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Glossary 
Expression or acronym Definition 
HBV  Honour-based violence 
FMG Female genital mutilation 
HMICFRS Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of Constabulary and Fire & 

Rescue Services 
Stakeholder Professional from a statutory or third-sector organisation 

with an interest in gathering victims/survivors’ perspective 
or facilitating their contribution to service inspections.  

Victim/survivor People who have been victims of crime may identify either 
as a ‘victim’ or as a ‘survivor’; the combined term is used in 
this report to encompass both forms of self-identification. 
Often criminal justice agencies use ‘victim’ as it is the legal 
term but support groups often use the term ‘survivor’. There 
remains debate over the choice of term and its implications 
for agency and also value judgements.1  

 

                                                 
1 
http://www.cps.gov.uk/legal/v_to_z/code_of_practice_for_the_victims_of_crime_(victim_s_code)
_-_legal_guidance/#a04 
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Executive summary 
Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of Constabulary and Fire and Rescue Services (HMICFRS) 
has used a variety of qualitative and quantitative methods to engage with 
victims/survivors in recent inspections with varying degrees of success. However, 
HMICFRS have experienced two key challenges: (a) establishing with any confidence 
how well individual forces are dealing with victims/survivors; and (b) a lack of 
consistent standards or practices in HMICFRS in delivering these approaches. 
 
Given this policy context, this study was commissioned to inform the development of 
HMICFRS’s methodology for incorporating the views of victims/survivors into 
inspections. Although the focus is on victims/survivors, the learning around approaches 
identified in this report is also applicable in most cases to other groups that come into 
close contact with the police. These include, but are not limited to, witnesses, offenders 
and those charged with offences but not found guilty. The study comprised three 
strands:  
 

(1) a light touch evidence review of 25 pieces of key research and practice relevant 
to gathering the perspectives of victims/survivors;  

(2) telephone interviews with 13 professional stakeholders: four HMICFRS staff, 
five staff from other inspectorates or the police and four staff from charities 
supporting victims/survivors; and  

(3) a focus group with eight domestic violence victims/survivors and three 
telephone interviews with victims/survivors of other crimes to explore their 
experiences of providing feedback and their views on the acceptable and 
appropriate methods. 

 
In addition to these three strands, the report draws on the research team’s own 
methodological expertise to support the evidence and suggest recommendations. The 
following sections summarise in a tabular format four key approaches to incorporating 
victim/survivor views: qualitative depth interviews, focus groups, surveys and 
secondary analysis and additional, less systematic approaches which fall outside of the 
standard qualitative/quantitative research methods. The final sub-section provides an 
overall framework for decision-making, which takes into account the strengths and 
limitations of each approach. 
  



 

 

 

Interviews 
Consideration Details 

About the 
approach 

• One-to-one discussions taking place between an ‘interviewer’ and a 
‘participant’ – although there is capacity for two participants to be interviewed 
together or for another person to be present in a supportive capacity. 

• Qualitative interviews focus on understanding the participant’s views and 
experiences in their own terms. They do this in three ways: (a) by being 
responsive to the context and individual participants; (b) flexibility in format, so 
that there is consistency in the topics covered across interviews but flexibility in 
how they covered and in participants introducing new topics; and (c)  focus on 
achieving depth of insight. 

• Different modes of delivery. Can be delivered face-to-face or over the 
telephone.  

Strengths of 
approach 

• Accessing participants’ perspectives. Interviews provide rich insights into 
participants’ experiences and views of services from their own perspective. 

• Allow ‘individual’ experiences to be explored in depth.  
• Flexibility. They can generate new insights by allowing participants to raise 

issues spontaneously. 
• An empowering experience for participants. They give control to 

victims/survivors to tell their story in their own words.  
Limitations of 
approach 

• Resource intensive. Can be time consuming and expensive to collect, manage 
and analyse the data. 

• Do not allow comments on the prevalence of views. They do not permit 
statistical generalisations. 

• Cannot be numerically extrapolated.  

Focus groups 
Consideration Details 

About the 
approach 

• Information is generated through interaction within a group– although this is 
guided by researchers/staff (‘facilitators’) facilitating the groups.  

Strengths of 
approach 

• Accessing participants’ perspectives. Focus groups can provide insights into 
participants’ experiences and views of services from their own perspective. 

• Can access a breadth of views in a single data collection encounter.  
• Group dynamics can provide rich and considered information. They can 

help stimulate discussion and deepen reflections based on the views raised by 
the group.  

• An empowering experience for participants. They give control to 
victims/survivors to tell their story in their own words in a supportive space. 

Limitations of 
approach 

• Resource intensive. Can be time consuming and expensive to collect, manage 
and analyse the data. 

• Does not allow individual experiences to be explored. Focus is on views as 
they emerge from the group, rather than individual views and journeys.  

• Challenging to arrange. Can be difficult to arrange venues and accommodate a 
geographically dispersed population.  

• Participation. Some participants may be reluctant to discuss issues in a group 
setting.  

• Challenges managing group dynamics.  
• Challenging to include certain groups. Those with English as a second 

language and learning or other impairments may find it difficult to contribute in a 
group setting. 

• Do not allow comments on the prevalence of views.  
• Cannot be numerically extrapolated.  
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Surveys and secondary analysis 
Consideration Details 

About surveys • Surveys can provide statistical information about a population. Surveys use 
structured tools, often questionnaires, which can be self-completed (by post or 
online) or administered by an interviewer in person or over the telephone.  

Strengths of 
approach 

• Provides prevalence data which can be extrapolated.  
• Can give comparative data. This can be across sub-groups, crime-types, areas 

or over time. 
• Can be less demanding to complete. Can be less onerous in terms of time or 

emotions to complete than interview/focus group. 
• Large numbers. This can help to capture many experiences/perspectives. 

Limitations of 
approach 

• Can limit voice. Surveys can constrain how people can answer and so limits 
victim/survivor ‘voice’. 

• Can exclude sub-groups. This includes minority/marginalised crimes. 
• May not be appropriate for all subjects or groups of interest. 
• Technical challenges. Can be difficult to attain statistical robustness, 

comparability over time or consistency across areas. 
• Resource intensive. Can be more expensive than qualitative approaches or 

secondary analysis. 
 

Consideration Details 
About 
secondary 
analysis 

• Using data that has already been collected. It can be conducted on survey 
data, administrative data and monitoring information  

Strengths of 
approach 

• No demands on respondents. If further consent is not needed.   
• Ethical issues are minimised. This is particularly true where the data is 

anonymised or is not being linked or shared. 
• Can give comparative data. This can be across sub-groups, crime-types, areas 

or over time. 
• Large numbers.  
• Less costly. Can be less costly than other approaches as data is ready.  

Limitations of 
approach 

• Can limit voice. Limited evidence available in respondents’ own ‘voice’. 
• Limitations on data. May not provide optimal data. 
• Comparison limitations. May not provide equal data on all issues or sub-

groups. 
• Inflexibility. Data limits can be inflexible; administrative data may not suit 

statistical analysis and limitations of the survey data are set by the original 
design.  

Other approaches 
Consideration Details 

About the 
approaches 

These approaches offer flexible, quick or ongoing strategies for capturing 
service users’ perspectives.  They fall outside of the standard research methods 
and include: consultations, spoken and written feedback, numerical ratings, 
observations of victims/survivors engagement with services and panel/advisory group 
of victim/survivors. 

Strengths of 
approach 

• Can be embedded into ongoing service delivery.  
• Flexibility. Can be tailored to users, specific issues or resources. 
• Convenience. Can be done at users’ own pace and convenience.  
• Single service users. Can include users who are only using a service once.  

Limitations of 
approach 

• Value of feedback. Feedback may not be valued because it is not ‘research-
based’. 

• Feedback options may not be clear or open to all users. 
• Limitations in feedback opportunities. Feedback opportunities may be too 

limited, sporadic, partial or focused to satisfy users or meet needs. 
• Generalisability challenges.  Those that provided feedback may not represent 

the diversity of the population. 
• Cost-effectiveness is unclear.  



 

 

 

Decision-making across the approaches 
The study identified a framework for guiding decisions across the different approaches 
which took into account key cross-cutting considerations and the important questions to 
be asked at each stage of the decision-making process. The figure below provides an 
overview of how the decision-making process can work in practice. 
 
 

 

Limited resources 
(time and money) 

Breadth of views/ 
information 

Understanding 
individual 
pathways 

Sensitive issues 

Specific approach - 
select based on 

considerations below 

General approach 

Questions asked 

Starting the process Deciding research 
is needed 

How, what and 
why? 

Qualitative 
approach 

Interviews 

Interviews are 
good at exploring 

sensitive issues 

Interviews are 
good at exploring 

individual 
pathways and 

views 

Not ideal as 
resource intensive 

Not ideal as 
resource intensive 

Focus groups 

Use with caution - careful 
consideration around 

group composition and 
offering interviews as 

supplementary approach 

Not usually 
appropriate 

Focus groups are 
good at gathering 
a breadth of views 

in a single 
encounter 

Breadth of views 
gathered more 

quickly and using few 
resources compared 

with interviews 

How many? What 
proportion? 

Quantitative 
approach 

Surveys 

Use with caution - 
consider using 
face-to-face or 

computer assisted 
interviewing 

Consider using 
structural rooted 

surveys or 
longitudinal 

surveys 

Generally, fewer 
topic areas can be 
covered compared 

with qualitative 
approaches 

Using robust samples and 
large enough sample 

sizes can be expensive so 
choice of mode (online, 
telephone, face-to-face) 

important 

Secondary 
analysis 

Ideal where data is 
available and fits 

the research 
questions 

Can provide useful 
information but 

depends on what 
data has been 

collected. 

Breadth of views 
and information 

can be explored if 
several data 

sources are used 

Often very cost 
effective but 

depends on time 
and effort to 

access the data 
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1 Introduction 

1.1 Policy context  
The purpose of Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of Constabulary and Fire & Rescue 
Services (HMICFRS) is to promote improvements in policing and in fire and rescue 
services to make everyone safer. Including the views of people who have experienced 
crimes, as victims or survivors, plays a key role in promoting improvements in policing.2 
Victims/survivors rely on the police at times when they are at their most vulnerable. 
HMICFRS needs to understand and focus on what matters to crime victims/survivors to 
build public trust and confidence in their work and empower people to understand the 
support they should expect from the police. Listening to victims/survivors and reflecting 
their experiences helps HMICFRS to judge and explain how well the police are 
performing. In addition to this, victim/survivor views can help HMICFRS to direct their 
inspection and lines of enquiry. 
 
HMICFRS has used a variety of methods to engage the views of victims/survivors in 
recent inspections with varying degrees of success. These include a combination of 
quantitative and qualitative research methods. However, HMICFRS has experienced 
two key challenges: (a) establishing with any confidence how well individual forces are 
dealing with victims/survivors; and (b) a lack of consistent standards or practices in 
HMICFRS in delivering these approaches. Consistent standards and processes are 
needed to support inspection design teams, fieldwork teams and, most importantly, the 
victims/survivors who participate in HMICFRS’s work. 

1.2 Study aims 
Given the policy context, the purpose of the study was to inform the development of 
HMICFRS’s methodology for incorporating the views of victims/survivors into 
inspections. This broad aim can be broken down into the following objectives: 
 

• Identify and detail what research has been conducted recently and is being 
conducted in this area, including surveys. 

• Critique different approaches for incorporating victim/survivor views that have 
been cited by published research. 

• Critique the methods that are currently being used by other inspectorates and 
charities to incorporate the views of victims/survivors.  

• Determine which approaches are most practicable for HMICFRS (considering 
operating context, budgetary constraints and remit), to get representative, 
indicative or case study information.  

• Develop worked examples or case studies of how the approaches would be 
applied within HMICFRS (considering operating context, budgetary constraints 
and remit). 

 
This report refers only to victims/survivors but the points raised, including informing 
people of the opportunity to give their feedback, enabling them to engage in ways that 
are appropriate to their situation, and the practical, ethical, financial and technical 
considerations of conducting each approach, are in most cases applicable to other 

                                                 
2 The term ‘victim/survivor’ is used to recognise that people who have been subjected to crimes 
may identify either as a victim or survivor (sometimes changing their self-identification in time). 



 

 

 

groups that come into close contact with the police. These include, but are not limited 
to, witnesses, offenders and those charged with offences but not found guilty. 

1.3 Research approach 
The research comprised three phases:  

(4) a light touch evidence review of 25 pieces of key research and practice relevant 
to gathering the perspectives of victims/survivors;  

(5) telephone interviews with 13 professional stakeholders: four HMICFRS staff, 
five staff from other inspectorates or the police and four staff from charities 
supporting victims/survivors; and  

(6) focus group with eight domestic violence victims/survivors and three telephone 
interviews with victims/survivors of other crimes to explore their experiences of 
providing feedback and their views on the acceptable and appropriate methods. 

 
In addition to these three strands, we also drew on our own methodological expertise to 
support the evidence and suggest recommendations.    

1.4 Study limitations 
There are limitations with any research. The key limitations of this study are set out 
below and relate largely to the timeframe, sampling and recruitment process which 
restricted the study’s breadth of coverage. 
 

• Limited coverage in the evidence review. Given the timeframe for the study 
and the focus on primary research (phases two and three), the review was not 
meant to be exhaustive, but rather focused on broadly capturing the range of 
approaches to gathering victims/survivors’ input, as well as any evidence about 
the effectiveness of the approaches. As such, 25 papers and reports were 
reviewed, although we ensured that these covered a broad range of subjects 
and types of evidence, including research papers, inspection reports, and 
consultations.  

• Sample sizes. The purposive sampling approach ensured that the study 
captured a diverse set of stakeholder and victim/survivor views so provides a 
good sense of the range of views and experiences in the population; however, 
as a qualitative approach was used, the study cannot provide robust information 
on the prevalence of these views. 

• Limited coverage during stakeholder interviews. The telephone interviews 
had to be relatively short information gathering encounters (45-60 minutes) in 
order to accommodate the busy working schedules of senior stakeholders. This 
meant that we could not fully explore all of the approaches to gathering the 
voices of victims/survivors that stakeholders mentioned. However, we explored 
in detail selected approaches based on our own judgement and discussions 
with stakeholders regarding which of these would maximise our learning. For 
example, approaches were discussed in depth if they were innovative or 
deepened our insights on what worked well/less well about known approaches.   

• The recruitment of victim/survivor interviewees. An opt-in process was used 
to meet ethical and data security requirements for the study. This had two 
implications for sample bias: (a) participants who felt strongly about their 
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experience with the police may have been more likely to opt-in to the study; and 
(b) we could not sample victims of a diverse range of crimes. However, we 
spoke to victims/survivors of domestic violence (in focus groups) and of other 
crimes including burglary (in the telephone interviews) to increase the diversity. 

1.5 Summary of key considerations  

1.5.1 Cross-cutting themes 
Although the report discusses a number of approaches to gathering victim/survivor 
views, there are a number of cross-cutting considerations that run through all of these 
approaches. These relate to: (a) deciding whether the approach is feasible; (b) 
assessing the degree to which they encourage victims/survivors to take part in in the 
approach; (c) once they have agreed to take part, assessing the degree to which the 
approach ensures their participation is safe, ethical and productive; (d) considering how 
the approach can be delivered to the highest quality possible to access relevant and 
robust information; and (e) once the information has been collected, considering how to 
improve its usability. Further details about these cross-cutting themes are provided in 
the table below and revisited in the synthesis chapter at the end of the report.  
 
 
Table 1:1 Cross-cutting themes 

Theme Further information 
Ensuring that the 
approach is feasible 

• Awareness of resources needed and tailoring approach to 
these 

• Minimising the effort needed for participants and agencies to 
take part 

• Awareness of the support and infrastructure that is needed to 
deliver the approach 

Encouraging 
participation 

• Clarity about who constitutes ‘participants’ for the approach – 
who should be included and excluded 

• Selecting appropriate recruitment approaches/methods  
• Making participation accessible 

Ensuring participation 
is safe, ethical and 
productive 

• Ensuring consent is fully informed – consent to give personal 
data to the researchers and consent to participate, including a 
disclosure policy and information on how the data will be used  

• Minimising the chances of harm during participation  – 
ensuring safety before, during and after the fieldwork 

• Empowering victims/survivors as part of the approach 
• Thinking about incentives and reimbursements 
• Thinking about whether and how to engage other 

organisations in the research (e.g. support organisations) 
• Having a disclosure process in place – ensuring that there is a 

clear process of identifying and managing any disclosure 
issues that participants raise (e.g. repeat crimes and 
safeguarding issues) and that this is explained to participants 
before the interview or data collection 

• Ensuring participation is safe for researchers – being mindful 
of the physical and emotional wellbeing of researchers when 
organising how the information is being gathered (e.g. number 
of information gathering sessions done by researchers per 
day) and the formal and informal support they can access 
during and after gathering information 



 

 

 

Table 1:1 Cross-cutting themes 
Maximising the quality 
of the approach 
delivery 

• Clarity around what information the approach will provide and 
how this will address the inspection brief 

• Obtaining a clear understanding of what quality means within 
the context of the approach 

• Deciding who has the skills to deliver the approach 
• Deciding on the research tools/instruments needed to deliver 

a quality approach 
• Considering if other approaches should be used in conjunction 

to strengthen findings 
• Considering whether other organisations should be involved in 

the design or conduct of the research, to meet shared needs 
or reduce the demand on potential participants (such as for a 
joint or similar inspection), or to aid recruitment or participation 

Maximising the 
application of the data 
and analysis 

• Identifying key audiences – including those responsible for 
implementation 

• Acknowledging and addressing the limitations of the approach 
• Deciding how to present the findings to make them accessible 
• Deciding how to disseminate findings to have greatest impact  
• Making clear and grounded recommendations 
• Highlighting which changes are most readily implementable or 

which should be prioritised for other reasons 

1.5.2 Timing of involvement 
There are a range of views of when victims/survivors should be asked for their 
feedback, and the differences are highlighted where relevant in the discussion of each 
approach. Overall, however, asking victims/survivors while they are still engaged in the 
criminal justice system is seen as too early, while asking around 6-18 months after the 
offence is experienced or the police become involved is seen as acceptable. This is to 
ensure that victims/survivors can recall their experience of the police and also allow a 
greater chance for their case to have progressed sufficiently or to have gained some 
distance from the offence(s). 
 
For other groups involved in the criminal justice system, the optimal timing of 
involvement will obviously vary. While it may be suitable for witnesses to be 
approached around 6-18 months after they initially have contact with the police, earlier 
engagement may be better for offenders and those charged but found not guilty so they 
can be involved while their situation is still relatively recent.  

1.5.3 Recruitment 
Whichever approach is taken to gathering victims/survivors’ views, there will be a need 
to inform them about the opportunity to give feedback and engage them in providing it. 
Recruitment, inviting people to participate in research, can take many forms and these 
will be detailed in relation to the specific research approaches set out in each chapter. 
However, there are some common themes which cut across multiple approaches and 
so are set out here. The first theme is about victims/survivors’ reluctance to participate. 
The second theme is about using ‘gatekeeper’ organisations to engage participants. 
 
Stakeholders and victims/survivors noted that victims/survivors can be reluctant to take 
part in any feedback process. Reasons given included distrusting the purpose of the 
inspection or not wanting to revisit the trauma of the offence(s). Two strategies were 
proposed by stakeholders and victims/survivors to address this challenge. The first was 
to ensure that recruitment information emphasised the value of taking part to improve 
service delivery, particularly at the local level. The second was to provide ‘thank you’ 
payments along with or in place of reimbursing expenses. It is good practice to provide 
financial incentives to recognise the time given by participants, although this is not 
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usual practice if the individual is taking part in a paid capacity such as an employee. 
Although it was said that incentives can have ethical implications if they pressurize 
participation, this can be avoided by ensuring that the amount and form of ‘thank you’ 
payments reflects the time taken and the participant group (for example, lower amounts 
for children than for adults). 
 
A key approach to recruiting victims/survivors is to use ‘gatekeepers’, organisations 
that are used by victims/survivors and can invite them to take part in research. Those 
stakeholders who had used ‘gatekeeper’ organisations had focused on victim/survivor 
support organisations, but also used local authority departments or criminal justice 
agencies which had contact with victims/survivors (e.g. social work departments or, in 
another case, a Youth Offending Team running a restorative justice scheme). This 
approach has the advantages of ensuring that those victims/survivors who are most 
suitable for the research are asked to take part (for example, those with experiences of 
a particular set of crimes or of a particular process, such as restorative justice) and that 
there is appropriate diversity (for example, that people with a range of experiences of 
the police service are invited). In addition, it supports the welfare of participants where 
gatekeepers have an understanding of victim/survivor needs, can selectively invite only 
those who would not be adversely affected by participation, can advise those delivering 
the research on how to safeguard participants during the engagement and could be on 
hand to provide support to participants during and afterwards. It is important, of course, 
that gatekeepers gather consent to pass possible participants’ names and contact 
details to the research team, but this does not replace consent to participate in the 
research which will be gathered separately by the researchers. 
 
