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Abstract 

This researched explored the under-researched area of how the National Decision Model (NDM) is 

utilised, focusing on how professionals (n=15) from one Police Service in England and Wales applied 

the model while responding to incidents and during criminal investigations. The NDM was introduced 

in 2012 for police officers to apply to all decisions, regardless of location, rank, or situation. While the 

ethical principles of the NDM have been explored in research (Adams, 2014; Lax, 2014), its practical 

application for decisions has not been evaluated. This research provides an exploratory study intended 

to fill this gap in knowledge. Based on a review of literature, four research questions were identified: 

(1) What are practitioner perceptions of the NDM? (2) Are practitioners using the NDM intuitively or 

consciously? (3) How does practitioner utilisation of the NDM vary between different levels of the 

Professionalising Investigations Programme (PIP)? (4) How does practitioner utilisation of the NDM 

vary between investigations and response? Naturalistic Decision-Making was used as a theoretical 

framework, exploring the use of the Recognition Primed Decision Model (RPDM) in police decision-

making. Qualitative data was gathered through semi-structured interviews and thematically analysed 

using the software platform, NVivo. The findings identified three themes: Intuitive Thinking versus 

Conscious Thinking, An Effective Model, and Investigation versus Response. This research concluded 

with recommendations for the College of Policing, the participating Police Service, and further 

research, in the hopes of creating a foundation for Evidence-Based Practice. This research was limited 

by its small sample size and the effects of COVID-19 restrictions impeding access to participants. There 

was difficulty in obtaining an equal number of participants from each PIP level due to fewer more 

experienced officers and due to officers being redeployed in different departments due to COVID-19. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

Much like the activity of policing itself, the causes of Miscarriages of Justice (MoJs) have also 

developed over time. Some historic MoJs, such as the Birmingham Six, were frequently caused by 

improperly obtained confessions (R v McIlkenny, Hill, Power, Walker and Callaghan, 1991; Campbell, 

2012) and the mismanagement of police information found in cases such as the Yorkshire Ripper 

investigation (Byford, 1981). Subsequent reforms in legislation and police practice have taken strides 

in reducing the likelihood of MoJs, with the Police and Criminal Evidence Act (PACE) 1984 providing 

safeguards for suspects during interviews and governing the way in which police exercise their powers 

(Poyser, Nurse and Milne, 2018), and the development of the Home Office Large Major Enquiry System 

(HOLMES) in 1985 ensuring a more effective management of police information during major 

investigations (Allsop and Pike, 2019). Despite the introduction of PACE, the Cardiff Three is an 

example that demonstrates reforms do not always translate from paper to practice, with suspects refused 

the right to a solicitor and being interviewed without an appropriate adult present (R v Paris, Abdullahi 

and Miller, 1993).   

One commonly cited cause of MoJs, still arguably unaddressed, is that of poor decision making 

(Maguire and Norris, 1992; Ask and Fahsing, 2018; O'Neill, 2018; O'Neill, 2019) and more specifically 

the influence of cognitive biases on the development of hypotheses during investigations (Ask and 

Granhag, 2005; Findley and Scott, 2006; Brookman and Innes, 2013). Decision making was not 

explicitly stated as a cause of poor investigations outside of academia until the Royal Commission on 

Criminal Justice (RCCJ) in 1993, which suggested the introduction of measures to improve decision 

making during investigations, most notably policy files for recording key decisions and post-

investigation reviews to disseminate good practice and develop new lines of enquiry (Runciman, 1993, 

p.190). However, the Macpherson inquiry, focused on the investigation into the death of Stephen 

Lawrence, demonstrates that the recording of decisions in a policy file by the Senior Investigating 

Officer (SIO) can be absent, hindering the investigation from the outset (Macpherson, 1999, p.122). It 

is the responsibility of the appointed SIO to manage the course of the investigation and the available 

resources, and they are answerable to the Chief Officer. In the case that serious offences such as murder 
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or stranger-rape remain unsolved, SIO’s are supported by 28-day reviews which aim to provide new 

lines of enquiry and ensure a thorough ethical investigation has been conducted. However, recent 

research by Allsop (2018) and Hill and O'Neill (2019) has suggested that 28-day reviews of unsolved 

murder investigations are a bureaucratic endeavour that provide little assistance to the SIO, potentially 

indicating that the decision-making stage of an investigation remains inadequately checked because of 

a focus on administrative duties.  

 

A relatively recent change to the decision-making process in policing (and the focus of this research) is 

the NDM (see Figure 1), introduced in 2012 by the National Policing Improvement Agency (NPIA). 

The NPIA was the organisation responsible for providing expertise for police officers and for helping 

with the training of recruits; it was in operation between 2007 and 2013 and was superseded by the 

College of Policing (CoP), who provide training materials for police officers and disseminate good 

practice. The NDM was implemented following the recommendations of Flanagan (2008) that all 

policing procedures, doctrine, and codes of practice be consolidated, and is derived from the Conflict 

Management Model (CMM), a former model designed as a tool for justifying use of force by 

practitioners (O’Neill, 2018). The model is designed to provide a step-by-step framework for all 

decisions in policing, with the CoP arguing that it is suitable for all areas and for use by officers at all 

levels (College of Policing, 2014b). It encourages the reviewing of decisions to the extent of stating a 

review should be performed by the officer, with officers being supported by the CoP during disciplinary 

action if their actions are investigated, provided they can demonstrate they followed each stage of the 

model appropriately, regardless of the final outcome of a decision (CoP, 2014). Bryant and Bryant 

(2016) argue that this does seem counter intuitive; if an officer can follow the model and make a 

decision that produces a less than desirable outcome, maybe the model itself needs addressing. What 

separates the NDM from previous models is the central Code of Ethics (CoE), added to the model in 

2014 and positioned to ensure that every decision made by an officer takes into consideration the values 

of the Police Service and meets their professional standards. The CoE is comprised of ten Standards of 

Professional Behaviour and nine Policing Principles (Appendix A), taken and amended from the Police 

(Conduct) Regulations 2012 and Principles of Public Life by the Committee on Standards in Public Life 
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1995 by the CoP and implemented into the NDM in 2014 (College of Policing, 2014a).  This focus on 

ethics as central to every decision is argued to stem from the criticisms against senior police officers in 

the United Kingdom (UK) phone hacking scandal of the mid 2000s, where allegations of police 

corruption called into question the legitimacy of the Metropolitan Police Service (MPS) (Newburn, 

2011; Leveson, 2012; Adams, 2014).  

Figure 1 

 

 

National Decision Model, taken from CoP (2014) 

The model is of a cyclical design with five outer circles detailing the steps an officer should take to 

reach a decision, and with the CoE centred in the middle to emphasise that policing standards should 

factor into every decision made. The five steps are, in their given order, as follows: information and 

intelligence, assessment, powers and policies, options, and action and review. During the information 

and intelligence stage, the officer is instructed to define the problem and clarify how any information 

relates to the scenario, reflecting on what is happening, what they know and what they need to know. 

The assessment stage involves analysis, specifically of any threat or risk, as well as working out what 
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action needs to be taken, what is required to take action, and if the action taken will resolve the situation. 

Moving on to powers and policies, it is here that officers are encouraged to consider what legislation, 

policies, or guidance may be necessary to carry out their chosen action, with an addition by the CoP 

(2014b) that acting outside of policy is permitted if it is considered reasonable and if there is good 

rationale for doing so. The options stage of the model involves reflecting on the options available to 

resolve a situation, giving consideration to factors such as immediacy of threat, information available, 

resources and time available. Lastly, action and review focuses on implementing the chosen action, 

recording what happened but only so far as if the individual thinks it is appropriate, and then reviewing 

the action to identify any lessons or learning that can be disseminated (College of Policing, 2014b).  

Past research into the NDM has tended to focus on the relevance that values have in police decision 

making (Adams, 2014) and how aware officers are of police values (Lax, 2014). There has to date been 

no empirical research on the applicability of the NDM to criminal investigations, although academics 

have started to question its effectiveness at supporting investigators during the decision-making stage 

of an investigation (Fahsing, 2016; Dando and Ormerod, 2017; O'Neill, 2018). What this research hopes 

to provide is a first of its kind, preliminary investigation into the use of the NDM by practitioners during 

different levels of investigations: Volume crime investigations, Serious and Complex crime 

investigations, and Major crime investigations, reflecting three of the four levels of the 

Professionalising Investigations Programme (PIP). PIP was first introduced in 2003 by the National 

Centre for Policing Excellence (NCPE), who were in operation between 2001-2007 and were 

responsible for the design and delivery of police and investigator training. They were later replaced by 

the NPIA who were subsequently replaced by the CoP. PIP is designed to establish a set of national 

benchmarked standards for effective and ethical investigations and is comprised of four levels of 

investigation. Firstly, volume crime is any crime that through its volume has an impact on the 

community (e.g., burglary, robbery, criminal damage). Next, serious and complex crimes are those 

which involve a greater deal of harm or loss to a victim (e.g., assaults with a weapon, substantial 

financial loss, sexual assaults). The next level, and the highest this thesis will look at, is major crimes, 

which involve serious violence and/or death (e.g., homicide, manslaughter). The final level, which this 
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thesis will not examine is strategic management of highly complex cases, which usually carry high 

levels of public or political scrutiny (College of Policing, 2018).   

This thesis will provide a practitioner perspective by offering professionals from a UK Home Office 

Police service the opportunity to present their own views on how the NDM is used in investigations, 

whether it delivers a positive experience and if the model is an effective barrier to potential MoJ causing 

factors such as cognitive biases. This thesis utilised Naturalistic Decision-Making as a theoretical 

framework with which to view participant answers, to align itself with existing research that aims to 

understand how professional practitioners are making decisions. It is a decision-making approach that 

seeks to understand how professionals make decisions in high stress situations, characterised by 

incomplete and changing information, time pressure, serious consequences, etc., (Klein, 2008). 

Recognising the roles that experience and intuition play in police decision-making will aid for future 

developments in Evidence-Based Practice (EBP), defined as using best available evidence and research 

to support policing decisions, policies and practice (College of Policing, 2022).This research was 

limited by its small sample size due to the effects of COVID-19 restrictions; access was impeded and 

interviews had to be conducted via video-calling or telephone calls, and a number of officers were 

redeployed to other departments or were at home shielding under government advice.  

The following chapters begin by reviewing current literature relevant to criminal investigations. The 

methodology chapter discusses the chosen method of data collection and why semi-structured 

interviews were used to provide the best representation of practitioner perspectives. The captured data 

is then analysed in the findings chapter to identify themes on the use of the NDM in investigations 

which is then discussed in relation to the gaps in knowledge identified by the literature review. The 

conclusion will summarise the findings and how they can support future research into the relationship 

between the NDM and criminal investigations, finishing with recommendations in improving decision 

making guidance for practitioners.  
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Chapter 2: Literature Review 

Introduction  

When compared to other policing functions such as beat patrol or the reduction of crime, criminal 

investigations are relatively under researched (Brodeur, 2010; Westera et al., 2014; Tong and O’Neill, 

2020). There is even less research exploring decision making during investigations. Studies that do 

focus on decision making have tended to be descriptive and fail to identify what actually works 

(Fahsing, 2016). A possible explanation is that most knowledge of investigations and their procedures 

is developed through ‘on-the-job’ experience rather than classroom training or scientific guidance 

(Tong and O’Neill, 2020). Guidance for investigators such as Core Doctrine (ACPO, 2005), offers a 

process map of investigations (see Figure 2) and knowledge on key legislation and is to be used by 

practitioners throughout the course of an investigation (Hill, 2018). If practitioners are relying on 

occupational experience rather than utilising the available guidance, how can the police, an organisation 

known for operational independence (Rowe, 2020), assert that their developments in practice and policy 

are effective and appropriate? The current trend of police professionalisation is through higher 

education (Tong and Hallenberg, 2018) and advancements in police services developed from evidence-

based research (Lumsden, 2017; O’Neill and Jones, 2018; Sutton, Cherney, White, and Clancey, 2021). 

The CoP promotes EBP through an emphasis on collaboration of police officers with academic 

researchers to identify ‘what works’ (Lumsden and Goode, 2018). However, the NDM is not supported 

by any collaborative empirical research (O’Neill, 2018).  
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Figure 2

 

Process Map of Investigations, taken from College of Policing (2019) 

Whilst this thesis aims to provide a practitioner perspective of the use of the NDM during criminal 

investigations, this chapter will explore the literature around police decision-making in the UK before 

moving on to examine the development and implementation of the NDM. Subsequently, this chapter 

will explore the literature around the current perspectives on the applicability of the NDM to both 

policing as a whole and investigative decision-making, how Naturalistic Decision-Making offers an 

explanation for the way in which police officers make decisions and will finish by discussing the 

common pitfalls of investigations. These themes were chosen for examination to provide a background 

of how the NDM fits into police decision-making and highlight a contemporary perspective of the 
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science behind police decision-making through Naturalistic Decision-Making. The importance of 

discussing common pitfalls of investigations is as significant as ever in order to develop practice and 

prevent MoJs.  

Police Decision-Making 

Police decision-making in the UK is almost entirely unique, firstly for existing as a non-militarised 

service, and secondly for the necessity of a liberal democratic society that there is a balance between 

the liberty and security of the public (Kleinig, 1996). Officers have the use of their discretion when 

dealing with offenders, from deciding to offer words of advice or caution through to arrest, which is 

considered critical to promoting confidence and trust within the public (O’Neill, 2018). In a historical 

sense, police discretion has been described as key to the maintenance of police legitimacy, where it is 

argued that a rigid application of the law is of less significance than public peace (Scarman, 1981). In 

contemporary policing, discretion is essential as it allows the police to prioritise courses of action 

(Rowe, 2020), a necessity due to the dwindling of police numbers and resources under austerity (Rowe, 

2007; Innes, 2010; Turnbull and Wass, 2015). Between 2010 and 2019, there was a drop of 14.3% in 

officer numbers across Home Office police services, from approximately 143,700 to 123,200 (Home 

Office, 2019). There was furthermore a drop in police spending of 14% between 2010-2015 due to a 

reduction in government grants (Disney and Simpson, 2017). There have been attempts in the past to 

limit police discretion, such as PACE 1984, which replaced an officer’s power to stop and search under 

section 4 of the Vagrancy Act of 1824 with section 1 of PACE 1984. Section 4 of the Vagrancy Act 

was commonly known as the ‘sus law’ and allowed officers to stop and search individuals whom they 

suspected had the intention of committing a crime. It required two witnesses, which were usually the 

two officers on patrol. This ‘sus law’ was argued to have been the catalyst in causing the Brixton Riots 

of 1981, where the oppressive use against Black people by police officers caused tension in the 

relationship with the Black communities (Scarman, 1981). Section 1 of PACE 1984 affords officers the 

power to stop and search people and vehicles but now with the limitation that the power cannot be based 

on a personal characteristic, such as ethnicity, in attempt to prevent arguments of discrimination. 

However, recent statistics from the Home Office (2021) still show that Black people are stopped and 



15 
 

searched at a rate 7 times higher than White people, demonstrating that over-policing against minority 

ethnic groups still exists today.  PACE 1984 was developed not solely to reduce the police’s ability to 

exercise discretion but also to enshrine the rights of the citizens in statutory form. This was done through 

inclusion of Codes of Practice which police officers must comply with when exercising their powers, 

although they were not added until much later, between 2006-2010 (Home Office, 2020). For example, 

Codes of Practice within PACE 1984 detail procedures around stop and search, questioning of suspects, 

identification of suspects, and custody time limits.  

Rowe (2007) explored the impact a ‘positive arrest policy’ had on constables from a UK police service, 

where officers were instructed by Senior Officers to arrest and intervene early in attempt to secure 

convictions and act as a deterrent to reduce the level of domestic abuse incidents. This policy removed 

the officer’s ability to exercise discretion and contravened the wording of section 24 of PACE 1984, 

where constables have the power to arrest but may choose whether to do so based on the circumstances 

of the situation. Rowe argued that even though officers agreed that domestic abuse was abhorrent 

behaviour and required appropriate punishment, the inability to exercise their discretion with regards to 

arrest was unwelcome, reporting that arrests were sometimes against the wishes of the victim, or were 

a waste of time without sufficient support from other areas of the Criminal Justice System (CJS). This 

feedback from officers demonstrates the centrality of discretion to police decision making, where Rowe 

(2007) argued that the lack of choice meant that the professionalism and function of the constable were 

being eroded.  

An unsuccessful attempt to measure and organise police discretion came in the form of the Discretionary 

Decision-Making Model (DDMM) (see Figure 3) by Lee (2000, as cited in Adams, 2014), where 

officers were instructed to follow a 7-step structure on reaching a judgement. The model encouraged 

officers to consider their knowledge of laws and available options in line with the Police Service values, 

to take action that builds trust within the public, and to review the action. Whilst the NDM has no 

mention of recording decisions, the DDMM explicitly instructs officers to record their decisions and 

actions.   Whilst each step succeeded in measuring the processes and questions that officers internalise 

before reaching a conclusion, it was argued that the model’s step-by-step structure unintentionally 
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removed the ability of an officer to exercise discretion (Adams, 2014). There is no further mention of 

the DDMM in literature, where it can be assumed its negative impact on police discretion prevented it 

from becoming widely accepted.  

Figure 3 

Discretionary Decision-Making Model, taken from Adams (2014) 

 

Enter the NDM 

The NDM differs from the DDMM in the sense that it is not a strict process that must be adhered to by 

officers, but rather a guide centred on ethical policing and allowing the officer discretion to choose 

whether or not to take action (Bryant and Bryant, 2016). Upon its introduction in 2012, it was positioned 

by ACPO (2012) as suitable for police officers, police staff, and senior leaders for all decisions, covering 

patrol, investigations, planned operations, etc. Although the NDM is an attempt at professionalising the 

police decision making process, there was very little empirical research behind its implementation. 

Before its introduction in 2012, the NDM was trialled by senior command officers in a pilot scheme, 
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where the feedback provided mixed results (Adams, 2014). Some senior officers felt a values-led 

decision-making tool was important as it would shape the unconscious thought processes to develop a 

default method of ethical policing, whilst others questioned why a values-led tool was necessary or felt 

it was significant only to the career development of future leaders. Although these sentiments were from 

only a handful of senior officers, it raised questions as to the effectiveness of the NDM at encouraging 

officers to consider values when making decisions, with Adams (2014) arguing that the model had 

insufficient signposting towards the policing values. At the time of Adams’ research, the NDM’s central 

core was the ACPO Statement of Mission and Values, the predecessor that was assimilated into the 

current Code of Ethics.  

The NDM in relation to policing and investigative decision-making   

A suggested success of the decision models such as the NDM and DDMM however, is the protection it 

affords officers who can demonstrate they have followed its steps and provided their rationale for 

decisions, as they will be supported by the CoP regardless of the outcome (CoP, 2014). The benefit of 

this is the reduction of decision inertia (Flanagan, 2008; Lee, 2009, as cited in Adams, 2014; CoP, 2014; 

Bryant and Bryant, 2016), defined by Power and Alison (2018) as the continuing deliberation on a 

choice to such an extent that no decision is made. Whilst it is not the decision maker’s intention, the 

constant assessing of a situation and evaluation of potential outcomes can risk the safety of the public 

in critical incidents or hinder the gathering of evidence during investigations. The argument that 

decision inertia is reduced by a decision-making structure is supported by the research of Alison, Power, 

van den Heuvel, Humann, Palasinksi and Crego (2015, p.315), but only to the extent that “clear strategic 

direction” supports decisive action as there has been no empirical research exploring the direct link 

between decision making models and the reduction of decision inertia. Adams (2014) furthermore 

highlights that despite the lack of engagement with the ethics aspect of the NDM, it does provide a 

singular holistic model that can be understood and used by officers at all levels, ensuring consistency 

across all areas of policing.  

It has been argued that there is a need for specialised decision-making tools for areas of policing where 

decisions are more likely to be subjected to scrutiny and review, such as major crime investigations, 
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which, when seen as inadequate through poor policing, can be vilified in the national media (Alys, 

Massey and Tong, 2013; Adams, 2014; O’Neill, 2018). The first iteration of investigation guidance was 

the Murder Investigation Manual (MIM), released in 1998 and then updated in 2006, which provides a 

framework for successful investigation and possible actions that an SIO could take (Association of 

Chief Police Officers [ACPO], 2006; Stelfox, 2009). It was developed following the highly criticised 

investigation into the death of Stephen Lawrence (Macpherson, 1999) and the anticipated loss of 

knowledge and experience due to the expected retirement of SIOs, who had previously been the 

instructors and trainers of novice detectives (Brookman, 2005; Tong and Bowling, 2006; O’Neill, 

2018). Like much of the police guidance available, the MIM was subjected to very little research, as 

was the CD, ACPO’s guidance that highlighted points for key decision and reflection (ACPO, 2005). 

The CD furthermore describes an investigative mindset for detectives, where its principles of being 

openminded and analytical aim to assist investigators in conducting consistent and successful 

investigations. However, upon interviewing volume crime investigators, O’Neill (2011) found that not 

one participant explicitly mentioned the CD as a structure they follow during investigations, instead 

relying on common sense and experience. Although it was by no means a large-scale study with 64 

participants from 6 sizeable forces from across England and Wales, it demonstrates a reluctance of 

detectives to consciously use guidance during investigations, as Ask and Fahsing (2018) argue that 

detectives prefer to focus on concrete, case specific information rather than the science behind decision 

making. As O’Neill’s research focuses on volume crime investigations, it is unknown whether the CD 

held more influence in serious and complex investigations or major crime investigations. As O’Neill 

argues that investigators were not using the CD for decision making in 2011, this research aims to 

examine whether investigators are still replying on experience to inform decisions, or whether the NDM 

has been successfully incorporated into investigative decision-making.   

The guidance from the CD has now been incorporated into the Authorised Professional Practice (APP) 

which is a publicly available platform offering guidance and information on all policing activities (with 

some sensitive information unavailable), from investigations to armed response, intelligence 

management, covert policing, etc (CoP, 2019). The investigation model from CD is displayed in APP 
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as a structure available to detectives for different levels of investigation, where it also details what key 

stages are involved and what possible actions can be taken. It has however, along with the NDM, been 

criticised for its failure to encourage the generation and testing of hypotheses in investigations (Fahsing, 

2016; O’Neill, 2018; Andersen, 2019), an aspect that is deemed essential to prevent MoJs (Ask and 

Granhag, 2005; Tong, Horvath and Bryant, 2009; Ask and Alison, 2010; Jones, 2016; Dando and 

Ormerod, 2017; Ask and Fahsing, 2018). Outside of the investigation model, APP does mention the 

importance of hypotheses during investigations (CoP, 2019), but only to the extent that they should be 

generated once all information has been gathered, which for investigations is impossible (Ask and 

Fahsing, 2018). Investigations that progress to the suspect management stage when using an ill-founded 

hypothesis based on incomplete information pose a threat to the security of the public and the 

effectiveness of the CJS (Ask and Granhag, 2005).  

 In response to the criticisms of ACPO’s investigation process map from CD (ACPO, 2005), Fahsing 

(2014, as cited in Fahsing, 2016) developed the Investigative Cycle (see Figure 4), a model for criminal 

investigations focused on generating and testing hypotheses. The model is an extension of Dean’s 

(2000) ‘5 Cs’ stages (collect, check, consider, connect and construct) with the addition of a 6th C: 

consult. As well as promoting the seeking of information by answering the 6 Ws (who, what, when, 

where, why, and how), the cycle also encourages engaging with another detective to provide some form 

of scrutiny and review which, although an ideal feat, has varying degrees of success. Salet and Terpstra 

(2014) conducted research to measure this success by examining 26 cases of investigative reviews over 

5 police services in the Netherlands and identified different approaches that investigators may take 

when reviewing an investigation other than their own. For example, the Devil’s Advocate was the most 

effective approach of critical review, as the reviewer offers alternative hypotheses and challenges the 

decision-making of the initial investigation. The least effective approach is described as the Ritualist, 

who sees little benefit in reviews and offers only minor suggestions or criticisms. The approach that 

Salet and Terpstra (2014) identified as the Proceduralist focuses only on administrative aspects and 

ensuring the investigation meets organisation standards which, although beneficial, does very little to 

advance the progress of the investigation. This approach has been identified in more recent research 
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from both Allsop (2018) and Hill and O’Neill (2019), who describe SIO’s feeling that investigative 

reviews focused on administrative duties.  

Figure 4

 

Fahsing’s Investigative Cycle, taken from Fahsing (2016) 

However, as highlighted by Andersen (2019), the Investigative Cycle omits the instigation of an 

investigation and fails to detail possible outcomes. In response to this, Andersen developed his own 

models that demonstrate the process of a criminal case and the steps to be taken during the investigation 

stage. The General Case Process model (see Figure 5) covers the incident and identification of whether 

an investigation is necessary, leading into the investigation itself and implementing a resolution such 

as prosecution or no further action. The Criminal Investigation Process model (see Figure 6) is a focus 

on the investigation stage, where it instructs users to generate hypotheses, collect information and data 

to then evaluate the hypotheses, before then feeding back into the resolve stage to implement a 

resolution. While Andersen’s own models cover the beginning and end of an investigation, as well as 

exploring hypotheses, it differs from Fahsing’s Investigative Cycle in one aspect; Fahsing’s model 
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instructs users to collect data and information before generating hypotheses, whereas Andersen’s model 

instructs users to generate hypotheses and then gather information and data. This has the potential to 

lead to confirmation bias, where Fahsing and Ask (2013) argue that once a hypothesis is developed, 

there can be a tendency to interpret data in favour of that theory. Although both Fahsing’s and 

Andersen’s models represent promising inclusions of the importance of hypotheses in policing 

literature, neither offer guidance on how to generate hypotheses, nor have they been subjected to 

empirical testing in a practical or academic setting.  

