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Use of terminology

Table 1: Use of terminology in this report

Term(s) used

Reasoning

e Those who cause harm

e Those who use harmful
behaviours

e Those using harmful
behaviours

Language regarding domestic abuse
perpetration remains contested, and
researchers acknowledge this is far
from a settled debate

The term ‘perpetrator’ is viewed as
problematic by many researchers,
professionals, and advocates,
particularly when used in relation to
racialised communities (see Adisa &
Allen, 2020; Adisa & Redgwell, 2023)

There are also research, policy,
practice, and victim-survivor voices
who argue that the term ‘perpetrator’
is fitting given the nature of the
behaviour and the gravity of harms
caused

Authors have adopted the ‘person-
first’ language used throughout this
report; not to excuse, or minimise the
actions of those using harmful
behaviours, but because we recognise
that language matters and ‘labelling’
can have unintended consequences
(Willis, 2018) - particularly for
marginalised groups

Authors recognise that language is
contextual, and that the term
‘perpetrator’ may be employedin
some settings as it is the most widely
understood and accepted term when
referring to those who cause harm e.g.
in practice and policy environments.




Table 1: Use of terminology in this report

Term(s) used

Reasoning

Where the word ‘perpetrator’ is
included or commonly referenced as
part of a name, e.g. when referring to
‘Domestic Abuse Perpetrator Panels’
(DAPPs) and where stated specifically
in Drive’s documents (e.g. NSC
objectives) authors will use this name
without modification

e Victim-survivor
e Those experiencing DA

e Those who have
experienced DA

Authors employ these terms rather
than speaking about ‘victims’ or
‘survivors’ because we reject binary
‘either/or’ framings which position
individuals’ experiences of
victimisation and harm, and their
strategies of resistance, coping and
surviving/thriving, as chronologically or
conceptually distinct, or which posit a
linear journey from victimhood to
survivorship (Kelly et al, 1996;
Safelives, 2023)

Authors’ use of these terms is inclusive
of children who have witnessed or
been otherwise impacted by
domestic abuse

e Black, Asian and racially
minoritised
individuals/communities

e Racialised
individuals/communities

Authors use the terms ‘racialised’ and
‘minoritised’ to reflect the active and
ongoing societal processes of
oppression and marginalisation which
designate global majority populations
as ‘ethnic minorities’ (Imkaan, 2022)

Authors recognise the heterogeneity
of identities and experiences within
racialised communities, and use this
term to acknowledge the fact that
racialised individuals are affected by a
common axis of oppression in relation
to ‘race’ and therefore have common




Table 1: Use of terminology in this report

Term(s) used

Reasoning

needs and interests that are relevant
when discussing DA

e [GBTQ+
individuals/communities

Authors employ this commonly
understood and widely used ‘umbrella’
term when talking about the
experiences of lesbian, gay, bisexual,
trans,* queer and/or other gender and
sexual minorities

Authors recognise the heterogeneity
of identities and experiences within
these marginalised groups (Donovan
& Barnes, 2019), and use this term to
acknowledge the fact that people
within the wider LGBTQ+ community
are affected by a common axis of
oppression and therefore have
common needs and interests that are
relevant when discussing DA

e Drive Partnership

Authors use this term to refer to the
three organisations which collectively
make up the Drive Partnership
(Respect, Safelives, and Social
Finance) with the Drive Central
Delivery Team at the centre. The Drive
Partnership developed, and is
responsible for, the Drive Project
(defined below) as well as the wider
systems change work

e Drive Project

The Drive Project is an intervention
developed by the Drive Partnership,
which is designed to reduce the risk
posed by ‘high-harm, high-risk and
serial perpetrators of domestic abuse’
(Drive Partnership, 2023)
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Executive summary

Background

This evaluation was commissioned by the Drive Partnership and funded by
The National Lottery Community Fund (TNLCF). It examines the extent to
which the Drive Partnership, and the Drive Project model (DPM), have
fostered local and national systems change in relation to working with
those who cause harm by perpetrating domestic abuse (DA)'. The
evaluation took place from October 2021 - April 2023, with fieldwork across
five DPM sites between September 2022 - March 2023.

The Drive Partnership is a second-tier organisation focused on identifying
and responding to systemic gaps, continuous improvement of service
models, sharing best practice, as well as supporting specialist DA service
providers to deliver the Drive Project, alongside other interventions and
service models developed by the Drive Partnership. The Drive Partnership
came together in 2016 to develop the DPM, an intervention which targets
those who have been assessed as posing a significant risk of causing
serious harm within intimate or familial relationships. The DPM includes
intensive case management, one-to-one behavioural change work and
addressing support needs, as well as ongoing risk assessment,
information sharing and multi-agency work.

Aims of evaluation

The purpose of the evaluation was two-fold:

1) to assess the impact of Drive on local systems change in three TNLCF
supported sites (A, B and C) through identifying changes in the culture
and practice of local agencies, including multi-agency working, and
how these changes have impacted on engagement with services for
those who use harmful behaviours and victim-survivors.

2) to assess how the Drive Partnership has contributed to national
systems change (NSC) through increased awareness and workforce
capacity across the voluntary and statutory sectors, and helped raise
the profile of provision for those who cause harm with the public, policy
makers, commissioners, and relevant practice leaders.

" Throughout this report, any references to the local and the national levels as separate entities should be
regarded as a methodologically convenient shorthand. While authors have adopted the shorthand of
national/local, these terms are not intended to designate a demarcation between the two levels.
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Methods

Researchers adopted a mixed methods approach incorporating a range
of data sources:

e Review of public and organisational documents relating to the Drive
Partnership’s national systems change work

e Literature review on the DA policy context

e Interviews and focus groups involving a range of Drive Partnership,
Drive Delivery Partner and ‘external” professionals

e Survey feedback regarding Drive training and webinars

e Observations of multi-agency and internal Drive meetings

e Stakeholder mapping analysis of the Drive Partnership and Drive
Delivery Partners’ network

e Co-produced webinar with Drive stakeholders and UoS researchers to
discuss and reflect on the preliminary findings.

When analysing the evidence collected during fieldwork, evaluators
applied critical systems thinking skills to uncover boundary judgements,
motivations, and normative values within the Drive system (Ulrich, 1996;
2005; Midgley, 2001).

When analysing the national systems change data, evaluators drew on
Stroh’s systematic theory of change, with particular attention to goal
achievement and success amplification theory (Stroh, 2015).

Key findings

The evaluation found evidence of change at the local and national levels,
including:

e Changes in perspective regarding the necessity, acceptability, and
efficacy of provision for those who cause harm, as well as a shift in
accountability to those using harmful behaviours

e Enhanced information sharing and practice at local DPM sites

e Increased access to workforce development training on responding to
perpetration

e The identification of systemic gaps in provision and development of
interventions to address these

e Policy changes aligned with key messages and recommendations
communicated by the Drive Partnership, including the introduction of a
national perpetrator strategy in the Tackling Domestic Abuse Plan
(Home Office, 2022).
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Levers of change identified includes the credibility of the Drive Partnership
andits constituent members, as well asits links across the wider DA sector,
and, at the local level, the role of the Drive Fellow.

Evaluators also identified a number of implementation challenges and
systemic gaps, particularly in relation to evidencing and communicating
complex and longer-term outcomes, such as culture change, short-term
funding and reporting periods, capacity and staff turnover in the statutory
sector, and access to suitable working and meeting spaces.

Recommendations

Based on our findings, evaluators framed a series of detailed
recommendations for the Drive Partnership. The key areas of
recommendation centred on:

e Supporting Drive Delivery Partners with funding, navigating common
resource barriers and evidencing impact and cost-effectiveness

e Ensuring there is adequate resourcing for core aspects of the DPM,
including multi-agency demands and the Drive Fellow role

e Exploring and building the evidence base regarding local challenges,
adaptations and customisations to the DPM. For example,
commissioning a robust cost-benefit study; exploring the feasibility of
non-police Drive Fellows; exploring the role of trauma-informed
practice; co-producing measures to chart service users’ longer-term
behavioural change, and capture ongoing ‘legacies’ of culture change
within DPM sites

e Developing measures around the relational aspects of the Drive
Partnership’s stakeholder networked system, to better understand
how these relationships influence achieving goals and amplifying
success, and whether power and resource flows are equitable

e I|dentifying earlier routes for capturing data about the underlying
mechanisms of change in the NSC work strands; for example,
interviews with policy stakeholders

e Supporting Drive Delivery Partners in maintaining effective messaging
and communication loops with other local agencies

e Building momentum and mainstreaming perpetrator provision through
a community-led expansion of the existing ‘Action on Perpetrators
Network’, and a workforce development strand which includes diverse
and intersectional perspectives

e Leveraging the Drive Partnership’s influence within the DA sector and
policy sphere to amplify the work and voices of by and for organisations
and promote equity within the sector.
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It's not just about one project getting on and doing its own thing.
It needs to be able to work with others in the system.

Kyla Kirkpatrick, Director of the Drive Project

1. Introduction

The Drive Partnership is made up of three organisations: Respect, Social
Finance, and SafelLives. The Drive Partnership is a second-tier organisation
focused on identifying and responding to systemic gaps, continuous
improvement of service models and sharing best practice, as well as
supporting specialist DA service providers to deliver the Drive Project and
other interventions and service models developed by the Drive
Partnership. The Drive Partnership came together in 2016 to develop the
Drive Project Model (DPM).

RespeCt . PINANCE & e

abuse

Not for profit UK-wide charity
UK membership organisation which which works to
organisation in the partners with the promote a
DA sector, statutory and coordinated
specialising in voluntary sectors community
work with to invest in social response to
perpetrators change ending DA
‘ .
s The Drive
»~” Partnership

Figure 1: The Drive Partnership
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The DPM was initially piloted with a randomised control trial design in three
areas across England and Wales between April 2016 - October 2019: Essex,
South Wales, and West Sussex. This pilot evaluation provided ‘proof of
concept’ regarding the DPM’s safety and effectiveness, demonstrating
substantial reductions in physical and sexual violence, stalking and
harassment, and coercive and controlling behaviour (Hester et al, 2019).

The DPMis an evidence-informed and research-led approach to working
with ‘high-risk high-harm perpetrators’; those who have been assessed as
posing a significant risk of causing serious harm within intimate or familial
relationships. The DPM is designed to ‘flex’ in response to local contexts
and conditions, while retaining the integrity of the core components. The
DPM centrally involves working to reduce the risk posed by this cohort of
individuals using harmful behaviours via intensive case management, one-
to-one behavioural change work and addressing support needs, as well as
dynamic risk assessment, information sharing and multi-agency work. In
addition to engaging service users directly and providing diversionary
support for those with mental health, substance use or housing needs, the
DPM employs indirect ‘disruption’ strategies to prevent perpetration and
safeguard victim-survivors, sharing relevant information and working with
statutory and criminal justice services (Hester et al, 2019).

The figure below depicts the components of DPM as described to
researchers during the evaluation. These steps may overlap, with ongoing
monitoring, intelligence sharing and disruption during direct work. As
depicted, effective information sharing and collaboration across agencies
was perceived to be fundamental to DPM.

Embedding information sharing
& multi-agency working

Monitor

Relationship

and e
disrupt building:
. . . support
Behaviour #s, The Drive neads
change >” Partnership

Figure 2: Components of the DPM
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Evolving policy context

Over the past decade, there have been significant developments in the
DA policy landscape, including the criminalisation of coercive control
(Serious Crime Act, 2015) and the passage of the Domestic Abuse Act
(2021). This legislative progress was driven and informed by evidence and
lobbying from the ending violence against women and girls (VAWG)
sector.

Despite these legislative strides in recent years, DA remains endemic and
continues to exact devastating economic and social costs. The most
recent Crime Survey for England and Wales estimated that 5% of those
aged 16 or above were subject to DA in the previous year, with lifetime
prevalence rates of 29.3% of women and 14.1% of men (Office for National
Statistics, 2022). A Home Office report examining the costs incurred as a
result of DA and calculated the cost in England and Wales as £66 billion
between April 2016 - March 2017 alone (Oliver et al, 2019).

The impacts of DA can be chronic and long-lasting, extending across
multiple domains, including direct physical and emotional harms to victim-
survivors, reduced economic output due to DA-related sickness, and
increased demand for criminal justice, specialist DA and healthcare
services (Oliver et al, 2019). Efforts to prevent perpetration, safeguard and
support victim-survivors and promote positive behavioural change
among those causing harm, should therefore ‘sweep in” or confront and
reckon with the complex, interconnected contextual factors that affect
each of these areas.

Approaching DA - and specifically perpetration - through a systems lens
is imperative because those who cause harm do so within (and often
through) a wider system that allows them to do so. For example, inequities
and dysfunctionalities in the criminal justice, benefits and family court
systems may make it more challenging for victim-survivors to safely
extricate themselves from abusive relationships and pursue justice, while
granting a sense of impunity to those who cause harm - potentially
reducing opportunities and incentives to change.

Large-scale evaluations of the DPM and other interventions seem to
suggest that perpetrator programmes yield outcomes in relation to key
metrics, such as reduced use of violence by perpetrators (Kelly &
Westmarland, 2015), reduced serial or repeat offending (Hester et al, 2019),
and increased safety for adult and child victim-survivors (Hester et al, 2019;
Kelly & Westmarland, 2015).
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However, no intervention works in silo. So for maximum efficacy, the DPM
requires a well-functioning, evidence-informed and equitable multi-agency
ecosystem.

To promote an effective and coordinated national response to
perpetration, the Drive Partnership acquired funding from The National
Lottery Community Fund (TNLCF) to undertake a two-year systems
change project. At the local level, this would entail replicating the DPM
across three new sites (three of the five sites visited as part of this
evaluation). At the national level, this would involve working to support
“progress towards a national response to all perpetrators [..] being
available in all areas” (Drive Partnership, 2019: 7).

17



2. Evaluating systems change

The Drive Partnership commissioned the University of Suffolk (UoS) to
undertake a two-year evaluation of TNLCF-supported systems change
project. The evaluation, which was commissioned from September 2021 -
June 2023, assesses how, and to what extent, the Drive Partnership has
contributed to systems change at local and national levels.

