting misconduct reporting. This underscores the critical need for an employee care and after-care package, along with robust reporting centric policies. Such measures are essential to ensure employees receive necessary support and to foster an environment that encourages reporting of internal misconduct. Implementing these strategies could enhance the overall integrity of policing and reduce the likelihood of officers engaging in misconduct, as asserted by LeFort (2020).

[bookmark: _Toc198564708]4.2.5 Power Hierarchies and the Paradox of Reporting Senior Leaders 
Power hierarchies play a critical role in shaping employees’ confidence and willingness to report misconduct, especially when the subjects of such reports hold senior positions.  Analysis of this dynamic reveals a paradox: whilst some employees express confidence in reporting a supervisor or senior leader, others perceived significant risk due to institutional and cultural barriers that reinforce the ‘Blue Wall of Silence.’ Quantitative data indicates that 23% (n=75) of respondents articulated a lack of confidence in reporting mechanisms, highlighting how power dynamics, authority and organisational mistrust deter action (Rothwell & Baldwin, 2007).  Additionally, 12% (n=40) remained neutral, the remaining respondents expressed varying degrees of confidence with 46% (n=151) reporting they were ‘confident’ or ‘very confident’ in making reports, as illustrated in figure 22:
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Figure 22 – Confidence Levels to Report 


Qualitative insights from 280 written responses further illuminated these findings (Appendix D - Question 29). Among those who lacked confidence, recurring themes emerged including:

· Fear of not being believed
· Perception on an ‘old boys club’ 
· Negative past experiences 
· Nepotism
· The phenomenon of ‘closed ranks’

These factors collectively contribute to a heightened perception of risk when reporting senior colleagues, reinforcing the influences of power asymmetries (Near & Miceli, 2016). In contrast, respondents with positive experiences emphasised principles of equity and accountability with statements such as “everyone is accountable” underscoring their trust in PSD and emphasising ethical values and norms that can effectively alleviate fears. 

The findings of this research have significant theoretical implications for SWP. Even confident respondents expressed the need for additional support, particularly concerning the transparency and communication of outcomes. Further concerns were raised regarding whether reports would be taken seriously, especially given the long-standing tenure of some senior officers and staff and the lack of feedback during the reporting process. This aligns with the perspective articulated by Schulenberg (2015) which suggests that procedural justice and organisational trust is pivotal in encouraging reporting behaviour.


[bookmark: _Toc198564709][bookmark: _Hlk196484980]4.3 Thematic Analysis of Objective Four - Perspectives and Factors Influencing Misconduct Reporting and its Effects

[bookmark: _Toc198564710]4.3.1 Structural and Procedural Challenges 
The analysis identified multiple structural and procedural challenges that deter individuals from reporting internal misconduct within SWP. These obstacles align with extant literature on whistleblowing and organisational silence and are categorised as illustrated in figure 23: 
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Figure 23 – Institutional and Interpersonal Barriers to Reporting Misconduct


Supported by qualitative data from 137 respondents (Appendix D - Question 31), the findings align with existing literature (Rajakaruna, et al., 2014; Dempsey, et al., 2023), highlighting systemic challenges that create organisational barriers, undermine reporting efficacy, as illustrated in figure 24: 
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Figure 24 – Barriers to Reporting, Insights from Respondents


Critically analysing the responses, only two positive comments were recorded demonstrating a limited level of positive engagement. The remaining 36 respondents indicated ‘NA’ or ‘none’ suggesting polarised experiences aligned with rank, department, or prior interactions with SWP reporting systems.

[bookmark: _Toc198564711]4.3.2 Witness Strategy Efficacy  
Investigating the correlation between awareness of the PSD Victims and Witness strategy (launched October 2024), findings revealed significant gaps in knowledge. Figure 25 illustrates that just 32% (n=105) of respondents are aware of the strategy:
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Figure 25 – PSD Victims & Witness Strategy Familiarity 

In response to Question 33 (Appendix D), regarding whether the strategy supports individuals reporting misconduct, 69% (n=174) of respondents expressed uncertainty about its efficacy in supporting whistleblowers. This low level of awareness aligns with literature highlighting the critical role of policy dissemination in building trust (Onyango, 2019). Among those familiar with the strategy, only 3% (n=10) reported receiving updates consistent with its protocols, while 63% (n=203) indicated ‘N/A (Appendix D – Question 34). These responses suggest implementation failings that are consistent with the research on procedural justice and institution transparency (Treviño & Weaver, 2003). 

Additionally, the findings reveal that 27% (n=86) of misconduct reports pre-dated the strategy’s launch, underscoring the need for retrospective applicability. Furthermore, 7% (n=24) reported they were not kept updated, reflecting broader institutional inertia, a phenomenon documented in studies of organisational change (Aksom, 2022).