Figure 5 

 

Andersen’s General Case Process Model, taken from Andersen (2019) 

Figure 6 

 

Andersen’s Criminal Investigation Process Model, taken from Andersen (2019)  
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The Structured Hypothesis Development in Criminal Investigation (SHDCI) method is an approach 

developed in Norway that has been taught on a postgraduate course to police practitioners between 

2016-2020. It is split into two main stages, the brainstorming phase and the articulation phase, and is 

designed to be an objective starting point for planning an investigation while safeguarding the 

presumption of innocence and preventing cognitive biases. In the brainstorming phase, officers are 

instructed to consider what has happened and who is involved, whilst also considering what more or 

less serious offences may have occurred and how this person involved may be innocent (Sunde, 2020). 

Having to then evidence this information during the articulation phase is likely to guard against biases 

such as tunnel vision and looks a promising method of producing objective and reasonable hypotheses. 

It must be said however, that the NDM fails to mention hypotheses, an omission that Dando and 

Ormerod (2017) argue will lead to procedural and formulaic decisions. Furthermore, it was not 

empirically researched with regard to criminal investigations before being recommended nationally, 

which is where this research hopes to fill a gap in knowledge.  

The concept of police having values and being seen to demonstrate those values is key to maintaining 

public trust and confidence (Adams, 2014) but they need to be more established than something pinned 

to a noticeboard (Lucas, 1999 as cited in Adams, 2014). Ethical policing was integral to the image of 

the police in 1829 by Sir Robert Peel, whose focus was creating a protective service that operated with 

the acceptance and consent of the public to whom they were ultimately accountable (Reith, 1956; 

Lyman, 1964).  It was the accountability of the police, or the lack thereof, during the UK phone hacking 

scandal which heavily influenced the presence of the central CoE to the NDM (Adams, 2014; Rowe, 

2020). Allegations of police corruption from selling information, tipping off the media and accepting 

inappropriate hospitality called the Metropolitan Police Service’s (MPS) reputation into disrepute, with 

then Commissioner Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe conceding that the relationship between the press and the 

police was abnormal and needed resetting (Leveson, 2012). Despite a healthy relationship between the 

press, police, and public being a cornerstone of a democracy and essential to an effective CJS (Leveson, 

2012), the relationship between the press and the police has long been criticised and described as an 

affiliation contrary to democratically accountable policing (Chibnall, 1977; Mawby, 1999; 2002; 
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Colbran, 2017). Whilst the introduction of the CoE in 2014 acted as a symbol of police integrity and 

encouraged ethical policing, it is concerning that little research exists which shows that the police are 

consciously aware of their values and are considering them when carrying out their functions. 

 Lax (2014) studied the NDM in relation to values using questionnaires and semi-structured interviews 

with police officers and staff from the Learning and Development Department (LDD) from a single 

Police Service in the UK. Although the results only apply to that particular force, it was worrying that 

most participants could not describe the force’s values unless a poster was in view and that values were 

only mentioned in one of the four document sets submitted for analysis, severely undermining the 

effectiveness of the NDM at supporting ethical decision making. This concern is furthered by the 

research of Adams (2014), whose interviews with senior police officers regarding values in police 

decision making uncovered that many had not considered what values were or how they translated into 

behaviour. Participants also highlighted that a cyclical decision model was likely to become a pointless 

administrative exercise, preventing outside the box thinking, echoing the argument of Fox (2014) that 

guidance documents restrict innovation, especially during investigations.  Whilst these developments 

are clearly aimed at repositioning the police as an ethical and professional organisation, their limited 

success in improving ethical decision making only reiterates the argument of Waddington (2015), who 

surmised that the police have a history of claiming that lessons have been learned and their service is 

improving but often provide nothing more than empty rhetoric.  

Developments and reforms in investigative practice   

Another area explored by academic researchers is examples of when poor investigations have translated 

into positive change for the police, as MoJs are usually followed by a reform in police practice (Bryant, 

2009; Bull, 2014). Following the Yorkshire Ripper murders from the mid-1970s to late 80s, the Byford 

(1981) report highlighted several failures during the police investigation, from mismanagement of 

information relating to suspects and interviews to the lack of a singular authoritative figure for the 

investigations. Byford’s recommendations subsequently led to the development of the Major Incident 

Computer Application (MICA), later replaced by the HOLMES computer system, to computerise police 

information and provide an organised and methodical approach to major investigations. Although the 
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recommendations from the Byford report have guided major crime investigations decades later (Brain, 

2010) and the technological developments have been invaluable to investigators (Stelfox, 2009), there 

was little change or guidance that focused on decision making during investigations (Ask and Fahsing, 

2018).  

Another successful police reform followed the 1993 Royal Commission on Criminal Justice (RCCJ), 

which recommended several improvements for police decision-making: policy files for major 

investigations, documentation of lines of enquiry and critical decisions, and the external scrutiny of 

ongoing cases (Runciman, 1993). These changes mainly come in the form of record keeping for 

decisions, which are arguably more tailored towards accountability rather than improving decision-

making, as research from Spanoudaki, Ioannou, Synott, Tzani-Pepelasi and Pylarinou (2019) identified 

that officers in their study felt that current practices of record keeping are not aiding officers in recalling 

specific information or details of a case. Furthermore, the inadequate record keeping identified by 

Macpherson (1999) in the investigation into the death of Stephen Lawrence serves as an example of 

how poorly organisational policy changes can translate into effective policing when record keeping is 

left to the discretion of an officer. Detective training then underwent an overhaul following 

recommendations from the RCCJ, where the PIP established a solid body of knowledge on investigative 

practice and provided a framework for the development of investigators (Flanagan, 2008; McGrory and 

Treacy, 2012; CoP, 2017). However, upon analysis of reports from the Independent Office of Police 

Complaints (IOPC), O’Neill (2018) found that inadequate recording of rationale and poor note taking 

were still present in investigations, with the failings being highlighted in 10 out of 21 reports between 

2004-09 and again in 7 out of 41 reports between 2010-15. What this demonstrates is what Maguire and 

Norris (1994) call a return to business as usual, with officers reverting to existing methods of 

investigation once training is finished. This again echoes the argument of Waddington (2015), where 

police reforms in training are successful at identifying the underlying causes of poor investigations but 

are ineffective until the values of police culture are addressed. It may also be due to the ineffectiveness 

of decision logs, as Dando and Ormerod (2017) found that officers are hesitant to note down something 

which may later hinder the prosecution or may cause embarrassment if a theory turns out to be incorrect. 
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Within O’Neill’s (2018) research however, it does not explain which failings were applicable to which 

types of investigations, nor does it explain what level of experience the individual officers had. Without 

excusing the actions of the officers, it is not possible to tell how far they had been trained under PIP or 

how much training they had been exposed to which emphasised the importance of record keeping.  

There is little research behind the implementation of the PIP (James and Mills, 2012; O’Neill, 2018) 

but its effectiveness has been observed when compared to detectives from abroad. Fahsing and Ask 

(2016) compared English officers and Norwegian officers to evaluate the number of actions and 

hypotheses generated from fictitious events. For experienced officers, they had to have had 10 years of 

experience as a detective and be in charge of major crime investigations, with the English experienced 

officers also needing to be PIP level 3 (SIO). Novice officers had to have had less than 2 years of 

experience and be a patrolling officer. In all areas of the research, the English experienced detectives 

outperformed their own novice colleagues and both their foreign counterparts. Their research was later 

extended by Valberg (2016), who compared the statistical results to Icelandic novices and experienced 

detectives, who again found that the English detectives who had trained through the first 3 levels of PIP 

were the strongest performers. This argument is supported by the research of Dando and Ormerod 

(2017) who analysed 60 decision logs from 2 police services from E&W in order to discover the 

difference in hypotheses generation and testing between experienced and inexperienced detectives. 

Their results highlighted that experienced detectives develop more theories at the beginning of an 

investigation when compared to the inexperienced officers (2.84 v 1.38), signifying experience and 

training support the ability to consider alternative hypotheses. What’s more, participants with less than 

3 years of experience tested more hypotheses against available evidence than their experienced 

colleagues (3.96 v 3.09), suggesting a focus on a singular theory in the early stages of an investigation. 

However, the study acknowledged that experienced detectives often document new evidence sources 

towards the end of an investigation in what they term ‘withholding the obvious’, which Dando and 

Ormerod interpreted to be a final challenge to hypotheses before charging someone with an offence 

(Dando and Ormerod, 2017, p.1212). Despite these studies succeeding in identifying the role experience 

plays in generating hypotheses, no study goes into any detail of how the participants developed and 
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tested their theories, leaving it unanswered as to whether the investigators relied on a specific model of 

decision making or whether they relied on their own experiences and training.   

The role of experience in police decision-making can be explained by the arguments of Naturalistic 

Decision-Making, an approach that favours an individual’s experience in informing their decisions. For 

example, police officers face repeated similar situations e.g., burglaries, domestic assaults, homicides. 

When these situations are unfamiliar to an officer, they analyse the environment and scenario to develop 

their own interpretation, where they then use cues such as visual and audio stimuli, organisation goals 

and norms, typical reactions etc., to develop intuitive patterns. Upon next encountering a similar 

scenario, officers then recognise these patterns and have a primed decision and action to employ that 

they know have previously worked (Klein, 2008).  This process is demonstrated in the Recognition 

Primed-Decision Model (RPDM) (see Figure 7), first introduced by Klein (1993).   

The RPDM describes the mental processes its user goes through when dealing with a scenario; firstly, 

identifying whether the situation is familiar based on relevant cues, and if so, implementing previously 

used actions which are known to be successful in achieving the goal. The goals are often defined by 

policies and doctrine (Klein, 1993), for example, police goals are regularly the identification and arrest 

of suspects, enter and search premises, preserve life and limb of the public. Once the situation is 

identified as familiar, the user develops expectations of how it will evolve; if these expectation differ 

or are not met, the scenario is then reassessed and these changes are taken into consideration for next 

time a similar situation is faced. The model also acknowledges that just because the current scenario is 

similar to a previous scenario, it doesn’t necessarily mean that the same actions will be effective, and it 

therefore allows for modification of actions before implementation (Klein, 1993).  
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Figure 7 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Recognition Primed-Decision Model, taken from Klein (2021) 

 

A review of literature surrounding the RPDM approach to police decision-making suggests it carries a 

number of benefits, noticeably that it is more suitable to decision-making in emergency service 

scenarios than existing decision-making approaches because of the reliance on its user being able to 

recognise familiar situations (Lintern, 2010). Firstly, potential actions are evaluated serially rather than 

concurrently, reducing the likelihood of decision inertia and cognitive overload. The focus on 

identifying a workable option rather than the best option improves the speed at which a judgement is 

reached, a necessity in fast-paced, dynamic policing situations. Furthermore, an element of Naturalistic 

Decision-Making recognises that individuals do not simply accept actions as they are, but rather modify 

them depending on the current situation and work to improve their efficacy (Klein, 2008). Whilst this 

approach promises rapid, successful actions from experienced individuals, this method of thinking does 
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contradict the NDM: how can intuitively choosing an option in seconds be classified as a model that 

relies on analytical cognitive processes? 

Pitfalls of investigations 

A further area that attracted academic interest in the field is the importance of understanding how 

detectives are generating and testing theories during investigations because of how vital they are to limit 

the influence of cognitive biases, one of the biggest undermining factors in investigative decision-

making and causes of MoJs (Ask and Granhag, 2005; Wastell, Weeks, Wearing and Duncan, 2012; 

CoP, 2019; Rossmo, 2016; Valberg, 2016; Dando and Ormerod, 2017; Ask and Fahsing, 2018; O’Neill, 

2018; Rassin, 2018; Andersen, 2019). There is no universal definition of a cognitive bias but is generally 

accepted that the term refers to a decision or belief that carries prejudice or favour towards a certain 

outcome (Cummins and Nistico, 2001). They arise due to the imperfect way in which the human mind 

operates and subjectively interprets the world around it, applying more weight to certain pieces of 

information over others (Rossmo, 2009). Stanovich and West (2000) have argued that there are two 

distinguishable systems within the human mind, each using heuristics differently to understand 

information and formulate actions. A heuristic can be defined as a shortcut for decision making, 

whereby a decision is made by ignoring some of the available information and focusing on only a few 

relevant indicators (Marewski and Gigerenzer, 2022).  The first cognitive process, given the generic 

label of ‘system 1’, is mainly performed subconsciously and is quick, effortless, and involuntary. It is 

therefore difficult to explicitly recognise the heuristics involved at this stage and subsequently difficult 

to identify the biases and misinterpretations that occur (Hammond, Keeney and Raiffa, 1998). It is the 

impressions made by system 1 that are then evaluated and analysed by ‘system 2’, the cognitive process 

that requires concentration and attention in order to construct an order of thoughts and where beliefs 

and choices are made (Stanovich and West, 2000; Kahneman, 2011). Biases developed by the initial 

system 1 reaction can only be identified from careful monitoring from system 2 which becomes 

increasingly difficult when another instance is demanding attention.  

Whereas typical system 1 definitions of intuition fall into the heuristics and bias community that focus 

on innate heuristics based on statistical value (i.e., repeated phenomena), Naturalistic Decision-Making 
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explains intuition as patterns developed from experience that enables individuals to make rapid 

decisions without comparing options (Klein, 2015). It has little interest in cognitive heuristics and places 

more value in insight and expertise developed through experience in dynamic situations rather than 

laboratory settings.  

With regard to criminal investigation, one of the more common cognitive biases found in decision 

making is confirmation bias (Evans, 1989; Ask and Granhag, 2005; Rossmo, 2009), defined by 

Nickerson (1998) as the focus on inculpatory evidence or information that supports an existing 

hypothesis. This definition is then extended by Ask and Fahsing (2018) who identify two different types 

of confirmation bias: the seeking of evidence that supports a current hypothesis and the ignoring of 

evidence that contradicts it, and the interpretation of ambiguous evidence in favour of the current 

hypothesis. As highlighted by O’Neill (2018) the effect of confirmation bias is found within the research 

of Fahsing and Ask (2013), where detectives from Norway and England were asked at what point an 

investigation moves from suspect identification stage to suspect verification stage. The main responses 

were arrests or charges of a suspect as well as certain hypotheses or lines of enquiry suggesting that 

once a theory is developed, an investigator’s focus is to then prove this theory. This argument is later 

supported by Fahsing and Ask (2016), who measured the hypotheses and actions developed by English 

and Norwegian detectives both before and after a tipping point was introduced. Their results show that 

a tipping point, such as arrest or charge of a suspect, leads to a decline in the number of hypotheses 

developed but an increase in the amount of actions performed, where it could be suggested other 

plausible lines of enquiry are left under investigated in favour of proving the winning hypothesis. 

Interestingly however, the experienced English detectives increased the amount of hypotheses 

developed after a tipping point, suggesting experience plays a role in the prevention of confirmation 

bias. Whilst this was a sizeable study with 124 participants and the international aspect provided an 

effective comparison of different training, the differences in the statistical results were not significant 

enough to provide a definitive conclusion as to how strong experience and training are at preventing 

confirmation bias, although the area should be further researched both domestically and abroad.  
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Beyond the experience and training of detectives, there are a number of elements of police culture that 

contribute to the level of confirmation bias during investigations. Ask and Alison (2010) argue that time 

pressure plays a role in determining the influence of confirmation bias, where investigators often 

manage several investigations simultaneously and run the risk of foregoing thoroughness for the sake 

of efficiency. This can be done through the process of increased selective processing of information, or 

what Edland and Svenson (1993) term ‘filtering’, defined as applying more weight to attributes that 

would have otherwise received equal consideration in a non-time sensitive situation. This is later 

supported by the research of Ask and Granhag (2007b) who analysed the effect that time pressure had 

on the perceptions of Swedish investigators with regard to the guilt of a suspect in a fictional vignette. 

Whilst they concluded that detectives were more inclined to apply weight unequally to a singular 

attribute, such as witness ability to recall the event or alibi of a suspect, they also found that detectives 

were less likely to review their decisions or arguments when under increased time pressure. Participants 

stated that they viewed the time it would take to complete this task as costly and instead favoured their 

initial judgement of guilt due an increased need for closure. This concept is later supported by Kim, 

Allison and Christiansen (2020) who found that high time pressure on a sample of 133 Korean 

detectives resulted in a higher need for closure and decreased both the quantity and quality of 

hypotheses generated. Whilst both groups of detectives (N=66 high time pressure vs N=67 low time 

pressure) received the same amount of time to solve the fictional scenario, it was the expectation of 

running out of time that the authors argue resulted in cognitive overload and the replacing of traditional 

methods with mental shortcuts to reduce the negative effect that time pressure had on quality of 

hypotheses. Interestingly, they furthermore highlight that more experienced detectives were more 

resistant to the effect of time pressure and we were still able to produce a high number of hypotheses 

with a high standard of quality. However, this research does not go into any specifics of how the 

detectives generated these hypotheses, so it is difficult to judge how far decision models have any 

success at reducing the impact of time pressure.  

Furthermore, it has been argued that the occupational norms of efficiency and a results orientated 

environment are causes of confirmation bias (Ask and Alison, 2010), where Ask, Granhag and Rebelius 
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(2011) highlight that the main measurement of efficiency in investigations is clearance rates, placing a 

pressure on detectives to provide rapid conclusive results. Consequently, Mortimer and Shepherd 

(1999) identified a tendency of the police to have a frame of mind where they assume the guilt of 

offenders which then influences the way in which interviews are conducted. Any information that the 

offender gives is potentially then interpreted by the detective into evidence that supports their initial 

belief of the offender’s guilt, detailed in Rosenthal and Jacobson (1968), and described as a self-

fulfilling prophecy (Kassin, Goldstein and Savitsky, 2003). This argument comes even after the advent 

and implementation of the PEACE model of interviewing in the early 1990s, which stands for the 

different stages of an interview: Planning and preparation, Engage and explain, Account, clarify and 

challenge, Closure and Evaluate. It was introduced to provide an ethical form of interviewing following 

a string of police interviews that received negative attention in the media (see Guildford 4, Birmingham 

6) and is designed to obtain information or an account of a suspect or witness to an event.  

Irving’s (1980) study conducted research into police questioning and found that half of those being 

interviewed showed signs of mental distress during the interview which went unaddressed by the police 

and that in 75% of cases analysed, the interviewer used manipulation or persuasive techniques in order 

to encourage a confession from the suspect. Although Irving’s research was conducted before the 

interview safeguards introduced in PACE 1984, Baldwin (1993) furthermore identified several 

shortcomings after the implementation of these safeguards, after analysis of 600 recorded interview 

tapes demonstrated amongst failings such as incompetent interviewers (lack of planning and structure) 

and poor interview techniques (loss of control of interview or failure to establish facts), the assumption 

of guilt was shown through repetitive leading questions in 89 of 600 interviews (14.8%). Although only 

a small portion of the total number of interviews analysed, this figure represents the presence of 

confirmation bias in detectives despite the existence of a model designed to remove such biases. This 

is also supported by the later research of Daniell (1999) who evaluated 7 police interviews and 

concluded that detectives still considered interviews a process for proving for what they already felt to 

be true.  
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As well as an assumptive mindset, it has been suggested that the emotions of a detective also influence 

their cognitive decision making due to the high-stress situations they regularly encounter e.g., 

victimisation, deception, violence, moral violations (Ask and Granhag, 2007a; Ask and Alison, 2010). 

Ask and Granhag (2007a) conducted research with 61 Swedish investigators with an average length of 

experience of 23 years, with none of the participants having less than 10 years of experience. Their aim 

was to identify any differences in investigative judgements by inducing either anger or sadness in the 

participants when presenting them with witness statements about a fictional situation and then 

measuring the feelings of guilt against a suspect. Their results found that participants who were induced 

with sadness felt significantly more convinced of a suspect’s guilt and perceived the evidence as more 

incriminating than angry participants, demonstrating the influence emotions have on decision making 

by investigators. However, a recent study by Hopps (2019) interviewed 7 UK police detectives 

contradicts this argument, where participants claimed their emotions did not factor into the cognitive 

decision-making during investigations. Obviously a small sample, these results may also be a 

representation of the expected professionalism and stoicism of detectives rather than fact.  

A so-called symptom of confirmation bias, identified by Rossmo (2016), is that of ‘group think’, where 

the aforementioned elements of police culture create an environment where individuals may become 

reluctant to challenge the dominant theory for fear of being seen as disloyal or as argued by Ask and 

Granhag (2005), fear of embarrassment if counter theories are found to be incorrect. Whilst this concept 

does not directly cause confirmation bias, it enables it and does nothing to reduce its influences due to 

the removal of critical thinking and objectivity within a group. The issue here is that knowledge of 

biases is not enough to reduce their impact (Gilovich, Griffin and Kahneman, 2002) and it is argued 

that there needs to be constant active counter measures in order to limit the impact confirmation bias 

has on the direction of an investigation and the hypotheses that are generated (Ericsson, Prietula and 

Cokely, 2007).  

Although the obvious method of overcoming cognitive biases such as confirmation bias and tunnel 

vision would be the use of hypotheses (Ask and Granhag, 2005), this chapter has explored how biases 

can still influence the generation of hypotheses without appropriate external countermeasures. One 
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suggested method is offered by Rossmo (2016), who developed his own ‘rethinking protocol’, which 

he argues differs from existing protocols that seek to discover new information, which may be 

interpreted subjectively by an investigator, but rather to rethink existing evidence to identify whether it 

supports or disproves the current theory. It consists of 4 stages: identifying and evaluating evidence; 

the evidence is then interpreted both individually and collectively; inferences from the evidence are 

then organised into a story of events; the remaining hypotheses are then reassessed against the available 

evidence. There is an overarching principle at all times that investigators should be seeking to disprove 

theories rather than interpret the evidence into supporting their theory, arguably allowing for more 

critical decision making at this stage of an investigation. This concept also ensures that an investigation 

remains evidence based rather suspect based, which is when the majority of decision-making errors can 

be identified (Fahsing and Ask, 2013; O’Neill, 2018). This protocol, although promising, has not been 

subjected to empirical testing so its ability to reduce confirmation bias is unknown, nonetheless it goes 

into far greater details than the NDM at exploring how investigations can be continually reviewed.  

Another measure designed to combat cognitive biases during investigations is Rassin’s (2018) ‘Pen and 

Paper tool’. Here, investigators list known information and evidence about the case, then produce 2 or 

more theories and numerically rate each piece of evidence or information on how well it supports the 

chosen theories, allowing for individual evaluation rather than judging the evidence as a collective. In 

Rassin’s study, a total of 218 undergraduates were presented with a fictional vignette and split into 3 

groups, one was given a singular theory, another an alternative scenario and the third instructed to use 

the pen and paper tool. Participants then rated how strongly the felt the fictional suspects were guilty 

and whether they would convict based on the given information. There was a significant difference in 

the results, with only 5 of those having used the pen and paper tool convicting compared to 36 and 22 

from those with a singular theory and those given an alternative scenario. The overall guilt estimate was 

also a score of 32.5 compared to 60.76 and 54.34, demonstrating that as well as considering an 

alternative hypothesis, individual evaluation of each piece of evidence also reduces the level of 

confirmation bias and the assumptions of guilt to a greater extent. Although these results are derived 

from undergraduate students, the study was replicated with a sample of 45 professionals (11 police 
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officers, 13 district attorneys and 21 criminal trial judges). The results again show that the pen paper 

tool reduces feelings of guilt in suspects to a significant extent, with 22 convicting participants before 

using the tool and only 7 afterwards. While the tool has been shown to be an effective method of 

reducing confirmation bias in investigators, its biggest drawback is that it does not provide any guidance 

on how the original hypotheses are to be developed and is only effective once these have been 

conceived. However, being used in conjunction with Rossmo’s (2016) rethinking protocol would ensure 

that the impact of cognitive biases and prejudice is limited at both stages of hypothesis generation and 

then hypothesis testing.  

Another measure, as suggested by Ask and Fahsing (2018), is applying the mathematical and scientific 

procedure of bifurcation, where a process branches and splits into two parts. Applied to investigations, 

one investigator would generate hypotheses whilst a different investigator would test them against 

available information and evidence. Utilising this method is likely to increase the critical analysis and 

evaluation of the theory because, as a detective is biased towards their own hypotheses (Nickerson, 

1998; Wastell et al., 2012), another having oversight removes the risk of a self-fulfilling prophecy. 

Although not to the same degree, the 28-day review process in the UK involves an independent detective 

reviewing undetected homicides and stranger rapes after 28 days, in attempt to ensure it meets the 

approved standards, was carried out objectively and that no opportunities have been missed with regards 

to gaps in knowledge or lines of enquiry (Sawers, 2008; ACPO, 2012). Despite the reduction of 

cognitive biases not being explicitly mentioned in the ACPO definition, it can be safely assumed that 

the analysis of existing lines of enquiry and hypotheses is designed to identify and remove any 

subjectively created theories.  