The ‘local’ strand of the evaluation focuses on changes in culture and
practice across three TNLCF funded sites and two more established sites,
following the introduction of the DPM.

The ‘national’ strand of the evaluation explores how the Drive Partnership
has effected change nationally, assessing its contribution to increased
awareness and workforce capacity within the voluntary and statutory
sectors, and to address perpetration, promoting its work among
commissioners, policy makers, practice leaders and the wider public.

Core research team members include Dr Olumide Adisa (Principal
Investigator), Co-Investigators Dr Katherine Allen?, Dr Mark Manning,
Professor Miranda Horvath and Dr Joana Ferreira. Other team members
who supported the research include Lindsey Redgwell, Scarlett Moloney,
Samantha Fulcher and Megan Hermolle.

Over the course of the evaluation, researchers interviewed 50
professionals and facilitated interactive focus groups and workshops with
a total of 38 participants. Additionally, researchers analysed transcripts
from interviews with four DPM service users (conducted by Drive
Partnership  professionals). This body of qualitative evidence
encompasses data collected for both strands of the evaluation. As part of
the fieldwork for the ‘local’ systems change strand of the evaluation,
researchers visited five sites® to observe Multi-Agency Risk Assessment
Conferences and/or DAPPs and other routine activities, including case
review meetings and direct work with service users.

The 'national’ systems change strand entailed reviewing and analysing 79
documents, which comprised a mixture of internal organisational records

2 Allen came on board as Co-l at the beginning of the evaluation and took on the interim Pl role (Sept 2022 -
Jan 2023) following the departure of Maitra (interim cover for PI).
3 In-person visits to sites A and B, and virtual visits to sites C-E.
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supplied by the Drive Central Delivery Team and publicly available policies,
reports and briefings.

References to the local and national levels as separate entities, and in the
structure of this report should be regarded as a methodologically
convenient shorthand rather than taken to imply any ontologically ‘deep’
distinction between the two. In fact, a key aspect, and explanatory
strength, of systems thinking lies in its holismm and attention to the
interconnections between apparently distinct or disparate organisations
or phenomena. Changes at the national policy level inevitably flow through
and shape practice. But equally, local responses, innovations and
adaptations aggregate, also flow through and shape policy, and such
interactions are seldom predictable, linear, or cleanly separable. Therefore,
while authors have adopted the shorthand of national/local to reflect the
Drive Partnership’s original framing of project objectives and outputs,
these terms are not intended to designate a demarcation between the
two levels.

What do we mean by a system, and systems change?

In the literature, a system can be characterised or perceived as a set of
relationships in which the elements when taken together form a whole.
The whole itself may be part of wider system(s) with their own set of
elements that are linked to other systems. Alternatively, a system can be
defined as a collection of organisations who share a similar mission, and
who may be formally or informally attached to each other (Staggs et al,
2007) and who may belong to one or more systems.

There are varying definitions of systems change, in part because “systems
change work is likely to vary significantly depending on the context and
the issue at hand” (Cordis Bright, 2020: 1). For the purposes of this
evaluation, we define a systemic intervention as one designed to
engender enduring, sustainable, and transformational outcomes for
beneficiaries (Ibid.). Systems change approaches are increasingly used by
those aiming to develop effective responses to complex social issues,
which have defied “clean, simple” solutions based on traditional linear
theories of change (Imam et al, 2007: 7).

Complex interventions are characterised by unpredictable and uncertain
aspects in their programmatic planning and implementation, and which
call for a more dynamic and flexible complexity-aware approach to
understanding systems change. Drive, like other interventions (and
organisations) operates within real world complexity such as the Covid-19
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crisis, Brexit, and the cost-of-living impacts, all of which have brought into
sharp focus the need for alternate theories of systemic change.

The Drive Partnership’s systems change can be defined as:

a co-ordinated, consistent, and strategic response to domestic abuse
perpetration which transforms and drives investment into early
monitoring, disruption and behavioural change locally and nationally, and
creates societal shifts in holding perpetrators accountable within society
and across multiple systems.

Aims of evaluation

The purpose of the evaluation was two-fold:

1) to assess the impact of Drive on local systems change in three TNLCF
supported sites (A, B and C) through identifying changes in the culture
and practice of local agencies, including multi-agency working, and
how these changesimpact on services’ engagement by those who use
harmful behaviours and victim-survivors.

2) to assess how the Drive Partnership has contributed to national
systems change (NSC) through increased awareness and workforce
capacity across the voluntary and statutory sectors and contributed to
raising the profile of provision for those who cause harm with the public,
policy makers, commissioners, and relevant practice leaders.

Methods

In this report, systems thinking is the conduit through which researchers,
policy makers and practitioners can make sense of complexity and work
towards tackling ‘wicked’ social problems, such as domestic abuse. There
is No one universal definition/theory of complexity however, as complexity
often relates to the nonlinear, unpredictable, and uncertain aspects of
systems change.

Recognising that there are a multitude of complex relations and elements
at play in any systemic intervention or system, the authors approached the
evaluation through a systems-thinking lens, attending to the tapestry of
actors and agencies which make up the Drive Partnership, and its place in
the wider DA ecosystem.
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To understand the Drive Partnership’s impacts on local systems, research
team members conducted fieldwork across five sites in which the DPM
was operating: TNLCF-funded sites A, B and C, and two more established
sites D and E“. To chart the impacts of the Drive Partnership’s NSC work,
researchers conducted a document and literature review and interviewed
three professionals working in DA policy and public communication roles.

Drawing on a theoretically-sound critical systems change evaluation
framework (See Figure 3), we analysed interview and focus group data
using these guiding concepts, with the aim of surfacing implicit boundary
judgements, assumptions, and normative values. This focus on
connections, assumptions and values is central to systems thinking
approaches, and can aid evaluators by providing novel and emancipatory
perspectives of a situation.

Systems-influenced evaluations are a collaborative endeavour, and the
evaluation team worked with Drive and its stakeholders to uncover and
‘sweep in’ diverse perspectives (Churchman, 1970) to provide a more
complete picture of its impacts on local and NSC agendas. To sharpen our
thematic analysis of the data, we applied critical systems thinking skills to
uncover boundary judgements, motivations, and normative values within
the Drive system (Ulrich, 1996; 2005; Midgley, 2001). We arrived at 32
distinct codes that depicted the key findings in this report (see the
technical appendix for more information on the evaluation’s systems
philosophy, code list and analytical approach).

The research team maintained open lines of communication with the
Drive Central Delivery Team throughout the evaluation, including monthly
progress meetings. This was especially important, and beneficial, during
the early stages of the evaluation, with team members providing
invaluable guidance regarding what researchers would come to view as
the ‘lexicon” of Drive - the nexus of concepts and terminology which
defines/characterises the DPM. A co-produced webinar in Apr 2023 was
undertaken with 24 Drive stakeholders and five UoS researchers as
participants to discuss and reflect on the preliminary findings.

The research design is multi-method and used wide-ranging data to
address the evaluation aims and support the research findings. One key

4 To protect the confidentiality of evaluation participants, authors have anonymised the sites as A-E when
discussing interview, focus group and observation findings. This is to minimise the likelihood of inadvertent
breaches of ‘internal confidentiality’ (Tolich & Tumilty, 2020) - i.e. instances where an informed reader may be
able to infer the identity of a participant based on context clues such as the site location. As the stakeholder
mMapping relies on a more ‘public’ form of information (roles and organisations involved in implementing the
DPM) which has been reviewed and approved by participants, the names of sites have not been anonymised.
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advantage of using multiple methods is that it delivers deeper insights and
ensures that important data are not discounted, when investigating
complexity-sensitive systems (Midgley, 2001; Van Tulder & Keen, 2018).

Systems-based approaches are often less traditional as they do not
assume that the links for cause-effect are linear. Simple feedback loops
within processes are depicted as circular and non-linear, and provided
surprising insights about Drive’s impact. How change has happened within
the system (internal and external to Drive) requires a systems approach to

evaluating complex interventions.

Our complexity-aware approach considered aspects of Drive at the
systems level from the research design at the beginning and at different
stages of the evaluation. The figure below depicts the complexity-aware
framework which was first conceptualised in 2020 by the PI (Adisa) and

has been adapted prospectively to the evaluation of Drive.

,,\
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Figure 3: Theory-based systems change framework
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Several core concepts informing this approach come from systems
thinking theories and have been used heuristically (see table below and

technical appendix).
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Table 2: Terms, definitions and approach to applying a theory-based
systems framework to Drive

Terms What it means Where/and how it has
been applied
System Describing the Drive Throughout, including
boundaries system and its wider webinar, and ongoing
context for sense-making. | communication with
‘What is in, and what is various Drive
out?’ Boundaries can be stakeholders
used to depict complexity
but can also generate
complexity
Power and The individual and Data analysis
Resource cglleptwe power of actors Stakeholder mapping (to
Flows within the system, and

how system resources are
controlled

depict the energy of the
network and the
relationships identified
by stakeholders)

Systems levers

Conditions and capacities
for change (for example,
policies, practices,
relational dynamics,
mental models)

Data analysis

Systems Systems leadership - skills, | Data analysis
leadership capacities and values for
leading systems change
(individual, commmunity,
institutions)
Systematic Here we are interested in In practice, this was used
theory the degrees of certainty to surface ‘what success
of change and agreement among looks like’ for the Drive
key Drive actors and Partnership in relation to
stakeholders on system local and national
level impacts systems change
System Drawing on the iceberg In practice, one system
structure metaphor: identifying one | element of interest are

or all system elements or

Drive’s stakeholders and
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Table 2: Terms, definitions and approach to applying a theory-based
systems framework to Drive

Terms What it means Where/and how it has
been applied
subsystems that are visible | the relational links.
and not so visible Stakeholder mapping

was undertaken (using
social network analysis
principles, and the
software Gephi 0.10)

Complexity ldentifying aspects that Complexity was
make aspects of the decoded mostly in the
intervention unpredictable | sites during data analysis,
and uncertain and specific codes were

developed with thisin
mind during the
thematic analysis of the
data (see technical
briefing)

In adapting this guiding framework and in the research design at the start
of the evaluation, the Pl (Adisa) has taken as a given that:

e Local systems may/may not differ from national systems

e Systems are nested or un-nested within subsystems and require
multiple systems to be described as such

e Structures of power (including resource flows, communication
exchanges) manifest within and across systems and actors

e Systems can be hidden and/or visible in form and function.

The following methods were used to collect data and generate findings:

e Interactive Theory of Change workshops with seven Drive Central team
members to surface what ‘success’ looks like for the Drive Partnership
in relation to local and national systems change. The transcript was
analysed for themes

e One-to-one interview with a key Drive central team member exploring
the development, piloting, evaluation and evolution of the Drive Project
model, and the Drive Partnership’s vision for local and national systems
change. The transcript was analysed for themes
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One-to-one interviews with three professionals working in DA policy
and public communication roles, to explore the Drive Partnership’s
impact in policy and public conversations about DA perpetration. The
transcripts were analysed for themes

The Drive Central Delivery Team shared 79 documents linked to the
Drive Partnership’s national systems change work and the roll-out of
the Drive Project model across new and established sites. These were
reviewed and analysed for themes (see technical appendix for more
information)

The Drive Central Delivery Team shared survey feedback regarding
Drive training and webinars. A mixed-methods analysis was
undertaken, including a descriptive statistical analysis of quantitative
data and thematic analysis of open-ended responses

Interviews with 46 professionals, including local Drive staff and Drive
Fellows, Drive Practice Advisors, Drive and non-Drive IDVAs, police,
probation, health, social care and housing professionals (see below for
analysis process)

Five focus groups with 31 participants, also including Drive staff and
external professionals who had been involved with implementation.
Interviews and focus group transcripts were independently reviewed
and coded by the Pl and Co-I| respectively (Adisa and Allen) using
qualitative analysis software. Following these initial stages, researchers
convened for a data session to discuss the overlap and divergences
between their individual coding. Researchers collaboratively identified
32 distinct, systems-focused codes which occurred across two or
more sites. Researchers then worked together to organise and develop
the key findings based on these codes

Observations of six MARACSs, four DAPPs, three case review meetings
and frontline work with a Drive client, in addition to other multi-agency
and internal Drive meetings. Researchers who undertook the local site
fieldwork (Allen and Manning) reviewed and discussed their
observations and reflections, and collaboratively agreed on key findings
Stakeholder mapping of the Drive network was undertaken as part of
the feedback process, and graph theory has been used in depicting the
stakeholder map and system structure for Drive.
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Oct-Nov
2021

Jan 2022

Feb 2022

May 2022

Jun-Aug
2022

Sept 2022

Mar-Apr
2023

Ethics

-Research protocol
-Research materials
-Ethics application

-Workshop with DRIVE Central Delivery Team
-Interview with key DRIVE Project team member

- Collating and reviewing documents
-Meetings with key NSC/Central Drive Delivery Team members

-Establishing contact with TNLCF sites
-Coordinating timeline for fieldwork

-Qualitative analysis of documents
-Descriptive analysis of training survey feedback
-Interim findings report
-Stakeholder mapping (NSC)

-Fieldwork across sites A-E commences, including interviews, focus

groups, and observations

-End of fieldwork
-Qualitative analysis of data
-Summary briefing and webinar
-Stakeholder mapping and analysis

|
|
|
|
|
|
|

Figure 4: Evaluation process

The research was conducted following robust review and approval by UoS’
Research Ethics Committee. Participation was voluntary and based on
informed consent. All research undertaken at the university complies with
the Policy and Guidelines on Governance of Good Research Conduct
(RCUK, 2013) and is compliant with the Concordat for Research Integrity
(Universities UK, 2019).
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Adaptations and limitations

As Figure 4 indicates, fieldwork was conducted during a foreshortened
timescale, with site visits to all five sites compressed into a six-month
period towards the end of the evaluation, between September 2022 and
March 2023. This was a modification of the original research design in
response to changing circumstances, including staff changes in the
research team. Additionally, three of the five field visits were undertaken
remotely via Teams, owing to site-specific and practical considerations,
including the ongoing pandemic.

During preliminary engagement with the Drive Central Delivery Team, and
during the course of fieldwork across delivery sites, researchers
conducted Theory of Change-focused workshops and focus groups. This
also represents a modification of the methodology as it was originally
conceived. Researchers who conducted these workshops adopted this
approach based both on our own areas of expertise, and because it is an
accessible and familiar framework for practitioners.