There are also issues with using gatekeepers. Firstly, if views are only gathered using 
gatekeeper organisations then non-users of services may effectively be excluded from 
the inspection. In addition, the evidence review and stakeholders flagged a number of 
issues around consent and the practicalities of engaging gatekeeping organisations: 
 

• Organisations can be difficult to engage. Inspection teams can find it difficult 
to contact and engage third-sector support organisations which are busy 
delivering services. Small charitable groups often have very limited capacity to 
set up activities outside their core business, even with the offer of payment for 
their services. Larger organisations may have a fairly significant central 
infrastructure but their ability to extend to such work may still be limited.  

• Organisations lacking capacity to recruit victims/survivors. Some support 
organisations may not have the organisational infrastructure or capacity to 
recruit a large enough or diverse enough set of victims/survivors. 

• Recruitment may lack ethical rigour. Organisations may focus on engaging 
participants without providing sufficient information about the study or ensuring 
that involvement is entirely voluntary. The evidence review highlighted the need 
to ensure gatekeepers do not use persuasion or emotional coercion to engage 
victims/survivors with feedback opportunities (Othman et al, 2014). The primary 
research also raised the risk of participants arriving at discussions without clear 
knowledge of the aims of the engagement and what their participation entails. 

 
In relation to engaging gatekeepers, the research highlighted two useful strategies. 
One is to clarify to prospective gatekeepers the value of the inspection at a national 
level and, where appropriate, at a local level (e.g. relating to a specific area or force 
level). The second is to offer an honorarium to thank organisations for their assistance 
and off-set resources used. The honorarium amount and whether it should be provided 
at all can be determined by the inspection resources and the nature of the organisation. 
For example, it would not be appropriate to offer an honorarium to statutory agencies 
as improving service delivery is inherent to their role. Third-sector organisations may 
also have a focus on improving services for victims/survivors, but an honorarium could 
still be appropriate in off-setting costs incurred in assisting with recruitment. 



 

 

 

 
Asking other organisations to recruit on behalf of researchers and inspectorate teams 
involves giving gatekeepers some control over how individuals are informed about the 
study. However, there are strategies which inspectorate and research teams can use to 
optimise their control over the recruitment process. Although such an approach can be 
seen as resource intensive, it delivers more ethical, targeted and effective recruitment. 
The elements of such an approach include: 
 

• A clear briefing for gatekeepers. To ensure ethical standards are clearly 
communicated and shared, it is important that gatekeepers are briefed about 
the type of participant required and how the recruitment should proceed, 
including how many participants are needed, how they should be approached 
and the ethical considerations that need to be taken into account. Where 
possible, this briefing should be done verbally (either in person or by phone) 
and a written overview should be provided, even if this in an email format. 

• Recruitment documentation. Although inspection and/or research teams 
should work collaboratively with gatekeepers to devise appropriate recruitment 
information, the onus should be on the inspection/research teams to provide 
these to gatekeepers to ensure that the recruitment approach follows key 
ethical guidelines. Key documentation includes advanced letters/emails and 
information leaflets, with the inspection/research team details provided in the 
event that individuals have any queries. 

 
Outcomes of the recruitment effort should be monitored regularly, including numbers 
recruited and whether they meet any defined criteria. This may involve regular spoken 
and email communication with gatekeepers to map progress, pick-up on challenges 
and to collaboratively devise solutions. 

1.5.4 Content of feedback 
This study is about the methods that can be used to gather victim/survivor views and 
experiences; what they are asked will be guided by the inspection rationale. However, 
the research did highlight some core issues about which victims/survivors wanted to 
give feedback whichever approach to gathering the feedback was used. Some of these 
issues related to the process of engaging with the police, from reporting onwards, and 
were focused on time taken at different stages and communication with the 
victim/survivor. The other cluster of issues were related to how it felt to engage with the 
police and whether the individual felt appropriately acknowledged, heard, valued and 
supported throughout their contact.  
 

“It could, kind of, cover the time it took for the response of the crime. How 
long it took police, for you to actually see a police officer in person. You 
know, how quickly information was shared. Also, how were you kept up to 
date with the case, because that's another important thing if people feel 
they're not being kept up to date with how things are going. And also how 
easy it is to report a crime, 'cause that is part of an issue as well; how easy 
it is to report a crime.” (Victim/survivor) 

1.6 Report structure 
The report is structured around the key approaches to engaging victims/survivors. It is 
intended to be accessible and flexible so it can be read as a whole, for an overview of 
all the approaches, or by focusing on one or other chapter for a particular approach. 
Each chapter opens with a concise overview of the approach and its strengths and 
limitations, and then provides a more detailed discussion of ‘best practice’ in using the 
approach. The report concludes with a synthesis chapter that brings together the cross-
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cutting factors common to all approaches and the key considerations when deciding on 
which approach to use. 
 
As discussed, the report is informed by the three strands of research (evidence review, 
stakeholder interviews and victim/survivor interviews and focus group), as well as by 
NatCen’s own methodological expertise. It will be made clear which source of evidence 
has informed the points being made, and where the authors are drawing on NatCen’s 
own expertise. 
 



 

 

 

2 Interviews 
Interviews with victims/survivors were a key approach cited by the evidence review and 
stakeholders and commented upon by victim/survivors.  This chapter provides an 
overview of this approach, including how it has been applied to incorporate the views of 
victims/survivors and service users into inspections/service reviews and the strengths 
and limitations of the approach. The chapter concludes with an overview of the learning 
around the delivery of the approach. 

2.1 An overview of the approach 
Interviews are one-to-one discussions taking place between an ‘interviewer’ and a 
‘participant’. There is scope for two participants to be interviewed together in a ‘paired 
interview’ or for another person with whom the participant feels comfortable to attend in 
a supportive capacity. Interviews can take place face-to-face, typically in the person’s 
home or an appropriate venue (e.g. support organisation’s offices), or remotely via the 
telephone or online. Although there are different interviewing approaches, qualitative 
interviews have three key features; they are: 
 
• Responsive: Interviews are responsive to the context and individual participants. 

For example, the language used in interviews reflects the participants’ terminology. 
• Flexible in format: There is expectation that there is consistency in the key topics 

that are covered in interviews but flexibility in how they are covered and scope for 
participants to introduce new topics that are relevant to the inspection/review.  

• Aim for depth and richness of insight: Interviews are designed to elicit rich 
insights about people’s experiences and views. Depth is achieved through a 
combination of asking open questions that allow participants to spontaneously 
provide responses, actively listening to what participants are saying, what they 
mean and the sub-text that needs to be explored, and getting underneath the 
surface of participants’ responses through the use of probes (questions based on 
what participants have said) and prompting (questions generated by the 
interviewer).  

 
Interviews have been delivered in diverse ways in inspections and service reviews, with 
variation in their duration (from 15-20 minutes to 60-90 minutes), setting and who 
conducts them (e.g. staff from independent organisations, such as universities, or from 
the inspection agencies). Interviews are used for a range of populations, but 
particularly for those who have experienced offences of a sensitive nature. These 
include victims/survivors of honour based violence (HBV), female genital mutilation 
(FGM), harassment and stalking, or parents/carers with missing or absent children. 
 
Qualitative or depth interviews are distinct from survey-based interviewing. Qualitative 
interviews are focused on understanding the participant’s views or experiences in their 
own terms. Qualitative interviews will be broadly structured using a topic guide or 
interview schedule (a list of topics of interest) but the guide will be used flexibly 
allowing  the discussion to more naturally flow from the participant’s responses to open 
questions (i.e. questions that do not have a simply yes or no answer). Survey-based 
interviews are focused on gathering directly comparable responses from a larger 
number of people. All participants are asked the same set of questions in the same 
order. Most of the questions will be ‘closed’, meaning the possible answers are limited 
to a specific, pre-determined set of responses, for example points on a scale of 0-5. 
Both qualitative interviews and survey-based interviews can be conducted face-to-face 
or by telephone; it is a flexible structure and open-ended questions that distinguish a 
qualitative or depth interview from a survey-based interview, however it is conducted.  
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It is also important to recognise that qualitative interviews do not provide the basis for a 
‘survey’ as the participants’ responses will have more variation than can be allowed for 
in the statistical analyses which underpin survey-based research. The interviews found 
some confusion among stakeholders and victims/survivors over the distinction between 
the depth given by qualitative interviews and the narrower coverage and ability to 
enumerate the responses enabled by surveys, particularly with questionnaire-based 
feedback with a small number of participants (see Chapters 4 and 5 for more on 
surveys and questionnaires). Depth interviewing delivers insights into how people 
themselves describe their views or experiences of the subject, it is not about 
establishing how common or rare any particular view or experience is. Instead, the aim 
is to capture the full range and diversity of experiences in the population, which relies 
on ensuring that range is captured through the sampling approach and through 
exploring each participant’s views and experiences in depth. In contrast, the 
generalisability of surveys relies on ensuring that they are statistically ‘representative’, 
which is dependent on how the sample is selected (ideally using random probability 
sampling). Small survey samples can be generalizable, but will often produce statistics 
that can be very different from the true figure (i.e. have very wide confidence intervals). 
Small, self-selected surveys are therefore very inaccurate and should not be relied on 
to give accurate information about the prevalence of views and experiences in the 
wider population from which they are drawn. These issues are discussed further in 
chapter 4.  
 
Case illustration 1 – Agency A’s use of interviews during inspections (HMICFRS) 

A key part of agency A’s inspection was to understand what the key triggers for 
reporting were for people who had experienced multiple incidents of harassment and 
stalking, with a view to exploring the barriers from a victim/survivor’s perspective. 
 
As part of this inspection, the agency commissioned an external organisation with an 
expertise in dealing with vulnerable populations to undertake this interview work. 
Participants were offered three options for contributing their view: (a) the preferred 
option of a face-to-face interview; (b) a telephone interview option; and (c) an online 
survey, where participants were willing to take part but did not want to talk to 
researchers in person. All interviews were delivered using a “semi-structured” 
discussion guide. 

2.2 Strengths and limitations 
As with all qualitative approaches, a key strength of depth interviewing is exploring 
participants’ own perspectives. In relation to experiences of contact with the police, for 
example, depth interviews are appropriate for establishing both the nature of 
victims/survivors’ experiences, and in what way those experiences have affected them. 
This information can be used to illustrate and help explain wider patterns detected by 
surveys and other quantitative approaches or as standalone evidence. 
 
A particular strength of depth interviews lies in the richness of the data they generate. 
As discussed, they allow a depth of insight to be gained about the victim/survivor’s 
perspective because of their flexibility in enabling participants to fully articulate and 
contextualise their responses and for interviewers to follow-up on these. Furthermore, 
the one-to-one nature of the discussions allows interviewers to explore individual 
perspectives, decision-making and ‘journeys’ around interacting with the police and to 
set these experiences and views in the context of other factors that may have a bearing 
on the participant. 
  



 

 

 

There are two key limitations for depth interviews. Firstly, interviews are resource 
intensive in terms of data collection, management and analysis and this may present 
practical challenges. Secondly, as with all qualitative data, the sample selection does 
not permit statistical generalisations; purposive sampling is used to ensure diversity 
and gain a range of perspectives and experiences, rather than to statistically represent 
the underlying population (which can be achieved with random probability sampling).  
Qualitative interviews cannot be used to indicate the prevalence of a view or 
experience, and so should not be considered for assessing the proportions of 
victims/survivors who have had positive, negative or other specific experiences or who 
hold particular views. As the data from depth interviews cannot be counted or used 
statistically, they cannot be ‘scaled up’ numerically but they can nevertheless still be 
relevant at the wider level, such as a force-wide inspection. For example, the evidence 
from interviews can help explain why survivors/victims have good or bad experiences 
and how those experiences have affected their lives. This information can be useful 
when reviewing policies and procedures, even if quantitative research indicates that the 
proportion of victims/survivors who have had those experiences is relatively small. 
 
 
The diagram below outlines the overall strengths and limitations of depth interviews.  
 
Figure 2-1 Interviews: strengths and limitations 

 

2.3 Good practice 

2.3.1 Who might this approach be suitable for? 
As discussed in section 2.1, interviews are appropriate for and used across different 
victim/survivor groups. They are particularly, though not exclusively, effective for 
participants who have experienced crimes of a sensitive nature, such as sexual 
offences. A key reason for this is that interviews enable the participant to tell their story 
in their own words to a single person, the interviewer, with whom rapport can be 
developed.   

Strengths 
•Access participants perspectives- how 

participants experience and view services from 
their own perspective 

•Allow 'individual' experiences to be explored in 
depth -  including views and detailed exploration 
around individual decision-making and 'journeys' 
(e.g. in reporting a crime) 

•Flexibility - they allow  participants to raise issues 
around barriers and enablers to service use 
spontaneously, leading to new insights 

•An empowering experience for participants - 
interviews  extends control to victims/survivors to 
allow them to tell their story in their own words 

Limitations 
•Resource intensive - time consuming and can be 

expensive to collect, manage and analyse the data 
•Cannot comment on prevalence of views - They 

do not permit statistical generalisations 
•Cannot be numerically extrapolated (but can be 

used to generalise to the wider area or population 
in terms of the range of views and experiences) 
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2.3.2 How to select participants? 
As with all qualitative methods, the number of interviews (‘sample size’) conducted 
tends to be small, between 10 to 60 interviews as a very general rule of thumb and 
commonly between 30 to 50. This is for two reasons: (a) the resource intensive nature 
of conducting the interviews, managing the data and analysing means that it would not 
be practical to conduct interviews with a large sample; and, importantly, (b) large 
sample sizes are not relevant given that the purpose of qualitative approaches is to 
capture the range and diversity of views and experience of services, rather than give a 
sense of scale and statistical prevalence of these views.  
 
How the sample is selected also differs between surveys and qualitative approaches, 
such as depth interviews. Taking a purposive sampling approach is usually seen to be 
a marker of quality in qualitative research, as it explicitly and systematically addresses 
the need to capture the range and diversity of views, such as those relevant to 
inspections in this case (Ritchie et al., 2014, Spencer et al., 2003). A purposive 
sampling approach involves selecting ‘sampling units’ (participants, settings, areas, 
events, processes etc.), using a set of criteria that are thought to help understand the 
questions that are important to the inspections/service reviews. The evidence review 
and stakeholder interviews indicated that the key criteria used to select the sample 
tended to be geographical area/police force level and, at the level of the individual, the 
type of crime experienced by participants, their gender and the time since the incident 
was reported by participants. A period of 6-18 months between the offence or police 
involvement and the interview was generally seen to be acceptable to ensure 
victims/survivors could recall their experience of the police and also allow a greater 
chance for their case to have progressed sufficiently or to have gained some distance 
from the offence(s).  
 
However, a purposive sample may not always be possible, particularly for hard-to-
reach populations who may not access support services, such as survivors of female 
genital mutilation (FGM) and honour based violence (HBV). A less systematic 
approach to sampling may therefore be required, such as ‘snowball’ sampling. This 
involves asking people who have already taken part in the inspection to identify other 
people who fit the selection criteria. A key limitation of this approach is the threat to the 
diversity of the sample by generating new sample members through existing ones. For 
example, the inspection runs the risk of talking almost exclusively to members of a 
single social network of family and friends. Listed below are a number of measures that 
can help to address this issue:  
 

• Being clear about the required characteristics of new sample members. 
• Asking participants to refer the inspection to individuals who meet the 

sample criteria but are dissimilar to them in key ways (e.g. age). 
• Creating additional distance between sample members by not interviewing 

the referred individuals but asking them to identify another person who 
meets the sampling criteria. 

 
Even if the strategies above are employed the approach, this may not provide the 
diversity needed in the sample and so it is advisable to use snowball sampling as a 
supplementary sampling approach where possible. 

2.3.3 What tools should guide the approach? 
As mentioned, a key strength of the interview approach is that is allows 
victims/survivors and services users to tell their story in their own words. The flexibility 
of the interview approach also means that participants can spontaneously raise 
relevant issues that interviewers may not have considered prior to the interview.  
 



 

 

 

However, there is a balance between ensuring that participants feel in control and 
‘empowered’ to raise issues that are important to them spontaneously and making sure 
that evidence is gathered consistently across the interviews. An evidence gathering 
tool is therefore needed and this tends to be the ‘topic guide’ (also known as a 
‘discussion guide’, ‘framework’ or, to a lesser extent, an ‘interview schedule’). A topic 
guide is a short document (usually 3-5 pages) that gives shape to the discussion by 
listing the key topics and sub-topics to be covered during the interview and the key 
probes and prompts that should inform delivery (see Appendix A for the topic guide 
used in this study). 
 
In inspections and wider work with victims/users, stakeholders have mentioned using 
topic guides that structure the discussion in two ways: (a) chronologically, taking 
participants from reporting an incident to how their case was dealt with by the police or 
(b) thematically, for example, what enablers and barriers participants experienced to 
reporting a crime. In either case, it is important that the participant is eased into and out 
of the discussion so that they feel comfortable discussing the issues and are not left in 
a highly emotional or vulnerable position at the end of the interview. We would 
therefore suggest that sensitive issues are discussed towards the middle of the 
interview and that the interview ends on as positive a note as possible by, for example, 
asking participants to comment on suggestions for improvement. However, this needs 
to be balanced against the fact that participants may want to discuss issues in an order 
that makes sense to them and the interview should allow them to do this (see 
discussion below). 
 
We would advise that the guide be used flexibly so that, while it steers the general form 
of information gathering, it is not used in a prescriptive manner in a way that would limit 
interviewers’ responsiveness to participants. We suggest the following approach to 
ensure that this participant-responsive focus is retained: 
 

• Providing topics in the guide, not questions. This will ensure interviewers 
are able to formulate questions in a way that makes sense to participants. 

• The discussion flow is participant-orientated. Although the topic guide 
suggests a logical order to the discussion, participants should be given the 
opportunity to discuss issues in an order that makes sense to them. 

• Limiting the content. The guide should act as an aide-mémoire for 
researchers and should be usable in the field. This means that it should not be 
too long, and it should only cover the key issues and list the key probes and 
prompts. 

 
There was very limited discussion in the evidence review and stakeholder discussions 
on other supplementary tools that can be used alongside topic guides to stimulate and 
deepen the discussion. There is a wide repertoire of these used in qualitative research, 
but the table below outlines some examples of these. There are four important 
questions to address when deciding whether to use these enabling techniques and, if 
so, which ones: (a) how will they help to obtain information which would otherwise be 
missed? (b) what kind of information will these techniques generate; (c) how will this 
information be made sense of?; and (d) are they appropriate for specific participants? 
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Table 2:1 Enabling tools 
Technique What it is Issues for particular 

group 
Mapping emergent 
information 

Using various methods (e.g. post-it 
notes) to note down issues as they 
arise. This can help highlight key 
issues, make participants feel heard 
and can be useful for further reflection 

Can be useful for longer 
discussions where issues 
need to be returned to 

Vignettes Participants asked to discuss 
hypothetical scenarios or examples 
generated and introduced by the 
researcher (e.g. around key issues 
experienced reporting a crime). This 
can help to raise situations participants 
may not have considered and nuance 
attitudes towards issues (as an 
example, please see the vignettes 
used in this study in Appendix A) 

Whether to present these 
visually, in written or 
spoken format to ensure 
they are accessible to 
participants 

Card sorting, 
ranking and 
prioritisation 

Participants asked to categorise issues 
and rank them according to priorities. 
Can help to stimulate discussion, draw 
relationships between issues (e.g. 
institutional attitudes to certain 
offences and reporting) and further 
refine views 

Important not to reduce the 
exercise to a simple 
frequency count. Key 
discussion should be 
around reasons issues 
have been prioritised and 
differences in views  

Source: adapted from Ritchie et al (2014) 
 
Case illustration 2 Barnardo’s use of enabling techniques (Non-HMICFRS) 
In the evaluation of Barnardo's Safe Accommodation Project for sexually exploited and 
trafficked young people, interviews were conducted with children and young people 
about their experiences of a foster placement scheme. Interviewers provided the 
victims with materials to create collages to physically illustrate and support their views 
and experiences, and used a score card whereby the children could provide 
interviewers with a score to certain questions. These measures were reported to 
produce a wide range of rich data regarding the participants’ views. 