Summary 

This chapter has shown that there is little research into the NDM. Past research has focused on the role 

of ethics and how the police values were utilised in one Police Service, with more recent research 

starting to question its applicability to investigations. Criticisms of the model have been made without 

significant research and most importantly without considering the perspectives of practitioners. It would 

therefore be useful to understand how the model is being used by professionals in the present day. 
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Examination of cognitive decision making raised the question as to whether an analytical model such 

as the NDM can be used intuitively by its users or whether they retroactively use the model to justify 

actions. Arguments that the model is more appropriate for individual decisions rather the complexity 

and number of decisions required in an investigations necessitates a look at whether practitioners value 

the model more whilst responding to incidents or during investigations.  
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Chapter 3: Methodology 

Introduction 

Kothari (2004, p.8) defines a methodology as a “science of studying how research is done 

scientifically”, emphasising that it is more than just the researcher knowing their methods or techniques, 

but also the logic behind them. It is a process of evaluation to uncover which methods are most relevant 

in answering the research problem, as well as describing techniques not suited to the research and why. 

Not only does this demonstrate the knowledge of the researcher and the validity behind chosen research 

methods, but it also offers the reader insight into the structure and design of the research, allowing for 

easier replication. Firstly, the research design will be outlined to provide context for the research, with 

the chosen design being a qualitative study into the effectiveness of the NDM in investigative decision-

making by professionals from one Police service in England and Wales, which will also provide a first 

look into the model in practice and offer detectives a chance to voice their perspectives of its 

applicability to the investigations they conduct. A qualitative design allows for greater depth and 

understanding to be extrapolated from the research in studies where the focus is on valuing perspectives 

of the participants in a specific context, in this instance their opinions of the NDM in use. Participants 

were provided by the Police Service and access was granted to a select number of officers on a voluntary 

basis, with a request for different lengths of service and different PIP levels to explore variation in 

attitudes. Once the interviews were completed, the transcriptions were thematically analysed to 

recognise themes arising from multiple interviews that were original and those that were identified in 

the literature review. Due to the voluntary basis of the interviews, informed consent and anonymity 

were paramount, thus this research was carried out with ethical principles outlined to participants prior 

to engagement. 

Research questions  

There is a worrying lack of research into the NDM that this report could draw upon, yet an 

exploration of literature around investigations and decision-making has identified that police decision 

making is considered to be intuitive and fast-paced. This contradicts the purpose of the NDM, which 

positions itself as a model where each stage requires conscious thought before a decision is made. 
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Most importantly, no research has been conducted that takes into consideration the perspectives of 

practitioners of the model in use at any level. To increase the extent to which future studies can 

extract useful and relevant research from this report, broad research questions were developed in the 

hopes to provide a foundation for future arguments. To that end, this research explores the following 

research questions:  

1. What are practitioner perceptions of the model? 

 

2. Are practitioners using the NDM intuitively or consciously? 

 

3. How does practitioner utilisation of the NDM vary between different PIP levels? 

 

4. How does practitioner utilisation of the NDM vary between investigation and response? 

 

Research Design 

A research design is a blueprint for how the research will be collected, measure and analysed (Kothari, 

2004) and is a method of translating research questions into research projects (Robson and McCartan, 

2016). In a simplified model, Robson and McCartan (2016) outline the key components to a research 

design, starting with the purpose, the raison d’être of the study and what it is trying to achieve, whether 

to assess the effectiveness of something or in the hope of implementing change. Following this, the 

conceptual framework describes what is currently known on the area of research and identifies what 

gaps exist, usually through a literature review. It is designed to justify why the research must be 

conducted and what contributions it can make to existing literature (Varpio, Paradis, Uijtdehaage and 

Young, 2020). Next, and central to the model, are the research questions, emphasising that all aspects 

of the research are expected to feed back to these questions in attempt to provide a solution. Many 

considerations must be made when developing the questions that underpin a body of research, namely 

what needs to be answered and what can feasibly be asked given time constraints, access to participants 

and resources. Once these have been identified, the researcher can begin to explore which methods or 

techniques are best suited to answer these questions, from collection and analysis to presentation of the 

results. Lastly, sampling procedures detail who the researcher wishes to gather the data from, down to 

when and where it will be gathered and how they will strike a balance between being selective about 

what is gathered while still having enough data to validate the findings.  
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This research has taken a phenomenological approach, defined by Guillen (2018) as a focus on lived 

experiences by a participant or participants who share a close relationship to the subject matter. The 

analysis of this collective experience offers greater explanation of the phenomenon (Creswell, 2013), 

which in turn is used to fuel future research or as a foundation for policy change. For the purposes of 

this research, the participants whose shared experience will be explored are professionals from a E&W 

Police service, where the phenomenon is their personal perspectives on how the NDM is utilised 

throughout their investigative decision making. There are differences in opinion regarding the necessary 

number of participants in a phenomenological study. Boyd (2001) argues between 2 and 10 participants 

is necessary, Creswell (1998) similarly argues that up to 10 participants is sufficient provided the 

interviews are long and in depth, while Polkinghorne (1989, cited in Creswell 2013) recommends 

between 5 and 25 participants. Due to the participants of this research being detectives varying across 

PIP levels 1, 2 and 3, a sample size of 25 was desired to allow for greater understanding and 

identification in variations in attitudes across the different levels. However, due to the effects of 

COVID-19, the access to participants was hindered and the resulting number of participants was 15.  

Theoretical framework 

While Ask and Fahsing (2018) believe police officers are not concerned with the nature of decision 

making and instead rely on case specific information in investigations, a great deal of research exists 

that studies the science behind decision making, tending to focus on exploring the relationship between 

the implicit and the explicit, which are commonly termed system 1 and system 2. System 1 refers to 

thinking fuelled by automatic, effortless, unconscious processing, while system 2 refers thinking that is 

conscious, effortful, and controlled (Stanovich and West, 2000; Kahneman, 2011). However, there is 

significant research arguing that both systems work in tandem using the same judgements to reach a 

desired outcome within the time frame that the individual has (Evans, 2008; Kruglanski, Erb, Pierro, 

Mannetti and Chun, 2006; Kruglanski and Orehek, 2007; Kruglanski and Gigerenzer, 2011), especially 

within high stress complex situations (Keren and Schul, 2009). This combination into a unified model 

is commonly termed the dual process theory and has been applied to police decision making research, 

especially with regards to use of force and emotions (Dror, I, 2007; Brown and Daus, 2015; Fyfe, 2015; 
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Hine, Porter, Westera, Alpert and Allen, 2018). This approach was initially considered as a lens to view 

the practitioner perspectives of the NDM until criticisms of the dual process model were identified.  

Evans (2007; 2012) and Norman, Monteriro, Sherbino, Ilgen, Schmidt and Mamede (2017) highlight 

that many dual process models adopt the definitions of systems 1 and 2 and accept them as concrete. 

Whilst the common trend is that system 1 provides fast and accurate decisions (Cohen, 1981), it must 

be accepted that the same system can lead to errors and biases (Hine, et al., 2018), where Fyfe’s (2015) 

concept of ‘split-second syndrome’ inhibits cognitive functioning. On the other hand, system 2 is 

characterised as using rational, analytical, rule-based thinking that provides correct and optimum 

decisions (Hine, et al., 2018), although Allen (2011) argues that this can act as an obstacle to rapid 

decision making in complex tasks. Furthermore, the heavy burden that system 2 places on an 

individual’s cognitive ability is argued to lead to failures in detecting and correcting errors and biases 

(Norman, et al., 2017).  

Instead of using a dual process model as a theoretical lens for this study, it instead adopted the more 

recently developed approach that attempts to understand police decision making in a dynamic, natural 

setting: naturalistic decision making (Klein, 2008). It acknowledges internal and external factors that 

influence an officer’s decision making, namely complex and shifting goals, time pressure, uncertainty, 

and high stakes. The RPDM furthermore takes a knowledge-based stance and acknowledges that the 

analytical rules used by system 2 are often developed on past experiences created by the fast responses 

from system 1. This experiences are translated into patterns that are then intuitively selected by decision 

makers. Due to this, Hine, et al. (2018) argue that novice officers do not have the experiences necessary 

to rely on intuitive decision making and take a more analytical approach to situations, and that the 

experience gained throughout one’s careers leads to faster and more accurate decisions. It is therefore 

expected that participants in this study will detail unconscious use of the NDM at higher levels of PIP 

and with more years in service in comparison to PIP 1 officers who are relatively new to response and 

investigations. Using Naturalistic Decision Making as a theoretical perspective for this research aligns 

the study with existing research in the field and offers an insight into the role experiences plays in 

relation to the utilisation of a decision-making model.  
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Research methods 

Data collection 

It is generally accepted in academia that there are three types of data collection used in research: 

qualitative, quantitative, and mixed methods (Kalaian, 2008). Qualitative research involves the study 

of participants in their natural environment with the goal of understanding the reason behind an impact 

a specific phenomenon has on their social world, or simply how it is interpreted (Denzin and Lincoln, 

2011; Aspers and Corte, 2019). On the other hand, quantitative research involves the study of criterion 

of the phenomenon that can be measured and allow for statistical analysis (Holton and Burnett, 2005) 

which, although effective at identify trends, makes it difficult to demonstrate the reason behind such 

trends (Goertzen, 2017). Mixed method approaches are the combination of both forms of research 

(O’Cathian, Murphy and Nicholl, 2007); the quantitative aspect identifies relationships and associations 

from numerical data while the qualitative feature explores the motivations behind those relationships 

and provides context. Each form of research was considered for this study with a view for finding the 

most applicable given the purpose and the limitations.  

While both qualitative and quantitative research share the same goal, of understanding the world, their 

methods and presentation of that understanding differ (Becker, 1966). Quantitative research was 

considered initially due to its general acceptance by readers as being credible, rational, and logical, 

where the researcher is seen as objective and trustworthy (Pierce, 2008). Its ability to gather large 

samples of a population provides a quicker representation of a phenomenon without being limited by 

the need for face-to-face interactions that are usually seen in qualitative methods (Pierce, 2008). In 

general, quantitative research allows for an understanding of demographics of a population, for example 

the measuring of how many customers use a service, the attitudes towards a certain phenomenon using 

a scale e.g., extremely disagree to extremely agree, demonstrate returns on investment and the numerical 

differences in shopping trends over time (Goertzen, 2017). It utilises methods such as surveys and 

questionnaires and seeks out correlations in the dataset (Creswell, 2013). It tends to represent this data 

as percentages, proportions, and frequencies, which is why it is usually favoured in business models 

where the statistical data is understood by shareholders (Basias and Pollalis, 2018) or by media outlets, 

where numbers are used for emphasising the risk or danger to audiences as ‘hard hitting’ news (Pierce, 
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2008). Despite this, it is argued that quantitative research does not explain the motivations behind the 

decisions of its sample population and when used in social research, is seen as too amoral and clinical 

to understand the complex social world (Pierce, 2008; Goertzen, 2017). As the nature of this research 

is to understand the decision-making process of detectives and how the NDM is utilised, it was deemed 

numerical data would not sufficiently understand the experiences of participants and showcase the 

underlying themes and relationships that exist.  

On the other hand, qualitative research, is an interpretive approach of understanding phenomena in 

terms of the meaning that people assign to them (Aspers and Corte, 2019). It is more applicable to social 

contexts due to its goal of understanding a specific event or phenomenon and displaying its results in a 

way that explain the complexities of the social world (Creswell, 2013). The focus on verbal 

communication allows the researcher to see through the interpretative lens of the participants and 

understand their perspectives to a greater degree than quantitative research permits (Pierce, 2008). It 

achieves this by preferring conversationalist methods such as focus groups and interviews, or even in-

depth analysis of historic materials which provide a comprehensive account of an event (Aspers and 

Corte, 2019). Another strength of qualitative research is that it can bring minorities or groups that would 

usually be missed by large scale surveys to the forefront, allowing for a more specific understanding of 

a phenomenon and its impact against a certain section of society (Pierce, 2008). This would in turn 

allow the implementation of change that is actually relevant to its participants, rather than effecting 

change on a society that would have little relevance to minority groups. However, qualitative research 

is not flawless, as it argued by Hood (2006) that linguistics are less specific and precise than numbers, 

which allows for the data to be more prone to subjective analysis, depending on the experience and skill 

of the researcher. Furthermore, qualitative research can also be seen as less reliable due to the researcher 

over identifying with the participants, or being prone to observer drift, where the results and accepted 

as the norm are increasingly less likely to be recorded. Pierce (2008) also identifies that research 

questions are developed alongside prior knowledge gained through research and learning, and there is 

therefore the potential for bias to influence data collection and interpretation. In order to avoid 

subjectivity at any stage of the research, certain measures were implemented; with regard to data 
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collection, an interview was guide was created to give consistency to the interviews, the transcripts were 

accurately written and analysed with due diligence to the dangers of biased interpretation.  

Lastly, mixed methods research was also considered due to its ability to compensate for the 

aforementioned weaknesses of both qualitative and quantitative research (Burke Johnson, Onwuegbuzie 

and Turner, 2007; Denscombe, 2008; Pierce, 2008; Caruth, 2013; Bazeley, 2017). It is the newest 

research paradigm, although Bazeley (2017) discusses that a blend of words and numbers in research 

has existed for a long while and has simply been reborn into social sciences to critical acclaim. Bazeley 

(2017, p.4) then furthermore offers a succinct definition of mixed methods research; “…they flexibly 

employ a diversity of approaches to embrace the multiple perspectives that behavioural, social, and 

professional complexities demand”. There are however varying forms of mixed methods research, and 

arguments about its definition. Burke Johnson et al. (2007) describe a scale of research where at one 

ends sits pure qualitative research and at the other sits pure quantitative research i.e., research that is 

conducted using only one or the other in terms of data collection and analysis. The authors then posit 

that in the centre sits pure mixed methods where there is an equal use of qualitative and quantitative 

research methods, with qualitative mixed and quantitative mixed sitting either side and using both but 

favouring one approach. However, Bazeley (2007, as cited in Burke Johnson et al., 2007) argues that 

research that uses both qualitative and quantitative research methods but does not integrate them until 

inferences are being drawn should be referred to as multimethod research, where mixed methods 

research integrates both approaches at data collection and analysis stages, rather than just its concluding 

point. The potential of using qualitative mixed methods for data collection was considered with 

interviews allowing for the motivations behind the participants decision making to be captured and 

participant surveys enriching the data and offering statistical value to individuals or organisations that 

should wish to extend the research. There are, however, limitations to mixed methods research that 

explain why it was not employed in this study. Firstly, the combination of qualitative and quantitative 

research methods may facilitate a deeper understanding of the social world but is naturally more time 

consuming than a single approach, any may require a team of researchers rather than one individual 

(Cronholm and Hjalmarsson, 2011, as cited in Watts, 2018). At the outset of this research, the aim was 



43 
 

to have thirty participants, and it was decided that analysing thirty transcripts and interpreting thirty sets 

of numerical data would be too time consuming for the researcher in a year-long Masters course. In 

retrospect, if it was known at the start of the research that only fifteen participants would be obtained 

then more consideration would have been given to the benefits that quantitative research could have 

provided. What’s more, for mixed methods research, the researcher would have to learn multiple 

methods and be proficient to the degree of avoiding criticism that reflects their ability to collect and 

analyse data appropriately (McKim, 2015). For example, survey research measures characteristics of a 

population, where the results can be presented as percentages with a degree of certainty, although 

working with a statistician is recommended to build a valid survey (Sukamolson, 2007). However, 

survey research has historically been applied to research with large population sample sizes (Ponto, 

2015), and it was felt inapplicable to this report’s sample size. A quantitative research method that may 

hold some weight within this field is correlational research, where it aims to identify and measure 

relationships between two variables without attempting to influence them. This acts as a foundation for 

research where relationships are first discovered, where qualitative research into the meaning of those 

relationships can then be conducted (Asamoah, 2014). Within this research, an example of this method 

could be exploring any links between frequency of use of the NDM in contrast to level of investigation 

or rank of participant. However, Asamoah (2014) argues that correlational research can be problematic; 

relationships can be identified that are unassociated with each other, or correlation can be found between 

two variables without exploring whether one effects the other negatively or positively. Furthermore, as 

discussed by Friday-Stroud and Sutterfield (2007), the science behind decision making is difficult to 

express numerically and can only be quantified when its ability to accomplish a certain outcome is 

assessed. Since the assessment of decision outcomes is not the intention of this research, a quantitative 

approach was not deemed suitable, and a focus on qualitative research was chosen.  

The method of data collection used in this research was semi-structured interviews, but a variety of 

methods were considered. Of the three types of interviews, structured interviews are the most rigid, 

where a predetermined set of questions are asked in the same order across each interview, the researcher 

does not deviate from the set topics and the participant may not introduce new topics to discuss. Next 
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are semi-structured interviews, where there is again a predetermined set of questions that the researcher 

will ask across each interview but the order in which they are asked may change and the participant 

may take the lead by introducing new but relevant topics. Lastly, unstructured interviews take the form 

of a free-flowing conversation, rather than an interview; there may or may not be an interview guide, 

but the researcher is not bound to ask each question across all interviews and the participant is 

sometimes encouraged to take the lead in discussing topics (Roulston and Choi, 2017).  

Structured interviews are often found in clinical environments, specifically in diagnosis questionnaires, 

because the rigidity of the questions removes variability in the answers recorded and allows for easier 

diagnosis of patients (Segal, Coolidge, O’Riley and Heinz, 2006). This increases reliability, because it 

decreases both the amount of information that requires analysis and the variation that will be found in 

the data collected as there is less chance that different interviewees will elicit different responses (Segal 

and Coolidge, 2003). Increased reliability in turn increases the validity of a piece of research and its 

results, as being forced to cover all topics may prevent the interviewer taking a biased approach and 

asking only questions which favour their hypothesis (Rogers, 2001). However, whilst the rigidity of 

questions may lead to increased reliability and validity of the research, the trade-off is that rapport 

between the interview and the interviewee is hindered, as the participant feels obligated to cover only 

the topics raised by the researcher, and not to introduce or discuss new topics which they believe may 

be relevant to the field of study (Segal et al., 2006).  

On the other hand, unstructured interviews allow for all topics to be discussed that both the participant 

and the researcher believe are relevant in answering the research questions and give the potential for 

the most accurate description of the participants experience to be given (Mueller and Segal, 2015). Due 

to the style closer resembling a friendly conversation, the rapport between interviewer and interviewee 

is strengthened, encouraging the participant to offer more information. However, the freer flowing style 

creates problems at the data analysis stage, with the wide array of information being difficult to 

effectively compare and code between each participant and increasing the time required to do so 

(Alamri, 2019).  



45 
 

The final type of interview, semi-structured, is the most common and frequently used qualitative 

research method (Taylor, 2005; DiCicco-Bloom and Crabtree, 2006). It balances the rigidity of 

structured interviews by having an interview guide of open-ended questions against the loose format of 

unstructured interviews by allowing the researcher to ask probing questions that may vary between each 

interview (Roulston and Choi, 2017). The predetermined interview guide means that at the data analysis 

stage, coding the responses will be easier and more effective in comparison to unstructured interviews, 

by having potentially similar, but not the same, responses from the same questions. Ayres (2008) 

highlights that despite having an already agreed set of questions, the researcher is permitted to move 

between topics as they see fit and to change the order in which the questions are asked if appropriate, 

improving the flow of the conversation whilst still ensuring all relevant topics are covered. However, 

the existence of an interview guide in semi-structured interviews implies that the researcher developed 

those questions from prior knowledge after having studied the research area (Kelly, 2010; Kallio, 

Pietila, Johnson and Kangasniemi, 2016). This allows for bias to influence the questions, both when the 

interview guide is created and when the questions are asked in interview, as the researcher may pursue 

data they feel is more relevant to answering their research question.  

To combat against this, Kallio et al., (2016) explore a number of stages in which the influence of a 

researcher’s bias can be reduced: retrieving and using previous knowledge, creating an initial interview 

guide and pilot testing the interview guide before making necessary amendments. Within the pilot 

testing stage are three methods of testing the guide: internal assessment, expert assessment, and field 

testing. Field testing involves an initial interview guide being tested on potential participants, which 

was outside the capability of this Masters programme. Expert assessment refers to critique by a subject 

specialist outside of the research team and internal assessment refers to critique by collaborators on the 

research team. Since the researcher was acting as an individual rather than as a team in this study, an 

initial interview guide of open-ended questions was scrutinised and approved by the supervisor which 

were deemed neutral and aimed solely at gaining a richer understanding of how the participants 

understood and felt about the NDM and its applicability to their investigations.  



46 
 

A good interview guide, and therefore a good interview, relies on open-ended questions that allow the 

participant the flexibility to explore their own experience without it being confined by the researcher 

(Roulston and Choi, 2017). They furthermore offer the participant a voice in the research and are argued 

to be more effective at eliciting truthful responses (Singer and Couper, 2017), which is vital to this 

research that aims to explore the participant’s own perspectives of the NDM. As such, the interview 

questions were developed in line with previous research and with the aim of answering the research 

questions. For example, the NDM may be a universal model that is understood by officers across all 

England and Wales police services, but it was felt necessary to explore what the NDM meant to 

individual officers, therefore an initial question was asked to ascertain the participants’ own perspective: 

‘what is your understanding of the NDM?’. This question aimed to discover the participants’ view on 

its function, purpose, and effectiveness, although effectiveness was often assessed with the question: 

‘what is your opinion of the NDM?’ and often ‘how well do you think it achieves its purpose?’. The 

questions were then directed at how the participants felt the model had changed criminal investigations, 

if at all: ‘how do you think the NDM has impacted criminal investigations?’. Along a similar thread, 

questions were asked surrounding certain aspects of criminal investigations that have been heavily 

discussed in academia in relation to MoJs, namely hypotheses (Rossmo, 2016; Dando and Ormerod, 

2017; O’Neill, 2018) and cognitive biases (Ask and Fahsing, 2018; Rassin, 2018). As such, ‘how do 

ensure that you are exploring all relevant hypotheses appropriately?’ and ‘how do you ensure that 

cognitive biases do not influence your decision-making?’ were included to uncover whether the 

participants utilised the NDM at any stage or had developed their own working rules.  

As the CoP (2014b) highlight how officers who can demonstrate their use of the NDM in decision-

making will be supported by the organisation, with an implication that the decision-making process is 

more significant than the outcome, a question was created that asked participants to detail how they 

justify their decisions in order to explore the aspect of accountability: ‘when your decision making has 

been scrutinised, how do you go about justifying your decision?’. The NDM was omitted from the 

question itself to see if participants mentioned the model unprompted, implying they felt support if they 

could justify their decisions using the NDM. Penultimately, among the claim that specialised decision-
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making tools need be implemented where decisions are more likely to be subject scrutiny (Alys, et al., 

2013; Adams, 2014), a question was developed that encouraged the participant creatively explore what 

they felt were the most important aspects of investigation what would be most useful when amalgamated 

into a model: ‘if there was a decision-making model specialised for criminal investigations, what would 

you want it to look like or what do you think it should include?’. Lastly, interviews were always ended 

with the same question: ‘is there anything else you wanted to mention to clarify?’. This enabled the 

participant to either raise new topics for discussion or to highlight what they felt was the most important 

part of their perspective. The interview guide can be found in Appendix B.  

The interviews with the participants were conducted both over the phone and through video calling 

software, due to restrictions placed on the UK by the government and by university rules in response to 

the COVID-19 pandemic. Participants were approached by their line managers following consultation 

with this study’s supervisor and emails were provided to be used as points of contact. Time and dates 

for the interviews were arranged with the participant’s work schedule in consideration, as well as the 

fact that as serving police officers, their work should always take priority. Participants were encouraged 

on their end to take part in a private room to avoid background noise and to feel comfortable in sharing 

their perspectives without being overheard. Both by email and verbally before and after the interview, 

participants were reminded that the interview was voluntary and were advised on their right to 

anonymity and their right to withdraw their participation. 

 It is generally accepted that qualitative data collection is made easier by computer aided communication 

tools due to the flexibility in time and location they offer (Jankowski and Selm, 2005; Cater, 2011). 

Video calling was preferred to conducting interviews over the phone as it is as close to face-to-face 

interviews as one can get during a pandemic. Lobe, Morgan and Hoffman (2020), in response to the 

move of data collection to online methods, created a detailed assessment of a variety of video calling 

software to be used by researchers and their findings were considered for this study. After a number of 

issues were encountered using video calling software, which are explained in the reflections section of 

this chapter, the decision was made to conduct all interviews over the phone and have them be recorded 

to an electronic recording device. The recordings were first uploaded a computer, then transcribed, 
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uploaded to the university’s secure cloud server and both the recording and transcription were then 

deleted from the researcher’s individual laptop, in accordance with approved ethics guidelines.  

Sampling Method 

Sampling is defined as the set of participants drawn from a population who serve as subjects for 

observation in line with the objectives of the research (Sharma, 2017; Seenivasan, 2020). Although it 

is only a subset of a population, as it is unfeasible to observe everybody, it is generally accepted as a 

representation of the society as whole where the validity of the study is impacted by sample size; if 

there are too few participants, reliability of any inferences drawn from the research is reduced, similarly 

if there are too many participants without a true representativeness of the population (e.g. all participants 

middle class, white, heterosexual men) then the sample is not a reliable source to draw conclusions 

about the society (Seenisavan, 2020). Sharma (2017) states that there are two types of sampling 

techniques: probability sampling, or random sampling, in which the probability of choosing each 

participant is the same, and non-probability sampling, where the researcher’s judgement influences how 

the sample is drawn from the population.  

From these two types are many off shoots of sampling but in order to answer the research question, 

purposive sampling was chosen, where the participants are deliberately selected due to qualities they 

possess that lead the researcher to believe they will offer more and richer data relevant to answering the 

research question (Etikan, Musa and Alkassim, 2016). Alongside Glaser (1978), who acknowledges 

that initial stages of research involve going to groups who are thought will maximise data, Etikan, et al. 