In certain respects, these modifications can be considered a limitation of
the evaluation and should be considered when interpreting and
extrapolating from findings; for example, evaluators were not able to, as
originally envisioned, appraise baseline conditions first-hand during an
initial visit to each site and then return subsequently to compare ‘like for
like’.

However, when evaluators are not able to establish a baseline at the outset
of a project, evaluation participants “will often have knowledge of what a
situation was before a project or programme began. This knowledge is
usually accessible after the event and can be used to establish what is
known as a retrospective baseline” (Simister & Giffin, 2015: 2). The volume
and richness of qualitative evidence gathered across the five sites
afforded in-depth insights about the changing implementation context,
and the co-evolution of the DPM and local partner agencies. Equally, there
were benefits associated with the shift in timescale, including an additional
research team member (Manning) with expertise in policing ethics joining
the evaluation during the fieldwork stage.
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Surfacing national systems change improvements

We have drawn on two core parts of Stroh’s systematic theory (Stroh,
2015) to surface systems thinking for improvement in relation to Drive’s
national systems change interim findings:

e Success amplification - activities undertaken to build on existing
successes and identify any anticipated limits to success

e Goal achievement - identifying the initial improvements made or are
being made to achieve the goal of systems change locally and
nationally.
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3. Findings on local and national systems
change

The actors and relationships: stakeholder analysis of Drive

The Drive Partnership and DPM make up part of a wider policy and practice
ecosystem. DA is a complex social and criminal justice issue, and so
requires an embedded and equitable multi-agency response.

Drive’s stakeholder map includes 150 stakeholders represented by
different agencies and 187 relational linkages. Figure 5 depicts the
stakeholders by membership (internal versus external to Drive). This
diagram suggests that embedding information sharing and multi-agency
working may have been catalysed through DPM stakeholder relationships.
Approximately 65% are external members to Drive (depicted in orange
nodes) and 35% are internal (green nodes). The links can be interpreted as
the relational energy of the Drive system.

The scope of this depicted network analysis is limited to the operational
relationships identified through stakeholder information provided by Drive
(including the sites) during the feedback process. Drive stakeholders were
asked to complete an Excel proforma in April 2023, providing descriptive
information about their roles, external agencies they work with, type of
organisation, and whether they were internal or external to Drive. Some
caution should be exercised in interpreting these network maps and
analysis as they are based on snapshot information collected in one
period. In other words, it does not take into consideration staff turnover
after this period as well as any changes in titles which may have occurred
after the information was submitted (see technical appendix).

As such, this map should be interpreted as tuneable. This has the
advantage of allowing other structural and relational elements within Drive
to be further mapped in the future, to include the flow (and
understanding) of changes in management information from Drive
Central to other stakeholders, for example. Similarly, in constructing a
costing exercise and for participatory planning, these maps may help in
making reasonable assumptions about which elements need to be
weighted more in terms of costs attribution and public value benefits (See
Adisa, 2020).
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MARAC
DAPP
Police
IDVAs

Local Authorities

‘ Internalstakeholders ‘-
‘ Externalstakeholders ‘-

Drive-fundedroles

Figure 5: Drive's internal-to-external stakeholder map by roles

30




Figure 6 depicts the stakeholders’ proximity to Drive Central, while Figure
7 looks at membership and operational location. This reveals an interesting
pattern. Firstly, the structural shape of each site differs from one another.
As shown in Table 3, the site with the highest density of stakeholders was
South Wales (25%) and the least dense was Derbyshire (11%). This map is
useful as it helps draw insights in relation to which sites were closer. We
have assumed that Drive Central has the most centrality from which all
resource flows out into different areas/sites. Wirral, Croydon, and Avon &
Somerset’s stakeholders had the greatest proximity to Drive Central.
Croydon’s stakeholders were the most embedded within Drive Central’s
structure.

Due to limited data, it is challenging to make conclusions on the degree of
communication exchanges within the network. However, the stakeholder
network structure suggests that there are likely to be differences or
directional flows in how power, influence and resources have been
deployed within the Drive system. Theoretically, and from existing
literature, these interactions intersect with hidden and visible forms of
power within systems (Gaventa, 2019) and have implications for systems
change.

Table 3: Drive stakeholders by membership and operational location

Operational location Percentage
South Wales 24.67

Wirral 18.67

Avon and Somerset 18.67

Drive Central 15.33
Croydon 12.0
Derbyshire 10.67
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South Wales

Avonand Somerset

Derbyshire

Drive Central

o S Croydon
Wirral |- ' '

Operational location ‘ ‘ Colour ‘

Avonand Somerset ‘-

Croydon ‘ -

Derbyshire ‘ -

Drive Central ‘ -

South Wales ‘ -

Wirral ‘ I:l

Figure 7: Drive stakeholders' proximity to Drive Central
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“The majority of
our perpetrators
have been through
a traumatic time.
They have got
their own ACEs
[adverse

childhood
experiences].”



Figure 8 below, depicting the stakeholder map for the national policy
system (as portrayed in the interim report), was not constructed using
Gephi. However, there is scope in future work for the social network
analysis principles to be applied for this aspect.

—
T Action on Perpetrators Network
HM Government National forum on responding fo
> —>»  perpetrators: 100 stakeholders, incl.

Home Office, MOJ, DLUHC, DCMS MOJ. LAs, Association of PCCs, DAC,

academia, police, VAWG sector

APPG Responding to Perpetrators of
Domestic Abuse
Cross-party parliamentary group,
Respect secretariat

Drive Central Team
——» Project delivery, quality, development,
systems change workstreams

A

DAC Strategic Reference Group on

L Perpetrators ! Drive Project Board
Cross-sector national forum to inform Project direction and oversight
and influence perpetrator strategy
Domestic Abuse Commissioner Major funders
- Funded by Home Office, DA Act 2021 |« Home Office, MOPAC, National Lottery
instates statutory office holder Community Fund

Figure 8: Stakeholder mapping in relation to the national policy system

All these constructed Drive stakeholder maps (Figures 6, 7 and 8) show
that the intervention is not a ‘neat’ and ‘tidy’ unit but one that is
characterised by a ‘tapestry’ of actors and agencies. It is representative of
a more complex system made up of ‘interwoven, interlocking,
overlapping’ networks and relationships (Kemmis, 2001: 99).

Surfacing tensions and value judgements: what makes the Drive
system work?

In this section, we discuss the main findings relating to local and national
systems change. The key components and related findings [dynamics of
change]are depicted in the Figure 9.
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Figure 9: Dynamics of change

Systems change occurred locally and nationally because of the following

key interacting elements:®

Flex of the DPM
Drive Fellows

© O NOOAWN

Investment and funding.

Awareness of contextual complexity and complexity of need
Collaborative and co-operative stakeholder relationships
Embedded information sharing and multi-agency working
Drive central support (strategic and operational level)

System-wide quality assurance of interventions
Policy-influencing aspects

The following sections provide more detail on these findings, subsumed
into two main components of systems change.

5|t is important that this not be read as a list, rather that these elements worked in tandem with each other

dynamically.
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Component 1: Local systems change

While the aim of this component was to assess local system changes in
perspective and working practices, as well as levels of engagement with
those who use harmful behaviours and victim-survivors, we also
uncovered more contextually complex findings in this component of work:

Finding 1.1: Awareness of complexity of need and trauma-
informed aspects of the DPM

Levers for engagement with service users were perceived to be
important by Drive Delivery Partners across all the sites. A common
motivational lever which incentivised engagement with the support and
behavioural change elements of the DPM was service users wanting to be
a good example for their children/not losing access to their children (this
is a common finding across the wider literature on interventions for those
who cause harm: see Ferreira et al, 2022; Stanley et al, 2012).

There were a variety of levers which promoted engagement across the
sites. The data suggests that all the Drive professionals understood the
importance of building rapport with service users, not using the term
‘perpetrator’ when speaking with service users, and also leading in with
their support needs following the ‘monitor and disrupt’ stage.

Findings across all sites underline the complexity of need among Drive
service users, with unmet needs in relation to trauma, mental health,
substance use, parenting, housing and/or employment cited as pathways
to engagement and change. Establishing rapport with clients who may be
wary of services and addressing their support needs in a flexible and
holistic way, was identified as necessary groundwork for behavioural
change work with the DPM cohort, and was considered by professionals
to be part of what differentiates the DPM from group-based programmes,
as an example.

Duration, flexibility, and customisability were described as central
ingredients of the core DPM, enabling case managers to build trust with
service users, meet unmet needs for consistent and reliable relationships,
and establish a stronger foundation for behavioural change work.
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| guess that’s another strength of the model isn’t it, because we
can work with somebody for 12 months. Once that relationship’s
established, there is that consistency for that person and that
advocacy that perhaps has not been there previously.

Participant 5, Drive Delivery Partner

| think being able to provide sort of consistency and
dependability for the clients has been a real benefit of Drive,
because | think abandonment is a major fear, and lived experience
for most of our cohort. And they will be used to dealing with both,
| suppose, in their family, and in terms of practitioners that have
been assigned to them with that sense of feeling abandoned [...]
Whereas with the Drive Case Manager, you know, we’re able to
say to them, you know, we’re here for you, no matter what your
circumstances are. If you go to prison, if you come out of prison,
if you move house, if you misbehave, if you do behave, it doesn’t
matter what changes in your circumstances. If you want us to be
there, we’ll be there.

Participant 35, Drive Delivery Partner

Notably, these descriptions resonate with some of the key principles of
trauma-informed practice, including safety, trustworthiness, and choice
(Barnett Brown, 2018). Historically, trauma-informed practice has been
more frequently invoked when designing and evaluating services for DA
victim-survivors (Barnett Brown, 2018); it might even seem counter-
intuitive to advocate for trauma-informed provision for those using
harmful behaviours.

Indeed, opposition to non-punitive responses to those who cause harm -
and particularly to responses which allocate resources to service users -
was one of the sources of friction identified by Drive Delivery Partners
during early roll-out and mobilisation. However, as illustrated by the case
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discussed below, advocacy and support can act as a form of disruption,
disincentivising perpetration and opening up additional avenues for the
service user; so coercive, controlling and/or harmful behaviours no longer
represent the most expedient way of ensuring their material needs are
met. This then lays the groundwork for future behavioural change.

We’ve got to advocate for our guys as well, because I’ve been in
situations where I’'ve taken our service users to housing, and the
way they’ve been spoken to is quite, is terrible. And, you know, |
remember taking one guy who was living in his car at [public
venue], which was, not only unsafe for him, but unsafe for his
family as well, because they were phoning him up and saying:
‘Look, don’t stay there, like, come home. We won’t tell anybody’.
So then the restraining order against his family was his, but he
was being invited back to that property. And then if anything had
happened, they wouldn’t phone the police. It was really difficult.
So | took him to the housing office. And he said to me: ‘I’d rather
sleep in my car than put up with these people’. [...] He was just
treated like dirt. [..] So there was a kind of, with some
professionals, not so much now, because everyone’s on board.
But in the early days, it was like, now why would you? You were
taking up a place for one of his potential victims. But they weren’t
thinking of this guy who’s 25. You got another 50 years to
perpetrate. If we don’t getin there now, and change his behaviour,
or at least try to change his behaviour, then three things are going
to happen: he’s going to kill his partner and go to jail for life. He’s
going to kill himself, or she is going to kill him, and then she’ll do
life.

Participant 56, Drive Delivery Partner

This case example highlights a through line in the persuasive messaging
employed by the Drive Partnership and Delivery Partners: emphasising
that victim-survivors and potential future victims, rather than those who
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cause harm, are the primary beneficiaries of the DPM and associated
diversionary support.

Additionally, the trauma-informed aspects of the DPM should be
considered and, if valued as a key aspect of the model, further articulated
and formalised to develop the model and promote customisation. Notably,
findings from the DPM sites and the wider literature on the relationship
between trauma and perpetration (see Costa et al, 2015) problematise flat
or binary framings of ‘perpetrators’ which preclude past experiences of
victimisation: as several interviewees noted, for many DPM service users
“‘domestic abuse is only one element of what’s happening in their lives”
(Participant 1, Social Care).

The majority of our perpetrators have been through a traumatic
time. They have got their own ACEs [adverse childhood
experiences]. And it’s about going back and addressing that, to
see where these values and beliefs and behaviours have started.

Participant 2, Social Care

There is no straightforward or deterministic causal link between past
victimisation and subsequent perpetration, and invoking DPM service
users’ own histories of trauma and adversity should by no means be taken
as a minimisation or justification for their choice to use harmful behaviours
(nor as a suggestion that victim-survivors commonly go on to cause
harm). However, as the interviewees above observe, harmful ways of
relating to others are often entangled with, and reinforced by, the legacies
of these experiences of trauma and adversity - for example, by
problematic beliefs and attitudes about relationships acquired during
childhood.

Finding 1.2: Changes in perspective and local and multi-agency
practice

Findings from this strand of the evaluation highlight the dynamics of
change at the local level, pointing to key changes in perspective and
practice following the introduction of the DPM, and elucidating the critical
success factors that engendered these changes.
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Our evaluation found evidence of changing perspectives in multiple
agencies as to why working with those who cause harm is vital; however,
achieving and embedding culture change takes time. The relatively recent
introduction of the DPM to the DA landscape - since its 2015 pilot and
subsequent roll-out across the remaining sites - is likely to make this
outcome of challenging to track and substantiate in the immediate- to
near-future. Evidencing complex and long-term impacts such as changes
in organisational culture also requires an appreciation of the nuance
(captured on the dashboard qualitatively) around the outcomes being
achieved.

During interviews with Drive Central Delivery Team members, Delivery
Partners, as well as local partner organisations, researchers identified
examples of changing perspectives regarding the necessity, acceptability
and efficacy of provision for those who cause harm:

That shift towards perpetrator accountability and placing them
central to the thinking in the intervention around the domestic
abuse has been something that | think has definitely developed
over time, [...] There’s been a real shift in agencies understanding
of their role within the work around disrupting perpetrators.
There was a little bit initially, | think, and I’m sure we did a piece of
work around it on where the [DA perpetrator] panel was about
identifying cases that would be suitable to be referred to Drive or
whether it was about a multi-agency response and action
planning around that perpetrator. So that’s something that’s [...]
is still a work in progress, absolutely. But there’s definitely been a
real shift in that. And there’s a lot more accountability coming
from other agencies in terms of their role and what they can bring
to disrupting perpetrators.