The evaluation of these findings highlights a critical need for targeted communication, engagement campaigns and leadership accountability to address awareness gaps. As Bjorkelo (2013) notes, proactive communication of protective measures is essential for mitigating fear or retaliation and enhancing reporting confidence.

[bookmark: _Toc198564712]4.3.3 Leadership Support 
The influence of leadership responsiveness and supervisory engagement on organisational reporting cultures and employees trust has been critically examined. Reflecting positive responses from Questions 19 and 25 (Appendix D), the quantitative findings revealed a moderately positive perception of supervisory support.  Respondents rated their confidence in receiving helpful professional guidance and support from supervisors during misconduct reporting and throughout the investigation averaging 7.02 out of 10 (1 = Poor - 10 = Excellent) as illustrated in figure 26:
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Figure 26 – Misconduct Investigation Supervisor Support

The moderate supervisory support rating of 7.02 reflects Treviño & Weaver, (2003) procedural justice theory, which posits that transparent leadership enhances organisational trust.  This is consistent with academia perspectives that regard ethical leadership as a cornerstone of procedural justice (Alhaidani, et al., 2024), where transparent decision-making and supervisor integrity reinforce trust within policing. 

In examining the correlation between support and reporting intentions, 41% (n=137) of respondents indicated they would report misconduct again under similar circumstances (Question 36, Appendix D). Importantly, when excluding respondents who have never made a report (n=155), this figure increased to 88%, suggesting that direct experience with supportive supervision strengthens the resolve to report. This finding is crucial for building trust and confidence. Notably, only 8% (n=27) expressed uncertainty, while 4% (n=12) declined to report again. 

These findings corroborate Nicholls, et al., (2021) who assert that supervisor advocacy and post-reporting safeguards significantly mitigate fears of whistleblower retaliation, enhancing both confidence and willingness to report misconduct. This question was subsequently accompanied by an additional qualitative question. Primary insights from the 202 responses further contextualised these trends (Appendix D – Question 37) as illustrated in figure 27: 
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Figure 27 – A Sample of Notable Responses and Narrative Analysis
Respondents consistently emphasised the critical role of transparent communication and consistent follow-up from leaders throughout investigations reinforcing existing literature on trust-building in hierarchical organisations.  

Despite numerous positive responses, the qualitative analysis revealed contrasting perspectives among respondents, with a notable number of unfavourable comments. The data underscores the need to cultivate leadership accountability and implement structured support mechanisms to address institutional silence. Supporting Bjokelo (2013) theory, proactive supervisor engagement not only enhances reporting efficacy but also demonstrates the organisational commitment to ethical norms.


[bookmark: _Toc198564713]4.3.4 Peer Influence Impacting Future Reporting 
In alignment with objective four, the questionnaire examined how personal experiences of reporting misconduct influence reporting behaviours and colleagues’ action, a phenomenon referred to as the spillover effect, (Blattman, et al., 2021) . The analysis of question 38 which asked respondents if they believed they decision to report misconduct had an influence on colleagues is illustrated in figure 28:
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[bookmark: _Hlk198373626]Figure 28 – Misconduct Reporting Influence on Colleagues


Respondents who had made a report indicated significant peer influence. Specifically, 21% (n=72) believed their actions positively impacted colleagues, whilst 24% (n=82) expressed uncertainty and 5% (n=19) perceived negative outcomes. These findings highlight the dual role of social networks in amplifying or deterring ethical reporting behaviours. Drawing on social contagion theory, also known as social influence (Thomas, 2012), the analysis revealed that reporting behaviours propagate through interpersonal networks, shaping organisational norms. 

Qualitative data from Question 39 - Appendix D which asked respondents how their action had influenced colleagues highlighted two key themes:

Positive Peer Influence – Respondents emphasised ethical leadership, transparency, and role modelling. Responses included:
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Such behaviour aligns with procedural justice where leadership visibility fosters collective trust (Treviño & Weaver, 2003; Hussam, et al., 2021). 


Negative Repercussions – Conversely, organisational inaction and retaliation fears stifled reporting. Respondents described colleagues avoiding them post reporting or witnessing supervisors being penalised, reinforcing the ‘Blue Wall of Silence’ (Ivkovic, et al., 2022), they responded:
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The polarised responses from 151 respondents, which include 34 N/A and a mix of positive and negative comments, suggests that peer influence is contingent on organisational follow through. As (Bjorkelo, 2013) argues, unresolved cases erode trust, amplifying perceived risks of reporting. The duality of peer influence, both catalysing and stifling disclosure reflects SWP’s fragmented cultural landscape, where ethical leadership and institutional apathy coexist. The results of this internal research indicate the need for proactive measures including an ACU anonymised reporting digital app and additional leadership training both of which are critical to mitigating negative spillover. 