(2016) argue that a research using purposive sampling simply decides what needs to be known and 

approaches participants who can provide the information through knowledge or experience. Daniel 

(2012) argues purposive sampling is applicable when the target sample group is small and outlines a 

structure for participant selection that will be explored.  

Firstly, defining the population for study was completed in the initial application stage once it was 

known what the research was aiming to achieve. Since the research aims to understand how the NDM 

is utilised in criminal investigations, consent was given by the participating Police Service for officers 

to be approached who could offer personal perspectives on how the model fits into their investigations 



49 
 

and decision making. Secondly, by identifying relevant criteria, it was decided participants had to be 

trained to PIP levels one, two or three, and be in charge of or work as part of a team in conducting 

volume crime, serious and complex crime, or major crime investigations. Initially, it was deemed 

necessary that participants were serving police officers, although this was later revised to include retired 

officers who could still provide insight on the utilisation of the NDM in order to increase the sample 

size and showcase the differences between investigations before and after the implementation of the 

model. Following on from this, the next step is determining how the participants are to be recruited. 

Contact was maintained through the research supervisor and a liaison at the participating police service, 

and officers were subsequently approached and means of contact were then provided between 

participants and the researcher, usually be email. In later stages of the programme, a new wave of 

officers were contacted and snowball sampling was used, whereby they were asked to enquire amongst 

their team if any colleagues would also wish to volunteer. Although Daniel (2012) then states the sample 

size should be decided, no upper limit was set for this research and interviews were suspended when 

there was not enough time left for the study and when the researcher felt meaning saturation had been 

reached, defined by Hennink, Kaiser and Marconi (2017) as no new ideas or topics being raised as 

interviews progress. Ultimately, the sample size was 15: three PIP 3 officers, five PIP 2 officers and 

seven PIP 1 officers, with a retired officer being included amongst PIP 2 participants. This allowed for 

differences to be identified across the varying PIP levels to see if experience or severity of investigation 

played a role in how the NDM is utilised.  

Analysis 

Qualitative data analysis involves “...working out how the things that people do make sense from their 

perspective.” (Ezzy,2002, p.xii). There are many different analytical approaches that can be taken to a 

qualitative study, up to 26 according to Tesch (2013), although the author highlights these are not all 

easily distinguishable as many share similarities. For example, discourse analysis in an approach that 

focuses on understanding how certain events or terms are defined by a population and is specifically 

useful in the study of personal identity (Pastrana, Jünger, Ostgathe, Elsner and Radbruch, 2008; 

Johnstone, 2018). This approach was not deemed suitable at understanding how the NDM is utilised by 
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practitioners as the focus is on their personal experiences rather than the way in which they define the 

model itself. Another model of analysis that was initially considered was content analysis as it identifies 

and explores themes that arise from the data collected. The process however, as highlighted by Ezzy 

(2002) is that content analysis involves identifying themes before the data is analysed, recording how 

many times each category is mentioned and then making comparisons between what was predicted and 

what occurred during data collection. This limits the voice of the participant as only the themes 

predefined by the researcher are considered. As the researcher was reliant on participants’ experiences 

to understand the impact of the NDM, content was not utilised in order to fully explore the officers’ 

perspectives of the model. 

Thematic analysis was chosen for this research and is defined by Braun and Clarke (2021) as an 

approach that acknowledges inductive (data driven) and deductive (theory driven) pathways to coding 

and capturing semantic (explicit) or latent (implicit) meanings from participants.  Simply put, it involves 

searching for themes or patterns that arise from data that relate to answering the research question 

(Lapadat, 2010; Hawkins, 2017). In a deeper sense, this research used reflexive thematic analysis, where 

the themes were developed with considerable coding of the data and are generated by the researcher 

with the potential for evolving to gain a greater understanding of the data (Braun and Clarke, 2021). 

However, thematic analysis is not just a collection of excerpts from a text, nor is it the use of interview 

schedule questions as themes, which Braun and Clark (2006) describe as common pitfalls of poor 

analysis. These risks were acknowledged by the researcher and guidance and scrutiny were provided 

by the supervisor in order to maintain the validity of the research.  

Analysis is often regarded as the most complicated step in the research process due to many ways in 

which data can be analysed, especially for a novice researcher (Gliner, Morgan and Leech, 2009; Leech 

and Onwuegbuzie, 2011). As the researcher of this study had no prior experience in analysing empirical 

qualitative data, the software NVivo was chosen due its ease of use, ability to import the transcriptions 

directly from Microsoft word, ability to code and record themes identified and see these themes 

separately from the rest of the transcription (Welsh, 2002). Two important aspects must be defined here 

to understand the purpose and function of using NVivo to analyse data: theme nodes, which are pieces 
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from the dataset, such as snippets of text, which use conceptual information to relay findings, and 

coding, which is the process of identifying and recording nodes (Edhlund and McDougall, 2012). 

Software such as NVivo is useful for the research in terms of analysing large quantities of data in a 

short amount of time, which would not be possible without the use of such software (Bazeley, 2006). 

Two types of coding were used during analysis, as previously outlined by Braun and Clarke (2021): 

inductive coding and semantic/latent coding i.e., analysing that which was said overtly or that which 

can be inferred and looking for the meanings behind what was said. Themes were identified from the 

data and theme nodes were then collected and sorted into the distinguishable themes with consideration 

of answering the research questions.  

Ethics 

This research was submitted to the CCCU Ethics Panel and was subsequently approved (see Appendix 

C). Borgatti and Molina (2005) argue that it is imperative that ethical guidelines are maintained 

throughout a piece of research to show transparency. Literature on research ethics regularly details 

confidentiality, anonymity, and informed consent (Kara and Pickering, 2017). When defining informed 

consent, Husband (2020) states that participants are fully aware of the nature of the research, methods 

that are to be employed, the intended outcome, why their involvement as participants are necessary, 

how the work will be disseminated, and what they are expected to do. The CCCU ethical guidelines 

necessitate adherence to the principles under the GDPR and Data Protection Act 2018. GDPR applies 

within the European Union (EU) to research in which a researcher collects personal data about a 

participant and demands that protections be put in place to safeguard the data. Personal data is defined 

as information relating to a person from which they can be directly identified or information that allows 

them to indirectly be identified e.g., name, location, identification number (Information 

Commissioner’s Office, 2021c). There must be a legal basis for processing personal data and those most 

often found in research are legitimate interest, public interest, and participant consent (Information 

Commissioner’s Office, 2021a). GDPR furthermore requires that personal data be stored no longer than 

is necessary, known as the storage limitation principle, although it does not define how long this should 

be (Information Commissioner’s Office, 2021b).  
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Once fully informed of the requirements and safeguards surrounding ethics detailed in the participant 

information sheet (see Appendix D), participants were asked to sign consent forms (see Appendix E), 

confirming their agreement to participate in the research including being audio and video recorded, their 

understanding of how personal data will be stored and processed, that they have had opportunities to 

ask relevant questions pertaining to the research, and that they have been informed of their right to 

withdraw. For the participating Police Service, a data sharing agreement (see Appendix F) was drawn 

up detailing the rights and expectations of participants. In order to maintain anonymity, firstly for the 

police service, it is referred to throughout the research as a police service from E&W and its employees 

are referred to as professionals or practitioners from a police service from E&W. For participants 

themselves, they were assigned codes instead of using their names in accordance with their respective 

PIP level e.g., PIP1A, PIP2A, PIP3A, etc. The interview audio recordings were transcribed to the 

researcher’s computer and then deleted upon the completion of the transcription, which were stored 

securely on CCCU’s cloud server. Any and all forms containing personal data and identifying factors 

were stored securely and destroyed in accordance with GDPR guidelines. Prior to interviews, 

participants were provided with participant information sheets which detailed their rights and 

expectations, and how their data was used and stored in line with GDPR. Before and after each 

interview, participants were reminded of their right to withdraw participation during the interview and 

up to two weeks following the interview.  

Reflections 

Throughout the course of this Masters Programme, a number of issues were encountered that impacted 

the researcher’s ability to conduct interviews. On the 23rd of March 2020, the UK entered a lockdown 

period due to the COVID-19 pandemic that placed restrictions on non-essential travel and face-to-face 

interactions, with these restrictions enduring longer than was initially anticipated. The original proposal 

for the research data collection was to conduct 30 interviews face-to-face at the participating police 

service’s station, with the interview being audio recorded onto a dictaphone. Lockdown restrictions 

meant that this was no longer possible and it was decided that interviews would be carried out either by 

phone or by video calling software. Since video calling still offered an element of being face-to-face, 
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and with data obtained through these platforms being considered as valid and credible as traditional 

methods (Walter, Seibert, Goering and O’Boyle, 2019), this was initially chosen as the new method of 

interviewing, with Lobe, et al.’s (2020) assessment of different platforms being considered. Zoom was 

initially favoured due the software being free of charge and having the ability for recording the interview 

until security concerns were raised due its lack of end-to-end encryption (O’Flaherty, 2020). As such, 

the participating police service refused to engage using the Zoom platform. WebEx was then 

successfully utilised for a small number of interviews until problems were encountered by the 

participants bypassing their service’s security firewall and being unable to join the interviews. 

Following this, both the university and the participating police service raised concerns over GDPR 

compliance and, after a short period of pausing interviews, it was decided that moving forward all 

interviews would be conducted via telephone. It is likely that face-to-face interviews would have 

remedied the issues in rapport and interaction that were encountered, but since this was not possible, 

practice interviews on test participants would have been an appropriate method of gaining experience 

and confidence and improving the quality of interviews. However, due to time constraints, this was not 

deemed feasible.  

Although data collection is made easier using phone interviews or video calling software due to 

flexibility (Jankowski and Selm, 2005), the pandemic continued to raise issues arranging times and 

dates for the interviews due to participants struggling to adjust to the ‘new normal’. Participants faced 

increased workloads as colleagues may have been isolating, shielding, or working elsewhere as labour 

was redistributed to meet front line demands. Many were also having to learn to work from home, which 

required training in new computer software, upgrades of security software at home to meet the force’s 

compliance guidelines and having children at home since in classroom learning was restricted. Although 

the initial response rate from participants who were contacted was low, of those who did respond, a 

greater number still were unable to keep to arranged interview times. Extensions were granted by the 

university to allow for more time to contact and interview new participants from the same Police 

Service.  
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Summary 

Following the impact of the covid-19 pandemic and subsequent restrictions, this one-year Masters 

programme was instead completed over a two-year period. Its intention was to address the gap in 

existing literature on the applicability of the NDM to criminal investigations and its utilisation by 

professional practitioners. It is a qualitative study that uses semi-structured interviews to collect its data 

and to give its participants a voice in their experiences of using the NDM. Participants were recruited 

with purposive, and later snowball, sampling through points of contact between the university and the 

participating police service. Interviews were transcribed and then thematically analysed and coded with 

the use NVivo software. Ethical principles from the university as well as ethical guidelines under GDPR 

were maintained throughout the research in order to protect the anonymity and confidentiality of its 

participants. This study faced a number of issues which were surmounted in the hopes of producing 

research fitting to fill the gap in literature surrounding investigative decision making and to answer the 

research questions.  
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Chapter 4: Findings 

Introduction  

After conducting interviews with 15 participants, 14 serving officers and one retired officer, three key 

themes were identified: Intuitive versus Conscious Thinking, An Effective Model, and Investigation 

versus Response. These themes were inductively identified following analysis of the interview 

transcripts, with NVivo aiding in distinguishing between different codes that were definable under these 

themes and which aimed to answer the research questions. These themes were identified using 

descriptive coding within NVivo, described by Saldaña (2014) as the identification of relevant nouns 

and phrases that summarise a topic, which are then clustered into categories. NVivo allowed for 

distinguishable codes to be highlighted and stored so that they could be analysed and overarching 

themes could be identified. For example, under the theme An Effective Model there is the 

‘accountability’ code, which includes phrases taken from the transcripts such as ‘use the NDM to be 

able to justify’ and ‘I’ll explain why I’ve done what I’ve done and an element of that will involve the 

NDM’. Furthermore, the Intuitive versus Conscious Thinking theme has a ‘subconscious’ code where 

participants described use of the NDM without explicitly thinking through each stage; ‘it’s kind of 

automatic now’, ‘you do it subconsciously’, ‘it does start to become a natural thought process’. 

Intuitive versus Conscious Thinking is an examination of the way in which officers felt the NDM had 

become an automatic thinking process, how they could work through the aspects of the NDM without 

explicitly or consciously focussing on each step. An Effective Model encompasses aspects of the NDM 

that officers felt were significant and applicable to the work they do, including what they perceived the 

model’s purpose to be, the training they received on the model, the accountability it affords them, and 

areas of investigations they deemed the model to be useful such as hypotheses or reviews. Finally, 

Investigation versus Response is a look at the differences between the way in which the model is used 

in response situations with examples in comparison to how the model is utilised in an investigation. For 

ease of reference and to respect the anonymity of officers, participants are referred to by their respective 

PIP levels with a corresponding letter so that their perspectives remain separated e.g., PIP1A, PIP1B, 

PIP2A, PIP3B, etc.  
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Demographics  

Of the 15 interviews conducted in this research, all but one participant were serving warranted officers 

within one police service from E&W, with the remaining participant having retired from active service 

but returning to the same force as a trainer for new investigative recruits. Although they were not 

conducting live investigations, their length of service and experience was deemed suitable for them to 

be included in the research to showcase any differences between investigations now and in the past. 

There were 6 female and 9 male participants. The most common age group amongst the participants 

was 20-29 (5 officers), the next most common was 50-59 (4 officers), followed by 40-49 (3 officers), 

then 30-39 (2 officers) and lastly 1 officer in the 60-69 age group. Length of service of the participants 

in the police service was mainly between 0-10 years (8 officers), largely in part to the majority of 

participants being trained to PIP level 1. The next most common length of service was between 21-30 

years (5 officers) and finally 2 officers fell within the 11-20 years range. Specifically in a detective role 

(Detective Constable [DC] or above), 5 participants had no experience as they were ranked either Police 

Constable (PC) (4 officers) or Inspector (1 officer) but were in charge of volume crime investigations 

within response. Next, 4 participants had between 11-20 years of experience as a detective, 2 DCs, 1 

Detective Sergeant (DS) and 1 Detective Chief Inspector (DCI). Lastly, 3 participants had between 0-

10 years in a detective role with 2 DCs and 1 DS, and 3 participants had between 21-30 years of 

experience in a detective role, with 1 DS, 1 DCI, and 1 civilian formerly the rank of DC.  

Intuitive Thinking versus Conscious Thinking  

Upon analysing interviews transcriptions, it became apparent that officers across all PIP levels felt the 

NDM had become a default method of thinking (n=13), whereby they would not consciously go through 

each step of the model when making a decision, but upon reflection could identify each stage in their 

thinking and actions. PIP1E, an officer that conducts volume crime investigations and works on 

response, implies that a reason for the NDM being an unconscious method of thinking is the lack of 

time in situations that require an immediate action. 

…say you’re faced with someone with a knife, you don’t then start going through saying you 

need to gather your information and consider powers and policies, it kind of just subconsciously 

comes to you and you don’t really think of it as the NDM it is just something you do at those 
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jobs, you just do it and it’s not until after you kind of reassess and analyse what you’ve done 

and you realise you’ve gone through the NDM without actually going through it… -PIP1E  

Other participants alluded directly to experience and the repetitive use of the NDM as a reason the 

model becomes an unconscious form of thinking (n=4), suggesting that experienced officers find it 

easier to exhibit elements of the NDM without thinking in comparison to novice officers.  

…it gives you that guideline to follow, and then once you’ve done it a few times it does start to 

become a natural thought process that you then consider all the elements… -PIP1B 

…I wouldn’t say I used it much when I started but it definitely comes with experience that you 

get to learn the NDM… -PIP1F 

On the other hand, PIP2A describes how they felt the NDM did not reflect their thinking at all, instead 

relying on their own working rules developed from instinct and experience. 

…it doesn’t feel like a model that’s serving its purpose, it feels more like I’m using my own 

instinct, experience, skillset, and knowledge of how to get the job done… -PIP2A  

One participant, PIP1G, does emphasise the importance experience has on an officer’s ability to use the 

NDM, where they described feeling overwhelmed in their attempt to consciously use the NDM in 

response situations.  

…when I first came out to area, like started working on the streets, because I was spinning the 

NDM wheel so much, it started freaking me out because you are going through so many 

scenarios in your head, like what could go wrong, because you’re not experienced 

enough…you’re not spinning the wheel fast enough, however as soon as you start getting 

experienced that’s when you do it subconsciously… -PIP1G 

As well as experience, a number of participants (n=3) believed their exposure to the NDM throughout 

training at the police college is the reason it had become a default method of thinking. 

I think during our initial training it’s kind of drummed into us…they kind of drum into us at the 

police college, for you to use the NDM… -PIP1E 

…me personally I go NDM most of the time, purely because that’s what I learned in college, 

that’s how I started the job, and that feels more natural to me…-PIP1G 

…from the very beginning and through the training you get it’s reiterated on most of the courses 

you do…so actually it fits everything, and I think the reason for that is the training we go 

through… -PIP3A 

Despite the overwhelming agreement that the NDM has become an automatic, system 1 thinking 

process, there were instances of the participants knowingly and consciously using the model to think 

through decisions. This suggests that it depends on the severity of the situation or the practitioner’s past 
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experience with similar scenarios as to whether the NDM is an intuitive or conscious form of thinking. 

Unfamiliarity in a situation was cited as a reason for thinking through each step of the NDM, implying 

officers felt the model provided a baseline they could fall back to when faced with uncertainty.  

…when you’re braced with a scenario and you’re not quite sure what to do, in the back of your 

head you think right, I need to spin the NDM… -PIP1A 

…a lot of people coming into the police may not have had that experience where they would 

need to make an informed decision of that nature…so it’s a good framework to base that off… 

-PIP1B  

…often we have young people dealing with things they have no real experience of it gives them 

that structure and framework to consider… -PIP1D 

There is also the suggestion from participants that the NDM becomes more relevant and conscious 

during higher level situations that require strategic decisions. Again, this relates to the idea that 

scenarios that would require increased justification of decisions necessitates a more thorough use of the 

model, such as use of force.  

…I personally think it works quite well when you are dealing with kind of high-risk stuff where 

use of force is involved and there’s a bit more risk attached to that incident…it’s probably at 

the forefront of my mind when using use of force… -PIP1E 

…well normally when I consciously do it is when it’s a high-level response, so let’s say there’s 

a weapon seen…so in that case you try to gather as much information as you can, and you 

consciously think NDM… -PIP1G 

…I think it comes to the fore again for me personally when dealing with crime in action, so 

kidnap, extortion, offences that are proactive and happening now, because it’s around quick 

decision making and if you refer to the NDM in those sort of life and death decisions I think its 

value is significant…I think it’s formalised thinking and particularly when you’ve got critical 

incidents, firearms incidents, and in times of extreme stress, it enables you to gather your 

thoughts and actually work through a process… -PIP3C 

 

An Effective Model 

Purpose of the NDM 

In order to see if there was a shared understanding of the model, participants were asked what they 

thought its purpose was. Answers were relatively consistent throughout with no significant differences 

across PIP levels and the general consensus being that the model’s purpose is a structure for making a 

decision with the most desirable outcome (n=13). Investigations were only explicitly included in 

relation to the purpose of the NDM in 3 answers (PIP1A, PIP2C and PIP2E).  
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…the NDM is the model we use to kind of justify decisions that we make during 

investigations…guide us in the right direction to make the right decision… -PIP1A  

…my understanding of it really is that it just helps you come up with the best outcome…it’s 

really about assessing threats and risks, gathering information and kind of working out plans… 

-PIP1C 

…the NDM is essentially the foundation of every decision you make as a police officer…how 

to get the best outcome for any situation… -PIP1F  

…the NDM is a process that should be utilised against all investigations that we use, so you 

should have a national standard from beginning, middle to end, which everyone should 

follow… -PIP2C 

…the NDM is a model for police officers…and investigators who work within the police 

organisation…to formulate decisions that they make…in an investigation mainly… -PIP2E 

…for me it’s a risk assessment model…particularly in my previous role as a major crime 

SIO…essential decision making round a particular strategic decision in terms of powers and 

policies, the various options that I may or may not have… -PIP3C 

Two participants (PIP1E and PIP3B) described the central code of ethics in relation to the purpose of 

the NDM, stressing the importance of how they factor into each decision. Despite being the 

underpinning principles of the NDM, the fact that ethics were not explicitly mentioned by more 

participants may suggest a focus on the decision outcome the model may assist with rather than ethics. 

In contrast, it could be suggested that officers consider personal ethics rather than those defined in the 

model (PIP2A).   

…essentially it’s kind of our guidance and rulebook on how to make decisions with inclusion 

so it all revolves around the code of ethics and kind of everything we stand for as police 

officers… all revolves around the code of ethics which we should be adhering to kind of every 

day…it’s kind of our standards really and what we should be upholding daily… -PIP1E 

I never consider the middle donut of the NDM…I still have strong personal ethics myself that 

have been built into me since I started the job and I still use Peelian Principles…my integrity 

is absolutely core and central to everything that I do, I don’t need a model to do that for me… 

-PIP2A 

…clearly code of ethics is in the middle of it, it’s at the centre of the wheel if you like just to 

reflect the importance of that in everything we do… -PIP3B 

An element of accountability was also introduced, with references to recording and justifying decisions 

found in the answers of PIP1A and PIP3B. It is interesting to see the association of the NDM with 

recording decisions as the model does not explicitly state anything about recording decisions.   

…the NDM is the model we use to kind of justify decisions that we make… -PIP1A 

 …it’s about formalising decision-making and the recording of those… -PIP3B 
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The only participant to do so, PIP1G stated that they believed one purpose of the NDM was for 

continuous improvement of the individual, using the model to better themselves for the next situation.  

…the NDM is a decision model that any person takes…to improve their future…the intention 

of the NDM…I think was to better, or to improve, the services provided, continuous 

improvement…- PIP1G 

 

The Wheel  

Throughout the interviews, there were references to the cyclical nature of the model and how this 

benefits officers by allowing them to start at any point in the circle to deal with the urgent situation at 

hand (n=3). This approach to utilising the model suggests any rigidity in decision models is likely to be 

met with resistance from practitioners and that flexibility means officers can use their personal 

understanding and method to think through decisions. The majority of these references were made by 

PIP 1 officers dealing with response situations and volume crime investigations, supporting the idea 

that the model is more frequently associated with confrontational scenarios or lower end investigations.  

…it’s a circular model, you can sort of jump in at any point, it makes sense as it is, you’re not 

going to come to the decision at the same starting point and there might be a different element 

where you start using a power that identifies different options that you can take, so you’d start 

round at that end rather than the other bit so it is important for it to be a sort of circular model… 

-PIP1B 

…you don’t always follow the circle, because sometimes you are jumping all over the place, 

it’s not a straight, or it’s not a perfect circle, so you don’t always go from information to 

assessment, you might go okay I have this information and this is my assessment and then before 

action to jump to reviewing what you did last time to see if it helps anything… -PIP1G 

I think with the NDM you have the circle, you sort of follow it round or out of order…sometimes 

you don’t go in the same order with the NDM but you do find that you are still considering all 

of them…at any time you can go backwards to the others and ultimately, in the heart of your 

decisions, when you’re making your decisions you’re considering each and every circle… -

PIP3A 

 

Training 

When asked about training received surrounding the NDM, participants within PIP level 1 tended to 

refer back to initial training received at the police college (n=7), with one participant from PIP level 3 

also referring to this initial training. A potential explanation for this is that a number of participants 

from PIP levels 2 and 3 were in detective roles before the introduction of the NDM so the model was 
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not around when they received their initial training. Participants across all PIP levels however, referred 

to the repetitive nature of how the NDM is reintroduced throughout various training sessions (n=9).  

…when I joined as a PC…I went through 20 weeks of training at the police college…which I 

gained an understanding of the NDM…we’ve kind of had like refreshers and things like that 

since I’ve been in the force… - PIP1A 

You do get a specific input on the NDM whilst in your initial training…then it is constantly 

brought up again throughout all the different training you do…so it’s brought into every 

training you get, it’s brought in and becomes relevant… - PIP1B  

It is reinforced frequently throughout various different bits of training…it will be embedded in 

whatever training is being delivered -PIP2B 

…when you’re doing courses up at the police college…there will be one on the board in the 

classroom…its always bought into most training that you get around…progressively as you go 

through other courses it’s just within them, so it all fits around the model…various things, 

they’ll come back to that model…so that’s when it’s not introduced again but reiterated to you 

-PIP3A 

Two participants made reference to feeling that the NDM had been ‘drummed in’ throughout training.  

…because it is so drummed into us as a training element…it’s just drummed into you on a daily 

basis…it’s also drummed into you that it is part and parcel of everything you do… -PIP1B 

…because it is drummed into us…I think during our initial training it’s kind of drummed into 

us… -PIP1E 

When focusing on what aspects of training the NDM was related to a number of participants highlighted 

how the NDM was emphasised during officer safety training where use of force is required (n=6), 

suggesting that the model is prioritised in situations where justification is likely to be required.  

…and then during our officer safety training is when they really kind of homed in on it, where 

they really went into the NDM and then went into each point and kind of homed in on each bit 

of how we use it, especially when dealing with use of force…I know I keep coming back to use 

of force but that’s the main thing they drum into us at the police college… -PIP1E 

…I remember it first being introduced when we had safety training…basically the only time it 

was brought out and explained was on the staff safety training unit… -PIP1G 

…like your use of force, just handcuffing someone is use of force, and up to shooting someone… 

-PIP3B 

Participants across PIP levels 2 and 3 have undoubtedly attended more training courses than their PIP 

level 1 colleagues and were able to go into greater detail of different types of training received, namely 

detective training received upon accreditation. PIP2C highlighted how the NDM is retrained when there 



62 
 

is an aspect of promotion involved and participants PIP3B and PIP3C described how even for SIOs, the 

NDM is still reintroduced on their national courses.   