Participant 4, Drive Central Delivery Team
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So initially | think [funding for provision for those who cause
harm] was a hard sell. You know, politically, we’re quite
conservative, quite risk-averse council. And | think the concernin
bringing on a perpetrator programme was people viewing it sort
of, is that money taken away from victims? And it was how do we
sell that on the street to people? And there was alot of scepticism
and concern, | think, about how that would go. And | think doing
[local showcase] events [..and] as we’ve sort of continued to
feedback and evaluate during those community safety
partnership meetings, there’s much more comfort around
discussing that and | think it’s also come into the national
spotlight. It’s around perpetrator funding and it’s sort of, you
know, it’s going to be expected that local authorities do
perpetrator work. That’s the direction of travel | think people
have become more confident about and | think councils have
become more confident about talking about it.

Participant 23, Local Authority

In consultation with local delivery partners, the Drive Partnership should
reflect on how to track and substantiate longer-term changes in culture,
including through the use of additional qualitative measures.

Authors also recommend that the Drive Partnership examine the structure
of relationships and actors mapped in this report to understand how to
strengthen information sharing and multi-agency working.

Finding 1.3: Workspaces and co-location

Safe (and not so safe) working and meeting spaces developed as a
prominent theme during interviews and focus groups. These were
identified as an important facilitator for the DPM during evaluators’
reflections on their fieldwork observations. Co-location and routine
contact with partner agencies emerged as a contextual facilitator, with
informal or ‘organic’ contact and conversations between Drive and
partner agencies helping to build relationships and promote information
sharing. Conversely, working in less-than-ideal premises, or lacking access
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to co-location and/or resources, created obstacles and added friction to
the course of day-to-day duties.

Hybrid (or agile working) is a fixture of pandemic and post-pandemic
professional life, and participants across multiple sites noted the benefits
of being able to maintain contact with colleagues via Teams or see service
users virtually. However, authors’ thematic analysis and reflections on
fieldwork visits suggest that sites where Drive Delivery Partners felt they
had consistent access to appropriate physical premises were associated
with smoother implementation.

We’ve had nowhere to see our clients. And | think that’s not been
good. You know you can’t sit in Costa Coffee. You can build
relationship there, but you can’t do behavioural change work. [...]
| think if only we’d had a base that we could have actually done
some good work, that they knew where they were coming. We
can create this ambience, environment, consistency, so that has
been a shame for me.

Participant 33, Drive Delivery Partner

“I've come in, [Case Manager] has got a Dad, having a case discussion
with [Drive Service Manager], saying, you know, he's not really engaging
with her. One of the reasons his children stepped down from social care
was the fact that he was engaging with her, but now he's not and there

was victim oversight through the IDVA, yet the IDVA had not spoken to
this mum for a significant period of time and we were worried [..] From

me sitting here, I've gone 'Well, hang on a minute, I'll bring it up in the
daily morning meeting. I'll ask [Team] to pick it up and actually offer some
therapeutic input to the mum, that'll give us a greater understanding of
where the risks are currently sitting’. And that wouldn't have happened if
we weren't sitting in the same room, | don't think. So it's them type of... |
always call it the ‘coffee cup conversations’. “

Participant 1, Social Care

Figure 10: Coffee cup conversations and the benefits of co-location

42



Our findings suggest that Drive Delivery Partners and other local
stakeholders are making creative use of available public and professional
spaces to strengthen interorganisational connections and build
relationships with service users. These interactions-in-space showed
themselves to be informal, springing up in the preamble to, or gaps
between, more ‘purposeful’ meetings. Authors hypothesise that access to
shared workspaces is valuable in part because it makes room for these
incidental conversations and connections to emerge, although it may be
neither a necessary nor sufficient condition for them to thrive.

Resource and funding constraints unavoidably contribute to challenges
mMaintaining safe and suitable working spaces, a finding which is not limited
to the Drive Partnership or wider DA sector. Underinvestment in the public
estate is a significant issue across other key services, including the NHS
(Morrin et al, 2019). To understand the differences in how local
stakeholders (including funders and commissioners) navigate common
barriers relating to funding and resources, and why some are able to
succeed despite material challenges, the Drive Partnership should further
explore issues in relation to premises and co-location with Delivery
Partners.

e Shared spaces and informal contact foster effective collaboration -
where this is limited by resource constraints, other avenues to support
‘coffee cup conversations’ between professionals could be explored

e Drive Delivery Partners described making good use of public spaces as
part of their relationship building with service users. However, for
behavioural change work, confidential working spaces are needed.

Finding 1.4: Embedding Information sharing

Effective information sharing between agencies emerged as both a
critical success factor for the safe and operationalised functioning of the
DPM - with blocks and weak links in the information-sharing ecosystem
associated with failures in risk assessment and safeguarding - and as a
positive outcome attributed to the DPM becoming more embedded at the
local level.

One focus group participant described how inefficient or limited
information sharing by some agencies can impede DPM processes:
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)

Information sharing with mental health, that’s always been bad
[..] And when you think of like the real significant Domestic
Homicide Review that’s happened over the last 10 years, there’s
always been substance misuse, mental health and domestic
violence involved. So it’s that toxic trio. It’s everywhere, all
throughout the [site E] region. We cannot get that conversation
going with mental health. And it really is, it’s having an effect on
us really, in managing risk. Because, if we’ve got somebody
coming out of prison and we know that historically they have
emanated straight back to the partner, if they’ve got any mental
health condition, then they may be priority, so we could get them
in temporary accommodation. But [Mental Health] would say to
us: ‘Well, what’s his history?’ And we’d say: ‘Well, you know, we
signed a confidentiality form, which we go to our mental health
partners’, [and] they’d be like, ‘No, we’re not accepting that’. [...]
Time is ticking, and then they’re going to get out [...] You know
that he’s going to go straight back to that victim.

Participant 56, Drive Delivery Partner

Meanwhile, other evaluation participants highlighted improved
information sharing as a beneficial outcome of the DPM, particularly
professionals working in victim-survivor focused roles with previously
limited access to information regarding those using harmful behaviours.
By affording increased knowledge of the movements and activities of
those causing harmb®, the DPM was found to aid IDVAs in detecting and de-
escalating potentially high-risk situations:

With the information sharing, as an IDVA, | found it quite limiting.
You could get information about your victim-survivor, but very

6 All information sharing in relation to the Drive Project and multi-agency working takes places within GDPR
and Data Protection Act 2018, as well as local MARAC and other statutory service information sharing
protocols.
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limited information about the perpetrator [..] So with the Drive
Case Manager, they are privy to much more information. So they
share that information with us. So we are literally always on top of
what is happening in the background. So we will know if they’ve
had a charge or something which may not even be, you know,
domestic abuse-related, if they’re in custody, whereas we might
not have known in the beginning.

Participant 13, IDVA service

| find that it’s a really useful tool for us as IDVAs we’re working
with, in a multi-agency kind-of-way with Drive. We’re able to
share intel, and it’s useful to kind of see that bigger picture. And
then when there’s a situation might escalate [...] we can work
with the Drive case officer and all work together to stop that
incident from going any further.

Participant 26, IDVA service

Finding 1.5: The role of Systems enablers - Drive Fellow role

The Drive Fellow role was introduced to the DPM following
recommendations from the pilot evaluation, which identified the need for
police to take on a leadership role and act as “local champion[s]” during
programme set-up and mobilisation (Hester et al, 2019: 114).

The significance of relationships with police emerged as a strong theme
across the five evaluation sites, with motivated and well-situated Drive
Fellows acting as powerful change agents.

Cross-site findings indicated that the fast pace of turnover in police roles,
including but not limited to the Drive Fellow, contributed to a loss of
momentum and challenges with implementation, particularly in relation to
information sharing and multi-agency working. Conversely, the continuity
and commitment of the Drive Fellow in one site was found to be linked to
clarity of vision, stable oversight, and effective multi-agency working.
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One interviewee recalled that the initial mobilisation in site B had been
particularly smooth, which they attributed to a high degree of local
ownership and leadership, in particular from the Drive Fellow:

The set up in [Site B] was very strong. We had very strong local
leaders. [..] And everything that is required of somebody to
operate highly proficiently in a multi-agency sphere, it was there.
We had some key players, excellent professionals in very key
positions. [...] So the implementation in [Site B] was rather smooth
in comparison to other areas [...] [Drive Fellow] had a very clear
vision, | think, strategically [...] Very well connected with police
and crime commissioner and other key players in the local
authority.

Participant 20, Drive Central Delivery Team

Another interviewee observed that having clear institutional backing from
local police assuaged organisations’ concerns about information sharing
with a non-statutory agency in a newly established multi-agency forum.
Meanwhile, the additional ‘clout’ associated with the police role in multi-
agency settings such as the DAPP and MARAC was identified as a lever for
promoting engagement and accountability.

| think it was the way that [the DAPP] was set up. Like we were
saying yesterday, it’s always been that sort of very high-ranking
sort of police officer who brings a bit of clout. And, you know,
people listen to a [senior police officer] when they say, ‘You need
to share this information with us now’, or ‘You need to go and do
this’. So, | think that, giving that forum for information sharing,
when it’s been chaired consistently by somebody at that level,
gives people the confidence that [it] is okay to do this.
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Participant 17, Drive Delivery Partner

Increased engagement with police-chaired forums was in turn
characterised as a driver for increased buy-in for the DPM and awareness
and knowledge regarding DA perpetration, particularly among non-
specialist agencies:

My perception is, that there’s greater awareness of Drive, [and]
greater awareness of the benefits of multi-agency working when
it comes to understanding risk and managing risk from
perpetrators as a result of Drive. The panel naturally brings
everybody together. Everybody’s in the same room at the same
time, talking about the same people and thinking about risk. So |
can imagine that particularly for agencies like housing, debt
advice, that sort of thing [...] have a wider understanding of the
way risk is calculated, considered, and then the tactics employed
to mitigate. So where police and probation, for example, that
might be bread and butter for them, it’s less familiar territory for
those other agencies [..] I'm pretty confident that their
knowledge, awareness and probably skills in this area have
improved as a result.

Participant 21, Police

This pattern of findings reaffirms the integral role of the Drive Fellow,
suggesting that robust, ongoing police leadership during set-up and
mobilisation can trigger a ‘virtuous circle’ of systems change (see Figure
11). This organic, iterative cycle of improvement can be understood as a
form of ‘success amplification’, where early growth or gains snowball over
time (Stroh, 2015). Self-reinforcing change dynamics like this are pivotal
when aiming to create sustainable, enduring improvements.

While there are clear benefits to the Drive Fellow role resting with police,
including the ‘clout’ and institutional resources associated with senior
police officers, researcher observations and evidence from professionals
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across other sites suggested that other organisations could fulfil a similar
championing role. For example, strong leadership by the local authority in
one site also conferred a sense of legitimacy by association, promoting
earlier buy-in and information sharing with other statutory services. This
ability to adapt or ‘flex’ in response to the needs and demands of different
systems and contexts is an important aspect of the DPM.

Championing of DPM by Drive Fellow

Regular Improved
Increased DAPP Increas.e'd local
connectivity
acceptance — attendance — & — response to
of DPM & . DA
collaboration .
engagement perpetration

Figure 11: Case study - System leadership and enabler — Drive Fellow

To understand how the DPM can successfully flex to embed in/transform
local systems where police support is less robust (including as a result of
turnover in the Drive Fellow role), the Drive Partnership should consult
Delivery Partners to explore perspectives on alternative enablers.

Finding 1.6: Operational complexity of the DPM and the language
of Drive

The problem of DA is itself highly complex, and Drive Partnership data
indicates that the cohort of DPM service users has multiple and
interlocking areas of need. Itis therefore unsurprising that these and other
complexities were found to have shaped implementation and impacted
the effectiveness of systems change outcomes.

The DPM is, by its nature, reliant on effective information sharing and
collaboration between agencies, requiring trust and buy-in from multi-
agency partners. Accordingly, establishing strong working relationships
and lines of communication with key people and organisations, including
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police, social care, IDVA/specialist support services, health, and housing,
forms an important part of the set-up and mobilisation process.

Some participants felt that the concepts and terminology associated with
the DPM introduced an additional layer of complexity during early
implementation. Communicating the role, and value, of ‘disruption’
activities within the model emerged as especially challenging.

I think we’ve all struggled in some capacity around understanding
what ‘disrupt’ was when we first came in and communicating that
to other agencies, because... and | think basically like ‘disrupt’ is
basically safety planning and trying to stop abuse, but sometimes
coming in with new language that other agencies might not
understand [...] and trying to run with that, it can be difficult
because, you know, you are asking for change from agencies as
well and asking people to do things differently and challenging
thinking.

Participant 7, Drive Delivery Partner

| think there are elements of say like ‘disrupt’ which are a bit more
known now than when they were in the beginning. | think the
disrupt side was the bit where we weren’t really sure what that
would mean, but | feel like that’s kind of taken its own kind of role
now [...] | think we were all kind of like, you know, could get the
idea of its actions that disrupt abusive behaviour. But it was kind
of like, ‘Actually, what does that mean?’ And | think that took a
while to actually understand how you might go about that. But
definitely, | think with other agencies is something | think we have
to be quite clear on, particularly if we have a ‘disrupt only’ case is,
you know, be able to provide a narrative to what that means and
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what that means in terms of how we work and safety of, you
know, Drive not being spoken about to perpetrators or victims.

Participant 41, Drive Delivery Partner

These concerns among delivery partners about being able to flesh out
exactly what is meant by disruption - and to explain why ‘disrupt only’
cases and disruption activities facilitated by the DPM add value to routine
risk assessment and multi-agency processes - are reflected in the
scepticism expressed by some interviewees from external agencies:

| think overall the initial contact [with service users] is where the
problem was because there [were] so many stipulations before
they would look at going, so other agencies being involved or a
willingness, so, asking for any help and support before they would
go and do anything and then sometimes they would just watch
from afar. So they would do disruption activity. So they would look
to see if they’re breaching any conditions, which is basically
looking at NICHE, which our cops were doing anyway. So | think
that that’s been the biggest problem I could see, was that lack of
initial interaction in all cases. And I’'m quite sure that there are [a]
majority of people that have come through Drive that don’t know
that they were being looked out for by Drive, which | think is an
issue.