[bookmark: _Toc198564714]4.3.5 Underreporting Issues - Perceptions and Reality
The questionnaire examined the dissonance between perceived norms and actual reporting behaviour related to internal misconduct, with a focus on normalised deviance within organisational culture. Data from 331 respondents revealed significant gaps in misconduct disclosure rates, analysed through three Likert-scale statements:

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                     1: There is under-reporting of internal misconduct and unethical behaviour within SWP, figure 29: 
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Figure 29 – Underreporting of Internal Misconduct

Concerningly 43% (n=143) of respondents agreed or totally agreed that underreporting occurs within SWP. This finding aligns with the literature review on organisational silence, suggesting that employees may be deterred from reporting misconduct due to fear of professional reprisals. These reprisals can include perceived loss of promotion opportunities to social ostracism.  This reflects the findings of Dussuyer & Smith (2018), which highlight  fear of retaliation and institutional distrust, that can supress disclosure, creating a culture in which  individuals who report misconduct face various harms, further discouraging them from coming forward.


2: There is a lack of willingness and confidence to report internal misconduct within SWP, figure 30:
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Figure 30 – Lack of Willingness to Report Internal Misconduct


While 26% (n=87) of respondents disagreed or totally disagreed with the statement, 39 % (n=129) agreed or totally agreed that confidence in reporting mechanisms is lacking. This ambivalence reflects systemic barriers documented in policing contexts, which are associated with the ‘Blue Wall of Silence’  (Ivkovic, et al., 2022). Addressing this issue is crucial within SWP.


3: Officers and staff may selectively report certain instances of misconduct prioritising more serious cases over less serious ones, figure 31: 
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Figure 31 – Selective Reporting Practices of Internal Misconduct
56 % (n=184) of respondents agreed or totally agreed that SWP employees prioritise reporting serious misconduct over minor infractions. This finding corroborates academic research on normalised deviance, which indicates that trivialised unethical behaviours become culturally ingrained (Loyens, 2013).

[bookmark: _Hlk196400855][bookmark: _Hlk196401317]The analysis of the three statements reveals a significant gap in employees’ perceptions of disclosure rates, which aligns with trends of underreporting, lack of willingness to report and selective reporting of misconduct. When triangulated with qualitative responses from Question 43 (Appendix D), 174 responses highlighted reoccurring themes related to cultural complacency, which perpetuates a cycle of under-reporting and leads to a reluctance to report (Loyens, 2013). Furthermore, this aligns with the observation that employees are hesitant to report if they believe their colleagues would not, indicating a social dynamic influencing policing (Ivkovic, et al., 2016).  

Concerns regarding breaches of confidentiality and inadequate follow up accentuated feelings of procedural injustice and structural distrust. Proposed solutions and recommendations from respondents include anonymised reporting tools and enhanced leadership accountability to rebuild trust as illustrated in figure 32:
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Figure 32 - A Sample of Notable Responses and Narrative Analysis


These findings underscore the persistence of institutionalised silence in hierarchical organisations. As Near & Miceli (2016) powerfully endorse, transparency in investigation outcomes and robust whistleblower protection are essential. The qualitative analysis supports this by highlighting the prevalence of selective reporting, which indicates an urgent need for enhanced training that addresses implicit biases towards ‘minor’ misconduct. 


[bookmark: _Toc198564715]4.3.6 Organisational Legitimacy and Trust in Misconduct Reporting Systems
Organisational legitimacy often defined as the perceived appropriateness of an organisation’s action in relation to societal norms (Suchman, 1995; Deephouse & Zhang, 2024), is pivotal for fostering trust in misconduct reporting mechanisms. 

In this context, the analysis of Question 44 (Appendix D), which addresses past experiences with unreported misconduct, reveals a complex reality among respondents.  While 75% (n=246) of respondents claimed that they have never witnessed any form of misconduct, 25% (n=83) acknowledged that they had withheld reports. Among those who had withheld reports, 29% expressed regret, 33% cited ambivalence and 8% declined to comment, indicating the presence of systemic barriers to ethical disclosure. 

Interestingly when considering their past experiences 55% (n=178) of respondents reported feeling confident and willing to report misconduct in the future. However, 17% (n=54) remained unsure or neutral as illustrated in figure 33:
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Figure 33 - Current Levels of Confidence and Willingness to Report Internal Misconduct

Appendix E further illustrates the changes in respondents’ confidence levels based on their previous reporting. The feelings show a mix of increase and decrease in confidence, reflecting the tension between institutional legitimacy and respondents ‘lived experiences’ aligning with existing research on the efficacy of whistleblowing (Ivkovic, et al., 2022).