As a detective, you get NDM training as part of your detective training, also as you start going 

up for promotion you are retrained to ensure its embedded…then it is linked to scenarios and 

investigations that we might be having lessons on or investigations of people to bring into the 

class to use as a real-life case -PIP2C  

…anything to do with detectives or progressing the detective path…when you start your 

pathway as a detective, generally there is lessons…where they introduce it to you…lessons 

around advanced interviewing or ABE, or you are learning about the internet…so you don’t 

forget this model is here to help you in any part of your investigation. -PIP3A 

…I did a tactical commanders course a few years ago…it is quite tactical around using the 

NDM…that’s directed at Inspector level rank at the time…when I was doing my detective 

training, it was mentioned there and also as I’m now like a PIP 3 SIO, when you do your 

national courses on that the NDM is obviously part of that as well with regards to your decision 

making… -PIP3B 

…I can remember training on the previous model, the one before this, which had an extra M in 

it if I recall…I think it’s implemented across detective training…the courses I’ve been to at 

national level…certainly referred to across all those courses…across detective training both 

regionally and nationally -PIP3C 

A concern was raised following the experiences of PIP1C and PIP1F, who both highlight the amount 

of information received during their training at college and with PIP1F describing how the college 

environment is not suitable for learning and understanding the model. 

…it was probably just a day thing, because with quite a lot of training over the weeks, so my 

training was 19 weeks and we had quite a lot to go through as you can imagine, especially with 

our exams… -PIP1C 

…I think we had a day at college where we kind of went over it but the issue is when you get 

trained at college you get a lot of information and you don’t get to put it into practice so it’s 

really until you get out to where you’re going to be based that your supervisors go over it with 

you a bit more, and that’s probably the first time I started to understand it…the issue with the 

college is you get told a lot of information and college is a completely different environment to 

being out on response -PIP1F 

 

Accountability 

A very common trend among all PIP levels was the idea of accountability, how all decisions can be 

subjected to scrutiny either by supervisors or in court. The significance of recording a decision and its 

rationale was identified several times (n=12), often using the NDM or it’s elements to structure the 

rationale.  
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 …about to make a critical decisions then I will call up and get somebody from the control room 

and take them through my NDM…my team think I’m a bit nuts but I’ll go through it verbally 

with the camera, with the body worn camera so that I don’t have to remember why I took certain 

decisions…so if something went badly wrong there would be no question as to what the 

foundation of my decision-making was… -PIP1D 

…if nothing else an audit trail for the decision… if it’s something I really feel I need to justify 

my decision then perhaps it would be more structured around something that is recognisable 

whereas if it’s a recorded decision then there will be a lot of implied models and I’ll grab a bit 

from everything…write it up in a way that flows and makes sense…it will be an element of the 

NDM…maybe a bit of a SWOT analysis…aspects of the core investigative doctrine, APP…not 

so much unstructured but more free flowing… -PIP2B 

…it’s a matter of working through a process and capturing that process and recording it and 

documenting it…I’ll have the NDM as the first page on the inside…so if I need to refer to it 

while I’m writing my police file… -PIP3B 

…on policy writing…the principles of the NDM will be referred to within the body of the 

entry…it’s documented and evidenced as to why I’ve come to that conclusion… -PIP3C 

Although the NDM itself does not explicitly instruct officers to record or document their decision-

making or rationale, a likely reason that participants introduced for its frequent use is the support 

individuals feel they gain if they can justify decisions while demonstrating they have used the model to 

reach a conclusion.  

…if you apply that through it gives you that cover of knowing that you’ve thought about 

different options and you’ve documented them…if you have applied that, you can show you’ve 

used sound reasoning and it sort of gives you a bit of cover…it gives you that sort of back up 

to say no actually I did consider other alternatives but I discounted them because of this… -

PIP1B 

…the model does need to be there really because it protects us so we can outline and we can 

say we’ve done X, Y, and Z and why… -PIP1C 

…gives them confidence in their decision making, and perhaps also a bit of confidence that if 

something goes wrong, that their decisions, if challenged, will withstand scrutiny…little bit of 

a siege mentality…criticised from all quarters…defensibility of your actions with reference to 

that framework is probably the most useful bit for some people… -PIP1D 

When specifying what types of decisions needed recording, the trend tended to be that use of force 

against a person would need more justification later on. This concept was mainly found amongst PIP 1 

participants who handle volume crime investigations and response policing and are therefore more 

likely to encounter scenarios where use of force is necessary and a decision is required in quick time.  

…if I’ve had to make a decision that I know is not a run of the mill decision, it’s not an everyday 

decisions so like use of force or sort of again for something that might have caused some 

controversy…when you do use force…-PIP1B 
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…I will structure my updates and make sure I’ve documented my decision making with 

reference to the NDM before I take action which may lead to somebody coming to harm…a 

really big decision or a high-risk situation… -PIP1D 

…especially when dealing with use of force and the risk attached to that, because obviously 

there’s a lot of risk in terms of using force as we’re essentially assaulting people without 

assaulting them…primarily it will be in use of force situations…that risk of getting hands on 

with someone…is it proportionate for me to get handcuffs on this person to take their 

liberty…really helps us justify how proportionate we are in our use of force… -PIP1E 

…NDM is a massive part of that decision-making process about justifying your use of force… 

-PIP3B 

Interestingly, it was brought up across all PIP levels that the decision to not take action, or the expected 

action, needed to be documented just as much, if not more, as the decision to take action (n=6). 

Participants PIP2C and PIP2E are able to demonstrate the differences in past attitudes to documentation 

compared to now.   

…mainly I think it’s sometimes more important to justify why you’re not going to do something 

than why you are doing to do something… -PIP1D 

…whereas before we wouldn’t worry about documenting why we went and arrest someone or 

why we didn’t arrest someone…-PIP2C 

…in the past I would make decisions… I wouldn’t necessarily document that decisions, I might 

document the result of it, but I wouldn’t necessarily document my thinking at the time…I don’t 

remember an awful lot of writing about my thought processes to be honest with you…I would 

write that I carried out a certain line of enquiry and what the outcome was, I don’t remember 

being asked an awful lot about why I’d made that decision…that didn’t seem to be a focus in 

the past…as an investigators I don’t remember being asked to justify my decisions in the way I 

would suggest happens now… -PIP2E 

…what you tend to learn professionally is that with experience a lot of the time it’s the decisions 

not to do something that needs clarification…sometimes in your decision making you do need 

to justify why you’re not doing something or why you’re not doing stuff at that time, you might 

have identified what you’re going to do but not at that time for this reason, so I think in the 

more complex investigations that happens a lot… -PIP3B 

Again, this cannot be attributed to the NDM as the model does not state the need to record decisions or 

rationale, but it is unclear whether this is taught in training, from more experienced officers or just from 

personal experience. However, for PIP 3 officers, it appears from PIP3C’s interview that the association 

of the NDM with recording is mandated within their policy files due to policy changes implemented by 

the National Police Chief’s Council (NPCC). Furthermore, for response officers or those who use an 

Electronic Pocket Notebook (EPNB), the NDM can be found at the push of a button, although PIP1C 
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does continue to say that both they and the officers they know do not utilise it. An EPNB replaces the 

traditional paper notebook and is an application on the officer’s work phone. 

…they’re pushing it towards using our phone for out notes, and there is a button for the 

NDM…you press it and it comes up with five headings, so if you want to write in your EPNB 

the actual headings you do…I don’t use it, and I don’t know any officers that actually use it… 

-PIP1C 

…last year the homicide and home office working group and the NPCC wanted to implement a 

standard policy file for SIOs to use, and part of the preamble for that was one of the pages was 

the NDM…it’s in one of the initial pages… -PIP3C  

 

Hypotheses 

When asked about their exploration of hypotheses in an investigation, a handful of participants across 

all PIP levels stated the significance of developing and following lines of enquiry that lead either 

towards or away from a suspect, a necessity under the Criminal Procedure and Investigations Act 

(CPIA) 1996 (n=6).  

…we don’t really look at just the appropriate ones, we have to look at all the evidence and any 

line of enquiry that move us towards the investigation or away from the investigation… -PIP1C 

…under the CPIA, officers have got to follow every reasonable line of enquiry… -PIP2E 

…sometimes you need to consider those that lead you away… -PIP3A 

This comes in stark contrast to the past direction that PIP2E claims investigators took before the 

development of the CPIA. 

I would then formulate a decision about who I thought was responsible and I would then go 

down the lines of where evidence fitted that hypothesis, which sounds awful by today’s 

standards but that was the way we did it in those days, and we would actually ignore lines of 

enquiry that didn’t lead us to the conclusion we decided we wanted to get to… -PIP2E  

The significance of using hypotheses during an investigation and the benefits they provide were raised 

by many participants (n=7), with references to terms such as open minded (n=4), tunnel vision (n=1), 

and transparency (n=1), signifying how officers are aware of the dangers of not utilising hypotheses.  

…when you start focusing on suspect conviction you start getting tunnel vision… -PIP1G 

…it is also making sure that we are transparent and we have looked at other things… -PIP2C 

One of the very first things we do at the start of an investigation which is very important is that 

we come up with our hypotheses …we do have hypotheses because you can become very 

blinkered you know…if you have got that particular mindset you go down a path and look for 

that evidence all the time… -PIP3A 
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…hypotheses are very useful if you’re struggling to work out what offences you’ve got and 

who’s done it…it’s when you get some more weird and wonderful crimes where you’ve got to 

keep an open mind… if you did have a job where you start to feel unsure about what’s happened 

you can start to knock out those hypotheses, because they just show you’re thinking widely 

about what could have happened and then that would hopefully open your mind up to other 

possibilities, that means other lines of enquiry… -PIP3B  

…you go into an investigation with an open mind and identify all the potential possibilities of 

the hypotheses…one of my mantras is to assume nothing because that leads to disaster… -

PIP3C 

However, a small number of participants (n=5) described how they felt hypotheses also posed a 

hindrance to investigations, taking up too much time and focus away from the main lines of enquiry. 

There is also the suggestion that officers may focus too much on their own hypotheses and ignore 

evidence or lines of enquiry that lead elsewhere, demonstrating that the use of hypotheses requires a 

balancing act; enough to prevent tunnel vision but not so much as to develop confirmation bias.  

…there’s a pro and a con to putting hypotheses on our crime reports…it does cause some issues 

sometimes at court if we haven’t detailed why we haven’t followed and cleared out a 

hypothesis… -PIP2C 

I don’t really like hypotheses if I’m honest, because I think you can just focus on the ones you’ve 

listed when actually your enquiries could point you to a different one…and you might disregard 

that… -PIP2D  

…if it’s very clear and straight forward I don’t put any major credence in them because you’re 

just wasting your time, if it is what it says on the tin, then it is what it says on the tin, get on 

with it, when you start to see some DCs hypothesise about is it a burglary or isn’t it, well it 

either is or it isn’t…I’ve got to have some sort of direction, I can’t have 25 hypotheses and go 

in 25 directions…you’ve got to have one or two…otherwise there’s no point, they’re useless… 

-PIP3B 

One participant, PIP2A, emphasised the role that experience plays on an officer’s ability to generate 

hypotheses and lines of enquiry, suggesting that novice officers are ineffective at considering the 

alternative scenarios required for a higher-level case. This is somewhat supported by PIP1A, who 

describes how supervisors lend a hand by offering their thoughts on avenues to take that an officer may 

have missed.  

…you wouldn’t give a complex case to a brand-new investigator because you need them to go 

through a series of shorter cases, smaller cases so they understand what a line of enquiry 

is…you need to know where that’s taking you and how to close that off, that’s the skill of being 

an investigator… -PIP2A 

…my supervisor will endorse that or you know provide further lines of enquiry that she thinks 

might need to be done… -PIP1A 
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Despite participants highlighting the importance of hypotheses in an investigation, it is implied by two 

participants (PIP1E, PIP2B) that the use of hypotheses is relevant to an investigation only so far as 

having the time to explore those avenues appropriately.  

…I think the key thing really is time, and having the time do effectively do that, being an 

investigator on response is hard, we don’t always have the time to effectively investigate a 

crime…to get the time to complete our enquiries and work through those hypotheses, it’s 

incredibly difficult, time is quite crucial to ensure you conduct a thorough investigation and 

you cover all avenues…it can go wrong just due to time…- PIP1E 

…allowing myself to pursue all reasonable lines of enquiry, whether they point towards or away 

from a suspect, but equally having the time to be able to do that… -PIP2B 

As a reminder, participants were not asked about their use of hypotheses in relation to the NDM. Instead, 

any mention of the NDM was omitted from the question in order to uncover whether officers explicitly 

mentioned their use of the model at this stage. Only 3 participants (PIP1B, PIP3A and PIP3B) 

mentioned the NDM in relation to hypotheses, but only so far as gathering and testing evidence against 

pre-existing hypotheses, rather than the model having any applicability to generating hypotheses.  

…my main method for applying the NDM…at hypothesis level would essentially be looking at 

the evidence as that doesn’t cover powers etc., that’s only how you can gather more 

evidence…for me it helps you to gather evidence and helps to sort of show some weight to any 

different hypotheses and look at the powers you’ve got to actually gather more evidence… -

PIP1B 

…every time you go back over that model you think okay, these were my hypotheses at the 

beginning, now I think that one doesn’t fit…again your hypotheses work very much on that 

NDM don’t they, because as you’re thinking about it, you’ve gathered this information, you’ve 

assessed it, so against the first hypothesis does it go against it or does it agree with it… -PIP3A 

…I might have half a dozen hypotheses but I would based on the information I had, so back 

into the NDM, at that time I would try and favour one of the hypotheses… -PIP3B  

However, a deeper look at participant answers reveals elements of the NDM being used without overtly 

referring to the model itself, although this again seems restricted to the information and assessment 

stages, whereby information is gathered and turned into evidence to be tested against a hypothesis. 

There are two references to the term gap analysis, with PIP1A offering their definition.  

…my understanding of a gap analysis is, so say for example you’ve got a set of 

circumstances…and they may provide you with further evidence which would prove or disprove 

the offence, so my understanding is almost, as it says on the tin, gap analysis is filling in the 

gaps of the investigation… -PIP1A 
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…a big part of it would be getting, so what we actually know, so a gap analysis to figure out 

where you stand with your evidence and then the possible outcomes, then running through those 

hypotheses how you can disprove them, what information have you got to sort of prove or 

disprove… -PIP1B  

I suppose a key part of that would be, suspect’s account, whether that’s their first account, 

comments, or at an interview, that should position additional lines of enquiry…they’re 

competing hypotheses which I’ll consider based on the information and intelligence… -PIP1D 

…hypothesise at the very beginning and then as you go through the investigation you eliminate 

some or in fact we may then create others, because of what you’re gathering and then 

assessing…-PIP3A 

…it’s down to what we can evidence and what we can’t, so you go into an investigation with 

an open mind and identify all the potential possibilities of the hypotheses…then it’s a systematic 

process of proving or disproving what has and hasn’t happened… -PIP3C 

 

Reviews 

A key difference was established between the different PIP levels when considering the ways in which 

reviews are used for investigations, mainly that the severity of the investigation influences the degree 

to which information and decisions are reviewed. Amongst the PIP 1 officers, when asked about 

reviewing individual decisions, participants mainly referred to conversations with colleagues to share 

ideas and justifications.  

…just talking to one another, just bounce it around…no one’s got anything else that they can 

turn around and say that’s a really bad idea and that’s a really good idea… -PIP1B 

…we often use peer reviews, so I’ll get my colleagues to read over my statements, read over my 

decisions… -PIP1E 

…I go speak to my colleague first, because whatever I’m going through, they have gone through 

the same scenario as well, so we talk to each other and think could we have done it this way or 

that way or what were you thinking… -PIP1G 

PIP 2 participants began to refer to more formalised processes of reviews due to the more complex 

nature of the investigations they conduct. Officers again referred to discussing ongoing investigations 

and decisions with colleagues to review decisions, but this time emphasised how they as a supervisor 

can still benefit from listening to the officers on the team that they manage. PIP 2 participants 

furthermore introduced the concept of reviewing decisions because of how they would be perceived in 

court, considering potential consequences of actions, and ensuring procedures had been followed.  

…I might be commander and controller of my investigation but I still also have a team wrapped 

around me in an investigation so those team dynamics are really important and it’s really 
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important that those officers around me have got the ability to say do you think we should do 

this?...and having the ability to go yeah do you know what, that’s actually a good idea and not 

see it as an ego thing…you do have to have healthy debate in a team…you can’t be a stand-

alone dictator…I still have to rely on you know points to prove and the evidence I need to obtain 

so in the background I still need to know the threshold that I need to reach in order to get a job 

successfully prosecuted… -PIP2A  

…certainly, at higher level, at the crime directorate level, there would be formalised 

investigative reviews conducted…there’s supervisors reviews, there’s Inspectors reviews when 

things get signed off, there’s CPS reviews when the investigation goes to the CPS… -PIP2B  

PIP2C also alludes to the frequency and during of which complex investigations are reviewed, implying 

that in serious and complex investigations, the greater number of decisions in comparison to volume 

crime investigations necessitates increased scrutiny.  

…we should be reviewing every single one of our reports and our investigations about a 

minimum of every 2-3 weeks…it’s just a case of right where are you up to, what have you done, 

what does that statement say, does it change where you are, what’s the result with forensics…it 

could be a 5-minute conversation of if it’s a complex job it could be a whole day, all depends 

on what the job is…-PIP2C  

PIP2D however takes a different approach to reviews, describing that only decisions that have not gone 

to plan are reviewed in order for learning opportunities to be identified and shared across the 

department. Although it’s appreciated that it’s not feasible to review every decision in a serious and 

complex investigation due to the time constraints, assuming that a decision was correct based solely on 

its outcome could have the potential for being unprepared for scrutiny at court.  

…if the decision has gone right, then generally we wouldn’t review it…if something has come 

out of it and somethings not gone quite how we thought then yeah you would look back at your 

decision making…that learning is shared across the team…it’s about learning rather than 

criticising…sharing the knowledge not even across just my team but across the department so 

other people don’t make the same mistake, it’s all about improvement… -PIP2D 

Participants at PIP 3 level answered with very similar experiences to PIP level 2 officers; they continue 

to refer to the number of reviews an investigation goes through before reaching court as well as the 

frequency of which those reviews occur, again reiterating that higher level investigations such as major 

crimes are subjected to more thorough formalised reviews. PIP3C again refers to the importance of the 

OIC such as an SIO listening to the views and suggestions from their team, rather than acting as the 

sole decision maker.  

…if you take any investigation, once I’ve finished with it, it’s reviewed by your supervisor, it 

goes through a reviewing process before the papers get sent to the CPS, the CPS review it and 
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then ultimately a lawyer…a lot of the time you’ll have meetings where you’re reviewing the 

evidence that you’ve got, a lot of the time on our investigations you have pre-charge with the 

CPS where they look and review how you’re doing…we’re dealing with high level criminals 

and a lot of information comes in, a lot of information is evidence and you have to make sure 

that what you have got is evidence and not just information…-PIP3A  

…it’s just a natural consequence of those daily briefings…major crime where you might do 

daily or twice a day briefings depending on what you’re dealing with…if you’re looking at 

more divisional sort of investigations, your review process might be 2 weekly, a month… -

PIP3B  

…from a major crime perspective, so we will have regular briefing with the team that is 

engaged to deal with that articular investigation, and I think part of the SIOs job is to canvas 

the views of all those on the team during the course of those briefings to review personally the 

outcomes of the strategic decision and actions that have fallen out of those decisions to see 

what the outcomes has been, whether it was the outcome that was expected or not…much in the 

same way that a peer review or a serious case review works, your team are around you, you 

don’t work as an autocratic system, it’s a system of working together…a good SIO will utilise 

other people’s ideas… -PIP3C 

Only 2 participants, PIP2E and PIP3B, referred overtly to the NDM in their answers, referring to the 

way in which its cyclical nature allows for constant re-evaluation of progress in an investigation. 

However, their answers suggest the NDM is used more for reviewing at what stage an investigation is 

at and how the information obtained can be used, rather than reviewing a specific decision made during 

the investigation.   

…the NDM is circular, and there’s a reason for that because when you get back up to the top, 

part of the NDM is to review what you’ve done…you’re back up to the gathering information 

stage…then we go round it again and I say so what have we got now?... and that in itself is a 

review process isn’t it… -PIP2E 

It’s part of the NDM isn’t it, it’s we knew that and now we know this, it’s part of the decision, 

we’ll go out, do all this work, come back tomorrow and we’ll review what we’ve got… -PIP3B 

 

A New Model? 

With the view of understanding what information practitioners prioritise and value in a decision model, 

the last question that participants were asked invited them to explore their creative side and consider 

how a specialised model for investigations should look and what information it should include. The 

majority of participants (n=11) considered the NDM suitable as it currently is, and believed no new 

information needed adding for it to be applied to investigations. Reasons for this included the flexibility 

the model provides due to the ability to jump into the model at any stage (n=3), the baseline the model 

represents for all officers regardless of department or rank (n=4) and that its current design is simple 
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enough that it can be understood and utilised by all officers, with too many strands and too much 

information increasing its complexity and the number of boxes that need ticking (n=4). Whether these 

responses are due to a lack of creativity, not knowing another model or simply believing the model is 

actually fit for purpose is unknown.  

…anything I can come up with would be very similar to what it already is, it’s a circular model, 

you can sort of jump in at any point, it makes sense as is… -PIP1B 

…that’s a difficult question actually, I do think the NDM is good purely because it’s used by 

everyone and it’s well known, and a lot of the time different forces use different systems and 

have different ways of thinking and it can be a bit of a faff and can lead to misunderstandings…I 

think it would be best to have one that’s universal… -PIP1F 

…my personal point of view, as I said right at the beginning is that the NDM reflects what 

officers do subconsciously and as a result of that I’ve always found it relevant to its purpose 

and fit for purpose as far as investigations are concerned, I’m just struggling to think now 

whether I would add anything else within the model because I think the more strands you apply 

to it the more complex it becomes… -PIP3C 

The remaining participants believed that the NDM needed redesigning with additional information to 

tailor the model to investigations. They acknowledged that the model itself was not a bad model, but in 

its current state was more applicable to response policing and therefore investigative elements needed 

adding. PIP level 2 officers believed the NDM would be made more applicable to investigations with 

the inclusion of investigative strategies and knowledge (n=3), such as gathering information necessary 

to identify investigative direction and also to develop lines of enquiry to maintain progress, especially 

for new investigators who are unsure of how to spot and follow lines of enquiry. The combination of 

investigative knowledge such as CD and APP into the NDM was also recommended to provide a 

structure for officers.   

…the biggest thing that I’m seeing for detectives at the moment is understanding the lines of 

enquiry process, so what that actually means because some officers do not understand the 

concept of line of enquiry, that’s what scares me the most about new detectives…I think if you 

could stick to a model that is sticking to lines of enquiry and making sure they follow all those 

lines of enquiry, some concept in that way would be really, really useful…-PIP2A 

…I suppose without being too vague a bit of everything, the NDM is a good structure, I wouldn’t 

necessarily say it fits perfectly, the core investigative doctrine, the APP, they are good 

structures, they probably need a bit of work and updating because again they’re a little rigid 

so things that incorporate an element of SWOT analysis, an element of the NDM, an element of 

core investigative doctrine, all those things weaved in… -PIP2B 

…I suppose more in line with investigative strategies with more focus on the VOWS mnemonic, 

victim, offender, witness, scene…I suppose just more scope to investigations rather than just 
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strategic…I feel the NDM is more aimed at response like I’ve said…maybe something like 

reviewing previous investigations…what else have we done, any other investigations, it’s going 

to have to be very different depending on different departments because investigations run 

differently…I don’t think there would be something that fits all… -PIP2D  

The only PIP level 3 participant who did not believe the NDM in its current form was suitable for 

investigations, PIP3B instead ventured the idea of using the idealised decision model, which is taught 

to SIOs and what they defined as simply what they currently know, what they need to know, and how 

they are going to find this information out. It covers the information and assessment stages of the NDM 

by evaluating what information they have and what is missing, and PIP3B argues that the last stage of 

the idealised decision model involves developing lines of enquiry to discover the missing information, 

giving the investigation direction.  

…I think it probably exists already, I think it’s the idealised decision model, which is taught on 

the SIO course, which is what do I know, what do I need to know, how am I going to find it, so 

that generates your lines of enquiry…and that is pretty much what detectives should do…it’s 

identifying where the gaps are and then coming up with tactics or lines of enquiry to fill those 

gaps of information… -PIP3B  

 

Investigation versus Response 

At the start of the research, it was expected that participants would collectively agree that the NDM was 

more applicable and favoured by response officers, because of its development from the CMM which 

was designed for conflict scenarios typically faced when responding to incidents. However, throughout 

the interviews it was discovered that officers had mixed opinions on what policing function the model 

was most applicable to. Participants amongst PIP levels 2 and 3, all detectives on serious and complex 

or major crime investigations, tended to believe the model was more useful in response situations. While 

a number of PIP 1 officers agreed, there were those who believed the model was more useful in 

investigative decisions. Firstly, there were participants who thought that the model was useful for all 

policing decisions (n=5), in line with the argument from the CoP.  