Participant 37, Police

I’m pretty unclear about what outcomes have been achieved. [...]
| mean, obviously you need to be realistic, but I’ve never heard
about even any small kind of positive steps. When we talk about
people being on ‘disrupt’, it’s never clarified. Okay, well, what are
those disruptinterventions? [...] | think we need to hear alot more
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about ‘Okay, this perpetrator is on disrupt and these are the
actual interventions, these are the actual disrupt actions that
we’ve taken’. And then the next step about that is every so often
you need to do a learning and say, ‘Well, these three disrupt
interventions are really effective and are realistic to do. And
there’s a couple of other ones that we’ve done that really haven’t
shown any effectiveness and maybe they take too much time and
they’re not realistic’.

Participant 49, Local Authority

Notably, these findings around a language/comprehension barrier reflect
researchers’ own experiences during the early stages of the evaluation.
While specialist terms are crucial for ‘insiders’, helping professionals to
operationalise and discuss complex programme components and
mechanisms in a familiar shorthand, they can also make for a steeper
learning curve for the uninitiated, creating potential barriers to embedding
change. Consideration should be given to refining and/or simplifying the
messaging around DPM programme components in consultation with
external stakeholders, so that they have a clearer grasp on the meaning
and significance of key concepts such as ‘disruption’.

Equally, to mitigate communication issues associated with staff turnover
in other agencies, the Drive Partnership could support local areas in
improving communicative approaches (for example, including DPM
information in new starters’ induction packs in these key agencies) and
which depict the DPM and its ongoing success stories.

Finding 1.7: Funding, resource flows, cost and sustainability

Authors recognise that the funding ecosystem is a systemic issue which
cannot be addressed by any one organisation; widescale and
transformative change will minimally require unified, consistent and
ongoing messaging by the DA sector and significant investment by policy
makers. This is something that we have considered when framing
recommendations, while also acknowledging the agency of the actors
navigating, reacting to and acting within/through/on this wider system.

The wider funding climate was identified as a barrier to improving practice
and promoting culture change across all sites, linked to challenges with:
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e Embedding and evidencing substantive change (further discussed in
the following section, ‘Finding 8”)

e Recruiting and retaining staff

e Maintaining institutional knowledge

e Continuity in delivery

o Effective multi-agency working.

As several interviewees noted, newly introduced programmes take time
to bed-in, and are therefore likely to be out of step with short-term funding
and evaluation cycles. This issue may be especially acute because of the
complexity of the DPM, and the complex needs of its cohort of service
users.

Stepping over from children’s social care like, we’ll always have a
job, like funding is not an issue [...] We don’t really hear about
money that much. And so that was a culture shock for me coming
into DA services that everything’s funded on this year cycle or a
two-year cycle. And to set anything off [..] takes three years
minimum, don’t it? Despite how quick | think | can run, it takes a
good two or three years.

Participant 1, Social Care

Indeed, as other interviewees’ comments suggest, challenges with short-
term and precarious funding not only impact on staff morale but limit
capacity to plan for the future of the organisation, contribute to disruptions
in delivery, and can lead to a loss of continuity and institutional knowledge.

| think when services are commissioned, the dedication and
commitment is different. | mean, we’re waiting to be
commissioned at the moment. [...] Imean, my boss is saying to me,
we, you know, we’re doing our last panel this week because we’ve
not been told. So we’ll have to wait and see. But, you know, in
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three months’ time, we might... The next three months we might
be closing all our cases. So psychologically, | find that very
unsettling when you try to really engage with a new service and
learn and grow and develop your thinking, | might not have ajob in
three months.

Participant 34, Drive Delivery Partner

| mean, the obvious thing is that when you’re on a fixed term
contract, then as your contract starts coming to an end, then, you
know, you have, children to look after, mortgages to pay, cost of
living crisis is impacting on everyone, isn’t it? So, you know, we
know that there are chances that they may well start looking for
other jobs, and that obviously impacts them in terms of service
delivery, in terms of, you know, options around redesigns that
would make the service more effective going forward, because
it’s difficult to really decide if you don’t know if you’ve got the
funding in place. It’s difficult to ask staff to, you know, sort of, like,
stick with you because you’re optimistic. And when actually, you
know, that’s all it is, is optimism. You’ve offered nothing, you
know, definite. You know, so obviously the impact isn’t, you know,
the day-to-day anxiety that they're experiencing, but also then
that real, genuine risk that they may look for other work.

Participant 11, Social Care

| think the biggest impact it has, of course, for [Drive Delivery
Partner]is around continuity, that’s where the biggest impact will
be of service delivery. So, you know, if, for example, a new
provider is commissioned, they will have to start from scratch and
won’t have all of that tacit knowledge that [Drive Delivery
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Partner] have and the staff have [...] | suppose for me, my focus is
about still trying to provide a quality service at a time of a
transition, really, and uncertainty.

Participant 39, Drive Delivery Partner

These findings illuminate how short-term funding cycles can, over time,
potentially reduce efficiency and cost-effectiveness. And these interview
findings were reflected during fieldwork observations, too: while staff
across sites were highly motivated and engaged, funding issues were
observed to impact delivery across at least two sites, contributing to a
palpable sense of frustration among some staff, the loss of experienced-
in-role professionals and incoming agency workers on short-term
contracts.

Implementation challenges linked to resources were not limited to
professionals working in project-funded organisations; evidence from
Drive interviewees suggested that under-resourced and under-staffed
public services had also shaped delivery contexts:

So I’'m thinking back to when we had a Labour government...
thinking about child protection meetings that | would go to and
the wrap-around support that there was for families. There was
a lot of support in place and we’ve really seen a deterioration of
that in the last few years, which has been really challenging to
deliver services where resources are cut consistently. So in
terms of that, 1 think around MARAC, for example, what we
probably saw a few years ago was lots of creative thinking really,
and the agencies had lots of time to prepare for the meeting. They
were familiar with the cases before we got there, kind of already
coming with anidea of ‘This is what we could do’. That, | think, now
is much more of a challenge to try and get agencies to want to
take those actions because it’s kind of more ‘Who’s going to do
that because we haven’t got any resources for that’. So that’s
been challenging.
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Participant 5, Drive Delivery Partner

In addition to these more general concerns around funding and
resourcing, a number of interviewees and focus group participants raised
the perception that DPM is a particularly expensive intervention’, with one
participant alluding to disparities in power, resources and positionality
between the Drive Partnership and delivery and multi-agency partners:

One of the biggest issues with Drive is it’s very, very expensive.
We were asked, you know, [Local Area], [Site] and [Local Area]
were each asked, to seek funding from the local authority to
continue it after the two-year funding and none of us were able
to and | don’t think any of us ever thought from the start that we
would be able to. As an intervention it’s extremely expensive
compared to other interventions. [...] | think there’s a bit of a
disconnect because | think, unfortunately [...] when you’ve got
organisations like SafeLives and the other organisations that are
involved, | think they’re used to having a lot of money, they’re used
to getting a lot of money given to them by the Home Office and
others [...] there’s a disconnect between the kind of resources
that organisations like SafelLives are used to working with and
also other organisations that are partners, and local authorities.

Participant 49, Local Authority

To work towards ameliorating these issues with precarity and, relatedly,
with concerns about the cost-effectiveness of the DPM, the Drive
Partnership should continue to provide support, training and oversight in
aiding Delivery Partners to navigate the funding ecosystem and obtain
continuation funding.

" Interestingly, this perception was also highlighted in one NSC interview, suggesting that this is likely to pose a
barrier beyond the sites visited for the fieldwork.
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During the onboarding process for new DPM sites, the Drive Partnership
should continue to emphasise the necessity of evidencing impact/cost-
effectiveness and preparing for the funding process well in advance.

Adequate resourcing for increased multi-agency demands also needs to
be considered and costed into budgets. Multi-agency buy-in remained a
crucial enabling factor across all the sites, but this demanded resourcing
and new ways of keeping this in place in light of increased complexity and
societal change (Covid-19 impacts as an example).

Finding 1.8: Evidencing and communicating change

As discussed in the previous section, the preponderance of project-
focused and short-term funding within the specialist DA sector was
observed to make sustainable change more challenging - potentially
resulting in discontinuing still-embedding services - and was also
associated with difficulties in capturing outcomes within the available
timeframe.

For the first year to maybe 18 months or so, some of the feedback
we were getting is that there’s not enough in the way of positive
outcomes, or kind of tangible successes [...] What we had to kind
of explain and rationalise was that these are long-term
interventions, and you’re dealing with a cohort that by and large
has a lot of complex needs. You know, heavily entrenched
behaviour, and you’re not going to unpick and address that
quickly [...] Which clashes a little bit with the established way the
commissioners judge projects that they fund. They say ‘We’ve
given you this money, and we want to see this achieved as a
result’. Whereas, what I think Drive achieves[...]is alot more long-
term, is a lot more nuanced.

Participant 35, Drive Delivery Partner

When approaching this issue from a systems change perspective, it is
important to note that, by prioritising outcomes that are tangible and
clearly evident within one to two-year funding periods, funders and
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commissioners may be inadvertently incentivising superficial ‘quick fixes’
- a systemic dysfunctionality associated with chronic short-termism
(Stroh, 2015).

Drive Delivery Partners need to navigate the (not unreasonable)
expectation from funders and commissioners that incoming programmes
can evidence their impact in some way, while retaining the DPM’s unique
selling point (USP) of addressing complex unmet needs, promoting
enduring behavioural change and adding value to local multi-agency
working - each of which may be challenging-to-impossible to
demonstrate in the short-term. Balancing these imperatives and
communicating the distinctive benefits of the DPM was found to require
innovative evidence-gathering and -presentation, blending the use of
guantitative metrics such as the Severity of Abuse Grid and qualitative and
narrative-based service user feedback and case studies.

Notably, when providing their perspective on the challenges described by
local Delivery Partners, Drive Central Delivery Team members observed
that there are existing mechanisms for capturing and presenting
qualitative data to external stakeholders, including as part of the
performance management dashboard. However, challenges with
presenting and explaining the significance of tracked outcomes recurred
among Delivery Partners from across more than one site, and this finding
was reinforced by some external stakeholders’ scepticism (also across at
least two sites) regarding outcomes. This suggests that additional training
and support with the use of the case management system/dashboard
could be beneficial during site set-up and early mobilisation. Consultation
with Drive Delivery Partners regarding the specific knowledge and
evidence gaps experienced at site level could be used to inform future
training.

Given the successful use of messaging at the local and national level which
emphasises victim-survivors as the primary beneficiaries of the DPM (as
well as other models of provision for those who cause harm) further
highlighting qualitative and narrative-based victim-survivor perspectives
could enable more effective communication of the DPM’s impact.

Finding 1.9: Systemic issues in relation to marginality and
intersectionality

In addition to the complexity of need among DPM service users, national
and local Drive data suggested significant gaps in provision for
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marginalised individuals who cause harm, as well as wider systemic issues
which render victim-survivors less able to access safety.

At the national level, there is clear evidence of systemic dysfunctionalities
and barriers, including a lack of culturally specific and responsive
interventions; the under-representation of Black, Asian, and minoritised
service users in research on DA perpetrator programmes; the contested
issues relating to the use of the term ‘perpetrators’ for certain groups
(Adisa & Allen, 2020; Adisa & Redgwell, 2023)® and the implications of
‘intimate border violence’ (Lopes Heimer, 2023) and over-policing of
racialised communities for trust in the criminal justice system (Bowling &
Westenra, 2018; Fekete, 2018). Equally, specialist and by and for provision
for LGBTQ+ communities remains sparse; a recent mapping of DA
provision conducted by Galop found that most by and for services were
small and reliant on multiple funders, with no reliable source of core
funding (Donovan et al, 2021). The same mapping found no specialist
provision for those who cause harm (ibid.).

It is noteworthy that, while issues relating to professional under-
representation and inequity of provision among marginalised
communities featured strongly in the national strand of the evaluation,
these concerns did not consistently arise during the interviews and focus
groups with local frontline and operational staff, at least not in a wholly
‘organic’ or participant-initiated way. As explained in the technical
appendix, authors adopted a pragmatic and iterative approach during the
course of the research, adapting interview schedules during the latter
stages of the fieldwork to explicitly ask about this.

At the local level, interviews, focus groups and fieldwork olbservations
suggested low referral rates for LGBTQ+ individuals using harmful
behaviours. While participants noted that the DPM itself “doesn’t
discriminate” (Participant 44, Drive Delivery Partner) owing to its flexibility
and one-to-one approach, issues with organisational resources and/or a
leaky referral pipeline may nonetheless be contributing to the present
under-representation of LGBTQ+ individuals.

Equally, MARAC and DAPP observations indicated that uncertain or
irregular immigration status and lack of housing served as a recurrent
barrier for victim-survivors, despite proactive and concerted efforts by
Drive and multi-agency partners.

® These issues were further confirmed at the Drive Webinar held on 18 April 2023.
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Such findings at the local and national level suggests that the Drive
Partnership should continue to leverage its voice and influence within the
DA sector and wider policy sphere to disseminate knowledge regarding
systemic gaps and the interventions available to address these. The Drive
Partnership should also continue to support and invest in workforce
development interventions such as their LGBTQ+ training on mutual abuse
allegations and the H.O.P.E leadership pilot programme (Morris et al, 2023)
ensuring that the DPM workforce and other local stakeholders are
encouraged to access ongoing and up-to-date training regarding
minoritised and marginalised communities.

Component 2: National systems change

The first stage of the evaluation took place between November 2021 and
August 2022. During this stage, researchers investigated the Drive
Partnership’s national systems change work.

Researchers have extracted, and in some cases expanded on, key findings
from this component of the evaluation in the following sections®. During
the fieldwork stage of the evaluation, authors interviewed three
professionals with expertise in policy and public communications. The aim
of these interviews was to enrich our understanding of the Drive
Partnership’s policy influencing work, and to identify the levers of change
which engendered a shift in national discussions about addressing
perpetration.