Drawing on principles of participation action research (Brydon-Miller & Maguires, 2009; Wuhr et al., 2015), 218 respondents proposed actionable solutions to enhance transparency and organisational support (Appendix D, Question 47). Grouped into themes, structural reforms and proposed solutions included:

· Technological Solutions – Reporting Apps, Live Chat and Dedicated Portals for real-time concerns. 
· Procedural Clarity – Standardised training on misconduct definitions and reporting protocols, commencing during onboarding and delivered regularly.
· Leadership Accountability – Senior officers modelling approachability and ethical behaviour to reduce intimidation.
· Victim-Centred Support – Treating whistleblowers with the same care as crime victims, including, providing regular updates, quicker investigations and post-reporting welfare checks and support.
· Cross Force Collaboration – Delegating investigations to external forces to mitigate bias.
· Internal Dissemination – Sharing anonymised outcomes internally to demonstrate procedural justice.

The implications of procedural justice for institutional practise are significant. 30% (n=99) of   respondents expressed a willingness to engage in further research through interviews and focus groups, signalling a workforce eager for reform. However, the lack of positive feedback on certain questions, reveals a persistent sense of distrust. As Gotz, et al., (2018) highlights, normalised deviance tends to thrive in opaque systems. Therefore, implementing solutions such as enhanced training, proportional disciplinary frameworks and bystander accountability could significantly strengthen organisational legitimacy. By promoting employee voice and actively considering workforce feedback, SWP can cultivate a healthier environment marked by transparency and legitimacy (McKee, 2024), ultimately leading to greater trust and confidence in reporting misconduct.


[bookmark: _Toc198564716]4.4 Conclusion – Integrative Analysis and Empirical Findings 
In systematically examining the institutional culture and structural frameworks shaping misconduct reporting within SWP and synthesising primary and secondary data with theoretical frameworks, three patterns emerge: contradictions challenging extant literature, confirmations of established theories and convergence highlighting systemic inequities.

Contradictions
While the literature suggests that reluctance to report misconduct increases with tenure, SWP data reveals that the highest reporting rates were observed amongst employees with over 20 years of service. This may reflect institutional socialisation when long-tenured employees internalise ethical norms and gain job security. This finding challenges existing literature assumptions presenting a future opportunity for further analysis with more detailed PSD reporting data.

Contrary to literature positioning women as more likely to perceive and report unethical behaviour, PSD data from 2021 to 2024 shows males accounted for 61% of reports despite a gender mix data set, indicating a distribution of 49% females and 51% males across the organisation (Appendix C).  This could signal gender power dynamics in policing where male dominance in leadership normalises their voice or causes social desirability bias in female responses impacting emotional wellbeing.

Among the employees with less than three years’ service, only 53.3% of those who had previously disclosed misconduct, indicated confidence in reporting such incidents again. This ambiguity in responses complicates the alignment with theories regarding those young in service operating in an institutional socialisation process.


Confirmation
Qualitative data confirms the existence of the ‘Blue Wall of Silence,’ with 39% of respondents citing fear of ostracism and profession repercussions as significant barriers to reporting. This finding aligns with normalised deviance theory, which suggests that trivialised misconduct becomes culturally entrenched. Importantly a distinction exists between the provision of training and ensuring the effective understanding and application of ethical principles in daily operations. 

The high number of respondents noting inconsistent delivery of training highlights the necessity for enhanced training methods, continued professional development, and tailored misconduct training. This echoes procedural justice theory particularly during employee onboarding, to bridge the gap between theory and practice. 

Whilst Operation Ninan is regarded as a valuable and positive ethics training and knowledge-building development programme, its implementation is not fully realised throughout SWP. Consistent with academic literature, engagement in whistleblowing can lead to adverse consequences, including social isolation. Respondents’ account of experiencing ‘deaf ear’ syndrome emphasise the need for leadership models that prioritise psychological safety. 

Convergence
Although the sample size regarding ethnic composition was small, the analysis offers valuable insights into the complex disparities faced by such groups. It revealed that employees who had previously reported misconduct expressed reluctance to do so again, citing a lack of confidence in the process. This highlights issues of institutional legitimacy, as marginalised groups may perceive systems as exclusionary, aligning with conclusions presented in the literature review.

Additionally, there is a gap in understanding the relationship between stress, mental health, and ethical behaviour. Constraints on anonymity hinder deeper analysis and triangulation with PSD and HR data, indicating a need for further qualitative exploration to deepen insights. 

The next chapter will present findings and recommendations based on the analysis provided in this paper.

 















[bookmark: _Toc198564717]Chapter Five
[bookmark: _Toc196748596][bookmark: _Toc198244983][bookmark: _Toc198564718]Conclusion and Recommendations











[bookmark: _Toc198564719][bookmark: _Hlk196679354]5.0 Introduction 
This chapter synthesises the findings of this study to critically evaluate the factors influencing the confidence and willingness of SWP employees to report incidents of internal misconduct.  Central to this analysis is the interrogation of the ‘Blue Wall of Silence,’ a cultural phenomenon that perpetuates silence around misconduct by privileging loyalty over accountability.  By examining how organisational norms and entrenched cultural dynamics shape reporting behaviour, this chapter illuminates the systemic challenges that sustain ethical inertia within SWP. 