…I think the NDM kind of hits the nail on the head in terms of anything we do in the police, 

whether that’s response or investigative work… -PIP1E 

…its genericness allows for whatever it generally fits, the general flow from that initial bit of 

information and intelligence to sort of making the decision, making the decision, and 

reviewing…it’s a model that can suit anything… -PIP2B 
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I think you can fit it to every decision you make because generally in the police you are told 

something, police are gatherers of information, and when information is given to you, you need 

to assess what’s been given to you, one could say it does suit everything… -PIP3A 

There were PIP 1 participants who believed the model to be useful on response when responding to 

calls in order to gather information and to assess options on how to deal with the situation.  

…if you’re dealing with a very low-level job, you’re thinking about what information and 

intelligence you’ve received, you are assessing the risk, you are thinking of what options you’ve 

got, you are considering your powers and policies…I do think the NDM is easier to use in a 

response-based environment, purely because you’ve got less time to make a decision whereas 

in an investigation you have time to think about it… -PIP1F 

…from the moment the dispatcher calls me, I start thinking okay what information do I need, 

what is the contingency, what do I need to think about before I even arrive so when I get there 

I’m already ready to react to something… -PIP1G 

Amongst the PIP 2 and 3 participants, the general consensus was that the model is more applicable to 

response situations, with particular reference to tactical ops and firearms, again highlighting its 

utilisation in scenarios where use of force is involved and a greater degree of justification will be 

required.   

…so, our tactical ops guys and girls, they absolutely love it and adore it, and you’ll hear some 

people worship the NDM, so erm I think for tac ops decisions, it’s probably a better fit… -

PIP2A 

I think it’s better used in, if I’m honest, like in a uniform capacity, rather than 

investigations…for example if they’ve got someone with a knife or whatever, you know they’re 

gathering information, what options have they got, have they got a taser, have they got that sort 

of thing, rather than a slow time investigation I can’t say I’ve used it…I think it’s more widely 

used by uniformed officers and firearms officers…I think it’s more targeted to uniform police…I 

feel like the NDM is more aimed at response… -PIP2D 

…it’s something that I think is pushed quite heavily in the police, especially in the uniform 

side…where the NDM can be quite tactical like a working strategy that firearms commanders 

might use it…I think the NDM is probably very good when you are in those sort of tactical 

firearms commander roles or your public order commander roles…you tend to see that in our 

role that the uniform side of the business will probably use it far more formally than the crime 

group would…it’s definitely more formalised for the uniform side of things…especially in 

response… -PIP3B 

…it will no doubt be carried around by most firearms officer and particularly the strategic 

forearms commander in tactical command…probably more loosely used and more 

subconsciously used at the generic and lower end of criminal investigations… -PIP3C 

However, there were participants from PIP level 1 who felt the NDM was more significant to 

investigations rather than response policing. The main reasons that officers felt the NDM could be 



74 
 

utilised in investigations were time and proportionality; having the time to think through each step of 

the model and assessing proportionality of certain actions and lines of enquiry.  

…I feel it’s better for something that you get a chance to actually sit down and think about 

rather than, you’ll go through an abbreviated version when it’s a bit more in the moment type 

thing so if you’re at an immediate investigation for a PC I don’t think it’s as relevant as it 

would be in an investigation area because you don’t have the time to sit there and go through 

every element and tick off every box…I use it a lot in investigations where you have to take 

stock of proportionality and what you can actually do next…it’s certainly more useful where 

you’ve got a little bit more time…-PIP1B  

…it’s not great in a hot moment where you’re walking down the street and something evolves 

right in front of you, you can’t start thinking okay information, intelligence, what’s the best 

strategy, powers and policies, you’ve just got to get stuck in, but when you have the opportunity 

to have a slow time decision or a decision where you’re not having to act urgently, then it’s a 

useful way of documenting what you’re after…I think it falls to proportionality…it tends to be 

lower level crime, you know assaults, shoplifting and it doesn’t warrant the degree of extra 

work…it’s not proportionate to get the meaning bogged down, we don’t need more boxes to 

tick… -PIP1D 

…in response you are going full throttle, whereas on investigations when you come down you 

just slow down the whole thing, you have a lot more time, however you can do a lot more 

research as well, and the NDM is much more effective…-PIP1G 

Despite the majority of PIP level 2 and 3 participants believing the model to be more applicable to 

response policing, there were those who saw its usefulness to certain aspects of investigations, mainly 

relating the model to key and strategic decisions, and hypotheses. Its applicability was furthermore 

raised in relation to suspect interviews by PIP2B, demonstrating its use when planning and preparing 

for an interview. 

…when I’m talking about suspect interviews for example, and decisions made with regards to 

legal advisers…having my raw material…knowing what my powers and policies are…come up 

with a strategy and options…it fits quite nicely because I’m more of a suspect interview 

specialist in my field so it fits nicely with that…if I was doing a document as tier 5 investigative 

adviser, if I was advising an SIO…in relation to what strategy is best in this particular suspect 

interview…that would be very much more structured and that would be based around the 

NDM… -PIP2B 

…its always bought into most of the interviews…as you gather something and make a 

hypothesis…you have to prove and disprove, and you can only do that by working that model 

again…again that’s where the model helps because you quite clearly could be told quite a few 

things that could be intelligence but unless you can turn it into evidence you can’t introduce it 

into the case… -PIP3A 

…there’s a number of strategic policies and this allows me to determine as I make those 

decisions I guess…it sort of determines my thinking I guess of strategic decision making…if 

you’re sitting at a desk as an SIO writing a policy file trying to make real key decisions it’s a 
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tool that makes you sit and formalise your thinking and decision making…also the strategic 

decision-making areas as far as criminal investigations are concerned… -PIP3C  

 

Summary 

This chapter has identified and explored three themes that arose from the data, analysing how 

practitioners automatically and consciously used the NDM, whether officers thought the model was 

useful at aspects in both investigation and response, and lastly the difference of opinion of participants 

on whether the model was more applicable to investigation or response. Generally, officers 

unconsciously use the model the majority of the time, but it becomes an explicit form of thinking when 

faced with unfamiliarity or with high stress level situations. There is inconsistent interpretation of the 

model; most officers agreed its utilisation in recording decision rationale and justifying decisions but 

few saw it as relevant to reviewing decisions and generating hypotheses in investigations. The main 

view of officers is that the model is more useful in response due to situation of use of force or tactical 

operations necessitating a higher degree of justifications, although in practice, participants felt the 

model was not applicable to response situations due to the lack of time allowed to think through the 

model. 
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Chapter 5: Discussion 

Introduction  

The aim of this research was to interview professionals from one Police Service in E&W to compare 

practitioner views on the utilisation of the NDM during their investigations.  On analysis of participant 

interview transcriptions, three main themes were identified: Intuitive versus Conscious Thinking, An 

Effective Model, and Investigation versus Response. This chapter will relate the findings from the 

previous chapter to relevant research, following the same order. First, the consideration of the NDM as 

an automatic, system 1 form of thinking will be discussed in contrast to when officers knowingly and 

consciously used the model and how the Naturalistic Decision-Making approach relates to police 

decision-making. Next, the effectiveness of the model will be analysed by focusing on the way in which 

officers receive training on the model and what they consider its benefits and drawbacks to be. Lastly, 

the differences in use between investigations and response policing will be discussed in determine 

whether professionals prefer the model in short, confrontational situations or longer, complex situations.  

Interpretation  

This research identified that a majority of participants stated that they used the NDM intuitively, where 

they would unconsciously think through each step of the model during their decision-making process 

and could identify each element of the model in their thinking upon later reflection. One participant 

stated that the reason for intuitive use of the model was the lack of time available in fast paced scenarios, 

citing the use of force against someone with a knife as an example of where officers need to make 

immediate, justifiable decisions in seconds. Participants themselves highlighted that in situations of 

immediate threat to life, they did not have the time to consider each step of the NDM but instead took 

action based on individual judgement. It is therefore likely that the NDM is applied to these situations 

as a retroactive justification tool, a concept that O’Neill (2018) describes as ex post facto use. Other 

participants argued that the reason for the NDM being a subconscious tool was the experience they 

gained over time through repetitive use of the model itself. This supports the arguments of Hine, et al. 

(2018), who posited that experience an officer gains throughout their career informs their system 1 

process and leads to faster, unconscious thinking for similar scenarios. In relation to naturalistic decision 

making, this concept fits in with the RPDM from Klein, Calderwood and Clinton-Cirocco (1986), where 
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the authors describe how an individual’s experience develops intuitive patterns. These patterns then act 

as cues where, when applied to policing, an officer can match the pre-determined pattern to a given 

scenario and provide the expected action, which offers an explanation as to how officers make rapid 

decisions without comparing alternative options. Where this research also confirms the arguments of 

Hine, et al. (2018) is in the concept that novice officers are unable to use intuitive thinking at the 

beginning of their career but instead adopt an analytical approach to unfamiliar scenarios. In this 

research some participants described unfamiliar situations and inexperience as a reason for consciously 

using the NDM to inform their decision-making.  

As well as participants stating that experience of using the NDM time and time again led to it becoming 

a default way of thinking, some other participants instead described the training they received at the 

police college as the cause. Its constant demonstration by instructors as applicable to any scenario led 

to the model becoming available to officers when they met that scenario out on response or 

investigations. This relates to the availability heuristic (Schwarz, Bless, Strack, Klumpp, Rittenauer-

Schatka, and Simons, 1991), where a subject’s judgement is influenced by the frequency with which 

they come into contact with a phenomenon. This subsequently informs how easily that phenomenon is 

brought to mind.  Despite this, a small number of participants disagreed, describing how they felt 

overwhelmed by the amount of information and that the Police College is too different an environment 

to response policing that it is difficult to learn and apply the model to situations when first attending 

incidents. One officer went further to describe a concept similar to decision inertia, where they felt 

consciously using the NDM at first was so overwhelming they struggled to reach a decision. This 

contradicts the arguments of Lee (2009, as cited in Adams, 2014) and Bryant and Bryant (2016), where 

they argue that having a model reduces decision inertia due to the protection it affords officers. 

Shortland, Alison, Thompson, Barrett-Pink and Swan (2020) describe two types of decision inertia; 

decision avoidance, which is delaying the decision to take action at a later time, and redundant 

deliberation, where persistent evaluation of potential options is so cognitively demanding that no 

decision is made to aid with the current situations. This research has identified the potential for novice 
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officers to suffer from redundant deliberation until enough experience has been gained to use the NDM 

confidently and automatically and prevent the effects of cognitive overload.  

An underlying trend identified from participant answers was that the NDM is more thoroughly used by 

officers when faced with use of force situations that have a higher level of risk, such as tactical 

operations and firearms incidents. The likely reason for this was given by over half of the participants, 

who described how the NDM was emphasised during officer safety training repeatedly, primarily 

because use of force draws criticism from the public and is therefore in greater need of accountability 

and justification (Wood, 2004; Katz, 2014) which maintains public confidence and trust (Bennell, 

Alpert, Andersen, Arpaia, Huhta, Kahn, Khanizadeh, McCarthy, McLean, Mitchell, Nieuwenhuys, 

Palmer, and White, 2021). As highlighted by O’Neill (2018) the NDM was derived from its predecessor, 

the CMM, a model taught to practitioners to justify actions using force as proportionate, reasonable, 

and necessary. A lack of significant differences between the NDM and CMM, aside from the central 

code of ethics and review stage, as highlighted by O’Neill (2018), could suggest why practitioners feel 

the NDM is more applicable to justifying use of force situations, although research is needed to explore 

this assumption. 

Participants were asked what their understanding of the NDM was to determine if there was a collective 

agreement of its purpose. The majority of interviewees agreed that the model was a structure for 

organised decision-making for the best available outcome. The applicability of the model to 

investigative decision-making was only stated in three of the fifteen interviews, supporting O’Neill’s 

(2018) questioning on whether the model is suitable across all areas of policing. The central CoE was 

only mentioned by a small number of participants despite it being the underpinning principle of the 

model, where it could be implied the practitioners’ focus is on using the model to justify the decision’s 

outcome rather than consider the ethics used when reaching that decision. It therefore supports the 

findings of Lax (2014) and Adams (2014) who both found resistance from police officers in 

understanding how values and ethics translate into behaviour. A small number of participants also 

linked the purpose of the model with accountability and recording decisions, while the majority agreed 

the model was useful for recording decisions, which is surprising given the fact that the model itself 
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does not explicitly state the need to record decisions or rationale. The requirement to document 

decisions and rationale comes from the APP information provided for the NDM (CoP, 2014). It 

describes how recording decisions can be left to the officer’s discretion but under certain circumstances 

is required by statute or police policies, although they do not detail what statute requires the 

documentation of decisions and rationale. The investigation into the death of Stephen Lawrence is an 

example of poor decision making when recording is left to the discretion of an officer. The introduction 

of policy files for major crime investigations should therefore have represented a change in record 

keeping for the better, but ACPO (1999) found inconsistencies with record keeping and nearly 20 years 

later, O’Neill (2018) identified the same issue on analysis of IOPC reports. However, one SIO described 

how a recent policy change by the NPCC meant a standardised policy file was to be introduced with 

the NDM featuring in the initial pages, so a piece of research examining record keeping over the next 

few years is recommended to see if the model holds any influence over major crime decision 

documentation.   

The main reason participants gave for using the model in relation to recording decisions and rationale 

is the support they felt they would receive when demonstrating their use of the model. This represents 

the aim of the CoP to give confidence to officers when making a decision that they would be supported 

if they could show clear rationale and use of the NDM when under scrutiny, either by supervisors or at 

court. One participant, an Inspector who deals mainly with volume crime investigations, took it further 

than simply recording rationale in their pocket notebook by describing how they vocalise their use of 

the NDM and record it using their body worn camera. This concept along with the placing of the NDM 

on EPNBs demonstrates how technology can readily benefit record keeping by structuring and 

documenting an officer’s rationale. This verbalisation process is what Dando and Ormerod (2017) refer 

to as externalisation, taking implicit knowledge from an individual’s memory into a tangible, external 

environment, such as a written document. Studies have shown that externalisation positively influences 

the ability to make decisions and problem solve with better performance (Steffensen, 2013; Beckmann, 

Beckmann, Birney and Wood, 2015).  
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The general consensus in the field of criminal investigations is that the use of hypotheses has a positive 

effect on preventing cognitive biases in investigations (Ask and Granhag, 2005; Tong, Horvath and 

Bryant, 2009; Ask and Alison, 2010; Jones, 2016; Dando and Ormerod, 2017; Ask and Fahsing, 2018). 

Just over a third of participants emphasised how it is equally important to follow avenues that lead both 

towards and away from a suspect, a necessity under the CPIA 1996. The majority of participants then 

highlighted the importance of using hypotheses in investigations, describing how being open minded 

by documenting alternative scenarios maintains transparency. They furthermore detailed how 

hypotheses help to prevent the influence of cognitive biases such as tunnel vision, supporting past 

research from Ask and Granhag (2005) and Ask and Fahsing (2018).  

On the other hand, a third of participants suggested that hypotheses can have a negative impact on 

investigations as it can become too time consuming to explore each one appropriately. Officers also 

highlighted how failing to document the end of a hypothesis once it is disproved or discontinued can 

raise issues at court, suggesting that having a large number of competing hypotheses has a detrimental 

effect on a case. This supports the findings of Dando and Ormerod (2017) who identified SIOs being 

cautious to add anything to a decision log that would be detrimental to the prosecution’s case.  One 

participant specifically described confirmation bias that can be caused by using hypotheses, by detailing 

how an officer can focus on the hypothesis they have created and disregard other avenues that point 

away from their leading theory. Regardless of whether officers viewed hypotheses as useful or not to 

investigations, two participants highlighted how a huge workload can render hypotheses useless, by not 

having enough time to explore each avenue effectively.   

Dando and Ormerod (2017) demonstrated differences in the generation and testing of hypotheses 

between novice and experienced officers but did not specify how those hypotheses were created, 

whether it was with a decision model, intuition, or something else. Not one participant from this research 

highlighted any use of the NDM to create hypotheses, only to gather more information and to prove or 

disprove them by testing them against existing intelligence and evidence. This was expected, as the 

model has no mention or guidance on using hypotheses at all in an investigation, as highlighted by 

Dando and Ormerod (2017), implying that officers using the NDM to test hypotheses without being 
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instructed to do so see some merit in the model. Fahsing’s (2016) investigative cycle instructs 

investigators to generate hypotheses in its 4th stage: construct. However, it does not give guidance on 

how it is appropriate to create these hypotheses in a qualitative sense. It is here that the brainstorming 

phase from the SHDCI as described by Sunde (2020) should be utilised, as it encourages investigators 

to answer the 5W’s to identify what offences may have occurred and who may be involved. In addition, 

the SHDCI also instructs investigators to consider what other offences may have occurred that are more 

or less serious, and when examining who may be involved, it instructs investigators to also consider 

why that individual may be innocent. This wide-ranging model aims to provide a broad and objective 

starting point for investigations and if utilised appropriately, promises effective hypothesis generation 

that reduces cognitive biases.   

Dando and Ormerod’s (2017) analysis of decisions logs from investigations demonstrated that novice 

officers generate less hypotheses but test more evidence against their theories, whilst experienced 

officers generated more and tested less until later stages in the investigation. Whilst this research did 

not explore statistically the number of hypotheses generated and tested, it is able to offer some new 

information to the existing argument. One participant, a serious and complex crime investigator at PIP 

level 2, described how they felt novice officers were unsuitable for high level cases due to them being 

unable to consider competing hypotheses effectively. They argued that they needed to go through 

several smaller cases to understand how to develop and follow lines of enquiry. This supports Dando 

and Ormerod’s (2017) findings that novice officers are less capable of generating hypotheses. On the 

other hand, a major crime SIO at PIP level 3 described seeing novice detectives creating too many 

hypotheses at the initial stage about what offence has actually occurred, where they felt that the obvious 

choice of offence should be taken as a leading theory without too much consideration leading to time 

wasting. This again lends credence to the theory of naturalistic decision making using the RPDM, where 

officers seeing the same offences and investigative outcomes develop intuitive patterns through their 

experience, so that upon the next investigation with a similar situation, they have primed theories ready 

to explore.  
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As well as hypotheses, the use of investigative reviews have also been shown to reduce cognitive biases 

(Salet and Terpstra, 2014) and ensure lines of enquiry have been appropriately followed (Hill and 

O’Neill, 2019). The aim of reviews, as argued by Stubbins and Stubbins (2009) is not to solve the case 

but to identify and remove misleading conclusions. This research identified different degrees of scrutiny 

and review between levels of investigations. PIP level 1 officers in charge of volume crime 

investigations referred to using colleagues and supervisors for peer reviews, an informal process where 

they discuss decisions and lines of enquiry. Whilst using supervisors for reviews may be beneficial due 

to participants highlighting how they can offer lines of enquiry based on their previous experience, 

relying on colleagues may be ineffectual if they fail to take what Salet and Terpstra (2014) describe as 

the devil’s advocate approach. This role is the most effective at identifying cognitive biases such as 

tunnel vision by offering competing hypotheses and encourages investigators to make their decisions 

and rationale more explicit, leading to a more thorough and accountable investigation. This may not be 

such a requirement for volume crime investigations, where decisions are often fewer and cases are seen 

as simpler. Serious and complex crime investigations at PIP level 2 are subjected to more scrutiny and 

review processes, as highlighted by participants who described reviewing investigative decisions with 

an angle of how they would be viewed in court. Knowing that successful prosecutions rely on meeting 

the threshold in court means a greater deal of preparation and a more through focus on accountability. 

This takes the form of Inspector’s reviews and CPS reviews, and briefings of varying frequency and 

length in order to ensure the case is presentable at court.  

However, the briefings are conducted using the members of the team investigating the same crime, 

running the risk of what Rossmo (2016) terms group think, where the group collectively work to the 

same goal without safeguards against bias, as members are too hesitant to critique colleagues. If there 

is any element of focusing on suspect conviction rather than conducting a thorough investigation, 

echoing the construction of criminality in the Maxwell Confait case highlighted by McConville, Sanders 

and Leng (1991), it runs the risk of not being identified until the CPS review stage. PIP level 3 

participants in major crime investigations reiterated the frequency and length of briefings of ongoing 

investigations and again highlighted formal reviews such as CPS reviews, 7 and 28-day reviews for 
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undetected homicides which check the strategic direction of the SIO. However, Hill and O’Neill’s 

(2019) findings demonstrate that SIOs felt they benefitted very little from 28-day reviews despite the 

potential value they have, as they felt the effects of those reviews were administrative and procedural. 

This relates to the ritualist and proceduralist roles identified by Salet and Terpstra (2014) where the 

focus is on errors in reports and organisational issues rather than substantive elements of the 

investigation. One possible reason for SIOs gaining very little from 28-day reviews is given by an SIO 

participant who describes how other SIOs offer avenues to explore but acknowledges that as they are 

all SIOs, they are more than likely to suffer from the same biases. This is what Salet and Terpstra (2014) 

identify as the criminal investigator role, where the separate investigator’s focus is on solving the case 

rather than improving the quality of the investigation by adopting the team’s perspective.  In relation to 

the NDM, no participant described its applicability to review an investigation as a whole, but only so 

far as reviewing and assessing information obtained throughout the course of the investigation. This is 

unsurprising given that the review guidance found with APP (CoP, 2014) does not encourage the 

reviews of hypotheses, lines of enquiry, or the checking of potential biases. Instead, it instructs the 

reviewing of individual decisions, assessing their proportionality and ethicality and ensuring that they 

have been recorded along with rationale.  

Previous research surrounding the NDM has argued that its outcomes would be procedural and 

formulaic (Dando and Ormerod, 2017) and that it is more useful for response policing rather than 

investigations due to the complexity and number of decisions required in investigations (O’Neill, 2018). 

It was therefore expected for PIP level 1 officers to praise the model and describe frequent use of it, and 

for PIP level 2 and 3 officers to describe the model as inapplicable to the investigations they conduct 

because of the greater number and complexity of decisions required. Instead, the research received 

mixed opinions on its use. A third of participants stated that they believed the model to be useful in any 

decision, regardless of whether that is on response or in an investigation. This demonstrates a fulfilment 

of the CoP’s aim, who aimed for the model to be used for all decisions in all levels and areas of policing. 

However, is it appropriate to apply the NDM to every decision in a complex investigation? Dando and 

Ormerod (2017) found an average number of 86.14 decisions recorded in a decision log by SIOs over 
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86.86 investigation days for murder enquiries, 84.45 decisions over 66.34 days for aggravated 

burglaries, and 88.32 over 78.43 days for arson. It is feasible and appropriate for an SIO to document 

their information, assessment, powers and policies, potential options, and review for all of these 

decisions?  

Following this, the general trend was that participants believed the model to be more useful for response 

policing and lower-level investigations. PIP level 1 officers described the models applicability when 

responding to calls, with gathering information informing their decision to take action when they arrive 

at the scene. This concept was then echoed by participants across PIP levels 2 and 3, who believed the 

model to be more useful for uniformed officers dealing with tactical operations, firearms incidents, and 

use of force scenarios. This implies that practitioners consider the NDM is better utilised in situations 

where police actions against citizens are likely to need justification, again reiterating the belief that the 

structure of the model assists with accountability of actions.  

What was not expected was the PIP level 1 officers who believed the NDM to be more useful in 

investigative situations. Participants described how they felt that not having enough time in response 

situations rendered the model useless, as they could not think through each step and make a decision of 

what to do next. This exemplifies the argument that decision makers feeling the effects of time pressure 

engage in fewer cognitive tasks (Ordonez and Benson, 1997) and therefore produce decisions with 

reduced quality (Kelly and McGrath, 1985; Ask and Alison, 2010). Participants then explain how 

having more time, such as in investigations, gives them flexibility to take stock of proportionality of 

lines of enquiry to follow and actions to be taken. This sentiment was only felt by a small number of 

officers, suggesting personal interpretations of the model rather than a unified understanding. PIP level 

2 and 3 officers that utilised the model in investigations often referred to strategic and key decisions in 

major crime investigations. A potential explanation for this comes from the argument of Shortland, et 

al. (2020) who argue that higher level investigative decision making is complex because situations are 

often so unique, there is no prior experience to draw upon. Naturalistic decision making emphasises the 

importance of patterns developed from past experience to inform decision making (Klein, 2008) so, 
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without similar experiences SIOs are forced to use the NDM in taking an analytical approach to strategic 

decisions.   

An association between the NDM and suspect interviews was also brought up during an interview with 

a PIP level 2 officer. They described how when preparing SIOs for interviews by coming up with a 

strategy, they felt the NDM offered a suitable structure for them to justify this decision on, as it allowed 

them to take stock of the intelligence they had available, what policies were in place to obtain more 

information, and to identify different options depending on the outcome of the interview. This is in 

contrast to the experience of two PIP level 1 officers conducting suspect interviews at volume crime 

level, who relate the NDM only to the later stages of an interview either when a suspect offers new 

information that needs to be considered or when deciding what powers to use to charge a suspect with 

an offence. Since 1992, investigators have been encouraged to use the PEACE model of interviewing 

with the aim of gaining a comprehensive suspect account to uncover the truth about events, following 

the research conducted by Baldwin (1993) into police interviews from 1986 onwards. Baldwin 

established that there was a focus on gaining confessions and determining culpability rather than gaining 

account of what had occurred. Found in the APP for interviewing (CoP, 2020), the planning and 

preparation stage encourages investigators to identify who needs interviewing, why their viewpoint is 

important, gather material relevant to the interview, points to prove under the offence, etc. The 

experience of the PIP 2 officer suggests the NDM has some relevance to assisting interviewers in this 

planning and preparation stage through assessment of available information and considering potential 

outcomes and options.  