When analysing the data regarding NSC, authors have used Stroh’s Goal
Achievement and Success Amplification Theories to surface change
levers. These theoretical frameworks form part of our systematic theory
of change, which we used to generate insights about how and where the
Drive Partnership has created change, and how these gains can be built
on.

Reckoning with complexity and defining success: national
systems change objectives

As part of its NSC work, the Drive Partnership committed to the following
objectives:

e increasing awareness and capacity across the statutory and voluntary
sectors, so that professionals and organisations are better equipped to
form part of a coordinated community response to perpetration

° For an extended discussion of these findings, see the interim report (Allen, 2022)
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e mMmainstreaming perpetrator-focused responses to domestic abuse at a
policy level

e strengthening the evidence base on responding to perpetration, and
mMaintaining a ‘feedback loop’ between research and practice

e ensuring that perpetrator provision is quality assured

e engaging a range of stakeholders, including policy makers,
commissioners, inspectorates, What Works centres, and the national
media, to communicate the changes that are needed to mount an
effective response to perpetration at a national level, and the steps for
achieving these changes

e developing solutions for systemic gaps identified in the national
response to those who cause harm regarding racialised and LGBTQ+
communities, housing, and children’s social care services (CSC).

During the early stages of the NSC work, the Drive Partnership outlined a
series of targets to guide and measure progress against these objectives.
During the preliminary stages of the evaluation, researchers reviewed
documents (including internal Drive Partnership documents, cross-
organisational roundtable and meeting minutes, public briefings and
evaluation reports) to gauge the Drive Partnership’s progress against
these self-defined milestones. As discussed in the technical appendix,
there are intrinsic limitations associated with the use of document reviews
in evaluations, particularly when 'external' sources of data are limited
and/or cannot provide insight or clarity regarding particular evaluands (for
example, regarding organisational activities and monitoring/feedback
data). To support and strengthen our evaluation of the Drive Partnership’s
NSC work, authors have ‘triangulated’” or compared document review
findings with additional and/or independent sources of data wherever
possible, including NSC training and webinar survey feedback™, interviews
with three professionals in policy and public communications roles,
government policy papers, independent evaluation reports regarding the
Restart and H.O.P.E leadership training programme pilots, and social media
metrics regarding Helen’s Story.

While the interim report provides more extensive detail regarding the
development and evaluation of the multiple, interconnected (and, in many
cases, ongoing) NSC activities and involved stakeholders, this section of
the report will briefly summarise the main outputs of each strand and
detail key findings, spotlighting those that are supported by additional data

0 Secondary data collected and provided by the Drive Central Delivery Team.
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sources (for example, the independent evaluations of the Restart and

H.O.P.E pilots).

Table 4: Goal achievement and success amplification

Drive prior to evaluation

Drive following evaluation

No National Perpetrator
Strategy

Perpetrator Pillar in the Tackling Domestic
Abuse Plan (HM Government, 2022)

Some delivery partners
not yet Respect
accredited

All delivery partners Respect accredited

No national quality
assurance standards for
provision for those using
harmful behaviours

Work by Durham University and Drive
Partnership members (Respect and
Safelives) to develop a “set of overarching
national standards and principles for
domestic abuse perpetrator interventions”
(HM Government, 2022: 57)

Objective of 225 external
professionals to receive
WEFD training

Objective exceeded; 1,322 external
professionals accessed WFD training

Drive yet to mobilise in
three NLCF sites

DPM established in three TNLCF sites, and
two sites remain operational at the time of
writing

Systemic gaps work in
early stages

Identification and development (or
support) of interventions relating to
systemic gaps:

e Four synopsis reports on
knowledge/provision gaps related to
racialised communities, LGBTQ+
communities, housing and children’s
social care

e Survey on responding to those who harm
for racialised professionals (Adisa & Allen,
2020); H.O.P.E cross-cultural training
webinars (Adisa et al, 2022; Allen et al,
2023), H.O.P.E leadership pilot programme
(Morris et al, 2023)

e Mutual abuse training regarding LGBTQ+
communities
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Table 4: Goal achievement and success amplification

e Collaboration with Research in Practice to
produce literature review and evidence
briefing on DA perpetration and children’s
social care responses (Wild, 2021a; Wild,
2021b)

e Pilots and evaluations of early
interventions, accommodation, and
Restart programmes

DAPP yet to be
established in three NLCF
sites

e DAPP established and ongoing in two of
three NLCF sites (and interviewees
suggest better functioning MARACs and
information sharing/multi-agency working
in two of three sites)

National campaign
‘Helen’s Story’ in
development/pre-
release stages

e Helen’s Story goes live on 15 June 2021

e Safelives Facebook post sharing video
attracted 7.5 million views

e Social media engagement by MPs for
Denton & Reddish, Jarrow, Newcastle
upon Tyne, Sutton & Cheam

e Social media engagement by Manchester
Women’s Aid

e 831views via Vimeo
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Figure 12: NSC work strands

As the diagram above hints at but cannot fully capture, the activities and
outputs associated with the five overarching NSC objectives are highly
interwoven and likely to be mutually reinforcing in their emergent effects
and long-term impacts. For example, the cross-partnership perpetrator
input group is primarily aligned with the quality assurance objective in
Drive Partnership planning and implementation documents, designed to
develop a framework for safely eliciting feedback from those who cause
harm. However, it is plausible that improved mechanisms for safely
capturing feedback from service users will additionally yield practice-
pbased insights which can contribute to a more robust national evidence
base on provision for those using harmful behaviours (research and
practice). Equally, by soliciting input from a diverse range of individuals,
including female, racialised and LGBTQ+ service users, and in relation to
under-evidenced areas such as the use of sexually violent behaviours, the
Drive Partnership can address the knowledge gaps which impede the
equitability and efficacy of the national response to perpetration
(systemic gaps).

Finding 2.1: Drive’s role as a systems enabler in building awareness
and capacity

As part of its NSC work, the Drive Partnership committed to provide
training to a minimum of 225 professionals across the DA, voluntary and
statutory sectors over the three-year TNLCF funding period, in addition to
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relevant stakeholders at DPM sites (Drive Partnership, 2019). The objective
of this training was to increase the awareness and capability of
professionals beyond Drive Delivery Partners, equipping ‘external’ services
to engage those using harmful behaviours in a more informed and
evidence-based way.

The Drive Partnership exceeded the original benchmark of 225
professionals by some measure, providing workforce development
training to 1,263 professionals across local DPM sites, and NSC training and
webinars to 1,322 external professionals.

Analysis of closed- and open-ended survey responses from training and
webinar attendees indicated that training content and delivery were well-
received (see the interim evaluation report [Allen, 2022] for a more
granular examination of the survey feedback). Qualitative responses
suggested a range of short-term training outcomes, which include an
increased knowledge of the DPM and responding to perpetration,
sensitisation to gaps in the local response to DA perpetration, and
increased reflexivity around organisational practices and biases:

Gave me chance to reflect on our work and our bias of working
with perpetrators, and challenged some of the historical views of
getting the victim out of the situation as being the best and only
option.

Survey Respondent 39, Local Frontline Professional

When examining training and webinar outcomes through the lens of
Stroh’s Goal Achievement theory (2015) this and similar comments
highlight a candidate pathway to change at the local level. Goal
Achievement theory is premised on first identifying the ‘success gap’
between the current “reality and a desired goal or vision” and then devising
aroute to correct this discrepancy (Stroh, 2015: 152). By informing trainees
about the importance of a system-wide response to perpetration and
orienting them to shortcomings of the local system, the training may
thereby mobilise actions to close this gap (i.e. working to address intra-
organisational biases and promote collaboration).
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As further discussed in the interim briefing, while available survey
feedback across the training and webinars was promising (suggesting
that the majority of respondents found the training to be high-quality,
instructive and pitched at an appropriate level) survey uptake overall was
low. To strengthen the evidence regarding longer-term impacts on
professional and organisational practice, the authors therefore
recommend incentivising pre- and post- training feedback, including
longitudinal data where feasible. Clarifying the extent and nature of the
gains from the training, and developing a systemic theory of goal
achievement and success amplification would also help the Drive
Partnership to sustain and build on successes, as well as identify additional
opportunities for improvement. Robust and ongoing monitoring and
evaluation regarding training is also beneficial for pragmatic reasons:
“sustainability is a major source of concern for funders who want to ensure
that beneficiaries are able to continue if not expand their work without
ongoing financial aid” (Stroh, 2015: 154).

Finding 2.2: Identifying and transmitting knowledge on systemic
gaps

Following initial scoping of the evidence regarding systemic gaps in the
national response to perpetration, the Drive Partnership planned four
complementary work strands relating to Black, Asian and racially
minoritised communities, LGBTQ+ communities, children’s social care, and
housing. These work strands were designed to advance progress towards
a national system capable of safeguarding all victim-survivors, and
providing access to equitable and evidence-based interventions for all
those who cause harm. ‘Enabling’ activities within these strands included:

e Funding research and working groups to identify best practices in
working with those who harm from Black, Asian, and racially minoritised
communities across mainstream and specialist organisations (Drive
Partnership, 2021a)

e Resourcing and supporting the development of the H.O.P.E leadership
programme for racialised professionals working within the sector

e Resourcing and supporting the development of the H.OP.E training
programme for sector leaders

e Bringing together key stakeholders from DA and LGBTQ+ practice,
academic and strategic backgrounds to collaboratively develop an
action plan to address systemic gaps in provision for LGBTQ+
communities
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e Convening learning events on LGBTQ+ individuals causing harm, and
engaging in awareness raising through the Action on Perpetrators
Network

e Developing training on perceptions of mutual abuse within LGBTQ+
dyads, and the importance of professionals disentangling ‘who is doing
what to whom’

e Commissioning Research in Practice to undertake a rapid literature
review and produce a strategic evidence briefing regarding systemic
gaps in children’s social care responses to DA perpetration (Wild, 2021a;
Wild, 2021b) and coordinating a knowledge exchange event to launch
this with practice leaders

e Developing and securing funding for the Restart and Early Intervention
and Accommodation programmes, which were designed to promote
earlier intervention with those using, or at risk of beginning to use,
harmful behaviours.

Spotlighting systems change: H.O.P.E pilot evaluations

As part of its work to support the development of a more equitable VAWG
sector and promote equal access to evidence-based interventions, the
Drive Partnership funded research and working groups to identify best
practices in working with those who harm from Black, Asian, and
minoritised communities (Drive Partnership, 2021a). This workstream also
had the objective of developing referral pathways, commissioning models,
and quality assured provision (Drive Partnership, 2021a).

This workstream resulted in two key outputs related to workforce
development which were developed and delivered by H.O.P.E Training &
Consultancy: a leadership programme for racialised professionals, and
sector leader training for professionals in organisations that support those
causing harm.

Independent enhanced Level 1 Reaction evaluations” of both
programmes indicated that participants found the training to be
engaging, relevant and useful (Morris et al, 2023a; Morris et al, 2023b):

e 89% of participants in the leadership programme for racialised
professionals agreed or strongly agreed that their knowledge of
subjects covered had increased as a result of the programme (Morris
etal, 2023a)

" According to the Kirkpatrick typology of evaluation methods, Level 1 ‘Reaction’ evaluations assess learner
responses to training; for example, how favourably they view the training content and delivery methods
(Kirkpatrick, 1959).
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e 99% of participants in the programme for sector leaders found the
training beneficial for their practice (Morris et al, 2023b)

e However, this positive survey finding from sector leader attendees is
complicated by the high rates of non-attendance among those who
had originally booked onto one or more sessions, with just 44% of those
who booked ultimately attending (Morris et al, 2023). As noted by
evaluators, this suggests that many "sector leaders may not consider
improving diversity and inclusion to be a strategic priority” (Morris et al,
2023b: 24).

Sustainability forms a crucial aspect of any systems change project,
allowing implementers to maintain and amplify their successes (Stroh,
2015). To promote sustainability and support programme graduates in
continuing their development as leaders, evaluators recommended that,
on completion of the programme, learners could be paired with a mentor.

Equally, to extend the reach (and, by extension, efficacy) of the sector
leader programme, evaluators recommended making a stronger financial
business case for the training, emphasising its instrumental value for
meeting quality assurance standards.

Spotlighting systems change: Restart pilot evaluation

Restart is a multi-pronged programme combining:

e carlyidentification of those causing harm in families engaged with CSC

e assessment, case management and one-to-one support for those
who cause harm (and referral into full-length behaviour change
programmes where appropriate)

e support for victim-survivors

e short- to medium-term accommodation support.

Restart commenced in September 2021 and was funded by the Home
Office and MOPAC across five London boroughs.

An independent mixed-methods evaluation of the Restart project
undertaken by Red Quadrant linked the training and support delivered to
borough practitioners with early improvements in practice and
incremental systems changes, including an increased sense of
competence and confidence in working with perpetrators, and a less
oppositional way of working with families (Bethel et al, 2022).
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Several barriers to effecting systems change within the five boroughs
were identified:

e the low ‘baseline’ levels of confidence and experience among social
workers in engaging those who cause harm

e victim-blaming attitudes among some local authority professionals

e scepticism among some professionals about investing resources in
engaging those who cause harm

e pressures associated with burnout and workforce capacity which limit
staff’s ability to adopt new ways of working.

This latter factor also impacted attendance levels at the Safe and Together
training (Bethel et al, 2022).

Wider systemic factors such as funding mechanisms are also relevant to
both evaluating set-up and delivery, and identifying contextual barriers to
successful implementation. Due to the initially short-term nature of the
funding, and expectations around delivering outcomes within funder
timeframes, respondents felt that there had been pressure to mobilise
swiftly, with insufficient time allocated for set-up given the complexity of
the intervention. This meant that, in some instances, delivery partners
began taking referrals before pivotal staff members (such as a service
mManager or accommodation support worker) were in post (Bethel et al,
2022: 53). Meanwhile key steps, like developing a communication strategy,
could not take place until after recruitment had been completed (Bethel
etal, 2022: 54).

Evaluation interviewees reported that these systemic barriers had knock-
on effects for delivery partners’ ability to embed the programme and
establish a shared vision and collaborative way of working with local
agencies (Bethel et al, 2022).