Aligned with the five research objectives outlined in Chapter One, the findings integrate insights from two key strands: findings related to objectives one and two derive from a synthesis of existing literature, while objectives three and four emerge from primary data collated from the research analysis.  The methodological triangulation combining qualitative and quantitative perspectives ensures a robust examination of SWP’s accountability landscape, balancing theoretical frameworks with empirical realities. 

The study’s overarching aim is to unravel the complex interplay of support systems, personal beliefs, and institutional pressure that shape reporting behaviour. While secondary literature posits that civilians are only slightly less inclined that police officers to report misconduct, the primary data revealed a striking contradiction. This paradox highlights the unique landscape that policing operates within. By contextualising these findings and broader analysis on police culture and ethics, this chapter advances a nuanced understanding of the organisation dynamics. 

The final section presents four actionable recommendations aligned with objective five, supported by evidenced based proposals designed to dismantle barriers, encountered with whistleblowing. These proposals aim to foster a culture of accountability, thereby increasing officers and staff willingness and confidence to report misconduct.






5.1 [bookmark: _Toc198564720][bookmark: _Hlk196485353]Objectives and Findings

5.1.1 [bookmark: _Toc198564721][bookmark: _Hlk191117602]Objective One – Factors that Affect the Confidence and Willingness of SWP Employees to Report Misconduct
Central to these factors is the entrenched culture of loyalty. The study identified both organisational and occupational cultures as primary determinants that significantly influence the confidence and willingness to report misconduct, contributing to the perpetuation of the ‘Blue Wall of Silence’, characterised by competing and conflicting perspectives (Torres & Cruiel, 2023).  This culture inhibits transparency and accountability, discouraging individuals from coming forward due to fear of social ostracism or retaliation. Notably, the questionnaire indicated that a significant number of respondents, 43% believed that underreporting of misconduct occurs within SWP, reflecting a deep-seated perception of mistrust in reporting mechanisms. This observation aligns with existing literature positing that organisational culture and peer loyalty greatly influence reporting behaviours (Westmarland & Rowe, 2016; Ivkovic et al., 2022).

Whilst academia suggests a cultural tolerance for certain behaviours and attitudes, this is corroborated by empirical findings, where a high number of respondents acknowledged selective reporting practises and an underreporting of more serious issues. Although 70% of respondents viewed the reporting environment positively, many expressed scepticisms, regarding the effectiveness of reporting mechanisms, citing fears of inadequate follow-up and a lack of confidentiality. This dissonance between reported confidence levels and the reality of fear underscores the need for a cultural shift within SWP. These findings resonate with Aveyard’s (2010) assertion that understanding the complexities surrounding reporting behaviours is essential for fostering an environment of accountability. The analysis also indicates that social and psychological factors influence employees’ decisions. A deeper understanding of these components is necessary to enhance organisational culture and ethical behaviour. 



5.1.2 [bookmark: _Toc198564722][bookmark: _Hlk196485365]Objective Two – Reporting Challenges and Barriers Encountered by SWP Employees in the Reporting Process
The analysis identified numerous challenges faced by SWP employees when reporting misconduct, highlighting systemic issues that impede effective reporting. These barriers include procedural ambiguity, fear of retaliation, and a culture that stigmatises whistleblowers. Qualitative data revealed that approximately 61% of respondents cited concerns about repercussions as a significant barrier to reporting. The findings align with the literature review indicating that fear of social stigma and professional repercussions deters individuals from coming forward (Loyens, 2013; Wieslander, 2018). The analysis further highlighted the critical necessity for ensuring that whistleblowers are kept informed throughout the reporting process. Examining the questionnaire responses, there is a clear imperative to revisit existing protocols and implement measures that facilitate regular updates for employees who report misconduct and whistle-blow. Additionally, respondents expressed a significant desire for an aftercare support package, which was overwhelmingly acknowledged in the questionnaire responses, resulting in the highest percentage response rate amongst respondents. 

Furthermore, a substantial number of respondents highlighting insufficient training resulting in a lack of knowledge or understanding as barriers to effective reporting. This is linked to concerns regarding the perceived ineffectiveness of reporting systems, which in turn contribute to a pervasive culture of silence. Research indicates a disconnect between established reporting procedures and employees’ experiences, suggesting that some feel reporting misconduct is futile  (Rajakaruna, et al., 2014). The findings evidenced within the research analysis clearly aligns with theoretic literature. The requirement for enhanced training and CPD is clearly articulated by respondents throughout the research.