Limitations 

The key limitation of this research is the small sample size of participants from only one police service 

which therefore makes it difficult to apply its conclusions to the larger professional practitioner 

population. Having access to a larger number of participants was negatively impacted by the effects of 

the COVID-19 pandemic, where restrictions forced researchers to adapt in order to contact and 

interview participants to maintain timeliness and credibility of any findings (Vindrola-Padros, Chisnall, 

Cooper, Dowrick, Djellouli, Symmons, Martin, Singleton, Vanderslott, Vera and Johnson, 2020). The 
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effect on police officers themselves during the pandemic has been a decrease in productivity, efficiency, 

and ability to perform social functions due to shielding and isolating (Cooke, 2020) whilst increasing 

levels of stress and poor mental health (Stogner, Miller and McLean, 2020).  

As well as the sample size, obtaining an equal number of officers from each PIP level was difficult in 

part due to COVID-19, but also due simply to available numbers. Few officers move from PIP 1 volume 

crime investigations into PIP 2 serious and complex crime investigations, and fewer still move into PIP 

3 major crime investigations. This means this research is not able to offer balanced findings of any 

differences between utilisation of the NDM between the different PIP levels, and therefore the research 

must be replicated with a larger sample size and with equal numbers of PIP officers from each band.  

A final limitation of this research is the lack of previous research into the NDM to which this research 

can be compared. There is no direct research into the relationship between the NDM and investigations 

that this research can support or disagree with, nor is there an existing framework which this research 

could replicate with new participants to strengthen any existing arguments. Whilst this research acts as 

an initial exploratory study, further research into the utilisation of the NDM by practitioners is required. 

The research therefore has taken an approach focusing on naturalistic decision-making to align itself 

with cognitive decision-making research, looking at the influences that experience and severity of the 

situation have on an officer’s decision-making.  

Summary  

This research has explored the relationship between the NDM and intuitive thinking by practitioners 

through the lens of naturalistic decision making. Unfamiliar situations were a main cause for conscious 

use of the NDM by novice officers due to having no prior similar experience. As defined using the 

RPDM from naturalistic decision making, having no previous experience with which to develop 

patterns means analytical thinking will have to be utilised rather than intuitive thinking. At the other 

end of the spectrum, two of the three major crime SIOs interviewed described conscious use of the 

NDM when making strategic decisions. The likely reason for this was due to strategic decision-making 

in critical incidents being so unique, they have no primed patterns available from previous experience. 

Novice officers detailed their experience of feeling so overwhelmed using the model when first out on 



87 
 

area that they experienced redundant deliberation, furthermore supporting the idea that the NDM’s 

analytical requirement can be too overbearing for novice officers until they gain more experience 

throughout their career. In relation to response policing and investigations, the most useful aspects of 

the NDM considered by participants were information gathering and assessment. For response, this 

meant gathering information en route to an emergency call in order to identify the best actions to take 

on arrival. For investigations, this meant gathering information in the form of accounts through 

interviews and then assessing it in order to turn it into evidence to support the investigation. There was 

no significant use of the NDM at the hypothesis generation stage of an investigation, largely due to the 

lack of guidance for investigators on how to generate appropriate theories. There was however use of 

the NDM in testing hypotheses by assessing information in relation to theories to prove or disprove 

them. The main use of the NDM identified by the majority of participants was justification of decisions 

to ensure accountability, described by officers across all PIP levels whether being scrutinised by 

supervisors or in court. In consideration of a version of the NDM specialised to investigations, the 

majority of participants believed the NDM suited this purpose as it currently is. Others believed it 

necessary to add relevant investigative knowledge and strategies, mainly to assist officers in developing 

lines of enquiry to give the investigation direction and progress. The general consensus of participants 

was that the NDM is more applicable to response situations, due to police actions requiring use of force 

needing a greater level of justification.  
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Chapter 6: Conclusion and Recommendations 

Conclusion 

This thesis has explored the utilisation of the NDM by practitioners in one Police Service from England 

and Wales, looking at how officers considered the NDM intuitively in relation to naturalistic decision 

making, how they used the model through investigations and on response, and lastly whether they felt 

the model was more applicable to investigations or response policing. Although participants across all 

PIP levels described the subconscious use of the NDM, it is suggested from analysis of the interviews 

that they are instead using their past experiences to recognise cues in the current situation and apply an 

appropriate action, in line with Naturalistic Decision Making. Officers themselves highlighted that in 

use of force situations they felt they did not have the time to consider the model but in reflection could 

identify the elements of the NDM in their actions. This is likely to be a demonstration of ex post facto 

use, carrying out actions and then retroactively seeking justification. Conscious use of the NDM can 

again be explained by naturalistic decision making. Officers described explicitly thinking through the 

model in unfamiliar situations, where having no past experience to develop patterns from means 

practitioners are required to take an analytical approach in order to assess and understand the 

circumstances. This was identified in the answers of PIP 1 officers who faced unfamiliar scenarios on 

response due to lack of experience, but also in the responses from PIP 3 officers, who referred to using 

the model to make strategic decisions. These high-level decisions, such as those in critical incidents that 

are likely to have an impact on the public’s perception of the police, are often so unique that there is no 

previous experience that an officer could have identified patterns from, requiring them to analytically 

assess their situation using the NDM.  

The training received by participants on the NDM was frequent, with the model being reiterated on 

most courses from initial training at the Police College to national courses for SIOs. Whilst a couple of 

participants described the college as an inappropriate environment to learn to use the NDM, most 

officers had neutral views on their training experience, simply describing the duration of courses and 

the frequency of which the NDM was brought up. The majority of participants however, stated how the 

use of the NDM was emphasised during officer safety training for use of force situations. This is a likely 
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consequence of the NDM being derived from the CMM, a model solely designed to justify use of force 

actions.  Officers did describe how they felt supported by using the NDM to justify decisions and actions 

as it created an audit trail and offered them accountability. Although participants did not explicitly state 

each step of the NDM in records such as pocket notebooks or crime reports, many referred to using the 

model as a structure when recording things such as decision rationale. An Inspector on response even 

described a process of externalisation by audibly going through the model and having it recorded to 

their body worn camera, suggesting that the primary benefit practitioners gain from the NDM is the 

provision of accountability for decisions. The true impact of the NDM on the use of hypotheses is 

unknown, but this exploratory research has demonstrated that some practitioners use the information 

gathering and assessment stages of the model to prove or disprove existing hypotheses by testing 

available evidence. No guidance is provided by the NDM on how to generate hypotheses, so further 

research is recommended to identify what process practitioners from E&W use to develop their theories. 

As well as concepts taken from the SHDCI, results from this research should be considered for 

implementation in an investigative decision-making model as a display of EBP and continuing 

professionalisation of the police. Participants who believed the NDM needed changing for it to be made 

applicable to investigations wanted the inclusion of investigative knowledge and strategies in order to 

support officers in developing and following lines of enquiry.  

Practitioners from this research are able to elaborate on the discussion of whether the NDM is more 

applicable to response situations or criminal investigations from a professional’s point of view. The 

majority of detectives in this study, at PIP levels 2 and 3, believed the model to be more applicable to 

response policing due to its usefulness at justifying actions in use of force scenarios such as tactical 

operations and firearms incidents. Those who did acknowledge the model’s use to investigations 

referred to using it to justify one off strategic decisions, rather than applying it to the greater number of 

decisions that occur in more complex investigations. Participants in PIP 1 who believed the model to 

more applicable to investigations did so because of the ability to take time to think through decisions, 

rather than having to provide a rapid action. It would be interesting to see if they hold the same beliefs 

if and when they themselves reach the levels of Serious and Complex or Major crime investigations.  
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Recommendations 

For future research: 

1. Replicate this study with a number of Police Services in England and Wales simultaneously to 

identify if practitioner perspectives are the same nationwide. This report is limited to one Police 

Service and therefore cannot generalise any arguments to all officers nationally. 

2. Explore the way in which practitioners from England and Wales generate hypotheses during 

investigations by examining decision logs with a focus on identifying differences in the use of 

the NDM between PIP levels. This would act as a blend of this research and that of Dando and 

Ormerod (2017), where supporting or contradicting arguments could be drawn against the 

claims of the College of Policing that the NDM is useful for investigations.  

3. Subject the NDM and other decision-making models to empirical research. This report is only 

a starting point for empirical research into the NDM and its arguments can only be supported 

by subsequent studies.  

For the College of Policing: 

1. Design and empirically test a version of the NDM that is specialised for criminal investigation, 

incorporating a stage that focuses on the generation and testing of hypotheses using both 

relevant research such as the SHDCI and perspectives from practitioners likely to use the model. 

This would help to make the NDM more applicable to investigations, as this research has 

identified a tendency for practitioners to favour the model for response situations.  

2. Introduce the necessity to record rationale for decisions into the NDM, including the decisions 

to not take action, in order to improve the audit trail and provide accountability and 

transparency. As highlighted by this research, the NDM does not explicitly mention recording 

of decisions or rationale but it is essential for transparency and accountability.  

For the Police:  

1. Review training of the NDM for recruits to ensure more applicable practical scenarios are 

provided to reduce the possibility of redundant deliberation and improve the confidence of 
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novice officers when first on response, as participants in this research noted feeling 

overwhelmed by the NDM when first attending incidents. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



92 
 

References 

Adams, R. (2014) Does the Police Service need a Values-based Decision-Making Model: If so, What 

Should that Model Look Like? Doctoral Thesis, London Metropolitan University 

Alamri, W. (2019) Effectiveness of Qualitative Research Methods: Interviews and Diaries. 

International Journal of English and Cultural Studies, 2(1), 65-70 

Alison, L., Power, N., van den Heuvel, C., Humann, M., Palasinksi, M. and Crego, J. (2015) Decision 

Inertia: Deciding Between Least Worst Outcomes in Emergency Responses to Disasters. Journal of 

Occupational and Organisation Psychology, 88(2), p.315 

Allen, R. (2011) Information Behaviour and Decision-Making in Time-Constrained Practice: A Dual-

Processing Perspective. Journal of the American Society for Information Science and Technology 

62(1), pp.2165-2181 

Allsop, C. (2018) Cold Case Reviews: DNA, Detective Work and Unsolved Major Crimes. Oxford: 

Oxford University Press  

Alys, L., Massey, K. And Tong, S. (2013) Investigative Decision Making: Missing People and Sexual 

Offences, Crossroads to an Uncertain Future. Journal of Investigative Psychology and Offender 

Profiling, 10(1), pp.140-154 

Andersen, S. (2019) A Preliminary Process Model for Investigation. Technical Report, Oslo Police 

Asamoah, M. (2014) Re-Examination of the Limitations Associated with Correlational Research. 

Journal of Educational Research and Reviews, 2(4), pp.45-52 

Ask, K. and Alison, L. (2010) ‘Investigators’ Decision Making.’ In Granhag, P. (ed) Forensic 

Psychology in Context: Nordic and International Perspectives. Collumpton: Willan Publishing, 

pp.35-55 

Ask, K. and Fahsing, I. (2018.) ‘Investigative Decision Making.’ In Griffiths, A. and Milne, R. 

(eds.) The Psychology of Criminal Investigation. London: Routledge, pp.52-73 



93 
 

Ask, K. And Granhag, P. (2005) Motivational Sources of Confirmation Bias in Criminal 

Investigations. The Need for Cognitive Closure. Journal of Investigative Psychology and Offender 

Profiling, 2(1), pp.43-63 

Ask, K. and Granhag, P. (2007a) Hot Cognition in Investigative Judgements: The Differential 

Influence of Anger and Sadness. Law and Human Behaviour, 31(6), pp.537-551 

Ask, K. and Granhag, P. (2007b) Motivational Bias in Criminal Investigators’ Judgements of Witness 

Reliability. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 37(3), pp.561-591 

Aspers, P. and Corte, U. (2019) What is Qualitative in Qualitative Research. Qualitative Sociology, 

42(2), pp.139-160 

Association of Chief Police Officers (1999) ACPO Crime Committee Revised Guidelines for the Use 

of Policy Files. London: National Centre for Policing Excellence 

Association of Chief Police Officers (2005) Core Investigative Doctrine. Camborne: National Centre 

for Policing Excellence 

Association of Chief Police Officers (2006) Murder Investigation Manual. Wyboston: National 

Centre for Policing Excellence  

Association of Chief Police Officers (2012) Written Evidence Submitted by the Association of Chief 

Police Officers for the Home Affairs Select Committee’s Inquiry into Leadership and Standards in the 

Police. [online] available at: House of Commons - Home Affairs Committee: Written evidence 

submitted by the Association of Chief Police Officers [LSP 21] (parliament.uk) [Accessed on 15 May 

2022] 

Ayres, L. (2008) ‘Semi-Structured Interview’. In Given, L. (ed.) The SAGE Encyclopaedia of 

Qualitative Research Methods. London: SAGE Publications, p.811 

Baldwin, J. (1993) Police Interview Techniques: Establishing Truth or Proof? The British Journal of 

Criminology, 33(3), pp.325-352 

https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201314/cmselect/cmhaff/67/67we08.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201314/cmselect/cmhaff/67/67we08.htm


94 
 

Basias, N. and Pollalis, Y. (2018) Quantitative and Qualitative Research in Business and Technology: 

Justifying a Suitable Research Methodology. Review of Integrative Business and Economics 

Research, 7, pp.91-105   

Bazeley, P. (2006) The Contribution of Computer Software to Integrating Qualitative and 

Quantitative Data and Analyses. Research in the Schools, 13(1), pp.64-74 

Bazeley, P. (2017) Integrating Analyses in Mixed Methods Research. London: SAGE Publications 

Becker, H. (1966) Whose Side Are We On? Social Problems, 14(3), pp.239-247 

Beckmann, N., Beckmann, J., Birney, D. and Wood, R. (2015) A Problem Shared is Learning 

Doubled: Deliberative Processing in Dyads Improves Learning in Complex Dynamic Decision-

Making Tasks. Computers in Human Behaviour, 48(2), pp.654-662 

Bennell, C., Alpert, G., Andersen, J., Arpaia, J., Huhta, J., Kahn, K., Khanizadeh, A., McCarthy, M., 

McLean, K., Mitchell, R., Nieuwenhuys, A., Palmer, A. and White, M. (2021) Advancing Police Use 

of Force Research and Practice: Urgent Issues and Prospects. Legal and Criminological Psychology, 

26(2), pp.121-144 

Borgatti, S. and Molia, J. (2005) Toward Ethical Guidelines for Network Research in Organisations. 

Social Networks, 27(2), pp.107-117 

Brain, T. (2010) A History of Policing in England and Wales: A Turbulent Journey. Oxford: Oxford 

University Press 

Braun, V. and Clarke, V. (2006) Using Thematic Analysis in Psychology. Qualitative Research in 

Psychology, 3(2), pp.77-101 

Braun, V. and Clarke, V. (2021) Can I use TA? Should I use TA? Should I not use TA? Comparing 

Reflexive Thematic Analysis and other Pattern-Based Qualitative Analytic Approaches. Counselling 

and Psychotherapy Research, 21(1), pp.37-47 

Brodeur, J.P. (2010) The Policing Web. Oxford: Oxford University Press 



95 
 

Brookman, F. (2005) Understanding Homicide. London: SAGE 

Brown, D. (1997) PACE Ten Years On: A Review of the Research. London: HMSO 

Brown, S. and Daus, C. (2015) The Influence of Police Officers’ Decision-Making Style and Anger 

Control on Responses to Work Scenarios. Journal of Applied Research in Memory and Cognition, 

4(3), pp.294-302 

Bryant, R. (2009) ‘Forms of Reasoning and the Analysis of Intelligence in Criminal Investigation.’ In 

Tong, S., Bryant, R. and Horvath, M. (eds.) Understanding Criminal Investigation. Chichester: Wiley 

and Sons, pp.35-67 

Bryant, R. and Bryant, S. (2016) Blackstone’s Handbook for Policing Students 2017. Glasgow: 

Oxford University Press 

Burke Johnson, R., Onwuegbuzie, A. and Turner, L. (2007) Toward a Definition of Mixed Methods 

Research. Journal of Mixed Methods Research, 1, 112-133 

Byford, L. (1981) The Yorkshire Ripper Case: Review of the Police Investigation of the Case. 

London: HMSO 

Caruth, G. (2013) Demystifying Mixed Methods Research Design: A Review of the Literature. 

Mevlana International Journal of Education, 3(2), pp.112-122 

Cater, J. (2011) Skype: A Cost-Effective Method for Qualitative Research. Rehabilitation Counsellors 

and Educators Journal, 4(2), pp.10-17 

Chibnall, S. (1977) Law and Order News: Crime Reporting in the British Press. London: Tavistock 

Christie, N. (2020) Managing the Safety of Police Pursuits: A Mixed Method Case Study of the 

Metropolitan Police Service, London. Safety Science, 129(1), pp.1-7 

Cohen, L. (1981) Can Human Irrationality be Experimentally Demonstrated? Behavioural and Brain 

Sciences, 4(1), pp.317-331 



96 
 

Colbran, M. (2017) Leveson Five Years on: The Effect of the Leveson and Filkin Reports on 

Relations between the Metropolitan Police and the National News Media. The British Journal of 

Criminology, 57(6), pp.1502-1519 

College of Policing (2014a) The Code of Ethics – Summary July 2014. [online] available at: 

code_of_ethics_summary.pdf (college.police.uk) [Accessed on 08 June 2022] 

College of Policing (2014b) National Decision Model. [online] available at: 

https://www.app.college.police.uk/app-content/national-decision-model/ [Accessed on 17 October 

2019] 

College of Policing (2017) Professionalising Investigations Programme: Programme Policy 2017. 

[online] available at: https://www.college.police.uk/What-we-do/Learning/Professional-

Training/Investigation/Documents/PIP_Policy.pdf [Accessed on 23 March 2020] 

College of Policing (2018) Professionalising Investigations Programme: Programme Policy 2018. 

[online] available at: https://assets.college.police.uk/s3fs-public/2020-11/Professionalising-

Investigations-Progamme.pdf [Accessed on 07 May 2022] 

College of Policing (2019) Investigation. [online] available at: https://www.app.college.police.uk/app-

content/investigations/investigation-process/ [Accessed on 23 March 2020] 

College of Policing (2020) Investigative Interviewing. [online] available at: 

https://www.app.college.police.uk/app-content/investigations/investigative-interviewing/#planning-

and-preparation [Accessed on 25 July 2021]  

College of Policing (2022) Evidence-Based Policing. [online] available at: 

https://www.college.police.uk/research/evidence-based-policing-EBP [Accessed on 07 May 2022] 

Cooke, A. (2020) UK Senior Police Officer with COVID-19. The Lancet Respiratory Medicine, 8(5), 

p.451 

Creswell, J. (2013) Qualitative Inquiry and Research Design. London: SAGE Publications 

https://assets.college.police.uk/s3fs-public/2021-02/code_of_ethics_summary.pdf
https://www.app.college.police.uk/app-content/national-decision-model/
https://www.college.police.uk/What-we-do/Learning/Professional-Training/Investigation/Documents/PIP_Policy.pdf
https://www.college.police.uk/What-we-do/Learning/Professional-Training/Investigation/Documents/PIP_Policy.pdf
https://assets.college.police.uk/s3fs-public/2020-11/Professionalising-Investigations-Progamme.pdf
https://assets.college.police.uk/s3fs-public/2020-11/Professionalising-Investigations-Progamme.pdf
https://www.app.college.police.uk/app-content/investigations/investigation-process/
https://www.app.college.police.uk/app-content/investigations/investigation-process/
https://www.app.college.police.uk/app-content/investigations/investigative-interviewing/#planning-and-preparation
https://www.app.college.police.uk/app-content/investigations/investigative-interviewing/#planning-and-preparation
https://www.college.police.uk/research/evidence-based-policing-EBP


97 
 

Cummins, R. and Nistico, H. (2002) Maintaining Life Satisfaction: The Role of Positive Cognitive 

Bias. Journal of Happiness Studies, 3(1), pp.37-69 

Dando, C. and Ormerod, T. (2017) Analysing Decision Logs to Understand Decision Making in 

Serious Crime Investigations. Human Factors, 59(8), pp.1188-1203  

Daniel, J. (2012) Sampling Essentials: Practical Guidelines for Making Sampling Choices. California: 

SAGE Publications  

Davies, P. and Francis, P. (2018) Doing Criminological Research. (3rd ed.) London: SAGE 

Publications 

Dean, G. (2000) The Experience of Investigation for Detectives. Doctoral Dissertation, Queensland 

University of Technology  

Denscombe, M. (2008) Communities of Practice: A Research Paradigm for the Mixed Methods 

Approach. Journal of Mixed Methods Research, 2(3), pp.270-283 

Denzin, N. and Lincoln, Y. (2011) ‘Introduction: The Discipline and Practice of Qualitative 

Research.’ In Denzin, N. and Lincoln, Y. (eds.) The SAGE Handbook of Qualitative Research, 

California: SAGE Publications, pp.1-20 

DiCicco-Bloom, B. and Crabtree, B. (2006) The Qualitative Research Interview. Medical Education, 

40(4), pp.314-321 

Disney, R. and Simpson, P. (2017) Police Workforce and Funding in England and Wales. [online] 

available at: https://ifs.org.uk/publications/9224 [Accessed on 14 May 2022] 

Edhlund, B. and McDougall, A. (2012) NVivo 12 Essentials. Sweden: Form and Kunskap AB 

Edland, A. and Svenson, O. (1993) Judgement and Decision Making Under Time Pressure In 

Svenson, O. and Maule, A. (eds) Time Pressure and Stress in Human Judgement and Decision 

Making. Springer: Boston, pp.27-40 

https://ifs.org.uk/publications/9224


98 
 

Etikan, I., Musa, S. and Alkassim, R. (2016) Comparison of Convenience Sampling and Purposive 

Sampling. American Journal of Theoretical and Applied Statistics, 5(1), pp.1-4 

Evans, J. (1989) Bias in Human Reasoning: Causes and Consequences. New Jersey: Lawrence 

Erlbaum Associates, Inc. 

Evans, J. (2007) On a Resolution of Conflict in Dual-Process Theories of Reasoning. Thinking and 

Reasoning, 13(1), pp.321-329  

Evans, J. (2012) Questions and Challenges for the New Psychology of Reasoning. Thinking and 

Reasoning, 18(1), pp.5-31 

Ezzy, D. (2002, p.xii) Qualitative Analysis. London: Routledge  

Fahsing, I. (2016) The Making of an Expert Detective: Thinking and Deciding in Criminal 

Investigations. Doctoral Dissertation, University of Gothenburg 

Fahsing, I. and Ask, K. (2013) Decision Making and Decisional Tipping Points in Homicide 

Investigations: An Interview Study of British and Norwegian Detectives. Journal of Investigative 

Psychology and Offender Profiling, 10(2), pp.155-165 

Fahsing, I. and Ask, K. (2016) The Making of an Expert Detective: The Role of Experience in English 

and Norwegian Police Officers’ Investigative Decision-Making. Psychology, Crime and Law, 22(3), 

pp.203-223  

Flanagan, R. (2008) Independent Review of Policing: Final Report. London: Home Office 

Fox, J. (2014) Is There Room for More Flair in a Police Major Crime Investigation? The Journal of 

Homicide and Major Crime Investigation, 19(1), pp.2-19 

Friday-Stroud, S. and Sutterfield, J. (2007) A Conceptual Framework for Integrating Six-Sigma and 

Strategic Management Methodologies to Quantify Decision Making. The TQM Magazine, 19(6), 

pp.561-571 



99 
 

Fyfe, J. (2015) ‘The Split-Second Syndrome and other Determinants of Police Violence.’ In Dunham, 

R. and Alpert, G. (eds.) Critical Issues in Policing: Contemporary Reading, (7th ed.) Illinois: 

Waveland Press, pp.451-467 

Glaser, B. (1978) Theoretical Sensitivity. California: Sociology Press  

Gliner, J., Morgan, G. and Leech, N. (2009) ‘Sampling and Introduction to External Validity.’ In 

Gliner, J., Morgan, G. and Leech, N. (eds.) Research Methods in Applied Setting: An Integrated 

Approach to Design and Analysis. New York: Routledge, pp.115-133 

Goertzen, M. (2017) Introduction to Quantitative Research and Data. Library Technology Reports, 

53(4), pp.12-18 

Hammond, J., Keeney, R. and Raiffa, H. (1998) The Hidden Traps in Decision Making. Harvard 

Business Review, 76(5), pp.47-58 

Hawkins, J. (2017) ‘Thematic Analysis.’ In Allen, M. (ed.) The SAGE Encyclopaedia of 

Communication Research Methods. London: SAGE Publications, pp.1756-1760 

Hennink, M., Kaiser, B. and Marconi, V. (2017) Code Saturation versus Meaning Saturation: How 

Many Interviews are Enough? Qualitative Health Research, 27(4), pp.591-608 

Hill, S. and O'Neill, M. (2019) Reviewing the Situation: Practitioner Perspectives on the Use and 

Effectiveness of 28-day Homicide Reviews. Journal of Criminological Research, Policy and 

Practice, 5(3), pp.215-228 

Hine, K., Porter, L., Westera, N., Alpert, G. and Allen (2018) Exploring Police Use of Force 

Decision-Making Processes and Impairments Using a Naturalistic Decision-Making Approach. 