2.3.4 How should the approach be delivered? 
How interviews are delivered will hinge on their purpose, the resources available and 
the types of victims/survivors involved. There are nonetheless a number of good 
practice points that emerge from the evidence and our own experience relating to: 
mode of delivery, duration, location, interviewer skills and attributes, how information is 
recorded, the number of interviews conducted per day and the timing of interviews.   
 
Flexibility in the mode of delivery. The evidence and our experience indicate that 
interview delivery should be tailored to the type of participants and the resources 
available. If resources permit, the stakeholders indicated that it is helpful to offer 
participants the option of either a telephone or a face-to-face interview in order to 
improve participation. Both modes have different strengths. Face-to-face delivery has 
generally been seen as effective in helping to establish rapport between interviewer 
and participant, creating an environment where participants can contribute openly and 
freely and allowing the interviewer to pick up on non-verbal communication. However, 
telephone interviews may be preferable in some situations: (a) where participants may 
not want to meet a researcher face-to-face to discuss the offence they experienced, 
particularly if of a sensitive nature; (b) where participants are busy; and (c) where there 
are budget or time limitations which make face-to-face interviews challenging. 
 



 

 

 

The evidence review and our experience also indicate that there should be a degree of 
flexibility in terms of who is present during interviews. As discussed, it is possible to do 
paired interviews or for participants to have a family member or support worker present 
during the interview. However, interviewers need to be clear about who they are 
interviewing if a participant is accompanied and to ensure they do not allow the 
‘supporting’ individual’s contribution to overshadow what the participant wants to say.  
A further consideration regarding the interview mode is the language in which the 
interview takes place. The evidence review indicates the importance of interviews 
taking place in participants’ preferred language in order to improve participation. The 
feasibility of this suggestion should be seen within the context of resource limitations 
relating to access to relevant language speakers, the accuracy in recording the 
discussions and the costs of translating them.   
 
Duration. How long interviews should last will depend on their purpose, the population 
group and how many people are present. Stakeholders reported interviews lasting for 
just 15 minutes with children and 30 minutes with busy parents. However, the shorter 
the interview the less depth can be achieved and so it is important to have a focused 
topic guide covering a few key areas for interviews lasting shorter than 60 minutes.  
 
Interviewer skills. As discussed, the interviewer plays a key part in helping 
victims/survivors feel comfortable, engaged and focused and to elicit depth from the 
interview. They need both specific attributes and training around the skills listed below: 
 

• Key attributes. There are three key interviewer attributes that will help to 
develop rapport with participants and enable participants to open up and tell 
their full story. These are: (a) a non-judgmental (‘neutral’) attitude; (b) 
approachability/accessibility; and (c) an interest in what in what victim/survivors 
have to say and their story.  

• Achieving depth. As touched on earlier, interviewers need to cultivate skills 
around actively listening to what participants are saying, asking open questions 
to allow participants to voice their views and being able to identify key follow up 
questions (probes and prompts) in order to achieve depth. This comes with 
formal training, shadowing and practice ‘in the field’. 

• Sensitive delivery. Interviewers need to acknowledge the importance of the 
interview experience for victim/survivors. Often, victims/survivors may be telling 
the story for the first time to someone outside of the criminal justice process and 
interviewers need to be empathetic to the experience. This translates into 
interviewers being able to detect when participants are struggling, checking in if 
they are ok to carry on and giving them the freedom to discontinue with the 
interview or to take a break.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             
 

“And so an empowering style [of interviewing] is… giving all the 
information about what we're interested in, why we're there, what 
we're gonna do with the information, who we're gonna share with 
it…’thank you very much for attending’, ‘this is gonna be really helpful 
to us’, all those kind things .. and then just being very clear about ‘you 
can leave at any time, feel free to stop at any time or have a break at 
any time’. And ‘only talk about the things that you want to do , and 
‘we're only interested in two really things, what's, what's worked well 
and what hasn't worked well for you in your circumstances, in terms 
of other professionals and agencies involvement’. So it's that clarity 
as well, helps empowerment, and just giving as many options as you 
can, just those simple things like - and being sensitive to say, ‘oh do 
you want to take a break now, are you still happy to continue?”  (Non-
HMICFRS participant) 
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• ‘Staying in role’. In showing empathy, interviewers should remain 
‘professional’ in order to allow victims/survivors to tell their full story. This entails 
not communicating their own anxiety and feelings to participants and being 
overly empathic so that they over-step their role as an interviewer into being a 
counsellor.   

• Knowledge of the area. Having at least a broad understanding of the criminal 
justice system, what victims/survivors have gone through and the offences that 
participants have experienced to be able to appropriately frame the discussion. 
This does not mean that the interviewer should ‘match’ key characteristics of 
the participant, such as gender, but in some cases this could be considered. 

 
“Somebody [interviewer] that can recognise what you're going through and 
can recognise that not all victims are going to be hysterical, not everybody. 
You know, just because you've given this answer, it doesn't mean the exact 
same thing for every single person who's given it. Somebody who 
understands the pattern of behaviour and understands the impact of the 
damage, and who can address that.” (Victim/survivor) 

 
Recording the information. In our view, it is important to audio record the interviews 
in order allow for accurate recall of the discussion and to ensure interviewers can 
actively listen to participants.  
 
Access to support after interviews. Interviews may raise issues for participants and 
so we would suggest providing options for accessing support after the interviews have 
been completed. One way to do this is to provide a ‘support leaflet’, which lists the 
contact details of support organisations participants could access should they need to 
(appendix B provides an example of a support leaflet used for this study).   
 
Number of interviews per day. Decisions regarding how many interviews that a single 
interviewer can conduct in a day will hinge on a number of factors, including how the 
interviews are delivered (over the phone or face-to-face), the length and coverage of 
the interview and how geographically clustered the sample is (if conducted face-to-
face). However, we would suggest that each interviewer does a limited number of 
interviews per day for two reasons: (a) this will reduce interviewer fatigue and so help 
to improve the quality of information gathered; and (b) to help safeguard the wellbeing 
of the interviewer, given that participants may raise sensitive issues that can lead to 
‘emotional fatigue’. Within social research, two to three interviews a day is common; 
more than four of five interviews a day would be seen as a high degree of burden on 
the interviewer and should be avoided. 
 
Timing of interviews. We suggest avoiding conducting interviews on Fridays where 
possible. This can limit the support participants can access from external support 
organisations, which may be closing down for the weekend should the interview raise 
issues. 

2.3.5 Summary 
Table 2.2 gives an overview of the key features and considerations relating to the use 
of interviews with victims/survivors. 
 

  



 

 

 

Table 2:2 Interviews: summary of key considerations 
Consideration Further information 

When to use interviews • Use with victims/survivors of sensitive crimes. Are 
particularly, but not exclusively, effective in gathering the 
views of individuals who experienced sensitive offences. 

• Effective to gather information in depth about individuals 
and experiences. The one-to-one nature of the conversations 
enable interviewers to gather a rich picture about individual 
perspectives, decision-making and journeys around interacting 
with people.    

Practicability • Resource implications. Interviews provide rich insights but 
they can be time -consuming to arrange, deliver and analyse.  

• Flexible delivery. To maximise participation, interviews need 
to be delivered in a responsive way. This includes identifying 
the appropriate mode of delivery (offering different modes of 
delivery where possible), duration and who is present at the 
interview to meet participant needs.   

• Timing of interviews. Generally advisable to avoid interviews 
on a Friday, when participants may find it difficult to access 
support from external support organisations should the 
interview raise issues. 

What can help improve 
the quality of the 
information 

• Trained interviewers. Interviewers that are trained and 
experienced to be able to get below the surface level answers 
participants provide and to conduct the interviews in a 
sensitive manner.  

• Topic guide. The use of a short discussion guide to allow 
participants to raise and discuss issues spontaneously, while 
also consistency of discussion across interviews. 

• Other enabling tools. The judicious use of other enabling 
techniques to stimulate and deepen the discussion 

• Accurate capture of information. Audio recordings can help 
to capture the complex discussion that takes place.  

• Limiting the number of interviews per day. Limiting the 
number of interviews conducted by a single interviewer per 
day will help to reduce interviewer fatigue and so contribute to 
a better quality of interview delivery.  

What can help improve 
the application and use 
of the information  
 

• Analysing the evidence to identify the key concepts and 
categories rather than simply listing divergent views and 
experiences. 

• Using the explanations provided to help review and amend 
policy and practice. 

• Avoiding using the evidence to make assumptions about how 
common or uncommon an experience or view is. 

Skills and training 
needed to deliver the 
approach 

• Having the skills to achieve depth through active listening, 
effective probing and prompting. Being able to deliver 
interviews sensitively and having knowledge of the area of 
discussion 

• Ability to interpret and contextualise findings in the context of 
policy and practice 

 
The fictional case illustration below provides an example of how interviews can be used 
within the context of HMICFRS inspections. 
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Case illustration 3:  An example of how interviews can be used within the context of 
HMICFRS inspections 

As part of its inspections into police effectiveness, efficiency and legitimacy (PEEL), 
HMICFRS were interested in assessing how effective the police were in keeping in 
contact with victims/survivors, particularly around keeping them informed about the 
progress of their case throughout their criminal justice process. HMICFRS wanted to 
talk to victims/survivors affected by domestic violence. 
   
Given the sensitive nature of the crime and the focus on individual experiences through 
the criminal justice system, one-to-one depth interviews were selected as an approach. 
Between 15-20 interviews conducted in total to capture a diversity of experiences in 
five carefully selected police force areas. Only victims/survivors who had reported the 
offence between 6-18 months were included in the inspection to increase the chance 
that they had gone through the criminal justice process and that they were not too 
distant from it so as not being able to recall their experience of the service.  
 
Participants were recruited through victim support organisations, who were briefed in 
person prior to the recruitment about the inspection aims, the type of participants the 
inspection was seeking to recruit and how to conduct recruitment ethically. Support 
organisations were also provided with written information to guide their recruitment 
effort, including an agreed short overview of how best to approach potential 
participants and an information leaflet to provide further information about the 
inspection to these individuals.  
 
All interviews were undertaken by experienced HMICFRS inspection staff. To 
encourage participation, individuals were offered the opportunity to take part in either 
telephone interviews or face to face interviews, with interviews lasting 30-40 minutes. 
Given that the interviews were relatively short, a focused topic guide was used which 
guided the discussion chronologically by asking participants to reflect on their 
experiences of being kept informed of their case at each stage of their case. To 
facilitate accurate capture of the information, all interviews were recorded with the 
participant’s permission.  
 
A number of measures were used to ensure participants felt supported and able to take 
part in the study. Interviews were conducted at a date and time that was convenient for 
participants within the timeframe of the study, face-to-face interviews were conducted 
at a location that a participant felt safe in (usually their homes but also in support 
organisation premises) and telephone interviews at a number that was convenient for 
participants. A phased consent process was used which involved checking participants 
understood the purpose of the interviews and their voluntary participation at the start of 
the interview, as well as in the recruitment literature.  At the end of the interview, 
participants were either given or emailed a support information sheet which listed key 
organisations they could contact should the interview have raised any issues. To 
ensure participants were able to contact these organisations, interviews were not 
conducted on a Friday, when these support organisations would be closing for the 
weekend.  



 

 

 

3 Focus groups 
Another widely used qualitative approach is focus groups. This chapter provides an 
overview of the focus group approach and its application with victims/survivors and 
service users, as well as its strengths and limitations. Key learning on the application of 
the approach will be discussed in the last sub-section.  

3.1 An overview of the approach 
A key feature of focus groups, or group discussions, is that information is generated 
through the interaction between participants, which is guided by researchers/staff 
(‘facilitators’) delivering the groups. During the focus group, participants are asked to 
share their experiences and views of their interaction with the police or other service, 
listen to others’ views and experiences and reflect on their standpoint further in the light 
of this discussion.  
 
The size and duration of focus groups will vary according to the population (e.g. groups 
with children may be shorter than with adults) and the topic of discussion. However, a 
typical approach involves 4-8 people meeting for between an hour to two hours at an 
appropriate venue (usually a support organisation venue), with two trained staff 
(‘facilitators’) delivering the group.   
 
 
Case illustration 4: Agency B’s use of focus groups to gather victim views (Non-
HMICFRS) 

Agency B was keen to ensure that the views of victims/survivors informed their routine 
inspections – both at a thematic and at a multi-agency level. Focus groups were an 
important way in which the agency gathered these views and they were used, for 
example, in a recent thematic inspection looking at how female domestic violence 
victims/survivors experienced their interactions with the police force and the criminal 
prosecution service.  
 
The focus groups were facilitated by agency staff (usually two) with extensive 
experience of delivering group discussions, although with no formal training. The 
groups were conducted with a variety of victim/survivor populations, including those 
who had experienced domestic violence and serious sexual offences. The agency also 
offered one-to-one interviews for victims/survivors who did not want to discuss their 
experiences in a group setting.  
 
The agency drew on support organisations to recruit between 4-6 participants for the 
group; this is fewer than the focus groups with stakeholders (6-8) as there was a 
general reluctance for victims/survivors to take part for a variety of reasons, including 
not wishing to re-live a traumatic experience. The groups usually lasted an hour and 
were held at the support group location, as this was familiar and a safe space for 
participants. 
 
The focus group ‘discussion guide’ was chronologically structured, so that participants 
were given the opportunity to discuss each stage of their interaction with the police 
force. It was made clear at the start and throughout the discussion that the focus was 
on participants’ experiences of the police, not the specific offence they had 
experienced.    
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3.2 Strengths and limitations 
The focus group approach shares similar strengths and limitations to other qualitative 
approaches, including being able to explore in depth participants’ perspectives on their 
experiences and views of services, and providing the flexibility to explore unanticipated 
issues around service use raised spontaneously by participants. In addition, it has 
three specific strengths that stem from its group format: (a) the practical advantage of 
allowing researchers to capture a breadth of views in a single information collection 
encounter by bringing together a diverse range of individuals; (b) the group interaction 
can improve the quality of information by stimulating discussion and refining views 
through exposing participants to one another’s views; and (c) it can be an empowering 
experience for participants by allowing them to share their experiences with others in a 
supportive space. This can enable them to feel less isolated and more supported.  
 

“If you're an experienced facilitator of those [focus] groups, you're able to 
help them to be much more descriptive. So, if they're filling a form in, often 
they're filling a ‘yes, no’, and make a little comment underneath. Whereas 
when it's a group …one might say something and that would initiate a 
discussion from someone else, because it would, it, they would remember 
something where they hadn't remembered previously. So, that's why you 
get a much richer response.” (Non-HMICFRS participant) 

 
“I was going to say I prefer a group [than an interview] because then obviously 
we all get to have a bit of debate and you get to see everyone's point as well.” 
(Victim/survivor) 

 
As with all qualitative approaches, focus groups do not permit statistical 
generalisations; purposive sampling is used to ensure diversity and gain a range of 
perspectives and experiences, rather than to statistically represent the underlying 
population (which can be achieved with random probability sampling). As such, focus 
groups cannot be used to show the prevalence of a view or experience, and so should 
not be considered for assessing the proportions of victims/survivors who have had 
positive, negative or other specific experiences or who hold particular views. As the 
data from focus groups cannot be counted or used statistically, they cannot be ‘scaled 
up’ numerically; they can nevertheless still be relevant at the wider level, such as a 
force-wide inspection, if the interview participants were selected for diversity.  
 
There are also three specific disadvantages of the approach: firstly, it can be difficult to 
practically arrange groups, including identifying venues, bringing together 
geographically diverse populations, identifying a date and time slot that is convenient 
for all participants and the time-consuming nature of ensuring participants do turn up to 
the groups (e.g. through sending numerous reminders). Secondly, there are limitations 
in the quality of the information that focus groups can gather, particularly around the 
ability of focus groups to explore in detail individual accounts, experiences and views 
because of the emphasis on group interaction and views. Thirdly, there is the issue of 
encouraging participation: as case study four illustrated, focus groups have been 
successfully used with victims/survivors of particularly serious and personal crimes 
(e.g. domestic violence). However, not all victim/survivors would feel comfortable to 
share their experience in a group setting or, indeed, feel that they have the 
communication skills to do so. This can translate into low uptake of the focus group 
offer or key experiences not being represented during group discussions.  
 
The diagram below summarises the strengths and limitations of the focus group 
approach, but does not include the overall advantages and disadvantages of the 
qualitative approach discussed in chapter 2, such as accessing participant 
perspectives, flexibility and not being able to comment on prevalence.  
 



 

 

 

Figure 3-1 Focus groups: strengths and limitations 

 

3.3 Good practice 

3.3.1 Who might this approach be suitable for? 
As discussed, the evidence review and the stakeholder interviews indicated that focus 
groups have been used widely in both inspections and service reviews, including with 
particularly vulnerable victim/survivor populations such as adults and survivors of 
domestic abuse and serious sexual offences. A key feature of effective delivery with 
these vulnerable groups is careful consideration being given to the group composition 
(discussed in section 3.3.4) and the handling of the groups, particularly relating to 
group facilitation (discussed in section 3.3.4).  
 
Despite sensitive recruitment approaches and effective delivery, focus groups may not 
be appropriate in certain contexts. These include situations where the victim/survivor 
population is geographically dispersed and it is therefore difficult to bring members 
together as a group, if the views of hard-to-reach individuals who are not engaged with 
support services are also required and if people may feel inhibited to talk about their 
experiences in a group setting. For example, stakeholders reported that it was difficult 
to engage male victims/survivors of sexual offences in focus groups.  
 
There are two keys ways to negotiate this challenge: (a) select an alternative approach 
to gather views, such as interviews; or (b) to be flexible how victim/survivor and user 
views are gathered. Typically, stakeholders reported supplementing focus groups with 
a limited number of depth interviews to allow inspections and service reviews to access 
hard-to-reach populations who may be inhibited by the group setting. However, this 
flexibility needs to be balanced with the resources available to the inspection.  

3.3.2 How to select participants? 
As a qualitative approach, the sample size tends to be small, between 6-12 groups as 
a general rule of thumb. This is for two reasons: a) the resource intensive nature of 

Strengths 
• Access participants perspectives- how participants experience and 

view services from their own perspective 
• Can access breadth of views in a single data collection encounter.  
• Group dynamics can generate rich and considered information: 

Through stimulating discussion among participants and deepening 
and refining reflections based on the views raised by the group. 

• An empowering experience for participants: In addition to 
allowing victims/survivors to tell their story, good focus group 
composition allows them to tell their story in a supportive space 
(see section 3.4). 

Limitations 
• Resource intensive: As with interviews, they require time and 

human resources to deliver, manage and analyse. 
• Does not allow individual experiences to be explored: There is 

limited time to discuss individual views and journeys. The focus is 
on views as they emerge from the group discussion. 

• Challenging to arrange: Challenging and costly to arrange venues 
and accommodate a geographically dispersed population.  

• Participation: Although focus groups can and have been delivered 
with groups that have experienced a range of crimes, some people 
may be reluctant to discuss issues in a group setting. 

• Group dynamics are difficult to manage and control: Dealing with 
a ranging of behaviours is difficult, from dominant/angry 
participants to reticent ones as well as group disagreements and 
collusions. 

• Challenging to include certain groups: Those with English as a 
second language or learning and other impairments may find it 
challenge to contribute in a group setting.   

• Cannot comment on prevalence of views - They do not permit 
statistical generalisations. 

• Cannot be numerically extrapolated (but can be used to generalise 
to the wider area or population in terms of the range of views and 
experiences). 
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conducting focus groups, managing the data and analysing means that it would not be 
practical to conduct interviews with a large sample; and, importantly, (b) large sample 
sizes do not make sense given that the purpose of qualitative approaches is to capture 
the range and diversity of views and experience of services, rather than give a sense of 
scale and statistical prevalence of these views.   
 
How the sample is selected also differs between surveys and qualitative approaches, 
such as focus groups. Taking a purposive sampling approach is usually seen to be a 
marker of quality in qualitative research as it explicitly and systematically addresses the 
need to capture the range diversity of views, such as those relevant to inspections in 
this case (Ritchie et al., 2014, Spencer et al., 2003). A purposive sampling approach 
involves selecting ‘sampling units’ (participants, settings, areas, events, processes etc.) 
using a set of criteria that are thought to help understand the questions that are 
important to the inspections/service reviews. The evidence review and stakeholders 
interviews indicated that the key criteria used to select the sample tended to be 
geographical area/police force level and, at the level of the individual, the type of crime 
experienced by participants, their gender and the time since the incident was reported 
by participants. A period of 6-18 months between the offence or police involvement and 
the interview was generally seen to be acceptable to ensure victims/survivors could 
recall their experience of the police and also allow a greater chance for their case to 
have progressed sufficiently or to have gained some distance from the offence(s).  
 