5.1.3 [bookmark: _Toc198564723][bookmark: _Hlk196485372]Objective Three – Levels of Confidence and Willingness amongst SWP Employees to Report Misconduct
The survey data indicates that a notable discrepancy exists between the self-reported confidence levels of SWP employees to report misconduct and their willingness to do so. While 73% of respondents expressed confidence in reporting protocols, a substantial number also articulated fear and uncertainty regarding potential outcomes (Goldrosen, 2025). This paradox illustrates a psychological phenomenon where employees may profess readiness to report misconduct while internally grappling with fears of negative consequences. 

Relying on self-reported data, can lead to social desirability bias, where respondents may overstate their willingness to report misconduct or minimise their fears, impacting the reliability of the findings. While drawing firm conclusions is challenging, a more comprehensive analysis of all responses collected from the questionnaire reinforces findings from the literature suggesting that a culture of silence entrenched in loyalty and fear affects reporting motivations (Mrozla, et al., 2022). 

Furthermore, the results indicate that institutional trust is crucial for enhancing confidence in reporting mechanisms. Respondents who experienced supportive leadership when making reports expressed stronger intentions to report future incidents, highlighting the crucial role that effective leadership and transparent communication play in fostering a culture of reporting.  Data supports Walsh & Vitos’ (2018) notion that robust leadership cultivates an environment where ethical standards are upheld, and employees feel empowered to act against misconduct


5.1.4 [bookmark: _Toc198564724][bookmark: _Hlk196485381]Objective Four – Perspectives of Whistleblowers and the Impact on Respondents and their Colleagues to Report Future Misconduct Issues
Many respondents who reported experiencing negative outcomes, such as social ostracism or professional setbacks, indicated reluctance to engage in future reporting. The findings resonate with Hough et al. (2018), who refers to this disconnect as ‘psychological unsafety,’ further complicating the dynamics of trust within the organisation. Accounts illustrate the profound emotional and psychological toll of reporting within a context that prioritises solidarity over accountability  (Starystach & Holy, 2021). 

The analysis also emphasises how narratives and perceptions shape employee attitudes, ultimately influencing their colleagues’ willingness to report misconduct and their confidence in doing so. Interestingly, qualitative data reveals a duality in peer influence surrounding reporting behaviours. Some respondents felt that their actions positively impacted their colleagues’ willingness to report, while others experienced alienation post-reporting. These mixed outcomes emphasise the need for a supportive environment where whistleblowing is tolerated and actively encouraged. 

Moreover, the analysis suggests that the perceived consequences of reporting misconduct, whether positive or negative, significantly shapes organisational culture and influences future reporting behaviours (Blattman, et al., 2021).


5.2 [bookmark: _Toc198564725]Implications of the Research Findings:
Before proposing recommendations, it is important to convey three key points recognised as part of the research:

1. A significant amount of literature focuses primarily on the negative consequences of reporting misconduct, such as social ostracism. The overemphasis on negative outcomes and the narrow focus may obscure the potential positive impacts of reporting, including organisational change or improved accountability (Loyens, 2013).

2. Many existing studies including the questionnaire analysis is cross-sectional, capturing a snapshot in time rather than exploring changes in attitudes or behaviours over time. Longitudinal studies would be beneficial for understand how attitudes toward reporting evolve, particularly in response to training, policy changes, or high-profile cases of misconduct (Westmarland & Conway, 2020). This would be advantageous once the recommendations have had time to embed.

3. As highlighted in the literature review, further research should address the significant gap that remains in the literature concerning the relationship between mental health, stress and ethical behaviour within policing (Wu & Makin, 2021). Additionally, there remains a critical gap regarding the dynamics influencing officers' willingness to report misconduct, the channels they choose for reporting, and the proposed solutions (Taylor, et al., 2024). While the research has begun to delve into these issues and has presented some rich information, continued research into this topic remains vital. 


5.3 [bookmark: _Hlk196485389][bookmark: _Toc198564726] Proposed Recommendations
Drawing from the insights gained through the analysis, the following recommendations are proposed to enhance internal reporting mechanisms and foster a culture of accountability within SWP:

[bookmark: _Toc198564727]5.3.1 Implement Comprehensive Training Programmes (Short Term): 
Develop and implement ongoing training programmes that specifically address whistleblowing and the importance of reporting internal misconduct. Training, including Operation Ninian inputs should be enhanced and delivered to all employees, focusing on understanding ethical standards, the reporting process, and the consequences of failing to report. This should address gaps identified in the analysis regarding inconsistent training delivery and the need for tailor-made educational content. Additionally, new training should be developed to align with the findings, ensuring it remains current, relevant, and inclusive for all employees including police officers and staff members. Cultural considerations, equality and diversity should be at the forefront of this initiative. 