Criminal Justice and Behaviour, 45(11), pp.1782-1801 

Holton, E. and Burnett, M. (2005) ‘The Basics of Quantitative Research.’ In Swanson, R. and Holton, 

E. (eds.) Research in Organisations: Foundations and Methods in Inquiry, California: Berret-Koehler 

Publishers, pp.29-44 



100 
 

Home Office (2019) Police Workforce, England and Wales, 31 March 2019, Second Edition: 

Statistical Bulletin 11/19. [online] available at: Police workforce, England and Wales, 31 March 2019 

second edition (publishing.service.gov.uk) [Accessed on 14 May 2022] 

Home Office (2020) Police and Criminal Evidence Act 1984 (PACE) Codes of Practice. [online] 

available at: Police and Criminal Evidence Act 1984 (PACE) codes of practice - GOV.UK 

(www.gov.uk) [Accessed on 14 May 2022] 

Home Office (2021) Police Powers and Procedures: Stop and Search and Arrests, England and 

Wales, Year Ending 31 March 2021. [online] available at: Police powers and procedures: Stop and 

search and arrests, England and Wales, year ending 31 March 2021 second edition - GOV.UK 

(www.gov.uk) [Accessed on 14 May 2022] 

Hood, J. (2006) Teaching Against the Text: The Case of Qualitative Methods. Teaching Sociology, 

34(3), 207-223 

Hopps, B. (2019) Investigating Cognitive Bias: Does the Status of a Homicide or Sexual Offence 

Investigation (Live, Cold or Historic) Affect the Cognitive Decision Making of the Investigating 

Officer? Masters Thesis, University of Huddersfield 

Husband, G. (2020) Ethical Data Collection and Recognising the Impact of Semi-Structured 

Interviews on Research Respondents. Education Sciences, 10(8), pp.206-218 

Information Commissioner’s Office (2021a) Lawful Bases. [online] available at: https://ico.org.uk/for-

organisations/guide-to-data-protection/key-dp-themes/guidance-for-the-use-of-personal-data-in-

political-campaigning-1/lawful-bases/  [Accessed on 21 April 2021]  

Information Commissioner’s Office (2021b) Purpose Limitation, Data Minimisation and Storage 

Limitation. [online] available at: https://ico.org.uk/for-organisations/guide-to-data-protection/key-dp-

themes/guidance-for-the-use-of-personal-data-in-political-campaigning-1/purpose-limitation-data-

minimisation-and-storage-limitation/#howlongshould  [Accessed on 21 April 2021] 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/831726/police-workforce-mar19-hosb1119.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/831726/police-workforce-mar19-hosb1119.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/police-and-criminal-evidence-act-1984-pace-codes-of-practice#:~:text=and%20crime%20prevention-,Police%20and%20Criminal%20Evidence%20Act%201984%20(PACE)%20codes%20of%20practice,powers%20and%20protect%20public%20rights.
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/police-and-criminal-evidence-act-1984-pace-codes-of-practice#:~:text=and%20crime%20prevention-,Police%20and%20Criminal%20Evidence%20Act%201984%20(PACE)%20codes%20of%20practice,powers%20and%20protect%20public%20rights.
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/police-powers-and-procedures-stop-and-search-and-arrests-england-and-wales-year-ending-31-march-2021/police-powers-and-procedures-stop-and-search-and-arrests-england-and-wales-year-ending-31-march-2021#:~:text=Males%20aged%2015%2D19%20had,%25)%20from%20280%2C952%20to%20354%2C098).
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/police-powers-and-procedures-stop-and-search-and-arrests-england-and-wales-year-ending-31-march-2021/police-powers-and-procedures-stop-and-search-and-arrests-england-and-wales-year-ending-31-march-2021#:~:text=Males%20aged%2015%2D19%20had,%25)%20from%20280%2C952%20to%20354%2C098).
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/police-powers-and-procedures-stop-and-search-and-arrests-england-and-wales-year-ending-31-march-2021/police-powers-and-procedures-stop-and-search-and-arrests-england-and-wales-year-ending-31-march-2021#:~:text=Males%20aged%2015%2D19%20had,%25)%20from%20280%2C952%20to%20354%2C098).
https://ico.org.uk/for-organisations/guide-to-data-protection/key-dp-themes/guidance-for-the-use-of-personal-data-in-political-campaigning-1/lawful-bases/
https://ico.org.uk/for-organisations/guide-to-data-protection/key-dp-themes/guidance-for-the-use-of-personal-data-in-political-campaigning-1/lawful-bases/
https://ico.org.uk/for-organisations/guide-to-data-protection/key-dp-themes/guidance-for-the-use-of-personal-data-in-political-campaigning-1/lawful-bases/
https://ico.org.uk/for-organisations/guide-to-data-protection/key-dp-themes/guidance-for-the-use-of-personal-data-in-political-campaigning-1/purpose-limitation-data-minimisation-and-storage-limitation/#howlongshould
https://ico.org.uk/for-organisations/guide-to-data-protection/key-dp-themes/guidance-for-the-use-of-personal-data-in-political-campaigning-1/purpose-limitation-data-minimisation-and-storage-limitation/#howlongshould
https://ico.org.uk/for-organisations/guide-to-data-protection/key-dp-themes/guidance-for-the-use-of-personal-data-in-political-campaigning-1/purpose-limitation-data-minimisation-and-storage-limitation/#howlongshould


101 
 

Information Commissioner’s Office (2021c) What is Personal Data? [online] available at: 

https://ico.org.uk/for-organisations/guide-to-data-protection/guide-to-the-general-data-protection-

regulation-gdpr/what-is-personal-data/  [Accessed on 21 April 2021] 

Innes, M. (2010) A 'Mirror' and a 'Motor': Researching and Reforming Policing in an Age of 

Austerity. Policing: A Journal of Policy and Practice, 4(2), pp.127-134 

James, A. and Mills, M. (2012) Does ACPO Know Best: To What Extent May the PIP Programme 

Provide a Template for the Professionalisation of Policing? The Police Journal, 85(2), pp.133-149 

Jankowski, N. and Selm, M. (2005) ‘Epilogue: Methodological Concerns and Innovations in Internet 

Research’. In Hine, C (ed.) Virtual Methods: Issues in Social Research on the Internet, Oxford: Berg, 

pp.199-207 

Johnstone, B. (2018) Discourse Analysis. (3rd ed.) New Jersey: John Wiley and Sons  

Jones, D. (2016) Fatal Call- Getting Away With Murder: A Study into Influences on Decision Making 

at the Initial Scene of Unexpected Death. Doctoral Thesis, University of Portsmouth 

Jung, J. and Ellis, T. (2018) (Legal Framework and Practices of Public Order Management in England 

and Wales. Korean Security Journal, 58(1), pp.203-222  

Jupp, V. (1989) Methods of Criminological Research. New York: Routledge  

Kahneman, D. (2011) Thinking Fast and Slow. London: Penguin Books  

Kallio, H., Pietila, A., Johnson, M. and Kangasniemi, M. (2016) Systematic Methodological Review: 

Developing a Framework for a Qualitative Semi-Structured Interview Guide. Journal of Advanced 

Nursing, 72(12), pp.2954-2965 

Kara, H. and Pickering, L. (2017) New Directions in Qualitative Research Ethics. International 

Journal of Social Research Methodology, 20(3), pp.239-241 

Katz, W. (2014) Enhancing Accountability and Trust with Independent Investigations of Police Lethal 

Force. Harvard Law Review, 128, p.235 

https://ico.org.uk/for-organisations/guide-to-data-protection/guide-to-the-general-data-protection-regulation-gdpr/what-is-personal-data/
https://ico.org.uk/for-organisations/guide-to-data-protection/guide-to-the-general-data-protection-regulation-gdpr/what-is-personal-data/


102 
 

Kelly, S. (2010) ‘Qualitative Interview Techniques and Styles’. In Bourgeault, I., Dingwall, R. and De 

Vries, R. (eds.) The SAGE Handbook of Qualitative Methods in Health Research. London: SAGE 

Publications, pp.307-327 

Kelly, J. and McGrath, J. (1985) Effects of Time Limits and Task Types on Task Performance and 

Interaction of Four-Person Groups. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 49(2), pp.395-407 

Keren, G. and Schul, Y. (2009) Two is Not Always Better Than One: A Critical Evaluation of Two-

System Theories. Perspectives on Psychological Science, 4(6), pp.533-550 

Kim, S., Allison, L. and Christiansen, P. (2020) The Impact of Individual Differences on Investigative 

Hypothesis Generation Under Time Pressure. International Journal of Police Science and 

Management, 22(2), pp.171-182 

Klein, G. (1993) A Recognition-Primed Decision (RPD) Model of Rapid Decision Making. Decision 

Making in Action: Models and Methods, 5(4), pp.138-147 

Klein, G. (2008) Naturalistic Decision Making. Human Factors: The Journal of Human Factors and 

Ergonomics Society, 50(1), pp.456-460 

Klein, G. (2015) A Naturalistic Decision-Making Perspective on Studying Intuitive Decision Making. 

Journal of Applied Research in Memory and Cognition, 4(1), pp.164-168 

Klein, G., Calderwood, R. and Clinton-Cirocco, A. (1986) Rapid Decision Making on the Fireground. 

Proceedings of the Human Factors and Ergonomics Society 30th Annual Meeting, pp.576-580 

Kleinig, J. (1996) ‘Handling Discretion with Discretion.’ In Kleinig, J. (ed.) Ethical Issues in 

Decision Making. London: Rowman and Littlefield Publishers, pp.1-12 

Kothari, C. (2004) Research Methodology: Methods and Techniques. New Delhi: New Age 

International, p.8 

Kruglanski, A. and Gigerenzer, G. (2011) Intuitive and Deliberative Judgements are Based on 

Common Principles. Psychological Review, 118(1), pp.97-109 



103 
 

Kruglanski, A. and Orehek, E. (2007) Partitioning the Domain of Social Inference: Dual Mode and 

Systems Models and their Alternatives. Annual Review of Psychology, 58(1), pp.291-316 

Kruglanski, A., Erb, H., Pierro, A., Mannetti, L. and Chun, W. (2006) On Parametric Continuities in 

the World of Binary Either Ors. Psychological Inquiry, 17(1), pp.153-165 

Lapadat, J. (2010) ‘Thematic Analysis.’ In Mills, A., Durepos, G. and Wiebe, E. (eds.) Encyclopaedia 

of Case Study Research. London: SAGE Publications, pp.925-927 

Lax, M. (2014) The Affective Domain and Police Values Education: Is the Former Used to Convey 

the Latter in Support of the National Decision Model? Police Journal: Theory Practice and 

Principles, 87(2), pp.126-138 

Leech, N. and Onwuegbuzie, A. (2011) Beyond Constant Comparison Qualitative Data Analysis: 

Using NVivo. School Psychology Quarterly, 26(1), pp.70-84 

Leveson, L.J. (2012) Leveson Inquiry: Culture, Practices and Ethics of the Press. [online] available 

at: https://www.levesoninquiry.org.uk/about/the-report/ [Accessed on 20 March 2020] 

Lobe, B., Morgan, D. and Hoffman, K. (2020) Qualitative Data Collection in an Era of Social 

Distancing. International Journal of Qualitative Methods, 19(1), pp.1-8 

Lintern, G. (2010) A Comparison of the Decision Ladder and the Recognition-Primed Decision 

Model. Journal of Cognitive Engineering and Decision Making, 4(4), pp.304-327 

Lumsden, K. (2017) Police Officer and Civilian Staff Receptivity to Research and Evidence-Based 

Policing in the UK: Providing a Contextual Understanding Through Qualitative Interviews. Policing: 

A Journal of Policy and Practice, 11(2), pp.157-167 

Lumsden, K. and Goode, J. (2018) Policing Research and the Rise of the ‘Evidence-Base’: Police 

Officer and Staff Understandings of Research, it’s Implementation and ‘What Works’. Sociology, 

52(4), pp.813-829 

Lyman, J. (1964) The Metropolitan Police Act of 1829. Journal of Law and Criminology, 55(1), 

pp.141-154 

https://www.levesoninquiry.org.uk/about/the-report/


104 
 

Macpherson, W. (1999) Report of the Stephen Lawrence Inquiry. London: HMSO 

Maguire, M. and Norris, C. (1994) Police Investigations: Practice and Malpractice. Journal of Law 

and Society, 21(1), pp.72-84 

Marewski, J. and Gigerenzer, G. (2022) Heuristic Decision Making in Medicine. Clinical Research, 

14(1), pp.77-89 

Mawby, R. (1999) Visibility, Transparency and Police-Media Relations. Policing and Society: An 

International Journal, 9(3), pp.263-286 

Mawby, R. (2002) Continuity and Change, Convergence and Divergence: The Policy and Practice of 

Police-Media Relations. Criminology and Criminal Justice, 2(3), pp.303-324 

McConville, M., Sanders, A. and Leng, R. (1991) Constructing the Case for the Prosecution. London: 

Routledge  

McGrory, D. and Treacy, P. (2012) ‘The Professionalising Investigation Programme.’ In Haberfield, 

M., Clarke, C. and Sheehan, D. (eds.) Police Organisation and Training. New York: Springer, 

pp.113-136 

McKim, C. (2015) The Value of Mixed Methods Research: A Mixed Methods Study. Journal of 

Mixed Methods Research, 11(2), pp.202-222 

Mortimer, A. and Shepherd, E. (1999) ‘Frames of Mind: Schemata Guiding Cognition and Conduct in 

the Interviewing of Suspected Offenders.’ In Memon, A. and Bull, R. (eds.) Handbook of the 

Psychology of Interviewing. Chichester: Wiley, pp.293-315 

Mueller, A. and Segal, D. (2015) Structured versus Semi-Structured versus Unstructured Interview. In 

Cautin, R. and Lilienfeld, S. (eds.) The Encyclopaedia of Clinical Psychology. New York: John Wiley 

and Sons, pp.1-7 



105 
 

Neyroud, P. (2019) ‘Ethical Leadership in Policing: Towards a New Evidence-Based, Ethical 

Professionalism?’ In Ramshaw, P., Silvestri, M. and Simpson, M. (eds.) Police Leadership: Changing 

Landscapes. UK: Palgrave Macmillan, pp.3-22 

Nickerson, R. (1998) Confirmation Bias: A Ubiquitous Phenomenon in Many Guises. Review of 

General Psychology, 2(2), pp.175-220 

Norman, G., Monteiro, S., Sherbino, J., Ilgen, J., Schmidt, H. and Mamede, S. (2017) The Causes of 

Errors in Clinical Reasoning: Cognitive Biases, Knowledge Deficits, and Dual Process Thinking. 

Academic Medicine, 92(1), pp.23-30 

O’Cathain, A., Murphy, E. and Nicholl, J. (2007) Why, and How, Mixed Method Research is 

Undertaken in Health Services Research in England: A Mixed Methods Study. BMC Health Services 

Research, 85(7), pp.1-11 

O’Flaherty, K. (2020) Zoom Security: 100 New Features Later, Can You Trust Zoom? [online] 

available at: https://www.forbes.com/sites/kateoflahertyuk/2020/07/02/zoom-security-100-new-

features-later-can-you-trust-zoom-yet/?sh=59476b6d336e  [Accessed on 15 April 2021]  

O’Neill, M. (2011) What Makes a Successful Volume Crime Investigator? Doctoral Thesis, 

Portsmouth University 

O'Neill, M. (2018) Key Challenges in Criminal Investigation. Bristol: Policy Press 

O'Neill, M. and Jones, D. (2018) ‘Evidence-Based Police Training: The Bedrock of Effective 

Criminal Investigations?’ In Griffiths, A. and Milne, R. (eds.) The Psychology of Criminal 

Investigation. London: Routledge, pp.249-267 

Ordonez, L. and Benson, L. (1997) Decisions Under Time Pressure: How Time Constraints Affects 

Risky Decision Making. Organisational Behaviour and Human Decision Processes, 71(2), pp.121-

140 

https://www.forbes.com/sites/kateoflahertyuk/2020/07/02/zoom-security-100-new-features-later-can-you-trust-zoom-yet/?sh=59476b6d336e
https://www.forbes.com/sites/kateoflahertyuk/2020/07/02/zoom-security-100-new-features-later-can-you-trust-zoom-yet/?sh=59476b6d336e


106 
 

Pastrana, T., Jünger, S., Ostgathe, C., Elsner, F. and Radbruch, L. (2008) A Matter of Definition – 

Key Elements Identified in a Discourse Analysis of Definitions of Palliative Care. Palliative 

Medicine, 22(1), pp.222-232 

Pierce, R. (2008) ‘Qualitative versus Quantitative Methods: A Relevant Argument?’ In Pierce, R. 

(ed.) Research Methods in Politics. London: SAGE Publications, pp.41-50 

Ponto, J. (2015) Understanding and Evaluating Survey Research. Journal of the Advanced 

Practitioner in Oncology, 6(2), pp.168-171 

Power, N. and Alison, L. (2018) Decision Inertia in Critical Incidents. European Psychologist, 24(3), 

pp.209-218 

R v McIlkenny, Hill, Power, Walker and Callaghan (1991) 93 Court of Appeal R 287 

R v Paris, Abdullahi and Miller (1993) 97 Court of Appeal R 99 

Rassin, E. (2018) Reducing Tunnel Vision with a Pen‐and‐Paper Tool for the Weighting of Criminal 

Evidence. Journal of Investigative Psychology and Offender Profiling, 15(2), pp.227-233  

Rogers, R. (2001) Handbook of Diagnostic and Structured Interviewing. New York: Guilford Press  

Rossmo, K. (2009) Criminal Investigative Failures. New York: CRC Press 

Rossmo, K. (2016) Case Rethinking: A Protocol for Reviewing Criminal Investigations. Police 

Practice and Research, 17(3), pp.212-228 

Roulston, K. and Choi, M. (2017) ‘Qualitative Interviews’. In Flick, U. (ed.) The SAGE Handbook of 

Qualitative Data Collection. London: SAGE Publications, pp.233-249 

Rowe, M. (2007) Rendering Visible the Invisible: Police Discretion, Professionalism and Decision-

Making. Policing and Society, 17(3), pp.279-294 

Rowe, M. (2020) Policing the Police: Challenges of Democracy and Accountability. Bristol: Policy 

Press 



107 
 

Runciman, L. (1993) Report of the Royal Commission on Criminal Justice. London: HMSO 

Saldaña, J. (2014) ‘Coding and Analysis Strategies’. In Leavy, P. (ed) The Oxford Handbook of 

Qualitative Research. Oxford: Oxford University Press, pp.581-605 

Salet, R. and Terpstra, J. (2014) Critical Review in Criminal Investigation: Evaluation of a Measure to 

Prevent Tunnel Vision. Policing: A Journal of Policy and Practice, 8(1), pp.43-50 

Scarman, L. (1981) The Scarman Report: The Brixton Disorders. London: HMSO 

Schwarz, N., Bless, H., Strack, F., Klumpp, G., Rittenauer-Schatka, H. and Simons, A. (1991) Ease of 

Retrieval as Information: Another Look at the Availability Heuristic. Journal of Personality and 

Social Psychology, 61(2), pp.195-202 

Seenivasan, R. (2020) A Study on Design, Data Analysis and Sampling Techniques for Clinical 

Research. Indian Journal of Applied Economics and Business, 2(2), pp.213-226 

Segal, D. and Coolidge, F. (2003) ‘Structured Interviewing and DSM Classification’. In Hersen, M. 

and Turner, S. (eds.) Adult Psychopathology and Diagnosis. New York: John Wiley and Sons, pp.72-

103 

Segal, D., Coolidge, F., O’Riley, A. and Heinz, B. (2006) ‘Structured and Semi-Structured 

Interviews’. In Hersen, M. (ed.) Clinician’s Handbook of Adult Behavioural Assessment. United 

States of America: Elsevier Academic Press, pp.121-144 

Sharma, G. (2017) Pros and Cons of Different Sampling Techniques. International Journal of Applied 

Research, 3(7), pp.749-752 

Shortland, N., Alison, L., Thompson, L., Barrett-Pink, C. and Swan, L. (2020) Choice and 

Consequence: A Naturalistic Analysis of Least-Worst Decision-Making in Critical Incidents. Memory 

and Cognition, 48(1), pp.1334-1345 



108 
 

Singer, E. and Couper, M. (2017) Some Methodological Uses of Responses to Open Questions and 

other Verbatim Comments in Quantitative Surveys. Methods, Data, Analyses: A Journal for 

Quantitative Methods and Survey Methodology, 11(2), pp.115-134 

Spanoudaki, E., Ioannou, M., Synnott, J., Tzani-Pepelasi, C. And Pylarinou, N. (2019) Investigative 

Decision Making: Interviews with Detectives. Journal of Criminal Psychology, 9(2), pp.88-107 

Stanovich, K. and West, R. (2000) Individual Differences in Reasoning: Implications for the 

Rationality Debate. Behavioural and Brain Sciences, 23(1), pp.645-726 

Steffensen, S. (2013) ‘Human Interactivity: Problem Solving, Solution-Probing and Verbal Patterns in 

the Wild.’ In Cowley, S. and Valée-Tourangeau (eds.) Cognition Beyond the Brain. London: Springer, 

pp.195-221 

Stelfox, P. (2009) Criminal Investigation: An Introduction to Principles and Practice. Cullompton: 

Willan Publishing 

Stogner, J., Miller, B. and McLean, K. (2020) Police Stress, Mental Health, Resiliency During the 

COVID-19 Pandemic. American Journal of Criminal Justice, 45(4), pp.718-730 

Stubbins, D. and Stubbins, N. (2009) ‘On the Horns of a Narrative: Judgement, Heuristics, and Biases 

in Criminal Investigation.’ In Rossmo, K. (ed) Criminal Investigative Failures. New York: CRC 

Press, pp.99-140 

Sukamolson, S. (2007) Fundamentals of Quantitative Research. Language Institute Chulalongkorn 

University, 1(3), pp.1-20 

Sunde, N. (2020) Structured Hypothesis Development in Criminal Investigation: A Method Aimed at 

Providing a Broad and Objective Starting Point for a Criminal Investigation. Police Journal: Theory, 

Practice and Principles, 17(1), pp.1-20 

Sutton, A., Cherney, A., White, R. and Clancey, G. (2021) Crime Prevention: Principles, 

Perspectives and Practices. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press  



109 
 

Taylor, M. (2005) ‘Interviewing’. In Holloway, I. (ed.) Qualitative Research in Health Care. New 

York: Open University Press, pp.39-55 

Tesch, R. (2013) Qualitative Research: Analysis Types and Software. New York: Routledge  

Tong, S. and Bowling, B. (2006) Art, Craft, and Science of Detective Work. The Police Journal, 

79(4), 323-329 

Tong, S. and Hallenberg, K. (2018) ‘Education and the Police Professionalisation Agenda: A 

Perspective from England and Wales.’ In Rogers, C. And Frevel, B. (eds) Higher Education and 

Police: An International View. London: Palgrave Macmillan, pp.17-34 

Tong, S., Horvath, M. and Bryant, R. (2009) Understanding Criminal Investigation. West Sussex: 

Wiley-Blackwell 

Tong, S. and O’Neill, M. (2020) Professionalising Criminal Investigation – An Examination of an 

Early Attempt to Support Specialisation in Criminal Investigation. Policing: A Journal of Policy and 

Practice, 14(2), pp.337-348 

Turnbull, P. And Wass, V. (2015) Normalising Extreme Work in the Police Service? Austerity and 

the Inspecting Ranks. International Journal of the Sociology of Law, 22(4), pp.512-529 

Valberg, E. (2016) True Detective: An Examination of Investigative Decision Making by the Icelandic 

Police. Unpublished Dissertation. University of Portsmouth 

Vindrola-Padros, C., Chisnall, G., Cooper, S., Dowrick, A., Djellouli, N., Symmons, S., Martin, S., 

Singleton, G., Vanderslott, S., Vera, N. and Johnson, G. (2020) Carrying Out Rapid Qualitative 

Research During A Pandemic: Emerging Lessons from COVID-19. Qualitative Health Research, 

30(14), pp.2192-2204 

Waddington, P. (2015) Learning Lessons. Policing: A Journal of Policy and Practice, 9(2), pp.117-

118 



110 
 

Walter, S., Seibert, S., Goering, D. and O’Boyle, E. (2019) A Tale of Two Sample Sources: Do 

Results from Online Panel Data and Conventional Data Converge? Journal of Business and 

Psychology, 34(4), pp.425-452 

Wastell, C., Weeks, N., Wearing, A. and Duncan, P. (2012) Identifying Hypothesis Confirmation 

Behaviours in a Simulated Murder Investigation: Implications for Police. Journal of Investigative 

Psychology and Offender Profiling, 9(2), pp.184-198 

Watts, M. (2018) How Do Organisations Create and Sustain Vitality in a Multigenerational 

Workforce? Doctoral Dissertation. Pepperdine University 

Welsh, E. (2002) Dealing with Data: Using NVivo in the Qualitative Data Analysis Process. 

Qualitative Social Research, 3(2), pp.1-9 

Wood, D. (2004) Police Accountability for Lethal Force. The Police Journal, 77(1), pp.55-61 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



111 
 

Appendix A – Code of Ethics 

 

 

 

 

Code of Ethics, taken from College of Policing (2014a) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



112 
 

Appendix B – Interview Schedule  

 

 



113 
 

Appendix C – Ethics Approval  

 

 



114 
 

Appendix D – Participant Information Sheet  

 



115 
 

 

 

 

 

 



116 
 

Appendix E – Consent Form  

 



117 
 

Appendix F – Data Sharing Agreement  



118 
 

 

 



119 
 

 