However, a purposive sample may not always be possible, particularly for hard-to-
reach populations who may not access support services, such as survivors of female 
genital mutilation (FGM) and honour based violence (HBV). A less systematic 
approach to sampling may therefore be required and the evidence review indicated that 
‘snowball’ sampling was one such method used to good effect (Hester et al, 2015). 
This involves asking people who have already taken part in the inspection to identify 
other people who fit the selection criteria. A key limitation of this approach is the threat 
to the diversity of the sample by generating new sample members through existing 
one. For example, the inspection runs the risk of talking almost exclusively to members 
of a single social network of family and friends. Listed below are a number of measures 
that can help to address this issue.  
 

• Being clear about the required characteristics of new sample members. 
• Asking participants to refer the inspection to individuals who meet the 

sample criteria but are dissimilar to them in key ways (e.g. age). 
• Creating additional distance between sample members by not interviewing 

the referred individuals but asking them to identify another person who 
meets the sampling criteria. 

 
Even the strategies above are employed the approach may not provide the diversity 
needed in the sample and so it is advisable to use snowball sampling only as a 
supplementary sampling approach where possible. 
 
Having selected participants, it is also important to consider the group composition 
for each focus group. The key is to balance diversity in the group members, which can 
lead to a breadth of views being discussed, with the need to have some commonalties 
between group members so as to provide a shared experience that enables 
participants to feel comfortable to discuss and disclose issues. If the group members 
are too different, they may feel uncomfortable or lack a shared frame of reference to 
‘open up’. If they are too similar, this can limit the breadth of views and lead to 
disruptive group dynamics, such as group members assuming a shared understanding 
of a view and so not fully explicating it. How this balance is achieved will vary with the 
purpose of the inspection. However, it is generally advisable to have victims/survivors 
who have experienced a similar type of crime in a group and, in some cases, 
commonalities in the socio-demographic characteristics of participants need to also be 



 

 

 

considered. For example, one stakeholder mentioned the appropriateness of having 
female-only groups when discussing serious sexual offences. The evidence also 
indicates that participants who know each other, for example through the use of the 
same support organisation, may feel more comfortable to talk openly during groups - 
although, this may not always be possible.  
 

3.3.3 What tools should guide the approach? 
As with depth interviews, focus groups should be guided by a topic guide to ensure 
there is a balance between flexibility in allowing participants to raise issues 
spontaneously and consistency in coverage across focus groups. The topic guides 
used in focus groups should also be shorter than those used in interviews in order to 
capitalise on the strength of group interaction, covering a maximum of 3-4 key 
areas/themes. A longer guide will increase the pace of the focus group to the detriment 
of the depth of group discussion, and will make it challenging for facilitators to cover the 
key issues in the given time period, while also managing group dynamics.   
 

“And 'cause it's an established group [for focus group], you can actually be 
much more specific about what you're covering really [during the focus 
group]. But even then I think our view was that you need to be quite 
thematic about it, rather than stick to rigid structured questions.” (Non-
HMICFRS participant) 

 
As with interviews, focus group topic guides can also be supplemented by a range of 
enabling tools that can help to remind participants of experiences and to discuss them 
as well as to deepen reflections. There is a wide repertoire of these used in qualitative 
research, but the table below outlines some examples of these. There are four 
important questions to address when deciding whether to use these enabling 
techniques and, if so, which ones: (a) how will they help to obtain information which 
would otherwise be missed? (b) what kind of information will these techniques 
generate; (c) how will this information be made sense of?; and (d) are they appropriate 
for specific participants? 
 
Table 3:1 Enabling tools 

Technique What it is Issues for particular 
group 

Mapping emergent 
information 

Using various methods (e.g. post-it 
notes) to note down issues as they 
arise. This can help highlight key 
issues, make participants feel heard 
and can be useful for further reflection 

Can be useful for longer 
discussions where issues 
need to be returned to 

Vignettes Participants asked to discuss 
hypothetical scenarios or examples 
generated and introduced by the 
researcher (e.g. around key issues 
experienced reporting a crime). This 
can help to introduce situations 
participants may not otherwise have 
considered and encourage more 
nuanced attitudes towards issues (as 
an example, please see the vignettes 
used in this study in appendix B) 

Whether to present these 
visually, in written or 
spoken format to ensure 
they are accessible to 
participants 
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Table 3:1 Enabling tools 
Card sorting, 
ranking and 
prioritisation 

Participants asked to categorise issues 
and rank them according to priorities. 
Can help to stimulate discussion, draw 
relationship between issues (e.g. 
institutional attitudes to certain 
offences and reporting) and further 
refine views 

Important not to reduce the 
exercise to a simple 
frequency count. Key 
discussion should be 
around why issues have 
been prioritised as they 
have and differences in 
views  

Source: adapted from Ritchie et al (2014) 

3.3.4 How should the approach be conducted? 
The delivery of groups should be informed by the purpose which they serve in the 
overall inspection, the available resources and the types of victims/survivor population 
involved. However, as with interviews, a number of good practice points emerged from 
the evidence and from our experience of delivering the groups in order to ensure 
participation is safe, productive and empowering. These relate to the group duration, 
the facilitation skills needed, who delivers the group, flexibility in delivery and how the 
information is recorded.  
 
Duration. As discussed, group interaction is an important feature of focus groups and 
the degree to which this can be achieved rests partly on the duration of the groups. The 
duration will hinge on the purpose of the groups, the specific number of topics to be 
covered and the number of participants. However, for groups of between 4-8 
participants, an hour to two hours is usually enough time for the group to discuss 
issues in depth. 
 
Expert facilitation. The attributes and skills of facilitators are critical in ensuring that 
focus groups are delivered safely and productively, so facilitators need to be trained 
and experienced. The attributes of maintaining a neutral or non-judgmental attitude, 
approachability and interest required of depth interviewers are also needed in focus 
group facilitators. However, the evidence review and stakeholders identified other 
attributes, key skills and experiences needed, including: 
 

• Managing group dynamics. Being able to manage group dynamics so that all 
participants are able to contribute equally. This includes making the discussion 
intelligible to all participants, intervening to ensure a few participants do not 
dominate the discussion and drawing out reticent/quiet participants.  

• Ensuring participants feel in control of the discussion while keeping it 
relevant. Empowering individuals to discuss issues that are important to them 
while keeping the discussion focused on the core inspection issues; this may 
include steering the discussion away from detailed accounts of the offences 
they experienced and towards the service they received, or other core issues. 

• Knowledge of the area. Having at least a broad understanding of the criminal 
justice system and/or the offences that participants have experienced to be able 
to appropriately frame the discussion. 

• Experience of dealing with vulnerable groups. 
• Identity of facilitators. Although thought should be given to who will be 

delivering the focus group, this does not mean that the identity of the facilitators 
should necessarily ‘match’ key characteristics of the participants, such as 
gender, but in some cases this could be considered. For example, for 
discussions of crimes at the sensitive end of the spectrum, including domestic 
violence and sexual offences, it may be appropriate to mirror the gender of the 
facilitators to the group. 

 



 

 

 

It may be advisable to have two facilitators involved in the delivery, particularly in larger 
focus groups, to help pick up on and manage challenging group dynamics (e.g. 
collusion among participants, conflicts and different levels of contribution) and the 
logistics of delivering the groups (e.g. dealing with late arrivals to the group). The 
evidence review and stakeholders gave varied views on support organisation staff 
being present during groups. It can help participants to feel safe and able to be more 
open. However, stakeholders also reported that support staff can sometimes talk 
during groups, which can inhibit victims/survivors from contributing. We consider the 
presence of support staff to be acceptable as long as facilitators and support workers 
are clear about their roles in advance and facilitators feel able to intervene if these 
roles are not adhered to. In general, it is advisable for support workers to have a very 
limited speaking role, restricted to helping participants should they require support 
during the group interaction rather than actively contributing to this discussion.  
 
Delivering groups in a ‘participant friendly’ way. To ensure participants feel able 
and comfortable to take part in group discussions, the delivery of focus groups should 
be flexible to meet participant needs. This includes groups taking place at a time and 
date that allows participants to attend (e.g. after work for working populations) and at a 
venue that is easily accessible for participants and where they feel safe. The recurrent 
view among stakeholders and in the evidence review is that support organisation 
premises are appropriate in this respect as they are familiar to participants and support 
organisation staff can be on hand before, during and after the group should the 
discussion raise any issues.   
 
Recording the information. Although stakeholders report using note-taking to record 
focus groups, often involving a second facilitator to take the notes during discussions, 
our thoughts are that it is important to audio record the interactions for more accurate 
recall of the complex discussion and to allow facilitators to focus on actively listening to 
participants.  
 
Access to support after focus groups. Focus groups may raise issues for 
participants and so we would suggest providing a support pathway participants can 
access after the groups have been completed. As mentioned, the presence of support 
organisation staff can be helpful in this respect. The provision of a ‘support leaflet’ 
which lists the contact details of support organisations participants could access should 
they need to can also be helpful (appendix B provides an example of a support leaflet 
used for this study).   
 
Number of focus groups per day.  We would suggest that each facilitator does a 
limited number of focus groups per day; limited to two groups a day as a general rule of 
thumb, although this will depend on other factors such as duration of groups, their 
timing and the distance between groups. There are two reasons to limit the number of 
groups: (a) this will reduce facilitator fatigue and so help to improve the quality of 
information gathered; and (b) to help safeguard the wellbeing of facilitators, given that 
participants may raise sensitive issues that can lead to ‘emotional fatigue’.  
 
Timing of groups.  We suggest avoiding conducting groups on Fridays if support staff 
are not present, as this can limit the support participants can access from external 
support organisations, who may be closing down for the weekend. 

3.3.5 Summary 
Below is an overview of the key features and considerations relating to the use of focus 
groups with victims/survivors. 
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Table 3:2 Focus groups: summary of key considerations 
Consideration Further information 

When to use focus 
groups 

• To collect breadth of views quickly and more cost 
effectively than interviews. Particularly useful for gathering a 
breadth of victim/survivor views quickly in a single data 
collection encounter. This can be more cost effective than 
interviews but there are still costs associated with this 
approach (see practicability).  

• Use with victims/survivors of sensitive crimes. Can be 
used with victims/survivors who have experienced sensitive 
crimes but thought needs to be given to delivering them 
appropriately (e.g. group composition, the identity of 
facilitators and whether other approaches need to be offered). 

• May not suitable for certain individuals. Some individuals 
may be inhibited by group settings (e.g. may be shy or some 
victim groups such as male victims/survivors of sexual 
offences). Other groups may require specific support to 
participate in groups, such as interpreters for those that have 
English as a second language or have specific technologies 
for those with visual or hearing impairments. In such 
instances, we suggest that other approaches, such as 
interviews, should also be offered as additional options to 
enable participation. 

Practicability • Resources implications. Focus groups provide rich insights 
and, as mentioned, provide a range of views in a single 
encounter and so can be more cost-effective to deliver than 
interviews. However, they can still be time consuming to 
arrange, deliver and analyse. 

• Delivering groups in a ‘participant friendly’ way. To 
maximise participation, groups need to be delivered in a 
participant responsive way. This includes ensuring they take 
place at a location, time and date that is convenient for 
participants. 

• Timing of groups. Generally advisable to avoid groups on a 
Friday, especially if support organisation staff are not present, 
as participants may find it difficult to access support from 
external support organisations should the group raise issues. 

What can help improve 
the quality of the 
information 

• Group composition. Thought needs to be given to group 
composition to allow for safe and open discussion. There 
needs to be balance between participants sharing a common 
frame of reference to the inspection issue (e.g. sharing a 
particular type of crime) and having a diverse range of 
individuals to bring a breadth of views (e.g. age groups). 

• Facilitation. Trained and experienced facilitators. Helpful to 
have two facilitators if possible to help manage group 
dynamics and the logistics of conducting groups. It may also 
be helpful to have support organisation staff present but their 
contribution needs to be agreed on prior to group and 
managed during the discussion. 

• Topic guide. The use of a short discussion guide to allow 
participants to raise and discuss issues spontaneously, while 
also consistency of discussion across focus groups. 

• Other enabling tools. The judicious use of other enabling 
techniques to stimulate and deepen the discussion. 

• Accurate capture of information. Audio recordings can help 
to capture the complex interaction that takes place during 
groups.  

• Limiting the number of groups per day. Limiting the number 
of groups conducted by facilitators per day will help to reduce 
facilitator fatigue and so contribute to a better quality of 
interview delivery. 



 

 

 

Table 3:2 Focus groups: summary of key considerations 
What can help improve 
the application and use 
of the information  

• Analysing the evidence to identify the key concepts and 
categories rather than simply listing divergent views and 
experiences. 

• Using the explanations provided to help review and amend 
policy and practice. 

• Avoiding using the evidence to make assumptions about how 
common or uncommon an experience or view is. 

Skills and training 
needed to deliver the 
approach 

• Effective facilitation skills including ability to manage group 
dynamics, empowering participants to discuss their 
experiences and views, experiences of dealing with vulnerable 
groups and having knowledge of the area of discussion 

• Ability to interpret and contextualise findings in the context of 
policy and practice 

 
The fictional case illustration below provides an example of how focus groups can be 
used within the context of HMICFR inspections. 
 
Case illustration 5: An example of how focus groups can be used within the context of 
HMICFRS inspections 

As part of its inspections into police effectiveness, efficiency and legitimacy (PEEL), 
HMICFRS were interested in exploring how victims/survivors of serious sexual 
offences, including rape, felt about how their cases were dealt with by the police. This 
was done to identify key issues to inform future inspections.  
 
A focus group approach was selected for a number of reasons relating to the 
importance of harnessing group dynamics, as well practical considerations. These 
included: (a) to ensure participants felt supported by other participants to recount their 
experiences; (b) to draw on group dynamics to stimulate the discussion of experiences; 
and (c) as an exploratory prelude to an inspection, this study had limited time and 
financial resources and so it was important to capture a breadth of views quickly. 
However, the exploratory study also offered a limited number of depth interviews 
(either in person or over the phone) for participants who may have felt uncomfortable in 
a group setting, such as male victims/survivors of serious sexual offences.  
 
In total, six focus groups were conducted to capture diversity across three carefully 
selected areas and gender. This meant that two groups were conducted in each area, 
one with male victims/survivors of serious sexual offences and one with females. Only 
victims/survivors who had reported the offence between 6-18 months earlier were 
included in the inspection. This was to increase the chance that they had gone through 
the criminal justice process and that they were not too distant from it so as not being 
able to recall their experience of the service.  
 
Participants were recruited through victim support organisations, who were briefed in 
person prior to the recruitment about the inspection aims, the type of participants 
required and how to conduct recruitment ethically. Support organisations were also 
provided with written information to guide their recruitment effort, including an agreed 
short overview of how best to approach potential participants and an information leaflet 
to provide further information about the inspection to these individuals.  
 
All focus groups were undertaken by a third party research organisation to draw on 
their experience of conducting focus groups and working with sensitive groups. Two 
facilitators delivered each group, which comprised between 6-8 participants and lasted 
90 minutes to allow for participants to be eased into the discussion and to give them 
sufficient time to discuss the issues. The decision whether a member of the support 
organisation could attend was decided on a group by group basis with the organisation. 
Where they attended, there was a clear discussion between the research team and the 
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support organisation regarding the role of the attending support organisation staff in the 
groups. 
 
The discussion was guided by a brief topic guide that was thematically structured to 
ensure key aspects of the participants’ experiences were captured. Coverage included 
exploring experiences and views around reporting the crime, being kept informed about 
their case and thoughts on the rationale and timing of the decision to escalate their 
case to the courts, if this had happened. A range of enabling tools were also used to 
deepen the discussion, including (a) using post-it notes to map emerging issues across 
the themes and (b) asking participants to explore the relationship between these issues 
and prioritising the key ones. Two to three short case illustrations (vignettes) were also 
used towards the end of the group to convey key issues faced by fictional characters to 
capture views on issues participants may not have considered. The vignettes were 
used flexibly to take account of time and whether views/experiences had already been 
covered spontaneously in the main discussion. To ensure the accurate capture of the 
information, all groups were recorded with the participants’ permission.  
 
A number of measures were used to ensure participants felt supported and able to take 
part in the study. These included groups taking place in the evenings and during the 
weekend to allow participants with different commitments (e.g. work, college and 
childcare) to attend and groups being delivered at support organisation venues. These 
were familiar to participants and enabled them to access additional support before, 
during or after the groups if necessary. A phased consent process was also used which 
involved ensuring participants understood the purpose of the focus groups and their 
voluntary participation at the start of the groups, as well as in the recruitment literature.   



 

 

 

4 Surveys and secondary analysis 
Surveys were mentioned in all three elements of the research, (literature review, 
stakeholder interviews and victim/survivor focus group and interviews) and secondary 
analysis (further analysis of survey data or other data that has already been collected, 
such as management information) was referred to by stakeholders. This chapter sets 
out what the research indicates about using these strategies to gather the voice of 
victims. The focus is on surveys, with a lighter-touch consideration of secondary 
analysis, reflecting the research base. 

4.1 An overview of the approach 
Surveys can provide statistical information about a population, such as what proportion 
of people have had a particular experience or hold a particular opinion. The information 
gathered can be extrapolated from those who answered the survey to the wider set of 
people they represent, as long as the survey was carefully designed and conducted. A 
survey can be used to find out the distribution of victim/survivors’ views of the police, 
although it will be limited in terms of showing why individuals hold these views. As 
discussed in previous chapters, qualitative research methods such as interviews and 
focus groups are better suited to providing this insight. 
 
Case illustration 6: The Witness and Victim Experience Survey3 

The Witness and Victim Experience Survey (WAVES) was conducted annually from 
2005 to 2012. It was a large-scale national survey about the experiences of victims and 
witnesses in cases which resulted in a criminal charge and since closed. It gathered 
information on witnesses and victims’ contact and satisfaction with the criminal justice 
system and about their case and circumstances which might affect their satisfaction. 
 
Secondary analysis involves looking back at survey data to generate additional results, 
considering issues that were not already analysed when the survey was first assessed. 
In this report it is also taken to include reviewing data that was gathered for another 
non-research purpose, such as police forces’ administrative records or monitoring data. 
 
Case illustration 5: National Use of Force Data Review Project4 

In 2014, the Home Secretary announced a review of national data on the police use of 
force, as part of wider efforts to identify and address how force is used by the police. In 
response, all police forces were contacted on behalf of the Chief Constable leading the 
project to establish what use of force data they capture, the systems used to manage it 
and the levels of detail captured, as well as best practice. The data provided was used 
to establish new core data and occasional enhanced data requirements for all forces. 

  

                                                 
3 https://sp.ukdataservice.ac.uk/doc/7063/mrdoc/pdf/7063_waves_2009-10_technical_report.pdf  
4 www.npcc.police.uk/documents/reports/2016/Use%20of%20Force%20Data%20Report.pdf  

https://sp.ukdataservice.ac.uk/doc/7063/mrdoc/pdf/7063_waves_2009-10_technical_report.pdf
http://www.npcc.police.uk/documents/reports/2016/Use%20of%20Force%20Data%20Report.pdf
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4.2 Strengths and limitations 

4.2.1 Surveys 
The main advantage of surveys is that they can provide statistically generalisable data, 
if the sample is selected in a way that avoids bias and the questionnaire is developed 
and used in a way that ensures accurate information is collected. If surveys have a 
large enough sample size they can also be used to compare results for sub-sets of the 
population with narrow ‘confidence intervals’. The results of surveys are estimates for 
the ‘true’ values in the population, and confidence intervals are the range of values 
either side of the estimate within which the actual value (such as the number of people 
having experienced a crime) is likely to fall. Generally, the larger the sample, the 
smaller the confidence interval. For example, WAVES (which involves around 38,000 
respondents) could be used to explore the experience of adult victims or witnesses with 
the criminal justice system in general, or could be analysed to compare the 
experiences and satisfaction levels of those who were in contact with the system 
following a burglary with those in contact after a robbery. A survey can also be used to 
compare findings across areas or to track trends over time (where the methodology is 
consistent or appropriately comparable). These advantages were noted by 
stakeholders. 
 
Key limitations of surveys are that they may not include important groups (such as child 
victims) or any or sufficient numbers of minority/marginalised perspectives (such as 
victims/survivors of FGM or male rape). This can happen either because those groups 
only make up a very small proportion of the total population, or some groups are more 
reluctant to engage with a survey or it is not considered appropriate to include certain 
groups. WAVES, for example, did not include participants aged under 18 or those who 
had experienced or witnessed sexual crimes as it was considered that a telephone 
survey was not appropriate for these groups. Another issue with including individuals 
from small groups of victim/survivors is there is a risk of identifying those who took part 
by including many or most of them in the survey, or where it is not clear what the 
representative sample would be. In addition, there can be technical difficulties in 
ensuring that the right sample is used and statistically robust results are achieved, 
especially when comparing across time.  
 