[bookmark: _Toc198564728]5.3.2 Enhance Reporting Mechanisms (Short Term):
Building on existing channels for reporting misconduct, consideration should be given to creating user-friendly technological solutions and accessible reporting systems that emphasise confidentiality and supports whistleblowers. Utilising technology, such as dedicated digital mobile applications for anonymously reporting of concerns, can facilitate higher reporting rates and mitigate fears associated with misconduct disclosure. This approach reinforces findings indicating that perceived efficacy and confidentiality are critical for employee engagement in the reporting process.


[bookmark: _Toc198564729]5.3.3 Develop a Care Package Incorporating Aftercare Support Systems (Medium Term): 
Create a comprehensive support package for individuals who report misconduct, offering necessary assistance during and post-reporting. This package could include counselling services, regular check-ins, consistent updates, and debriefing sessions to address any emotional or psychological consequences that may arise from reporting. Such support contributes to a healthier organisational culture that values and prioritises employee well-being. 


[bookmark: _Toc198564730]5.3.4 Foster Supportive Organisational Culture (Long Term): 
Encourage leadership at all levels to model ethical behaviour and promote a culture of transparency and accountability. This can be achieved through regular peer-led communication and engagement sessions that emphasise the importance of reporting misconduct, recognising ethical conduct, and establishing clear feedback processes. Conversations about ethical dilemmas should be reinvigorated to highlight the significance of this topic while also giving employees an active voice in contributing to the discourse. Additionally, the existing internal professional development ‘Perform’ platform could be enhanced to improve engagement, along with implementing a more robust monitoring framework to review progress. Strengthening this cultural will help dismantle the “Blue Wall of Silence” encourage a more ethical workplace environment and reinforce the value of integrity. 


[bookmark: _Toc198564731]5.4 Conclusion
While SWP has made considerable progress in cultivating a culture of accountability, persistent structural and cultural barriers continue to hinder effective misconduct reporting. This analysis indicates that the ‘Blue Wall of Silence’ is beginning to crumble, as evidenced by the increasing number of employees, particularly police officers who are coming forward to report misconduct. However, substantial barriers persist, steaming from fears of ostracism and the disruption of established loyalty bonds.

It is crucial to address the intricate interplay of loyalty, fear, and institutional mistrust to improve reporting behaviours among employees. The findings highlight the negative consequences and detrimental impact of navigating a culture of silence, which can result in anxiety, depression and a sense of powerlessness. Importantly, confidence in supervisory support emerged as a pivotal factor in creating an environment where ethical conduct is prioritised, enabling employees to feel secure in reporting misconduct.  However, the disconnection between ‘street cop’ and ‘management cop’ cultures, particularly in the context of reporting supervisors and senior officers, poses a significant challenge that must be confronted. 

This chapter bridges theoretical discourse with empirical evidence, highlighting the urgent need to address structural and cultural complicity within policing. It advocates for systemic interventions designed to dismantling barriers to transparency while realigning organisational priorities with the ethical imperatives of public service. By implementing these recommendations, SWP can foster a more robust and accountable framework that ultimately strengthens public trust and upholds high ethical standards in policing.

Although these recommendations are tailored to SWP’s operational context, the methodological rigor of this study, positions its conclusions for broader application across UK policing.
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There s stil a culture of turning
ablind eye to misconduct,
especially lower-level cases.
Apathy and unwillingness to be
upstanders s still 2 blocker.

Iind a lot of behaviour gets put
down to "that’s just the way
they are" often excusing lower
level of behaviour.

should be reported and are
tolerant of lower-level
behaviours.

More training at all levels and at
all ranks, Not scare mongering
but rather sharing information.
Having a better relationship
‘with HR who often seem out of
touch with operational policing.

Confidentiality is key!

Safeguard victims; don't move
them,

‘A total revamp of PSD. Obtain
greater diversity in the
department focusing on officers
from minorities. A total reset
and much more transparent
reporting and processing. closer
‘working with the EDI
department when issues
reported relate to EDI matters.

Good support from line
managers and SMTs is key to
ensuring officers are confident
and willing to support.

‘A reporting app would help the
organisation understand better
the day-to-day
microaggressions that get
overlooked but often lead to
greater misconduct matters.
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21% February 2025

Request for Your Help with my Research

Hi, my name is Trudi Meyrick, and | am a student with the University of Wales Trinity Saint David
(UWTSD). | am reaching out to request your assistance with my dissertation research, which
focuses on a critical analysis of the 'Blue Wall of Silence’.

Iwould greatly appreciate if you could take about 5-10 minutes of your valuable time to
complete this short questionnaire. Many of the questions are in a tick box format making it
quick and easy to respond.

Additionally, if you woulld be opento i, | would be grateful if you would consider participating in
afocus group or an interview to assist my research. Your insights are incredibly valuable and will
contribute significantly to my study.

Please be assured that all information will always be treated with the upmost
confidentiality.