Short-term and project-focused funding has been identified as a major
system-level dysfunctionality impacting VAWG voluntary sector
organisations, which contributes to reduced capacity, staff turnover and
loss of expertise (Adisa et al, 2020). While the Restart pilot is a collaborative
initiative which centrally involves both voluntary and statutory partner
agencies, similar contextual pressures related to the initial one-year
funding period were identified by stakeholders. From its inception, the
DPM has pursued a ‘blended’ funding model, combining funds from
statutory sources (such as central government, local authorities, Police
and Crime Commissioners, and funds from grant-making trusts) as a
means of promoting sustainability and reducing reliance on any single
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funding source. However, as the challenges observed in the Restart pilot
indicate, unless addressed at a systemic level, underlying
dysfunctionalities regarding the funding of voluntary and statutory
partners are likely to compromise the effectiveness of any multi-agency
response to perpetration.

Strikingly, these findings resonate with authors’ findings in relation to
barriers to local systems change across DPM sites visited during fieldwork.

Finding 2.3: Closing the gaps between research and practice

Systemic gaps in the national response to perpetration are in part
attributable to a lack of relevant research knowledge among practitioners;
for example, a reliance among professionals on problematic/empirically
flawed concepts such as ‘mutual abuse’ in relation to DA in LGBTQ+
relationships. Extending the research evidence on engaging those who
use harmful behaviours and increasing practitioner awareness of/access
to key research findings and experiential insights from victim-survivors can
promote sector-wide improvements in relation to systemic gaps and
enhance the national response to perpetration.

The Drive Partnership engaged in several enabling activities to promote a
more efficient feedback loop between research and practice across the
DA sector, including:

e Developing partnerships with the UoS, Research in Practice, and the
Action on Perpetrators academic sub-group

e Collaborating with Research in Practice to synthesise and disseminate
the research on children’s social care responses to DA perpetration

e Surveying 470 individuals across England and Wales who have
experienced DA, to surface a range of perspectives on provision for
those who cause harm.

Finding 2.4: System-wide Quality assurance

A robust quality assurance framework forms a vital part of the
infrastructure needed for mounting a coordinated response to DA
perpetration, empowering society to hold those who cause harm to
account in a safe, equitable and evidence-based way.

At the beginning of the NSC work, the Drive Partnership set key objectives
in relation to promoting quality assured provision and extending access to
accreditation, particularly in regard to working with the Domestic Abuse
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Commissioner and relevant inspectorates. At the time of the evaluation,
the Drive Partnership achieved two major milestones:

e Worked with Respect to ensure that Drive delivery partners’
interventions for those using harmful behaviours adhered to quality
standards (all delivery partners are now Respect-accredited)

e Formulated and shared recommendations regarding quality assurance
for the government’s perpetrator strategy (Drive Partnership, 2021).

Researchers found compelling links between the Drive Partnership’s
influencing work around quality assurance and increased awareness
among policy makers, which fed into subsequent policy developments.
Supportive evidence for this change ‘story’ included references in the
Tackling Domestic Abuse Plan to ongoing work with Durham University
and Drive Partnership members Respect and Safelives to develop a “set
of overarching national standards and principles for domestic abuse
perpetrator interventions” (HM Government, 2022: 57).

In order to strengthen future and ongoing evaluations, and develop clearer
pathways for understanding and evidencing efficacy, the Drive
Partnership could consider formally embedding theorising/planning
around capturing the ‘missing’” middle steps between intervention and
policy impact earlier in the development process. ldentifying and
establishing routes for capturing data on underlying casual mechanisms
(for example, via semi-structured interviews examining lines of influence
and “practices of knowledge translation for policy audiences”) could
generate early insights and demonstrate rigour (Reed et al, 2018: 441).

Finding 2.5: Communicating the pathway to change - public
communications and policy influencing work as levers of systems

change

Since its inception, a core part of the Drive Partnership’s mission has been
highlighting the need to hold those who cause harm accountable and
invest in equitable and evidence-based provision for those using harmful
behaviours.

As part of its NSC work, the Drive Partnership committed to further raising
the national profile of perpetrator provision by engaging in media, policy
and influencing work and regularly linking with key statutory partners.
Intermediate outcomes of this work included fostering ongoing dialogues
with policy makers (and contributing to public demand for a DA
perpetrator strategy) and informing recommendations for pilot
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interventions such as Domestic Abuse Protection Orders, while public
communications work included the launch of Helen’s Story.

Helen’s Story

The Drive Partnership launched ‘Helen’s Story’ on 15 June 2021 (Drive
Partnership, 2021b). Featuring a range of influential speakers including Jo
Todd (CEO of Respect), Jain Lemom (Senior Policy and Commissioning
Manager, MOPAC), Meena Kumari (Founder of HO.P.E) and Dr Olumide
Adisa (UoS) the video foregrounds the voice and perspective of ‘Helen’, an
anonymous victim-survivor who attested to the life-saving - and life-
changing - impacts of interventions for those who cause harm. The
campaign was designed to raise awareness regarding provision for those
who use harmful behaviours and, in line with the messaging employed
during the Drive Partnership’s policy influencing work, emphasised that
victim-survivors are the key beneficiaries of expanding access to these
interventions.

While tracing the impact of public communications campaigns
necessarily takes time, and can require extensive and nuanced follow-up
monitoring, early social media metrics for Helen’s Story (see Table 5 for
further detail) illustrate the impressive reach of the project. For example,
following the launch, a SafelLives Facebook post sharing the video
attracted 7.5 million views (SafelLives, 2021).

The findings from fieldwork across the five DPM sites underline the
effectiveness of the core messaging used in ‘Helen’s Story’, with an
emphasis on the primacy of preventing harm to victim-survivors by
‘breaking the cycle’ of perpetration:

You’ll never, ever, ever tackle violence against women and girls,
particularly domestic abuse, if you do not tackle the
perpetrators. Until you break that cycle, it just won’t end.

Jain Lemom, Helen’s Story (Drive Partnership, 2021b)

As discussed, authors found evidence of changes in perspective across
local sites linked to this central messaging, which lends lateral/contextual
support for efficacy.
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When assessing the performance of campaigns which seek to change
beliefs and attitudes regarding social issues, funders and developers
should remain mindful that the campaign materials themselves are
ultimately just a “means to an end”, with measures of reach, engagement
and other “advertising diagnostics” serving as a convenient but imprecise
stand-in for tracking impact (TNS Social, 2009: 9). Achieving and
evidencing lasting impacts is a long-term process requiring sustained
activity and investment by a range of stakeholders. However, there is a
need to strengthen the evidence base regarding this component of the
Drive Partnership’s NSC work.

Spotlighting systems change: Policy influencing work

In January 2020, the Drive Partnership launched its Call to Action on
Perpetrators, which urged the government to publish a DA perpetrator
strategy for England and Wales, invest in quality-assured provision for
those who cause harm, and throw its weight behind promoting a coherent
and well-coordinated multi-agency response to DA (Drive Partnership,
2020). The Call to Action was endorsed by more than 70 signatories from
across the voluntary and statutory sectors, and outlined the case for
tackling perpetration, including the devastating social and economic
costs of proceeding with “business as usual” (Drive Partnership, 2020: 7).

The Call to Action advanced five key elements for a national perpetrator
strategy:

e Multi-agency working involving criminal justice, statutory, and voluntary
services

e Widespread availability of perpetrator-focused interventions (including
education and prevention work)

e Quality assurance through regulation, monitoring, evaluation and
ongoing research

e Long-term investment in perpetrator provision

e Leadership by the Domestic Abuse Commissioner.

At a practice and funding/commissioning level, the Call to Action
emphasised the need for a range of complementary perpetrator
interventions, including structured behavioural change work, case
management and disruption, and specialist programmes for perpetrators
with different needs (for example, 16-17 year olds and/or LGBTQ+
individuals). It also explicitly rejected zero-sum framings that position
funding for perpetrator and victim-survivor programmes as ‘either/or’,
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noting the need for sustainable, separate investment in both forms of
provision (Drive Partnership, 2020).

The Drive Partnership’s policy influencing activities during the course of its
NSC work, in coalition with Call to Action signatories and network
members, have been succeeded by key policy developments regarding
DA perpetration and strategic responses to VAWG more generally, such as
the inclusion of a national perpetrator strategy in the Tackling Domestic
Abuse Plan (Home Office, 2022) the ratification of the Istanbul Convention
12 (Council of Europe, 2022) and the investment of an additional £25 million
in perpetrator provision (Home Office, 2022). Regarding tracing the levers
of influence which mobilised these developments, the DPM is explicitly
referenced as an evidence-based model for preventing/disrupting
perpetration in both the Tackling Domestic Abuse Plan and VAWG National
Statement of Expectations.

While capturing the impacts of long-term ‘influencing’ work can be
challenging, tracing the interactions and interconnections between the
Drive Partnership and fora such as the Action on Perpetrators Network or
Strategic Reference Group, and government documents such as the
Tackling Domestic Abuse Plan (2022) provides additional support for the
Drive Partnership’s role in establishing cross-sector consensus around
issues and communicating this to policy makers, an important
intermediate outcome.

These promising findings from the document review and review of publicly
available policy literature were further supported by evidence from
interviewees working in policy, influencing and public communications
roles.

Two interviewees described the Drive Partnership’s role in changing the
tenor of sectoral conversations about provision for those causing harm.
Respect’s credibility as a longstanding member of the DA sector was
identified as a key lever of change, as well as messaging which
consistently highlighted that victim-survivors remain the primary
beneficiaries of increased provision:

Through those periods, and sort of particularly sort of pre- [DA
Act 2021], we were really just trying to get perpetrators as a
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focus in general[...] The women's sector [was] really worried that
a focus on perpetrators would detract from a focus on victims.
And so we did a lot of work with partners, obviously, with Respect
as a very valued and long-term member of the women's sector.
So Respect would lead most of these conversations [...] And what
we tried to show was that, by focusing on perpetrators, we were
actually holding them to account, and that actually it wasn't
about removing services for victims, it was about bolstering
services for both in tandem.

Participant 60, Drive Central Delivery Team

There was a certain level of excitement about Drive and a
credibility [...It] just started to make sense that like, yes, | can get
behind not feeling too worried that if we endorse something that
is a Call to Action about perpetrators, that somehow that's going
to take away from victims.

Participant 62, DA Policy Role

To cement and build on these successes, the authors recommend
theorising pathways to impact from an earlier stage to gain a deeper
understanding of change levers and how these can be evidenced and
reinforced.

Finding 2.6: Investment and resource flows

Our findings suggest that the Drive Partnership contributed to raising the
profile of provision for those who cause harm, both through public-facing
policy influencing work and acting as a ‘connector’ and enabler within
practice and policy spaces.

In addition to leveraging Drive Partnership members’ credibility within the
wider DA sector to change discourses around addressing perpetration,
Drive also contributed resources (including funding and secretariat
support) to policy-focused forums such as the Strategic Reference Group
(SRG).
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A DA policy interviewee characterised the SRG as a hub allowing
attendees to exchange and cascade knowledge, while also emphasising
the Drive Partnership’s efforts to ensure that a wide range of voices and
perspectives were included:

[Drive] approached me and said, ‘We have a bit of funding to do
some policy work that creates these kinds of conversations,
would you be willing to chair a reference group?’[...] They did alot
of the thinking behind survivor input, exactly who should be on
the group. They were quite fierce that it would not be kind of
overtaken by the sector, because in the sector a lot of us will
know each other [..] So | think they were quite good at, having
been out there doing Drive, kind of thinking, ‘No, we've got to talk
to the outside world more about this, and we need to draw them
into the conversation’. [...] And we have done some advocacy as a
group, which | think has been really helpful, and | definitely think
it helps the individual members go off into their own respective
areas, and kind of be able to cascade a lot more knowledge. So
it's definitely worth it.

Participant 62, DA Policy Role

The same interviewee noted the Drive Partnership’s role as intermediaries
and change agents, forging relationships and ‘connecting the dots’
between people and agencies:

We just had one [Strategic Reference Group meeting] maybe last
week. And at the end, we'd been talking a lot about health
responses and perpetrators. [..] Somebody who's from
[organisation name] said: ‘| just want to say this has been the
most fascinating meeting; I've learned so much and I'm just so
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appreciative to be part of this meeting. And | just wanted to
acknowledge, these are things that are just - | don't know [...]
where I'd find out about them any other way’. [...] And | do think
that's how a lot of people in the group feel. And you can even see
in the chat, you know, the kind of connections being made. And |
do think that the Drive [...] do a lot of kind of connecting of the
dots outside of the meeting, too.

Participant 62, DA Policy Role

While this interviewee attested to the Drive Partnership’s clear role in
“creating a policy conversation that didn't exist before”, they also flagged
areas for future improvement regarding cohesive communication and
collaboration around funding.

One of the things | would say for me personally, I've had a
discussion with [Drive Partnership staff] more recently, and they
have some criticisms of the [perpetrator provision] fund that |
kind of wish | had known about earlier. [...] | spot things where |
think; ‘Well, wait, if you've said that to the civil servants, [...] it
would be smart to tell someone like my office if you have some
concerns, because then you'd have two entities asking some of
the same things.[...] Very rarely do | have someone say to me: ‘Can
| have a word with you? We're trying to say this and if you agree
with me, could you be saying it too?’ | think that that could be a
slight improvement. [...] Maybe that's a slight oversight that they
don't even see, because, | mean, that kind of concern about the
fund would just be my bread and butter, day to day work, you
know, that | would have loved to have heard about. [...] The fund's
been launched now, so you can't really reshape how that's set up
if it's launched already. So | wish | had known about some of those
concerns earlier.

Participant 62, DA Policy Role
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This missed opportunity to leverage existing lines of communication and
relationships stands in contrast to the success of Drive's Call to Action on
Perpetrators. Researchers hypothesise that the Call to Action proved
effective in part because Drive were able to demonstrate unified, cross-
sector messaging on key policy positions and draw on relationships with
influential allies to support and amplify this message. Being able to bring
cross-sectoral pressure to bear on a limited number of key points (for
example, the need for ring-fenced funding and a national perpetrator
strategy) and having this messaging endorsed and signal-boosted by
senior policy allies - increases the sense of consensus among
informed/interested parties, and therefore, we would argue, increases the
pressure on the government to accede to these policy demands.