In some cases, the issue of not having enough respondents from particular groups can 
be addressed by ‘over-sampling’. Over-sampling involves including more participants 
from a particular group than would be included if the survey sample exactly matched 
the proportion in the larger population. This can address the problem of not having 
enough data to look at that particular group, though the findings for the whole survey 
will need to be adjusted (technically known as ‘weighting’) so the larger number of 
respondents from a particular sub-group do not  inaccurately skew the overall findings.  
 
A broader limitation of surveys is that they necessarily restrict how victim/survivors can 
respond, as questionnaires predominantly use closed questions with pre-determined 
answers (for example, yes/no, or a five point scale from ‘strongly agree’ to ‘strongly 
disagree’). Surveys can include open questions but these are often difficult to analyse 
and produce data of limited usefulness, so the majority of questions will be closed. 
These constraints exist even if surveys are conducted as face-to-face or telephone 
interviews, because they will still have pre-specified questions and most will be closed. 
Victim/survivors noted this, with one saying: ‘There’s no space to add your personal 
feedback if you’re just ticking a box’. 
 
There are mixed views on whether surveys can be more suitable for victims/survivors 
than depth interviews or focus groups. Stakeholders and victim/survivors noted that 
surveys can be less demanding of people’s time and do not require travel (as a focus 



 

 

 

group would). However, both sets of participants raised concerns that surveys may be 
inappropriate for sensitive topics. Although surveys are perceived as less intrusive and 
so potentially less upsetting than interviews or focus groups, stakeholders and 
victim/survivors were concerned that the structured format may not be suitable for 
asking about offences or police response. The evidence review shows that surveys can 
be and are conducted on these issues (including the second Victim and Witness 
Satisfaction Survey recently commissioned by the Crown Prosecution Service) but 
great care does need to be taken to ensure the design is appropriate, there are 
disclosure processes in place and support organisations’ contact details are given. 
 
The cost of surveys relative to qualitative methods can be an important consideration in 
deciding which approach to use. High-quality research is often costly as it requires a lot 
of time for detailed planning, thorough conduct by people with a high degree of training 
and careful analysis and reporting. However, the numbers of participants required for a 
survey can mean the costs are much higher than for qualitative research or secondary 
analysis. An online survey will (in general) cost less than a telephone-based survey, 
which in turn will cost less than a face-to-face survey, but all three options are among 
the most expensive of research options. There may be some cost savings in using an 
existing panel survey (which is already established with participants who have 
consented to be contacted for research) but this may not be suitable for an inspection’s 
specific needs. 
 
Figure 4-1 Surveys: strengths and limitations 

 

4.2.2 Secondary analysis 
Secondary analysis can be conducted on survey data or on administrative data and 
monitoring information gathered by agencies such as police forces. A key advantage of 
conducting secondary analysis rather than primary research with service users is that it 
places no demands on the service users, assuming that their consent is not needed to 
access or analyse the data. If data is anonymised and not being linked to other data or 
shared with other agencies, then the ethical issues are likely to be minimal compared 
to those involved in the primary research methods of interview, focus group or survey. 
 
Because the dataset(s) used for secondary analysis are by definition already available, 
secondary analysis can be less expensive than primary research with participants, 
whether qualitative or quantitative. There may be some costs involved in accessing the 

Strengths 
•Provides prevalence data which can be 
extrapolated 

•Can give comparative data across sub-
groups, crime-types, areas or over time 

•Can be less demanding of people's  
time or emotions than interview/focus 
group 

•Large numbers include many 
experiences/perspectives 

Limitations 
•Constrains how people can answer and 
so limits 'voice' 

•May exclude sub-groups and 
minority/marginalised crimes 

•May not be appropriate for all subjects 
or groups of interest 

•Can be technically difficult to attain 
statistical robustness, comparability 
over time or consistency across areas 

•Can be more expensive than qualitative 
approaches or secondary analysis 
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data, in gaining ethical approval or in re-contacting participants to request consent (for 
example for data linkage), but the overall costs are likely to be less than if the research  
involves any form of fieldwork. 
 
As with surveys, secondary analysis can be used to compare data across sub-groups, 
crimes or areas and over time if the data is longitudinal. The large numbers included in 
surveys and in many administrative datasets or monitoring information can be used to 
provide a detailed picture of respondents’ or service users’ experiences. Data can also 
be combined to develop a comprehensive view of how factors relate, for example using 
case file analysis to assess the experiences of child victims as a stakeholder explained:  
 

“Details collected from case files allow us to combine the experience of the 
child, such as how many times they had contact, with difficulties that were 
highlighted around identifying them, making contact and safeguarding.” 
(HMICFRS participant) 

 
The key limitations also mirror those outlined for surveys, with a particular concern that 
these secondary analysis strategies provide little information on how service users see 
their own experiences. The survey or administrative dataset may not provide suitable 
or equal data across the groups or issues of interest, and the data that is available may 
not be the best ‘fit’ for the current purpose given that it was developed for others. The 
limitations inherent in the data will be hard to remedy, again as they arise in the context 
of creating the survey/dataset for other purposes or under other conditions. In addition, 
an administrative dataset or monitoring information may be inadequate for statistical 
analysis, if it is incomplete or inconsistently recorded. 
 
Figure 4-2 Secondary analysis: strengths and limitations 

 

4.3 Good practice 
The delivery of surveys and of secondary analysis involves different considerations, as 
surveys involve additional design and conduct elements. This section focuses on good 
practice for surveys and outlines key aspects for secondary analysis. 

Strengths 
•No demands on respondents if 
further consent not needed 

•Ethical issues are minimal, if the 
data is anonymised or is not being 
linked or shared 

•Can give comparative data across 
sub-groups, crime-types, areas or 
over time 

•Large numbers, may divide by sub-
group or offence type 

•Costs are likely to be lower than for 
other approaches as data is ready 

Limitations 
•Limited information available in 
respondents' own 'voice' 

•May not provide optimal data 
•May not provide equal data on all 
issues or sub-groups 

•Data limits can be inflexible; 
administrative data may not suit 
statistical analysis and limitations of 
the survey data are set by the 
original design 



 

 

 

4.3.1 Who might this approach be suitable for? 
Stakeholders and victims/survivors expressed concerns that surveys, especially online, 
may be unsuitable for gathering feedback on some experiences of crime or police 
responses. There was a view that victims of domestic violence, for example, would not 
want to go online in case the perpetrator saw what they were doing, if they still share a 
household with them, and a more general view that “people don’t want to talk about 
crime online”. Despite such concerns, the evidence is that surveys can indeed be used 
to research even sensitive subjects including serious victimisation. Some participants 
may be more comfortable with this form of research contribution than a depth interview 
or focus group, which could feel more intrusive. It is possible that young people’s 
familiarity with digital platforms could make them still more comfortable contributing 
through an online survey although this was not raised in the research. Survey 
participants can also be asked if they will give consent to be contacted about other 
research, and this can be useful in providing a sample for follow-on qualitative 
research. 
 
As with any sensitive research, crime-related surveys must be designed to minimise 
harm to all participants. This includes  careful phrasing to ensure participants are not 
drawn into saying more than they intend, information for participants about support 
services in case the survey does trigger anxiety or other consequences, and clear 
strategies to deal with disclosures (such as intentions of self-harm). Surveys may still 
exclude those for whom the survey is considered ethically unsuitable, for example for 
people who are known to have been victimised by someone in the same household. 
 
There may be characteristics that limit who can participate, such as those relating to 
age, learning disabilities or communication issues, as a survey needs to ensure that all 
questions are consistently understood by those answering, and that the subject matter 
is suitable for participants. If a survey is being conducted over the telephone or face-to-
face, the interviewer may be able to provide some clarification, but there is a limit to 
how much they can or should discuss questions and so surveys are likely to be more 
suitable where communication barriers are minimal or an intermediary can facilitate 
communication. Surveys could be used in conjunction with qualitative research. For 
example, qualitative research could be used to explore the possible reasons behind 
certain survey responses or to establish the key issues of interest before developing 
the survey questionnaire. 

4.3.2 How to select participants? 
Participants can be selected via a number of routes, including from organisations which 
support victim/survivors, from those who are known to have had contact with the police 
as victim/survivors (for example, on police databases) or from the general population. It 
is possible that they could also be selected from a prior or ongoing survey; participants 
in surveys can be asked if they give consent to be re-contacted about other research, 
and existing panel surveys, which already have participants who might have 
experience relevant to the inspection, although this may be considered too niche for an 
inspection. 
 
The important consideration for survey research is that those selected should provide a 
representative sample of the population from which they were drawn, both in terms of 
key demographic variables such as gender and age, and variables which are important 
for the inspection (for example including a range of offences experienced).  The best 
practice approach to sample selection is ‘random probability sampling’, within which 
each individual in a population or population sub-group has an equal and random 
chance of being selected to take part. An alternative approach is ‘quota’ sampling, 
which attempts to replicate representativeness through identifying quotas based on the 
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prevalence of subgroups within the parent population. It is a more straightforward and 
cost-effective approach to sampling but less robust. 
 
A further consideration is that a survey must include enough participants to provide for 
statistical analysis. One stakeholder noted that the sample size for one survey was only 
identified as being too small for analysis after fieldwork had been completed, and felt 
that  “there needs to be an agreed set of guidelines on statistical significance” 
(HMICFRS participant). The specification for user satisfaction surveys previously 
mandated for English and Welsh police forces and still conducted by many, provides 
an example of the guidance.5  
 
The use of surveys identified in the stakeholder and victim/survivor interviews included 
non-representative samples. For example, a support organisation asked all its users to 
complete a ‘survey’ as they neared the end of their involvement with the organisation. 
Such an approach can be useful in gaining insights into users’ perspectives on services 
but these are a census (often highly incomplete) rather than a survey using a 
recognisable sampling approach, and so attention needs to be given to the response 
rate (the proportion of users responding to the survey) and distribution (which types of 
service users respond). Even if a high proportion of service users respond, there may 
be differences between the experiences of those who elect to respond and those who 
do not. If possible, it would be useful to compare the profiles of responders and non-
responders, to take into account the possible bias of self-selection in the feedback. The 
basis on which a ‘survey’ has been conducted needs to be made apparent when any 
results are being discussed – although this is not always done, as was acknowledged: 
 

“I know that some [organisations’ media staff] are kind of more than happy 
to say ‘We spoke to 100 people’. Obviously this can’t be representative but 
even so it is what they [service users] said, and they kind of [see it] as a 
fact with a small caveat versus others who say ‘Well we can’t use this data 
at all because it is not representative’.” (HMICFRS participant) 

 
Using a non-statistical approach to gather comparable feedback across many people 
may be a suitable strategy for tracking satisfaction levels and highlighting issues within 
an organisation, but care needs to be taken in discussing any such results as a survey. 
However, non-representative surveys, such as satisfaction surveys, can be used as 
early warning indicators where results change, indicating that further investigation may 
be warranted. 

4.3.3 What tools should guide the approach? 
Surveys should be designed with a consistent format that is predominantly based on 
closed questions, for ease of comparative analysis. If possible, the questions should be 
cognitively tested, i.e. tried out with different people to ensure similar interpretation of 
what the questions are asking. While it can be advantageous not to have very many 
questions (to maintain respondents’ interest), open questions can be included to give 
more opportunity for respondents to talk in their own terms but there are cost/time 
implications as responses to open questions will need to be summarised and analysed 
individually. A stakeholder noted the need to achieve ‘a balance between capturing 
data and having a reasonable and considerate conversation’, opting to use closed and 
open questions “for example, having rating questions followed by questions such as 
why they said something/if they had anything else to add” (Non-HMICFRS participant). 
A victim/survivor also highlighted the benefits of a combination: “it should have multiple 

                                                 
5 See, for example, Cheshire Police Force’s description: https://www.cheshire.police.uk/about-
us/crime-statistics-and-performance-information/victim-satisfaction-and-public-perception-
surveys/victim-satisfaction-surveys-frequently-asked-questions/  

https://www.cheshire.police.uk/about-us/crime-statistics-and-performance-information/victim-satisfaction-and-public-perception-surveys/victim-satisfaction-surveys-frequently-asked-questions/
https://www.cheshire.police.uk/about-us/crime-statistics-and-performance-information/victim-satisfaction-and-public-perception-surveys/victim-satisfaction-surveys-frequently-asked-questions/
https://www.cheshire.police.uk/about-us/crime-statistics-and-performance-information/victim-satisfaction-and-public-perception-surveys/victim-satisfaction-surveys-frequently-asked-questions/


 

 

 

choice questions for ease of completion and a few open questions at the end so people 
can explain what worked well and what didn’t”. 

4.3.4 How should the approach be delivered? 
Surveys can be conducted in four ways, two with an interviewer (face-to-face and over 
the telephone) and two without (on paper and online/by email). Victim/survivors spoke 
of the relative advantages of the different modes. Email/online or paper was considered 
suitable for less serious offences and beneficial in giving flexibility over when a person 
completes it and how long they take – note there was a preference for returning to the 
survey ‘at your leisure’, so care needs to be taken that online surveys do not time out.  
 
Having an interviewer was considered helpful in enabling respondents to ask questions 
about the survey. The stakeholders spoke of the particular advantages of interviewer-
facilitated surveys in that they were reported to have higher response rates and more 
comprehensive completion and gave stakeholders greater confidence that respondents 
had understood the questions. However, there was again some confusion between a 
research-level survey and other forms of questionnaire-based feedback. Some 
stakeholders spoke of the importance of respondents being assisted by staff (for 
example, specialist support workers and social workers) in doing the surveys. While 
this may enhance completion rates and address concerns that respondents may be 
upset and unsupported (the key advantages from the stakeholders’ perspective), it 
does not meet the standards of independence that would normally be associated with 
research as the person facilitating the survey may have an interest in the results. 
Stakeholders also spoke of the advantages of having a survey conducted by 
independent agencies, so participants are reassured there is no direct link with the 
police, HMICFRS or other organisations involved in their experience. 
 
The best timing for a survey was considered to be soon after victim/survivors’ contact 
with the police ends but when they might still be receiving specialist support and can be 
expected to have relatively good recall. Being given notice that they may be contacted 
about a survey was also seen as important by both stakeholders and victim/survivors. 

4.3.5 Summary 
Below are two overviews of considerations relating to surveys and secondary analysis. 
 
Table 4:1 Surveys: summary of key considerations 

Consideration Further information 
When to use surveys • To establish the prevalence of an experience and/or view. 

Particularly useful for comparing experiences and views of sub 
groups or by offence types or (if suitable) areas and over time. 

• Use with victims/survivors of less serious crimes. Can be 
used with all victims/survivors but more immediately suited to 
offences where the consequences are not assumed to be so 
traumatic; but needs careful design and delivery in all cases. 

• May not suitable for certain individuals. People whose age, 
learning abilities or communication barriers may hamper their 
understanding of the questions may not be suited to surveys. 

• Clarify if conducting a survey or other feedback exercise. 
Need to be careful about the basis on which people are being 
‘surveyed’; if asking everyone, then it is not a survey as such. 

Practicability • Resource implications. Surveys provide considerable scale 
and breadth of data but are very resource-intensive to deliver. 

• Different modes offer different advantages. To maximise 
participation, offer multiple modes including interviewer-based 
(by telephone or face-to-face) as well as online if appropriate. 
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Table 4:1 Surveys: summary of key considerations 
What can help improve 
the information quality 

• Ensuring diversity. Aim for as broad a sample as possible to 
include different experiences and perspectives, although there 
may be challenges for specific offence-types and sub-groups. 

• Facilitation. Having independent interviewers deliver a survey 
can reassure participants that their views are anonymous and 
can avoid the risk of bias or influence with staff facilitation. 

• Combination of questions. Using some open questions in 
conjunction with closed questions will add depth to the data.  

 
 
Table 4:2 Secondary analysis: summary of key considerations 

Consideration Further information 
When to use secondary 
analysis 

• To establish the prevalence of an experience and/or view. 
Particularly useful for comparing experiences and views of sub 
groups or by offence types or (if suitable) areas and over time. 

• To develop a comprehensive view of service use. Can be 
used to combine multiple elements of a service’s data to give 
a fuller picture of individual service users’ issues and usage. 

• To establish what is already known or gather a baseline. 
Can be used to give additional insights from existing surveys 
or to develop a baseline against which to measure change. 

• On limited resources. Can be cheaper than primary 
research. 

Practicability • Access issues. Need to ensure have full, authorised, ethical 
access and establishing this may take some time, especially if 
seeking to link across different datasets. 

• Data may be limited or not fully relevant. Need to work with 
limitations of initial survey design or administrative/monitoring 
dataset; may not provide the exact data needed for research. 

What can help improve 
the information quality 

• Ensuring access is feasible. Give time to establishing that it 
is ethical, practical and resource-efficient to access the data. 

• Linking across datasets. For secondary analysis of surveys 
and analysis of administrative/monitoring datasets, there may 
be significant advantages in being able to link beyond the data 
to other datasets and so build a more comprehensive picture. 

What can help improve 
the application and use 
of the information  
 

• Providing information about how the questionnaire was 
developed and how the sample was selected to give an 
indication of the findings’ accuracy and generalisability. 

• Including confidence intervals to indicate the range of 
values within which the true value could lie. 

• Analyse the data so that it reflects research questions 
rather than listing statistics. 

• Using existing evidence, theory, or qualitative research to 
provide contextual information and explanations to help make 
sense of the findings 

Skills and training 
needed to deliver the 
approach 

• Ability to think logically to ensure questions are non-
leading, precise and only ask about a single issue 

• Good organisational skills, able to manage and coordinate a 
large data collection exercise 

• Numeracy and knowledge of statistics in order to analyse 
survey findings 

• Ability to interpret and contextualise findings in the 
context of policy and practice 

 
 
  



 

 

 

5 Other approaches 
The research highlighted a number of other ways to gather feedback. This chapter sets 
out these additional approaches, which fall outside the standard qualitative/quantitative 
research methods outlined in the previous chapters but which could offer flexible, quick 
or ongoing strategies for capturing service users’ perspectives. There is little evidence 
on the effectiveness of such strategies in relation to criminal justice system inspections, 
but both stakeholder and victim/survivor participants noted their perceived benefits. 

5.1  An overview of the types of approach 
The alternative approaches described in this research take many different forms: 

• consultation (on paper, face-to-face, by telephone or online); 
• spoken feedback (face-to-face or by telephone); 
• written feedback (on paper, by email, SMS or online); 
• numerical ratings (on paper, by telephone, SMS or online); 
• observation of victims/survivors’ engagement with services; 
• panel/advisory group of victims/survivors or ‘experts by experience’. 

 
The approaches are very diverse but they can be described in terms of how systematic 
they are and how closely or remotely they engage the service user in giving feedback.  
 
More systematic approaches have an underlying structure that can be used to collate 
and standardise feedback across multiple users or over time; for example, a numerical 
ratings system at the conclusion of non-emergency calls to the police, so service users 
could provide immediate feedback on their experience of the service using a 1-5 scale. 
Less systematic approaches could be developed around a specific user group or issue 
so as to provide a flexible opportunity for wider-ranging feedback; for example, a 
consultation exercise which includes public discussions and written submissions in 
different formats. 
 
Case illustration 6: Another agency uses text-messages to gather feedback 

Another agency, not part of the criminal justice system, uses a text-messaging system 
to ask service users for their feedback after a telephone call. Mobile phone callers are 
sent a text message asking them to text back with a score on the service they received. 
 
Approaches that engage service users more closely in giving feedback are based on 
their direct, spoken account, whether this is provided through a panel or advisory 
group, or one-to-one in person or over the telephone. These strategies can be similar 
to using a focus group or interviews but would not fit with all those methodological 
requirements and would not be expected to necessarily involve researchers. 
Approaches that involve remote engagement by service users are those where the 
feedback is gathered indirectly, such as on a form, in a suggestions box or through an 
online consultation. 
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Case illustration 7: Agency E’s victim/survivor panel provides personal feedback (Non-
HMICFRS) 

Being on a victim/survivor panel has enabled service users of one support organisation 
to provide personal insights from their experience directly to senior decision makers in 
government and statutory services. Government Ministers hearing first-hand from a 
survivor about their own experience and its effects “had a tremendous impact – it’s very 
easy to read something and feel empathy but it’s a different experience when you’re 
face-to-face with the person and can really see their hurt and despair.” 