Your participation could help shape future changes within our organisation and I truly
appreciate your time and support.

Thank you so much.

Trudi Meyrick

Survey Link (press Ctrland click on the link)
https://forms. com/e/6t3AjyacBL?origin=lptLink
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40. Please indicate you level of agreement with the following statements: There is under-
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Officers @30-04-25 (Headcount)

Ethnicity Female | Male | Total
Asian/ Asian British 6 28 3
Black / African / Caribbean / Black British 3 6 9
Mixed / Multiple Ethnic Groups 2 35 61
Other ethnic group 3 12 15
Prefer NotToSay 32 150 182
White 1271 | 1951 | 3222
Total 1341 | 2182 | 3523
Staff @30-04-25 (Headcount)

Ethnicity Female | Male | Total
Asian/ Asian British 1 19 30
Black / African / Caribbean / Black British 5 2 7
Mixed / Multiple Ethnic Groups 15 9 2
Other ethnic group 3 1 4
Prefer NotToSay 32 47 79
White 1694 | 997 | 2691
Total 1760 | 1075 | 2835
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5. Length of service (in years) More details
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7. Misconduct or Gross Misconduct is a matter that would justify the bringing of disciplinary proceedings.
On a scale of 1 to 10, how would you rate your understanding of misconduct? More details
1= No Understanding, 10 = Excellent Understanding
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8. Whistleblowing is the disclosure of information which relates to suspected wrongdoing or dangers at work.
On a scale of 1 -10, how would you rate your understanding of whistleblowing and the protection it affords? More details
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10. How would you describe the culture regarding confidence and willingness to report interal misconduct in your area
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12. How confident and willing are you to report any form of misconduct?
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13. How would you rate the overall process for reporting misconduct?
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15. If you answered no above, how could this be improved? More details

Latest Responses
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16. Have you participated in any of the three Operation Ninian Briefings (primary engagement strategy of PSD) or receiv.
d an Operation Ninian briefing from your supervisor?
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18. What factors might prevent you from reporting misconduct?
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18. What factors might prevent you from reporting misconduct?
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21. If yes, do you believe this code helps to support individuals who report internal misconduct? More details
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22. Are you aware that you may be assigned a welfare officer during the misconduct investigation process upon reques

- More details
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24. If you have reported misconduct previously, did you receive any additional support during the misconduct investigati
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25. Who provided the support or who would you tur to for support?
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27. Regardless of whether you have reported any misconduct, do you believe an after-care package should be available a
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tthe condlusion of internal investigations to support officers and staff who report misconduct? e
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28. How confident and willing would you be to report internal misconduct if it involved a supervisor or someone of a hig

herrank / grade?

@ Not confident
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127 respondents (45%) answered report for this question.
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30. Regardless of whether you have reported any misconduct, what challenges do you foresee or have you encountered
when reporting misconduct? (Select all that apply)

More details

® Lack of support from colleagues 128 I
@ Unclesr reporting procecures o —
@ Concems sbout confidentisity 165 —
® Loyaly o colleagues e —

Negative impact on personal elationships
@ ith colleagues 1o N

Fear nothing will be done 16 —
° 9 Fear nothing will be done.
@ olated from the team 148 —— © 602%)
o Peychologica impact o heath and .

welbeing —
@ Fearof retaation 1 EE——
o Lackof updste on progressiconclusionof 1,

investigation ——
@ Nochallnges envissged or encountered u [—
® Other 8 n

0 0 100 150 200
31. Please add any additional experiences or comments related to challenges in reporting misconduct. More details

137

Responses

Latest Responses
hink there is a fear nothing will be done, depending on who the report rel... *

“None*





image73.png
19 respondents (14%) answered officers for this question.
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32. Regardless of whether you have reported any misconduct, are you familiar with the PSD Victims & Witness Strategy t
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34. In line with the PSD Victims & Witness Strategy, were you kept informed about the progress of your report? More details
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35. How confident do you feel that you would receive helpful professional guidance and support from your supervisor or
line manager during the reporting phase and throughout the investigation if you reported misconduct? More details
1 Poor - 10 Excellent
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37. Please explain your response to question 367 More details

Latest Responses
202 "When | reported misconduct, the process was simple and easy to follow”
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38. Do you think that your decision to report misconduct has influenced or encouraged your colleagues’ confidence and

willingness to report similar issues, considering both positive and challenging experiences?
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39, Please share how your actions have influenced your colleagues.
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40. Please indicate you level of agreement with the following statements:
duct and unethical behaviour within SWP.
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41, There is a lack of willingness and confidence to report More details
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43, If you agree with any of the above statements, please could you elaborate further: More details

Latest Responses
174 i think there is still a reluctance to report misconduct in all ranks. | also think ..."
“The natural choice would be to report more serious incidents first"
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i agree’
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81 respondents (47%) answered report for this question.
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