5.2  Strengths and limitations 
The range of strategies that are included in this section each have their own sets of 
strengths and limitations, and these will be discussed in turn. This said, there are a 
number of positive features and potential drawbacks which can be considered across 
them all. 

5.2.1 Strengths 
The many different ways in which feedback can be gathered, and the range of modes 
for any particular approach (i.e. face to face, on paper, by telephone, SMS, email or 
online) provides considerable choice for a service or inspection agency. Unlike the 
research-based methods described in the previous chapters, a service could chose to 
embed a routine feedback option into its ongoing delivery, and the inspection agency 
could use the data gathered in this way to inform its review. Alternatively, a service or 
inspection agency could run a bespoke feedback exercise around a specific issue or 
set of users or to fit a particular timetable. The range of options also allow for gathering 
feedback at users’ own pace and convenience, for example via a suggestions box, 
feedback form, or online. Having a routine feedback strategy may also enable services 
to capture the views of one-off or occasional users. Whether or not the approach taken 
is systematic, it can be repeated to provide ongoing or regular feedback. The data 
gathered through any of the feedback options could potentially be anonymised for use 
in inspections. Victims who have not reported crimes to the police or who are not in 
contact with a support organisation might be invited to give feedback by some of these 
methods as they may be missed out from more conventional recruitment methods. 

5.2.2 Limitations 
Although feedback gathered through these alternative approaches could be useful both 
for services themselves and for inspections, victims/survivors expressed a concern that 
the feedback might not be given appropriate attention. This was a general concern, 
grounded in a perception that victims/survivors’ voices are not routinely valued and that 
such feedback data may be undervalued because it is not research-based. There is 
also the risk that the feedback opportunity may not be equally apparent or accessible to 
all service users, without careful consideration of how to highlight the opportunity and 
facilitate access for those to whom it is relevant. The feedback route may also be 
limited in other ways such as being overly focused on or dominated by one group, 
perspective or issue, or too sporadic or quick to provide the breadth or depth of views 
required for substantial analysis. As the data-gathering processes are generally ad-
hoc, researchers will have little control over recruitment or sampling, and this can limit 
how generalisable the findings can be. They cannot be statistically representative but it 
may also be difficult to determine how representative they are of the full range of views 
and experiences if the range or diversity of the contributors is very limited or unclear. 
Lastly, the cost-effectiveness of an approach is difficult to assess until it is used. 
 



 

 

 

Figure 5-1 Other approaches: strengths and limitations 

 

5.3  Specific approaches 
The form, advantages and disadvantages of each additional approach are discussed. 

5.3.1 Consultations 
Consultations can take many forms, including public discussions, written submissions 
and online engagement. The evidence review included one consultation (Home Office, 
2013) on proposals for victims of low-level crime and anti-social behaviour to contribute 
to decisions on how to punish offenders. It could be responded to online, by email or by 
post and 623 responses were received, but it did not say how many were from victims. 
Consultations were not highlighted by the victim/survivor participants but a stakeholder 
participant noted the value for service users who were part of a panel contributing their 
insights to “consultations around new legislation or government directives” (non-
HMICFRS participant). 

5.3.2 Spoken feedback 
Having the opportunity to give spoken feedback was important to victims/survivors and 
was acknowledged as such by stakeholders. There was variation in the views of how it 
should be given and recognition that it might not be suitable for all victims/survivors, but 
evident value for people in being able to talk in their own terms about their experience. 
 
Individual spoken feedback could be given face-to-face or over the telephone. The 
face-to-face options included talking directly to police during the case, speaking to a 
support service or speaking to a researcher in a ‘drop-in’ session. The idea of the 
researcher ‘drop-in’ sessions was presented by victim/survivors as being distinct from 
interviews, but was seen as an independent opportunity for victims/survivors to give 
their views. 
 

“I think it would be good that if there was a researcher … at different places 
… And then everybody was aware of it, so if anybody did want to give the 
feedback they'd come down and give it directly to you.” (Victim/survivor) 

 

Strengths 
• Can be embedded into ongoing service 
delivery 

• Can be flexible around users, specific 
issues or resources 

• Can be done at users' own pace and 
convenience 

• Can include users who are only using a 
service once 

• Can be repeated or ongoing, whether 
systematic or not 

Limitations 
• Feedback may not be valued because 
not 'research-based' 

• Feedback option may not be fully clear 
or open to all users  

• Feedback opportunities may be too 
limited, sporadic, partial or focused to 
satisfy users or meet needs 

• Feedback may be difficult to compare 
across issues/areas 

• Feedback can be difficult to generalise 
from because those who gave it may not 
represent the diversity of the population 

• Cost-effectiveness is unclear 
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The telephone options included the police having a ‘feedback’ number for people to 
leave a message or discuss their experience. This was thought to be advantageous for 
victims/survivors who do not use any support service and so may be unaware of other 
feedback routes. Call routing (asking callers to log their views by pressing one of a set 
of numbers, for example 1 if very unsatisfied and 5 if very satisfied) was also noted by 
stakeholders as a way to get feedback on low-level issues, and an example was given 
of how it is used to identify issues. 

5.3.3 Written feedback 
Victims/survivors and stakeholders highlighted multiple ways in which written feedback 
can be provided. There was recognition that writing can obstruct or limit some people’s 
engagement and concern that it could leave people unsupported as they give 
feedback. However, having written feedback options was considered valuable, for its 
convenience for the sender and recipient, and because it avoids some of the 
challenges of giving feedback directly to an individual, face-to-face or by phone. 
 

“It doesn't have to be face to face because obviously I understand that 
they're busy. … But also some people maybe don't feel comfortable if they 
want to give a little bit of bad feedback … giving that over the phone. So 
maybe if an email or a letter was sent out that people could put their 
feelings down … that gives them the chance to look at it and get a better 
picture. Especially if it was sent to everybody as an email at the end of a 
case or during, that they could voice their concerns.” (HMICFRS 
participant) 

 
Digital feedback, by email, online or by social media, was highlighted by stakeholders 
and mentioned by victims/survivors. In addition to the call routing option noted in 5.3.2, 
feedback on low-level issues is also being gathered online, where more explanation 
can be given on what is meant by ‘low-level issues’ and as a result the information is 
more directly relevant. Having an automatic feedback email was viewed as an option 
by victims/survivors, in the same way as feedback is sought on products or services. 
 

“You get an email to review a product or to review anything. And I just feel 
that … we're a digital world now. One email that people could write a little 
bit at the end just to say whether or not they think things went well, things 
didn't work well. I think it would really help.” (HMICFRS participant) 

 
As social media is so widely used, both victims/survivors and stakeholders saw this as 
an increasingly important way to give feedback, although there was also concern that it 
is not accessible to all and needs to be kept anonymous.  
 
Feedback forms were highlighted by victims/survivors as a key route to giving views on 
their experiences of the police. Examples were given of how using feedback forms for 
other services had enabled participants to give their views in their own terms, ‘without 
shouting’ at administrative staff who were not involved. There was a view that using a 
form allowed more sharing of personal experience than using a questionnaire, as the 
questionnaire was seen as asking about ‘what the person creating it wants to collect’. 
 

“I see a questionnaire different to a feedback form ... I see a questionnaire 
as being about the things they want to question us about. ... My feedback is 
what I think needs changing. Because they'll say, 'Do you think the waiting 
time needs to be sorted?' or whatever, and it's either ‘yes’ or ‘no’. … But 
then if it was mine I'd be like, Oh, I think this could be changed or…” 
(Victim/survivor) 

 



 

 

 

Stakeholders could be wary of using forms. One view was that a form may not suit the 
crisis-response nature of the service, although it was considered more suitable if taken 
away to complete and returned by post or email. Another view was that forms would be 
unsuitable at any time, as they may unsettle victim/stakeholders or be unclear over 
what is being asked.  
 

“They can’t always relate to the way the questions are being asked, even if 
we’re careful to be as simplistic as possible.” (Non-HMICFRS participant) 

 
Suggestion boxes were mentioned by stakeholders as a suitable route for feedback if 
victims/survivors wanted to avoid giving their views face-to-face, as responses would 
be given in victims/survivors’ own terms and at their own pace. They were not noted as 
an option by victim/survivors, but having multiple ways to feedback was highly valued. 
 
Having a routine, written feedback system such as a user experience questionnaire, is 
also potentially useful in comparing similar services or assessing a service over time. In 
another area of service provision (related to children and health) user experience forms 
are given out to all service users. Across the network of services these tend to get very 
low response rates (around 5-10%) and very high approval ratings (80-90% approval), 
so they are not very useful for getting a rounded picture of experiences. However, they 
can be useful as ‘early alerts’ to variations in quality: if a service has positive feedback 
in many areas, but one or two are much lower, that could be an indication that the 
service needs to look at those areas; or if the service has had very positive feedback 
for a number of years and then drop in one area, that can be an indication that that 
area is worth looking at. Although this feedback process is not representative, this is 
less significant when it is used as an early warning system to trigger further 
investigation rather than being relied on as a standalone finding. 

5.3.4 Numerical ratings 
Providing a system by which service users can rate their experience of a service was 
highlighted by victims/survivors as a basic but useful option for giving feedback. Such a 
route could be beneficial to most service users, including those not in contact with any 
support organisation and those who use a service just once. It could be provided over 
the telephone, by SMS or email or on a feedback form. It was not considered sufficient 
but rather as being better than nothing. There was confusion among victims/survivors 
as to why the police do not routinely provide a way of capturing even basic feedback, 
and a distinction made between having a complaints system and a feedback route. 
 

“Yeah, so you've got a thing for complaints but you haven't got for 
feedback, because you can have, like, complaints but not to an extent 
where it's a complaint, more that you just want to get your point, your 
feedback across … But I think as well if they're not getting the feedback 
they're not going to know to change anything, are they?” (Victim/survivor) 

 
From the stakeholders there was also a view that having a systematic way of capturing 
feedback would benefit the police. Specifically, one stakeholder noted the advantage of 
a customer relations management system, which could be useful in logging feedback 
and in producing reports about concerns for more senior staff to review and address. 
 
As noted in relation to routine written feedback, a routine numerical ratings system can 
also be used to flag variations in service satisfaction even though the system itself may 
not be representative of the service user population. If satisfaction levels start to vary, it 
could prompt further investigation of the reasons for the change or highlight which parts 
of the service need particular attention. 
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5.3.5 Observations 
Observing interactions between service providers and users, specifically the police and 
victims/survivors, was identified as a possible strategy for gathering insight. However, it 
was not considered useful in providing feedback from the victims/survivors’ perspective 
as it does not, in itself, allow them to give their views on the experience. In our view, it 
could prove useful in combination with other research methods, particularly if used to 
contextualise the multiple perspectives of police, civilian staff, victims/survivors, 
witnesses and others. Nonetheless, it is important to note that it is not a route to 
gathering victims’ views per se. 

5.3.6 Panel/advisory group and ‘experts by experience’ 
Support organisations may create a panel or advisory group of their service users who 
can provide their feedback and views to the support organisation or to other agencies. 
Such panels or advisory groups may comprise a cross-section of service users, or may 
be composed of a specific group who otherwise could be under-represented or have a 
particular set of experiences. Examples in this research include a youth advisory group 
and a panel of parents with a specific experience. In addition, service users may be 
identified as ‘experts by experience’; that is, people with personal experience of issues 
and service responses who have reached a stage where they can give their views.  
 
Stakeholders gave accounts of ways in which victims/survivors’ perspectives had been 
gathered by engaging groups and experts by experience in inspections, consultations, 
meetings with ministers and senior decision-makers, training and research. HMICFRS, 
for example, invites victims/survivors to speak at training events for inspection teams or 
other HMICFRS audiences. One example given was of people who had experienced 
serious crimes during childhood presenting on their experiences and the aspects of 
their interactions with the police that were helpful or otherwise. One advantage flagged 
by HMICFRS is that having this ‘expert by experience’ input helps focus the inspection 
questions on the areas of most importance to victims and the information being fed 
back to police forces to improve practice. As stakeholders noted, care does need to be 
taken to ensure that this representative role is appropriate for those involved and also 
that particular perspectives or individuals do not dominate. 

5.4  Good practice 

5.4.1 Who might this approach be suitable for? 
The range of approaches given in this chapter, and the different modes by which most 
can be delivered, make one or other approach suitable for most victims/survivors – with 
consideration of who is best served by each and whose feedback may be more limited. 
 
The role of intermediaries can be an important part of this assessment, as stakeholders 
and victims/survivors highlighted the advantage of being able to give feedback with the 
support of a worker. For some victims/survivors, there can be a particular challenge in 
giving feedback, because of communication/language issues, vulnerability, disability or 
age, so specialist staff or intermediaries6 can be key to ensuring their experiences and 
views are included. More generally, however, giving feedback with the assistance of a 

                                                 
6 Registered intermediaries are specialist communication workers in the criminal justice system; 
there are also non-registered intermediaries who provide similar services but not within courts. 
https://www.rcslt.org/speech_and_language_therapy/slt_work_settings/justice_slcn/types_of_int
ermediaries  

https://www.rcslt.org/speech_and_language_therapy/slt_work_settings/justice_slcn/types_of_intermediaries
https://www.rcslt.org/speech_and_language_therapy/slt_work_settings/justice_slcn/types_of_intermediaries


 

 

 

worker could help respondents express themselves clearly and remember all that they 
want to mention, as was noted by both victims/survivors and stakeholders. 
 

“When I've phoned them I've been … upset and unable to say things 
properly or missed things out or when you're just in that frame of mind it's 
very difficult to give feedback anyway. So, with an independent individual 
who is there, who knows your case, who can help you sort of articulate it or 
give that feedback on your behalf.” (Victim/survivor) 

5.4.2 How to select participants? 
As these approaches are not conducted for research they should generally be open to 
all who want to give feedback. There may be grounds for selecting advisory groups or 
experts by experience for particular issues, but overall these ways of giving feedback 
are most useful in their broadest application. There will be a benefit for inspections and 
for the police in having a sense of who is giving feedback (and who is not) so it would 
be useful, where appropriate, for approaches to include information on respondent’s 
demographics and the nature of the offence. This will be helpful for police in assessing 
performance and could be included in data used for inspections. 
 
It is important, however, to acknowledge the disadvantages of using self-selection as a 
basis for gathering feedback. As indicated at various points in the report: qualitative 
feedback can be considered representative if it is gathered from participants who were 
purposively sampled to include key variables of interest across the set; quantitative 
feedback will be representative if it is statistically matched to the population it 
represents, ideally through random probability sampling. Where respondents are 
entirely self-selected the feedback is unlikely be representative and also unlikely to 
reflect the full range and diversity of views and experiences.  

5.4.3 What tools should guide the approach? 
There will be a range of tools for each approach, which cannot be detailed here as they 
are too numerous and varied. Central to the choice and application of any tool will be 
considerations of how well it meets the aim of facilitating feedback from a diverse range 
of victims/survivors, and what might need to be adjusted or supplemented to gather a 
fuller range of perspectives – for example, including the option of using a language line. 
In addition, victims/survivors highlighted the importance of feedback being truly valued, 
not just received. There was a clear emphasis on the need for feedback to be gathered 
in ways that show ‘they really want it’ and resistance to giving feedback unless there is 
an indication it will be used. Victims/survivors explained that this was about their views 
being acknowledged, “even just a message back saying ‘thank you for your feedback’, 
and that knowing their points are being addressed would help in giving them closure”. 

5.4.4 How should the approach be delivered? 
The optimal delivery will vary for each approach, but there are two key considerations: 
who should deliver the approach; and when should the approach be delivered. 
 
Giving feedback directly to police was considered suitable for some victims/survivors 
but not for others, either because of the nature of the offence, because of negative 
experiences with the police, or because they ‘would not trust the police to use the 
feedback’. There was interest in the role that other police service staff could play in 
gathering feedback, specifically PCSOs (police community support officers) or 
administrative staff. Victims/survivors and stakeholders noted the advantage of 
credibility for intermediary organisations involved in gathering or facilitating feedback. 
Whether credibility is achieved by being other police staff, as for PCSOs, or by having 
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the right experience and skills, as for specialist support staff or registered 
intermediaries, it is key to respondents having confidence to give feedback. 
 
The role of support organisations was highlighted by stakeholders and victim/survivors, 
both in facilitating direct feedback (as described in 5.4.1) and in passing feedback on to 
police or other agencies. These views were mirrored in an HMICFRS-led focus group, 
with victim/survivors recounting the advantages of discussing questions with a worker 
from a support organisation who made note of their comments and fed them back to 
the police. Among the reasons given in this study for providing feedback via a support 
organisation, rather than just with its assistance, were that a trusted worker could give 
feedback on behalf of those who are too distressed to do so (see also quote page 27) 
and that the organisation would have “more authority” with the police than an individual, 
so police “are going to get back to [the organisation] quicker than they are to me” 
(victim/survivor). 
 
Views on when feedback should be given also varied, with victims/survivors interested 
in giving feedback over the course of their case, at its conclusion and afterwards. One 
view was that there was an advantage in telling police about the service while it was 
being delivered, to reinforce good practice and highlight poor practice, in their own 
case and more generally. Another view was that it was better to talk about the police’s 
service once it had been delivered as then there was some distance from the 
incident(s). The third view, shared by stakeholders and victim/survivors, was that it is 
advantageous to provide frequent, routine or ongoing options for providing feedback. 
The advantages lie both in the fact that people themselves differ in their preferences 
(as shown in the first two views from victim/survivors) and in the fact that experiences 
and perspectives can change over time. Again, the HMICFRS-led focus group mirrored 
these findings with views that the best strategy would be to provide a range of options 
over as long a period as possible so individuals could choose when they felt ready to 
give feedback and how.  
  



 

 

 

6 Synthesis 

6.1  Summary of findings 
A key conclusion drawn from discussion of the approaches is all the approaches can 
potentially meet inspection needs, or the preferences of all groups of victims/survivors. 
However, the selection of an approach should be based on a number of considerations 
including: the questions asked; what is already known; the type of participants to be 
included; the resources available; and the strengths and limitations of each approach.  
 
The next two sections provide a framework for decision-making by giving an overview 
of cross-cutting themes to be considered across the approaches (section 6.2) and the 
key questions to be asked at each stage of the decision-making process (section 6.3). 

6.2  Cross-cutting factors 
The diagram below (Figure 6.1) outlines the key cross-cutting factors that should inform 
decision-making. As discussed in the Introduction, these relate to encouraging 
victims/survivors to participate, making sure participation is safe and engaging, and 
ensuring that the approach is feasible and generates high quality, relevant, applicable 
information. Central to all these considerations is an awareness of the aims of the 
inspection and the resources available. 
 
 
Figure 6-1 Summary of cross-cutting factors 

 

6.3  Decision-making tool 
A key aim of this report is to provide a ‘tool kit’ that can be helpful in guiding the 
selection of approaches to engage victims/survivors. In the table below, we outline the 
key decision-making process that should inform the selection and delivery of 
approaches. The decision-making revolves around the two core considerations outlined 

Inspection 
aim and 

resources 

Encouraging 
participation - the 
right level and type 

Improving 
participants’ 

experiences of 
taking part - 

Ensuring victim/user 
participation is 

ethical, safe and 
empowering 

Generating high 
quality information 

- e.g. using 
appropriate tools 
and delivery staff 

Maximising the 
application of the 

approach  - e.g. 
identifying 

audiences and 
effective 

dissemination 
strategies 



 

50 

 

in the diagram above: (a) clarity around the purpose of including victim/user voices, 
including how these will inform outputs and decision-making; and (b) an understanding 
of the financial, material and human resources available to deliver the approach. A 
number of other decisions then flow from this, ranging from the type of participants that 
should be approached to maximising how participant views are used (‘application of 
findings’). 
 
Table 6:1 Key decisions 

Stage of 
consideration  

Key questions 

What are the core 
considerations? 

These are the foundational considerations that will shape the approach and the 
other considerations to follow: 
• Clarity around aims and objectives of gathering victim voice – including whether 

approaches are needed to deepen insights by addressing questions around 
‘how’, ‘what’ and ‘why’ and/or understand the extent views are shared and differ 
between victims/survivors 

• Clarity around the resources available and needed for the approach to meet its 
aims. This includes awareness of the following types of resources needed: 

o Financial resources – budget for travel, expenses and providing 
incentives for participants, where appropriate  

o Human resources – skills and experience and the number of staff 
o Partnerships – what partnerships and collaborations need to take 

place in order to ensure delivery 
o What support and infrastructure is needed to deliver the approach, e.g. 

what IT system are needed to record, analyse and generate reports  
• Whether there are other organisations interested in conducting similar research 

with the participant groups, especially other inspectorates or related agencies 
Who do you want 
to talk to and how 
will you approach 
them? 

Being clear about the key victim/survivor groups that the approach needs to include. 
Key considerations include: 
• Who should be included in the approach (e.g. offences experienced, regions, 

timeframe for reporting incident) 
• Who should be excluded from the study and why (e.g. where there are safety 

concerns, those with very specific experiences, particular support needs or 
outside the service use timeframe) 

• The optimal number of victim/survivors to be engaged in the research 
• How the recruitment of these individuals will take place – including whether the 

research should engage other organisations as recruitment ‘gatekeepers’ 
• How participation will be made accessible and attractive  
• Ensuring that the recruitment is ethical – participants are clear about why their 

views are being collected, how they will be used and what their participation 
entails (‘informed consent’) and do not feel pressurised into taking part  

What will the 
delivery of the 
approach actually 
look like? 

This relates to the actual implementation of the approach, discussed at length 
throughout this report. Key considerations include: 

• Being clear about what ‘quality’ means within the context of an approach – 
i.e. what does robust sampling, recruitment, approach delivery, data 
management and analysis look like for each approach 

• Ensuring participation is ethical – e.g. ensuring their safety before, during 
and after the approach delivery 

• Ensuring that participants feel empowered through their participation – e.g. 
able to tell their stories and supported in doing so 

• Ensuring participation is accessible – e.g. providing reimbursements and 
‘thank you payments’, data collection taking place at an accessible venue 
and having translators for non-English speakers where appropriate 

• Having a disclosure process in place – ensuring that there is a clear 
process of identifying and managing any disclosure issues that participants 
raise (e.g. repeat crimes and safeguarding issues) 

• Ensuring participation is safe for researchers – being mindful of the 
physical and emotional wellbeing of researchers when organising how the 
information is being gathered (e.g. number of information gathering done 
by researchers per day) and the formal and informal support they can 
access during and after gathering information 

• Being clear about what information gathering tools need to be developed 
and what will they look like 

• Having a clear sense of who will deliver the approach and the rationale 
behind this (e.g. the inspection team, independent research organisations 
and/or support organisations) 



 

 

 

Table 6:1 Key decisions 
How do you make 
sense of the 
information 
provided by 
victims/users? 

Making sense of the information once it has been collected. Key considerations are: 
• A clear plan at the start of the study around how the information will recorded, 

stored, accessed and managed 
• Once managed, a clear sense of  how the team will make sense of the 

information (analyse it) 
How do you 
improve the 
application of the 
findings? 

Considerations around maximising the usability and impact of the findings.  
• Being clear about the audience  
• Clear dissemination strategies to reach these audiences - including the type of 

output(s) to be produced and why 
• Clear plan on what needs to be done to make the information actionable. E.g. 

what key decision makers need to be on board to ensure findings are acted on?  
 
The figure 6.2 provides an overview of how the decision-making process can work in 
practice. 
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Figure 6-2 Decision-making in practice 
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Qualitative approach 
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Surveys 

Use with caution - 
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compared with qualitative 
approaches 
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telephone, face-to-face) 
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collected. 
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information can be 

explored if several data 
sources are used 

Often very cost effective 
but depends on time and 
effort to access the data 



 

 

 

6.4  Additional resources 
The table below outlines some useful resources around the three broad types of 
approaches discussed in this report. 
 
Table 6:2 Key resources 

Approach  Resources 
Interviews • Kvale, S and Brinkman, S. (2009) Interviews – learning the 

craft of qualitative research interviewing. Sage: London.  
• Ritchie, J, Lewis, J, Nichols, CM and Ormston, R (2014) 

Qualitative research in practice. Sage: London. (2nd Edition) 
• Rubin, H and Rubin, I (2012) Qualitative interviewing: the art 

of hearing data. Sage: London. 
• Silverman, D. (2011) Interpreting qualitative data. Sage: 

London.  
Focus groups • Kitzinger J. (1995) ‘Introducing focus groups’, British Medical 

Journal 311: 299-302.  
• Kreuger R.A. (1988) Focus groups: a practical guide for 

applied research. London: Sage.  
• Kreuger, R.A. and Casey, M.A. (2009) Focus groups: A 

practical guide for applied research. Sage: Thousand Oaks, 
CA. 

• Puchta, C and Potter, J (2004) Focus group practice. Sage: 
London 

• Ritchie, J, Lewis, J, Nichols, CM and Ormston, R (2014) 
Qualitative Research in Practice. Sage: London. (2nd Edition) 

Surveys • Barnett, V. (2002) Sample Survey Principles and Methods, 3rd 
Edition. Wiley: London 

• Clarke, G. and Cooke, D. (2004) A Basic Course in Statistics. 
Hodder, London 

Secondary 
data analysis  

• Snecdecor, G.W. and Cochran, W.G. (1989) Statistical Methods. 
Iowa State University Press, Iowa 

 
 
 
 



 

54 

 

References 
Othman, S., Goddard, C., and Piterman, L. (2014). 'Victims’ Barriers to Discussing 
Domestic Violence in Clinical Consultations: A Qualitative Enquiry', Journal of 
Interpersonal Violence, 29(8): 1497-1513 
 
Ritchie, J., Lewis, J., Nichols, C. M., and Ormston, R. (2014). Qualitative Research in 
Practice. Second edition. Sage: London.  
 
Spencer, L., Ritchie, J., Lewis J., and Dillon, L. (2003). Quality in Qualitative 
Evaluation: A framework for assessing research evidence. Cabinet Office: London. 
 
 
 

 



 

 

 

Appendix A. Topic guide and vignettes 
 
About the topic guide 
 
The topic guide was developed for victim focus groups and adapted also for interviews. The guide 
is arranged in a table format listing the key phase of the discussion, the topics to be covered at 
each phase and the follow-up probes and prompts that can be used. Key features of the guide 
include: 
• The topics are not worded in the form of questions – this encourages facilitators to be 

responsive to the concepts, language and terms used by participants.   
• It does not include many follow-up questions like Why? When? How? as it is assumed that 

participants’ contributions will be fully explored throughout in order to understand how and 
why views are held.  

• Probes and prompts are for guidance only, and are therefore not exhaustive. These are 
presented as bullet points in the topic guide. 

• Fonts.  
o Text in red indicates instructions to facilitators.  
o Text in blue outlines the purpose of each topic.  
o Text in italics conveys worded instructions for facilitators to use with participants – i.e. 

these instructions will be read out. 
 
The topic guide 

 
Phase Topic Probes/prompts/notes 

1. Introduction 
& ice breaker 

(10 minutes)  

A. Introducing 
the 
discussion 

• Purpose of discussion: Explore your experiences and/or views on 
providing feedback to the police on the service you received.  

• The funder and value of the study: The study is funded by Her 
Majesty’s Inspectorate of Constabulary and Fire and Rescue 
Service (HMICFRS), which independently assesses police forces 
and policing across different activities as well as fire and rescue 
services. The findings will help to inform their approach to 
gather the views of service users in their annual inspections.  

  Reassurances:  
o No wrong or right answers 
o About the discussion: We are interested in hearing 

everyone’s views 
o Confidentiality: their name will not appear in any 

output, we will not identify them to the HMICFRS or 
any other organisations and we would ask them to 
treat what was discussed in confidence too 

o Voluntary participation: they do not have to answer 
anything they do not want to – free to withdraw at 
anytime 

o Nature of discussion. Emphasise that the focus of the 
discussion is on their views of giving feedback on the 
service they received - not the offence they 
experienced.  

• Permission to record: explain you will be making notes on 
flipcharts but recording means that we do not have to scribble 
everything down. 

• Observers (if a second researcher is present): not judging what 
participants are saying, just observing and noting how the 
discussions are progressing 

• Ground rules: 



 

56 

 

Phase Topic Probes/prompts/notes 
o There are likely to be different views among the group 

and we do not expect people to share each other’s 
views, but respect differences and views 

o They do not have to discuss anything about the crime 
they experienced 

o Speak one at a time 
o Switch mobiles off/ put on silent 

• Any questions 
2. Descriptive – 

experiences 
of giving 
feedback 
(20 minutes) 
 

A. Exploring 
importance 
of feedback 
to the police 

Views on 
importance of 
victim 
engagement 
specifically 
 

Map what giving feedback to the police means for participants 
• Identify different ways in which feedback is understood by 

participants 
Explore their views on the importance of providing feedback to the 
police 
• Explore why it is important/less important for victims/users 
• Why it is important/less important for the service 
• Any other reasons why it is important/less important 

B. Experience 
of feedback 
–  

Identify whether 
participants 
provided 
feedback and 
the range of 
ways in which 
they did so 
 

Facilitator Signal that we are going to move and talk about 
experiences of giving feedback to the police. Check in whether 
participants have had experience of feedback. 

• Stress we do not want to focus on the crime itself but the 
feedback process.  

• Even if they did not take up the feedback, we still want to 
explore what it looked like.  

• If there are less than 4 participants, skip to section 2C 
• If they have not had feedback, move on to solutions 

section 4A 
 
Explore whether they have experience of giving feedback to the 
police as someone who has used their service. As a group, map the 
different ways in which they have given feedback to the police. 
Focusing on: 
• How they were notified about the feedback 

opportunity/awareness 
• What form that feedback was given 
• What they were consulted over (coverage of feedback) 
• The timing of the opportunity 
• How often they provided feedback and at what point 
Facilitator: map these experiences on a grid using flipchart, teasing 
out the different elements in section 2B (e.g. how they were notified 
etc.). Be sure to steer away the discussion from the experience of the 
offense itself.   

3. Evaluative – 
Experience of 
feedback 
(25 minutes) 

A. Experience 
of feedback 
opportunity 

Explore what 
worked well and 
less well about 
the feedback 
opportunity 

Group exercise 
Explore what worked well and less well and why for each approach. 
Including: 
• How they were notified about the feedback opportunity 

/awareness 
• What form that feedback was given 
• What they were consulted over (coverage of feedback) 
• The timing of the opportunity 
• How often they provided feedback and at what point  
• Practical considerations around involvement 
• Practical and emotional support needed to provide feedback 
Facilitator: Identify key factors across what worked and did not work 
and note these on flipcharts 
Comfort break – 5 minutes 



 

 

 

Phase Topic Probes/prompts/notes 
4. Solution 

forming – 
key features 
of an ideal 
approach to 
engagement 
(30 minutes) 

A. Identifying 
key features 
of a good 
engagement 
approach  

Exploring what 
good 
engagement 
approach(es) 
look like 

Following on from our discussion above, identify the key features 
of a good feedback approach. This includes all of the considerations 
discussed in in section 3B. Facilitators: gather their views on an ideal 
approach using the following prompts, noting reasons behind views 
and differences in views 

• How they would like to hear about the opportunity 
• How they would like the feedback to take place 
• When they would like to give feedback 
• How often they would like to give feedback 
• What practical and other support they would require 
• Whether some approaches would work well/less with 

certain groups and why 
B. Explore 

views on 
existing 
approaches 

 
Views on 
existing 
engagement 
approaches 

Facilitator explains: So far we have discussed your experiences of 
giving feedback. Let’s discuss other ways of giving feedback.   
Facilitator:  There are 3 vignettes (see below). Read only the 
vignettes not already covered in the discussion and ask participants 
to reflect on the following (can keep these reflections short if 
running out of time): 

• What they think works about the approach 
• What they think works less 
• How would they make the approach better 

Close A. Thank you 
and close 

• Thank them for their time and for the helpful discussion 
• Handout information sheets where they can access free support 

and guidance 
 
The vignettes 
 
Vignettes have been designed to help participants reflect on some broad approaches to 
providing feedback that they may not have been exposed to. Vignettes are based on the 
delivery of qualitative and quantitative approaches outlined in the evidence review (phase 1).   

Each vignette is composed of 3 building blocks: 

• Background information about the character and the crime they experienced 
• How they were informed about the opportunity to give feedback (recruitment) 
• What the qualitative/quantitative feedback approach involved (method) 

 

Vignettes will be delivered in section 4B of the topic guide. Although there are three vignettes, 
only those not discussed in sections 1 to 3 of the topic guide will be presented. 

Each vignette will be read out by the facilitator (column 2 in the table below – please note: the 
words background, recruitment and delivery are for our own internal use and will not be read 
out), with key characteristics of the vignette summarised after the reading (column 3). Five key 
follow-up questions will then be asked by the facilitator (column 4): 

• Their overall thoughts on the feedback approach 
• Their specific views on the recruitment and delivery of the approach 
• What they liked and thought works well about the approach 
• Any concerns they have 
• How they would improve the approach 

The lead character’s gender in the vignettes will vary to mirror the gender composition of the 
focus group.



 

 

 

1. Type of 
approach 

2. Vignette 3. Characteristics 
to recap AFTER 

reading the 
vignette 

4. Prompts for all scenarios 

Qualitative Focus groups 
Background: John/Emily had reported a burglary when they 
were away on holiday to their local police force, who then 
investigated their incident. At the time, they also got advice and 
support from a local charity.  
 
Recruitment: 6-12 months after reporting their incident, they 
were invited by the local charity to give feedback on their 
experience of using their local police force. The feedback was 
collected by a research organisation that was independent of the 
police force but collecting views on their behalf. 
 
Delivery:  Giving feedback involved sharing experiences and 
views in a group discussion with 6-8 other people who they did 
not know but had also experienced a burglary. The group lasted 
2 hours, was delivered by two independent researchers and took 
place at a local charity that supported people that experienced 
different types of crime. 
 
At the end of the group discussion, each person received a £20 
gift voucher and reimbursed for any out of pocket expenses (e.g. 
travel). 
 

• A local charity 
they had used 
informed them 
of the 
opportunity to 
provide 
feedback 

• Face-to-face 
discussion 
with others who 
they did not 
know 

• Group 
discussion 
involving 
participants 
sharing 
experiences, 
views and 
ideas.  

• Overall thoughts on this way of giving feedback 
o How would they feel if the research org was 

collecting info for the HMICFRS (who assess 
the performance of police forces) rather than 
for the local police force? 

• Recruitment 
o Timeframe 
o Trust/legitimacy 
o Would like to provide feedback anytime rather 

than when invited 
• Delivery of method 

o Safety/wellbeing of participant 
o Frequency 
o Mode (F2F, Tel, offered option, writing, online 

and why) 
o Time 
o Level of control participants have (e.g. liked 

open questions or fixed responses or 
combination) 

o Who delivered the approach 
o Who else was there (prefer responding on 

own/in group) 
• Anything they liked about this approach 
• Any concerns – including in what context/for whom 

this approach would not work 
• Improving the approach 

o Recruitment 
o Delivery 
o How information used 
o Aftercare 

 
Facilitator note: use judgement about whether to also ask 

Interviews 
Background: John/Emily had reported a burglary when they 
were away on holiday to their local police force, who then 
investigated their incident. At the time, they also got advice and 
support from a local charity.  
 
Recruitment: 6-12 months after reporting their incident, they 
were invited by the local charity to give feedback on their 
experience of using their local police force. The feedback was 

• A local charity 
they had used 
informed them 
of the 
opportunity to 
provide 
feedback 

• Face-to-face 
interview with 
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1. Type of 
approach 

2. Vignette 3. Characteristics 
to recap AFTER 

reading the 
vignette 

4. Prompts for all scenarios 

collected by a research organisation that was independent of the 
police force but collecting views on their behalf. 
 
Delivery:  Giving feedback involved sharing their experiences 
and views with a researcher in a face-to-face interview. The 
interview lasted 45 minutes and took place in John’s/Emily’s 
home. 
 
At the end of the interview, they received a £20 gift voucher. 

an independent 
researcher 

 

the group if their views/feedback would have been different 
if the offence had involved John/Emily being at home at the 
time and directly threated.  

 

  



 

 

 

1. Type of 
approach 

2. Vignette 3. Characteristics 
to recap AFTER 

reading the 
vignette 

4. Prompts for all scenarios 

Quantitative Telephone surveys 
Background: John/Emily had reported a burglary when they 
were away on holiday to their local police force, who then 
investigated their incident. At the time, they also got advice and 
support from a local charity.  
 
Recruitment: 6-12 months after reporting their incident, their 
local police force informed them of the opportunity to give 
feedback on their experience of using their service.  The 
feedback was collected by a research organisation that was 
independent of the police force but collecting views on their 
behalf. 
 
Delivery:  Giving feedback involved completing a short 
questionnaire over the phone with an interviewer from the 
independent research organisation. The telephone interview 
lasted an hour and involved John/Emily being asked a set of 
fixed questions about their experience and asked to select a 
response from a list that best reflects their views.   

• Their local 
police force  
invited them to 
provide 
feedback  

• Telephone 
delivery with 
an independent 
researcher 

• No incentives. 
 

• Overall thoughts on this way of giving feedback 
o How would they feel if the research org was 

collecting info for the HMICFRS (who assess 
the performance of police forces) rather than 
for the local police force? 

• Recruitment 
o Timeframe 
o Trust/legitimacy 
o Would like to provide feedback anytime rather 

than when invited 
o Would like to provide feedback anytime rather 

than when invited 
• Delivery of method 

o Safety/wellbeing of participant 
o Frequency 
o Mode (F2F, Tel, offered option, writing, online 

and why) 
o Time 
o Level of control participants have (e.g. liked 

fixed responses or open questions or 
combination) 

o Who delivered the approach 
o Who else was there (prefer responding on 

own/in group) 
• Anything they liked about this approach 
• Any concerns – including in what context/for whom 

this approach would not work 
• Improving the approach 

o Recruitment 
o Delivery 
o How information used 
o Aftercare 
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1. Type of 
approach 

2. Vignette 3. Characteristics 
to recap AFTER 

reading the 
vignette 

4. Prompts for all scenarios 

Facilitator note: use judgement about whether to also ask 
the group if their views/feedback would have been different 
if the offence had involved John/Emily being at home at the 
time and directly threated. 
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Appendix B. Support leaflet given to 
participants after interviews 
Interviews can raise issues for which people might want advice or support. 
This leaflet has contact information for services which may be able to 
help. Not all these numbers are free – some may cost more than a local 
call. 

AdviceNow 

Independent directory providing information on rights and the law. 

www.advicenow.org.uk 

Carers UK 

National charity for carers providing expert advice, information and 

support.   

0808 808 7777                                                   www.carersuk.org   

Citizens Advice 

Advice on a wide range of issues at local offices across England or online 

03444 111 444                                                  www.citizensadvice.org.uk  

Civil Legal Advice Gateway 

For access to free and confidential legal advice, if you’re eligible for legal 

aid.  

0345 345 4 345                                                 www.gov.uk/civil-legal-advice 

Counselling Directory 



 

 

 

An online source of professional counsellors and psychotherapists. 

0333 344 7990                                                 www.counselling-

directory.org.uk 

Gov.uk  

Government website with information about all government services.   

www.gov.uk 

Law Centres 

Law centres defend the legal rights of people who cannot afford a lawyer. 

www.lawcentres.org.uk 

Mind  

Information, help, advocacy for people to take control of their mental 

health. 

0300 123 3393 (or text: 86463)               www.mind.org.uk 

(info@mind.org.uk) 

Money Advice Service 

Free, impartial advice and information to help people manage their 

money. 

08001387777                                                 www.moneyadviceservice.org.uk 

NOMS Victim Helpline 

Help for people who are worried about someone being released from 
prison. 
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03000606699                                                 victim.helpline@noms.gsi.gov.uk 

Rape Crisis 

Information and support for people who have experienced sexual 

violence. 

0808 8029999                                                   www.rapecrisis.org.uk 

Samaritans 

Confidential non-judgmental emotional support, 24 hours a day every day. 

116 123     (email: jo@samaritans.org)           www.samaritans.org 

Victim Support 

Free confidential help to people who have been affected by crime. 

08 08 16 89 111                                                  www.victimsupport.org.uk  

Women’s Aid 

Information and support for women around domestic abuse. 

0808 2000 247                                                    www.womensaid.org.uk 

 
If you would like to speak with someone at NatCen about the research 
study, please contact: 

NAME, POSITION, PHONE NUMBER, EMAIL@natcen.ac.uk  

 

mailto:EMAIL@natcen.ac.uk


 

 

 

Appendix C. The evidence reviewed 
Full reference Link Abstract/summary 

Home Office (2013). 
Community Remedy 
Consultation Response. 

https://www.gov.uk/
government/uploads
/system/uploads/att
achment_data/file/2
04584/community-
remedy-v3.pdf 

This consultation sought views on proposals to introduce 
legislation to allow police and crime commissioners to 
give victims of low-level crime and antisocial behaviour a 
say in the punishment of the offender. A significant 
number of respondents had experienced anti-social 
behaviour themselves, or knew a close friend or relative 
who had been a victim. The report contains concerns 
raised by associated organisations around the 
effectiveness of the approach. 

Freeman, L. (2013). 
Support for Victims: 
Findings from the 
Crime Survey for 
England and Wales.  
MOJ. 

https://www.gov.uk/
government/uploads
/system/uploads/att
achment_data/file/1
94181/findings-
crime-survey.pdf 

The findings are based on analysis of the Crime Survey for 
England and Wales (CSEW), a nationally representative 
face-to-face household survey. The main CSEW covers 
adult victims and the following crime types: vehicle-
related thefts, burglary, other household theft, vandalism, 
bike theft, theft from the person, assault, wounding and 
robbery. 

Franklyn, R. (2012). 
Satisfaction and 
Willingness to Engage 
with the Criminal Justice 
System: Findings from 
the Witness and Victim 
Experience Survey, 
2009–10. MOJ Research 
Series 1/12. 

https://www.gov.uk/
government/uploads
/system/uploads/att
achment_data/file/1
97099/satisfaction-
willingness-to-
engage-with-cjs.pdf 

The Witness and Victim Experience Survey provides 
detailed information on the experiences and perceptions 
of a subset of victims and prosecution witnesses of certain 
crime types involved in cases which resulted in a criminal 
charge. This report examines the experiences and 
perceptions of victims and witnesses, and the factors 
most strongly associated with their satisfaction with the 
Criminal Justice System (CJS) and their willingness to 
engage with it again in future. 

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/204584/community-remedy-v3.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/204584/community-remedy-v3.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/204584/community-remedy-v3.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/204584/community-remedy-v3.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/204584/community-remedy-v3.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/204584/community-remedy-v3.pdf
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Full reference Link Abstract/summary 

Baker, H. (2005). 
'Involving children and 
young people in 
research on domestic 
violence and housing'. 
Journal Of Social 
Welfare & Family Law, 
27 (3/4): 281-297 

  This article argues that a lack of research on domestic 
violence which engages with children and young people 
has led to a paucity of effective service provision for such 
young people. Methodological issues and ethical concerns 
involved in conducting research on sensitive topics such 
as domestic violence, together with presumptions relating 
to the social status of children in society, have limited the 
amount of empirical research which engages with this 
vulnerable group. The article discusses such issues in light 
of the experience of conducting a 12-month child-focused 
project.  
 
The importance of ascertaining children’s views is 
demonstrated through new and important housing-
related findings that were identified by the young people 
interviewed during this project. 

Cheshire Constabulary. 
Victim satisfaction 
Surveys: Frequently 
Asked Questions.  

https://www.cheshir
e.police.uk/about-
us/crime-statistics-
and-performance-
information/victim-
satisfaction-and-
public-perception-
surveys/victim-
satisfaction-surveys-
frequently-asked-
questions/ 

This is a website outlining why and how the survey takes 
place. 

Dinisman, T. and Barker, 
A. (2016). Meeting the 
Needs of Survivors and 
Families Bereaved 
through Terrorism. 
Victim Voice. 

https://www.victims
upport.org.uk/sites/d
efault/files/Victim%2
0Support_Meeting%
20the%20needs%20o
f%20survivors%20an
d%20families%20ber
eaved%20thro....pdf 

Research providing personal insights into the survivor’s 
and bereaved family’s journey through the existing victim 
services system in England and Wales, in order to better 
understand their needs and the barriers they face to 
accessing support. The report also looks at how the 
provision of support can ultimately be improved.  



 

 

 

Full reference Link Abstract/summary 

Gohir, S. (2013). 
Unheard Voices: The 
Sexual Exploitation of 
Asian Girls and Young 
Women. Muslim 
Women’s Network UK. 
Birmingham. 

http://www.mwnuk.
co.uk/go_files/resour
ces/UnheardVoices.p
df 

The purpose of this pilot study is to uncover the hidden 
experiences of Asian / Muslim girls and young women so 
that we may better understand how to support and 
protect them. It is important to stress that this study is 
not suggesting that sexual exploitation is more of a 
problem in Asian and / or Muslim communities. In any 
case the scope of this research does not enable us to 
make such propositions. In fact, this research shows that 
sexual grooming is not about race but about vulnerability, 
the exploitation of that vulnerability and opportunism. 
 
By raising awareness that Asian / Muslim girls and young 
women are also victims of sexual exploitation, it is hoped 
that they will not continue to be overlooked by service 
providers and support agencies and that their experiences 
are also taken into account when determining new 
policies and resources to tackle this issue. It is important 
that vulnerable girls and young women from all 
backgrounds are helped and supported. 

Hester, M, Gangoli, G., 
Gill, A. K., Mulvihill, N.,  
Bates, L., Matolcsi, A., 
Walker, S. J., and Yar K. 
(2015). Victim/Survivor 
Voices: A Participatory 
Research Project. 
Report for HMIC.  
University of Bristol. 
Bristol. 

https://www.justicei
nspectorates.gov.uk/
hmic/wp-
content/uploads/uni
versity-of-bristol-
hbv-study.pdf 

A research team drawn from the Centre for Gender and 
Violence (CGVR) at the University of Bristol and from the 
University of Roehampton were commissioned in April 
2015 by Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of Constabulary 
(HMIC) to identify and interview victims and survivors of 
honour-based violence (HBV) to support the thematic 
inspection by documenting their voices and experience.  
 
The researchers used the definition of HBV adopted by 
HMIC as a form of violence which draws legitimacy from 
the notion of ‘honour’. HMIC asked that forced marriage 
(FM) and female genital mutilation (FGM) be included 
within the scope of the project, recognising their separate 
yet related status to HBV. 

HM Inspectorate of 
Probation (2013). Victim 
Contact: An Inspection 
of the Victim Contact 
Arrangements in 
Probation Trusts: An 
Inspection by HM 
Inspectorate of 
Probation. 

http://www.justicein
spectorates.gov.uk/p
robation/wp-
content/uploads/site
s/5/2014/03/victim-
contact-report.pdf 

This inspection was undertaken by Her Majesty’s 
Inspectorate of Probation in response to a specific 
request put forward by the Commissioner for Victims and 
Witnesses. In a critical report, the Commissioner had 
asked HMI Probation to review the Victim Contact 
Scheme. 
 
The inspection focused on the quality of victim contact 
work undertaken with, and in relation to, victims of 
serious sexual and violent offences where the offender 
received a custodial sentence of at least 12 months. 
 
We visited six Probation Trusts to assess the quality of 
victim contact work by interviewing victims and 
assessing the work of offender managers and victim 
liaison staff. In all, we interviewed 28 victims and assessed 
72 victim contact cases. We also interviewed key 
managers and staff from local and national organisations 
involved in victim contact work. 
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Full reference Link Abstract/summary 

HM Inspectorate of 
Probation and 
Inspection of Youth 
Offending Work (2017). 
Full Joint Inspection of 
Youth Offending Work 
in Cambridgeshire. 

https://www.justicei
nspectorates.gov.uk/
hmiprobation/wp-
content/uploads/site
s/5/2017/02/Cambri
dgeshire-FJI-report-
final.pdf 

This inspection of youth offending work in 
Cambridgeshire is one of a small number of full joint 
inspections (one of multiple youth offending work 
inspections by region) that we are undertaking annually 
with colleagues from the criminal justice, social care, 
health and learning and skills inspectorates. In the first 
fieldwork week we looked at a representative sample of 
individual cases up to 12 months old, some current, 
others terminated.  
 
Following an assurance and moderation exercise, 27 cases 
were used for the inspection findings, from an original 
selected sample of 34 cases. The sample included a 
number of those who are a high risk of harm to others, 
are particularly vulnerable, are young women, or are 
black and minority ethnic children and young people. 
Cases were assessed by a team of inspection staff.  
 
They examined these wherever possible with case 
managers, who were invited to discuss their work, explain 
their thinking and identify supporting evidence in the 
record. We gathered the views of children and young 
people, parents/carers and victims linked to the cases we 
inspected. 

HMIC (2014). Everyone’s 
Business: Improving the 
Police Response to 
Domestic Abuse.  

https://www.justicei
nspectorates.gov.uk/
hmic/wp-
content/uploads/201
4/04/improving-the-
police-response-to-
domestic-abuse.pdf 

Other agencies and partners share the responsibility to 
tackle domestic abuse and 
keep victims safe; it does not rest solely with the police. 
However, the police have an essential role to play. 
 
In September 2013, the Home Secretary commissioned 
HMIC to conduct an inspection on the police response. 
We were asked to:  
• report on the effectiveness of the police approach to 
domestic violence and abuse, focusing on the outcomes 
for victims and whether risks to victims of domestic 
violence and abuse are adequately managed; 
• identify lessons learnt from how the police approach 
domestic violence and abuse; and 
• make recommendations in relation to these findings 
when considered alongside current practice. 



 

 

 

Full reference Link Abstract/summary 

HMIC (2015). The 
Depths of Dishonour:  
Hidden Voices and 
Shameful Crimes: An 
Inspection of the Police 
Response to 
Honour-Based Violence, 
Forced Marriage and 
Female Genital 
Mutilation. 

https://www.justicei
nspectorates.gov.uk/
hmic/wp-
content/uploads/the-
depths-of-
dishonour.pdf 

The inspection followed the progression of a victim’s 
journey from initial contact with the police to the closure 
of police involvement. It included awareness and 
understanding of these types of incidents and crimes; 
measures and mechanisms to identify and protect victims; 
investigating offences; identifying and managing 
offenders; and the leadership being provided by forces.  
 
The inspection was designed to answer the following 
question: How effective is the police service at protecting 
people from harm caused by honour-based violence 
(HBV), forced marriage (FM) and female genital mutilation 
(FGM), and at supporting victims of these offences? 
 
The approach focused on the experience of the victim 
from initial contact with the police, through any criminal 
investigation processes and prosecutions, to closure of 
police involvement.  

HMIC (2016). Missing 
Children: Who Cares? 
The Police Response to 
Missing and Absent 
Children. 

http://www.justicein
spectorates.gov.uk/h
mic/wp-
content/uploads/mis
sing-children-who-
cares.pdf 

Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of Constabulary (HMIC) 
inspected the police response to missing and absent 
children as part of its summer 2015 PEEL (police 
effectiveness, efficiency and legitimacy) effectiveness 
inspection of all 43 police forces in England and Wales.  
 
As part of this work, we also assessed forces’ 
preparedness to tackle child sexual exploitation, because 
children who go missing are at greater risk of becoming a 
victim of this kind of offending (with those missing from 
local authority care being particularly vulnerable). 
 
This report sets out what we found, with additional 
evidence from: other child protection inspections HMIC 
carried out from 2014 to 2016; and research HMIC 
commissioned from the University of Bedfordshire to 
explore the experiences of 45 children who had come into 
contact with the police because of concerns about their 
safety or wellbeing. 



 

9 

 

Full reference Link Abstract/summary 

Ipsos MORI (2010). A 
Review of Techniques 
for Effective 
Engagement and 
Participation. Research 
study conducted for the 
Youth Justice Board 
(YJB) for England and 
Wales.  

https://www.gov.uk/
government/uploads
/system/uploads/att
achment_data/file/3
52911/A_Review_of_
Techniques_for_Effec
tive_Engagement_an
d_Participation__1_.
pdf 

This report examines the findings of a study carried out by 
Ipsos MORI on behalf of the Youth Justice Board to 
examine the engagement of young people in youth justice 
services. The report explores the views of youth offending 
team (YOT) practitioners about how best to engage young 
people and the barriers to successful engagement. This is 
complemented by the views of young people about their 
own engagement with the service. Overall, the research 
team conducted 78 interviews with young people in total 
from regions across England and Wales.  
 
All young people gave their consent for their anonymised 
comments to be used in the research. Interviews were 
conducted one-to-one, using a semi-structured format, 
and lasted around 15 to 20 minutes. Where young people 
consented, interviews were recorded and the great 
majority were subsequently transcribed.  
 
Although not a primary aim of the research, during visits 
to some YOTs, researchers also observed young people 
taking part in activities or group work. This included 
watching a graffiti workshop, a music workshop, an 
archaeological dig, a gym session, a poppy making 
session, and a group discussion about consequences 
following a film.  

Paterson, A. (2006). In 
the Aftermath. The 
Support Needs of 
People Bereaved by 
Homicide. Victim Voice 

https://www.victims
upport.org.uk/sites/d
efault/files/In%20the
%20aftermath%20re
port.pdf 

A research report into the needs of people bereaved by 
homicide, which we used as the basis to review our 
services and learning materials. 



 

 

 

Full reference Link Abstract/summary 

Rape and Serious Sexual 
Offences Focus Group 
findings – HMIC (full 
reference unavailable) 

Shared by 
stakeholder 

The Home Secretary has commissioned Her Majesty’s 
Inspectorate of Constabulary (HMIC) to conduct an annual 
assessment of police effectiveness so the public will be 
able to judge the performance of their local force and 
policing as a whole. The inspections cover all police forces 
in England and Wales.  
 
An important part of the inspection is to seek the views of 
victims of serious sexual offences. HMIC will commission 
local rape crisis centres to arrange a number of focus 
groups to obtain the experiences of victims of the service 
they received from the police.  
 
The groups will be co-facilitated by a representative from 
the local rape crisis centre and a member of HMIC staff. 
The purpose of the group is to obtain feedback on the 
service that the police provided which will assist in the 
design of inspections. It is not intended to revisit the 
details of the actual crime itself.  

Shephard, W. (2017). 
Working with Children 
who are Victims or at 
Risk of Sexual 
Exploitation: Barnardo's 
Model of Practice.  
Barnardo’s. 

http://www.barnard
os.org.uk/cse_barnar
do_s_model_of_prac
tice.pdf 

This paper sets out the models and processes used to 
sexually exploit children and young people, and 
Barnardo's model of practice in engaging and supporting 
these children. It updates Barnardo's '4As' model of 
support and has been developed for a broad audience, 
including those who wish to learn about effective and 
evidence-based engagement with children at risk of, and 
those who have been victims of, sexual exploitation.  
 
This model is made up of the four strands of Assertive 
outreach, Advocacy, Attention, and Access, and was 
named the ‘4 As’ model. The ‘4 As’ underpin Barnardo’s 
approach to CSE and focus on the challenge of developing 
best practice in engaging and working with vulnerable 
children in a structured way to enable them to rebuild 
their lives. 
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Shuker. L. (2014). 
Evaluation of Barnardo's 
Safe Accommodation 
Project for Sexually 
Exploited and Trafficked 
Young People. 
Barnardo’s. 

http://www.barnard
os.org.uk/barnardo2
7s-sa-project-
evaluation-full-
report__3_.pdf 

The Safe Accommodation Project aimed to offer a small 
number of specialist placements over two years. Each 
placement was therefore viewed as a case study, and 
multiple sources of data were gathered to understand it 
in detail.  The first phase of interviews therefore centred 
on understanding the key contexts in which the 
placements were being provided, the second phase on 
uncovering mechanisms of change and the final interview 
on outcomes.  
 
The evaluation found that services reduced the risk of 
sexual exploitation and four other highly correlated risk 
factors – going missing, substance abuse, disengagement 
from education and unsuitable accommodation, and 
concluded that for every £1 spent on an intervention £12 
is saved for the taxpayer. Institute of Applied Social 
Research gathered quantitative data on a small set of 
outcomes including the number of missing incidences 
prior to, and during, a specialist placement and the length 
of a specialist placement compared with all placements a 
young person experienced in the previous year.  
 
All other outcomes were monitored qualitatively using a 
weekly monitoring log which was completed by the 
specialist foster carer, and through interviews with 
specialist foster carers, young people, project workers, 
and LA and Barnardo’s fostering social workers.  

Survey Technical 
Advisory Group (2011). 
Victim satisfaction 
Surveys: Survey 
Guidance 2011/12. 

http://www.derbyshi
re.police.uk/Docume
nts/About-Us/Police-
and-Crime-
Commissioners/Victi
m-Satisfaction-
Survey-Guide.pdf 

Surrey guidance for administering victim surveys across all 
forces - including best practice. 

Victim’s Commissioner 
(2015). The Silenced 
Victim: A Review of the 
Victim Personal 
Statement. 

http://victimscommis
sioner.org.uk/wp-
content/uploads/201
4/10/The-Silenced-
Victim-A-review-of-
the-Victim-Personal-
Statement.pdf 

This review focussed on how criminal justice agencies and 
partners involved in the Victim Personal Statement 
process deliver their obligations and what victims say they 
are experiencing. It found that even though victims, 
judges, magistrates and Parole Board members valued the 
VPS, over 60 per cent of victims reported that they had 
not been offered the opportunity to make one. 

http://www.derbyshire.police.uk/Documents/About-Us/Police-and-Crime-Commissioners/Victim-Satisfaction-Survey-Guide.pdf
http://www.derbyshire.police.uk/Documents/About-Us/Police-and-Crime-Commissioners/Victim-Satisfaction-Survey-Guide.pdf
http://www.derbyshire.police.uk/Documents/About-Us/Police-and-Crime-Commissioners/Victim-Satisfaction-Survey-Guide.pdf
http://www.derbyshire.police.uk/Documents/About-Us/Police-and-Crime-Commissioners/Victim-Satisfaction-Survey-Guide.pdf
http://www.derbyshire.police.uk/Documents/About-Us/Police-and-Crime-Commissioners/Victim-Satisfaction-Survey-Guide.pdf
http://www.derbyshire.police.uk/Documents/About-Us/Police-and-Crime-Commissioners/Victim-Satisfaction-Survey-Guide.pdf
http://www.derbyshire.police.uk/Documents/About-Us/Police-and-Crime-Commissioners/Victim-Satisfaction-Survey-Guide.pdf
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Victims’ Commissioner 
(2015). A Review of 
Complaints and 
Resolution for Victims of 
Crime. 

http://victimscommis
sioner.org.uk/wp-
content/uploads/201
5/01/A-Review-of-
Complaints-and-
Resolution-for-
Victims-of-
Crime_January20151.
pdf 

This review focused on the ways in which agencies allow 
or help victims of crime to make a complaint about their 
experience or treatment. This review was informed by 
feedback from nearly 200 victims and by assessments of 
criminal justice agencies and other organisations. 

Victims’ Commissioner 
(2016). A Question of 
Quality: A Review of 
Restorative Justice Part 
2 – Victims. 

http://victimscommis
sioner.org.uk/wp-
content/uploads/201
6/11/VC-review-into-
restorative-justice-
services-part-
2_November-
2016.pdf 

This review assessed the quality of Restorative Justice 
services, according to the victims’ experience. It found 
that the reason many victims participated in Restorative 
Justice was to help the offender and aide their 
rehabilitation. However, the proportion of victims offered 
the opportunity to participate in Restorative Justice has 
fallen significantly:  in 2015-16 only 4.2 per cent of all 
victims of crime were offered the opportunity to meet 
with their offender. 
 

Victims’ Commissioner 
(2017). Are we Getting it 
Right for Young Victims 
of Crime? A Review of 
Children’s Entitlements 
in the Victims’ Code. 

http://victimscommis
sioner.org.uk/wp-
content/uploads/201
4/10/Are-we-getting-
it-right-for-young-
victims-of-crime.pdf 

This review investigated the treatment of children and 
young victims of crime by criminal justice agencies. It 
found that these agencies were at risk of failing children 
and young people who come forward to report crimes 
because they were not being taken seriously or not 
believed by the police, social workers, teachers or by 
society as a whole. The Victims’ Commissioner called on 
the government to conduct further research into how 
best to support children and vulnerable victims of crime. 
 

Victims’ Commissioner 
(2017). Victim Personal 
Statement: Victim 
Inequality 2015/16.  
 

http://victimscommis
sioner.org.uk/wp-
content/uploads/201
4/10/VPS-
Review_January-
2017.pdf 

This review assessed the demographic breakdown of 
victims who make a Victim Personal Statement for the 12 
months ending March 2016. It revealed that less than one 
in five victims were offered the chance to make a Victim 
Personal Statement for court hearings; and that some 
groups of victims had an even greater chance of being 
disadvantaged. 
 

Wedlock, E. and Tapley, 
J. (2017). What Works in 
Supporting Victims of 
Crime: A Rapid Evidence 
Assessment. Victims’ 
Commissioner.  

http://victimscommis
sioner.org.uk/wp-
content/uploads/201
4/10/What-works-in-
supporting-victims-
of-crime.pdf 

This review collated the international evidence on what 
works to support victims as they journey through the 
criminal justice system and beyond. It provided an 
assessment on the provisions that should be in place in 
order to deliver a beneficial service for victims. 
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