So the authors recommend this learning is taken forward to inform and
develop future policy communication and influencing strategies.
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Summary, conclusions and
recommendations

As referenced in this report, earlier research on systems change in the
VAWG sphere (led by Olumide Adisa) has been foundational to
understanding and evaluating Drive’s national systems change work,
particularly regarding gaps and inequities within the VAWG funding
ecosystem (Adisa et al, 2020) and working with those causing harm within
racialised communities (Adisa & Allen, 2020). The latter research report
was supported by H.OP.E Training and Consultancy, alongside the Drive
Partnership.

Since 2020, over £70 million has been invested by the government to work
with ‘domestic abusers’,'? while increasingly recognising the need for an
evidence base on domestic abuse perpetration. This report (with its
innovative methodology) contributes to that knowledge base and further
solidifies Drive’s approach as one thatis grounded in systems that can ‘flex’
to local and national contexts, rather than a single-minded focus on one-
size-fits-all solutions.

This report has presented corroborative evidence that the Drive system is
making strides in achieving its goal of bringing about systemic change in
its approach to tackling domestic abuse (by working with organisational
partners) which fully places responsibility with those who cause harm and
to work with these groups of people to change their behaviour. Based on
the corroborative evidence in this report, systems change occurred
locally and nationally because of the following key interacting elements:™

Awareness of complexity of contexts; and complexity of need
Collaborative and co-operative stakeholder relationships
Embedded information sharing and multi-agency working
Drive central support (strategic and operational level)
Flexibility of the DPM

Drive Fellows

System-wide quality assurance of interventions

Policy influencing aspects

Investment and funding.

© 0 NOUEWN S

2 We note the shift in terminology by the government in referring to those who use harmful behaviours as
‘domestic abusers’ as against ‘domestic abuse perpetrators’ previously used in official press releases. Access.
It is important that this not be read as a list rather that these elements worked in tandem with each other
dynamically.
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This report shows through the presented evidence that there is scope for
the Drive system to catalyse systems change beyond the evaluation’s time
frame into the future, to prevent gains achieved moving from episodic
change to sustained transformation.

This report has presented evidence to make sense of the various
interconnected actors and institutions working in the Drive system to
tackle domestic abuse perpetration. This report has provided a greater
appreciation of the complex processes, multiple interconnections, and
resonances between the Drive system’s different strands.

This report has provided a potential non-linearised systems change
frammework which can be adapted to further understand the necessary
conditions for systems change. This report has shown that pluralist
methods for accessing systems change must be grounded in the
recognition that organisations and social systems are dynamic and share
overlapping borders, interacting in unpredictable ways, and giving rise to
unforeseen outcomes.

Furthermore, this report has presented evidence on the complexity of
contexts both at the local and national level, which have been mediated by
the synergistic nature of the local and national systems change work.
Nonetheless, this report has identified key areas of improvement as
follows:

e At the time of writing, efforts have begun to address intersecting
complex needs and supporting clients from diverse backgrounds to
change entrenched harmful behaviours. Based on the evidence, the
DPM and the short funding cycles are likely to be incompatible in
meeting the needs of these groups of service users if a lengthier
process is required. Therefore, this requires further consideration in
relation to long-term resource sharing and in further utilising and
testing the flexible aspects of the DPM

e This evaluation has shed light on a key barrier faced across multiple
sites and referenced in one NSC interview; namely the perception that
the DPM is more expensive than other perpetrator interventions.
Testing the accuracy of this perception by conducting our own social
return on investment or cost-benefit analysis lies beyond the scope of
this evaluation. However, this remains an important finding to highlight
because this perception alone may constitute a very real barrier to
embedding systems change, irrespective of its factual validity

e The evidence in this report suggests that there were many change
agents involved in various aspects of the Drive system. However,
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adeqguate recognition must be given to the roles of Drive Fellows as
enablers to achieving systems change goals and amplifying success.
The evidence suggests that while Drive Fellows are currently
embedded within police settings, senior professionals within other
statutory services could serve a similar enabling role during early
implementation of the DPM, promoting buy-in among other agencies
and conferring a sense of legitimacy. There might be scope to explore
the use of Drive Fellows in a supportive capacity other statutory
services.

There is evidence of changing perspectives in multiple agencies on
why working with those who cause harm is vital; however, culture
change takes time. The relatively recent introduction of the DPM to the
DA landscape - since its 2015 pilot and subsequent roll-out across the
remaining sites - is likely going to make this outcome of culture change
challenging to track. Capturing culture change requires an appreciation
of the nuanced and contextually dependent outcomes being achieved
in different sites, requiring consultation with stakeholders and careful
consideration regarding how this can be operationalised/evidenced
Drive Delivery Partners across multiple sites cited challenges with
evidencing and communicating change to funders/commissioners
and other local stakeholders

High levels of staff turnover across other agencies compounded
challenges associated with communicating value and complicated
terminology. When communicating with commissioners and multi-
agency partners, high levels of staff churnin these organisations meant
that a continuous communication loop was required to ensure that
newer staff understood the DPM, its USP and its specialised language -
for example, what the ‘disrupt’ component of the work entails and the
necessity and significance of the flexible four-week research and risk
assessment period. Almost all the sites described these features of the
system as resource-intensive and as further adding complexity to the
DPM’s implementation.

Specific recommendations

RECOMMENDATION 1A: The Drive Partnership should continue to provide
support, training and oversight aiding Delivery Partners to navigate the
funding ecosystem and obtain continuation funding.

RECOMMENDATION 1B: During the onboarding process for new DPM
sites, the Drive Partnership should continue to emphasise the
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necessity of evidencing impact/cost-effectiveness and preparing
for the funding process well in advance.

RECOMMENDATION 1C: Adequate resourcing for increased multi-
agency demands also needs to be considered and costed into
budgets.

RECOMMENDATION 1D: In consultation with Delivery Partners, the
Drive Partnership should further explore good practice in relation to
premises and co-location, with the aim of understanding how local
stakeholders can be supported to navigate common/universal
barriers.

RECOMMENDATION 2A: The Drive Partnership should consider
commissioning a robust cost-benefit study to further evidence the cost-
effectiveness and social value of the DPM.

RECOMMENDATION 2B: The cost-benefit proposition should be
further strengthened and communicated within local areas.

RECOMMENDATION 3: Further embed the Drive Fellows as a core aspect of
the DPM. Additional resourcing may likely be required to catalyse the
beneficial role of Drive Fellows in the system.

RECOMMENDATION 3B: The Drive Partnership should explore
whether professionals in leadership roles within non-police statutory
services such as Health or Social Care could take on aspects of the
Drive Fellow role, to promote flexibility and adaptation at the local
level.

RECOMMENDATION 4: We recommend that measures affecting the
relational aspects of Drive’s stakeholder networked system should be
developed. As an example, systems leadership (organisational
complexity) can be harnessed to capture potential goal conflict on
different occasions within the Drive systems growing network of
organisations, which influence goal achievement and success
amplification, both at the local and national level. This could potentially be
important to explore for the UK setting because from the literature, there
is compelling empirical evidence from the US (including cross-sectional
self-perception data) to suggest that cooperative stakeholder
relationships were the strongest predictor of systems change outcomes
for domestic abuse (Nowell, 2009).

RECOMMENDATION 4B: We recommend that the Drive Partnership
leverage the relational elements of its network structure to uncover
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more interesting aspects of power and resource flows (for example,
in relation to how equitable and balanced these are).

RECOMMENDATION 5: The Drive Partnership should explore additional ways
of capturing change to meet the identified evidence gaps, including
capturing longer-term behavioural change (post-case closure) and the
ongoing cycles of change (during case management). One approach
could be to include a new feature on the Drive Central dashboard, such as
capturing the ‘legacies of Drive’ even beyond the closure of the DPM in
some of the sites (including in relation to systemic and
organisational/culture change).

While post-closure contact and/or monitoring regarding former service
users may not be practicable as a universal or routine measure, options for
safely incorporating this in suitable cases should be explored with Drive
Central Team and Delivery Partner staff.

Alongside this evidence capture improvement, to provide a co-produced
shared language on Drive’s evolving and adaptive systems change to all
the local and national aspects of the Drive system, that can be tracked
both locally and nationally.

RECOMMENDATION 5B: To strengthen the evidence regarding
longer-term impacts on professional and organisational practice,
the authors recommend incentivising pre- and post- training
feedback, including longitudinal data where feasible.

RECOMMENDATION 5C: the Drive Partnership should consider
formally embedding theorising/planning about capturing the
‘missing” middle steps between intervention and public impact
earlier in the development process. Identifying and establishing
routes for capturing data about underlying causal mechanisms (for
example, via semi-structured interviews examining lines of influence
for different audiences; or formally tracking engagement of future
public campaigns and shifts in public perceptions).

RECOMMENDATION 5D: To strengthen the evidence base regarding
future public campaigns, and to understand how future public
communications projects could be enhanced, the authors would
recommend employing additional baseline and follow-up measures;
for example, surveys to assess attitudinal changes regarding
interventions for those who cause harm.
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RECOMMENDATION 6: The Drive Partnership should support local areas in
mMaintaining effective communication loops with other agencies. For
example, by including Drive Partnership and DPM information in the
induction packs of the new starters in these key agencies and producing
regular newsletters which depict the DPM and ongoing success stories.
Messaging which promotes rehabilitative accountability for those using
harmful behaviours should continue to be emphasised. The trauma-
informed aspects of the DPM should be further considered and, if valued
as one of its key aspects, further articulated and formalised to promote
customisation and develop the model.

RECOMMENDATION 7: The Drive partnership should continue building
momentum and mainstreaming perpetrator provision, this drive should be
harnessed as part of the wider movement within a community-led
expansion of the existing ‘Action on Perpetrators Network’, and a
workforce development strand which includes diverse and intersectional
perspectives.

RECOMMENDATION 8: The Drive Partnership should continue to leverage its
influence within the DA sector and policy sphere specifically through:

e support and amplify the work of by and for organisations delivering
culturally specific services

e promote and facilitate access to specialist cross-cultural training
programmes for DA services, including Drive Delivery Partners and
multi-agency partners

e when seeking to add to the evidence base or tailor provision, remain
attentive to questions of intersectionality, power and conflicts of
interest within and between marginalised groups

e supportandamplify the work of specialist and by and for services when
engaging in public communications and influencing work regarding
systemic gaps relating to economic and social policy (e.g. Hostile
Environment policy or housing).

Limitations of evaluation

To our knowledge, this is the first systems change evaluation focused on
the area of DA perpetration. The vast and detailed evidence examined in
this evaluation has shown the promise of this complexity-aware approach
as better suited for interventions which cannot be expected to create
predictable, linear impacts.
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This evaluation of the Drive Partnership’s systems change work is based
on a two-year study. Readers should be aware that, when presenting our
findings, the authors have focused on the primary areas of change and/or
challenge which occurred within this evaluation time-frame in relation to
the Drive Partnership’s systems change objectives. There are findings
from individual interviews, observations or focus group discussions which,
while equally compelling in their own right, fall beyond these parameters.
For example, one interview identified potential boundary tensions within
the Drive Partnership which were beyond the immediate scope of this
evaluation, but which touch on important questions regarding equity,
power dynamics and funding flows within the VAWG ecosystem:

When 1 first joined the organisation, | was offered private
conversations where | was told that Drive is now bigger than
Respect... those people are no longer around, they've moved on
since | joined. But there was a message given to me very clearly
that, you know, they are growing. And how can we manage that?
So there is that slight competition and tension that we have to be
aware of.

Participant 61, Drive Partnership

Similarly, in this report, as it is outside the scope of the evaluation, we have
not produced the social network analysis statistics (such as stakeholder
centrality which may identify the most connected individuals in the
network quantitatively).

A (not so) final note

On the 18th of April 2023, we undertook a co-produced online webinar
with 24 key Drive stakeholders to further confirm the preliminary findings
and to provide a space for stakeholders to share further reflections with
researchers.

This final report should therefore be read as an opportunity for further
meaningful dialogue, premised on a greater understanding that the
dynamism of systems change to tackle ‘wicked problems’ such as
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domestic abuse entails an openness to accept that achieving systems
change is a collaborative endeavour.

It is our hope that those responsible for commissioning interventions have
a greater appreciation of the role of complexity as well as the systemic
nature that interventions for domestic abuse perpetration should have,
which call for more empirical and intuitive evaluations of systems change.
And that this learning in this report is taken forward to inform and develop
future policy, as well as communication and influencing strategies.
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Technical appendix

Evaluation Philosophy: characterising the Drive system as a systemic
intervention

This evaluation has been premised on the idea that that the Drive system
is a systemic intervention. Therefore, to evaluate systems change,
researchers have taken a methodologically pragmatic and pluralist
approach, enabling various stakeholders (including researchers), to
‘sweep in’information for improvement (Churchman, 1970) and to critically
interrogate the assumptions and value judgements that underlie different
perspectives on a situation, with the aim of engendering [systems,
addition ours] change (Midgley, 2001). To further analyse the national
systems change aspects in the national systems change interim report,
researchers have drawn Stroh’s systematic theory of goal achievement
and success amplification (Stroh, 2015) iteratively to surface systems
thinking for improvement in relation to Drive. In other words, the activities
identified in the national systems change interim report were further
interrogated using this pragmatic lens of goal achievement and success
amplification.

Coding and analysis

To make sense of the various actors and interlinked way of working and
thinking within the Drive sites and the system within which they sit locally,
we drew on the concept of emergence for sociological contexts (Walby,
2003) to develop an enhanced stakeholder map of the Drive system and
to draw out key themes in the data. This involved examining the key
findings that were common across the sites and the wider Drive system
environment. We began with Drive’s place in the DA prevention sphere
(first order analysis); and the agents in Drive’s knowledge and good
practice generating system (second order analysis).

To sharpen our thematic analysis of the local systems change data, we
applied critical systems thinking skills to uncover boundary judgements,
motivations, and normative values within the Drive system (Ulrich, 1996;
2005; Midgley, 2001). Following an inductive thematic analysis approach
(Nowell et al, 2017), Adisa and Allen analysed and coded the data
separately, and then merged and discussed their respective codes to
ensure consistency and to develop consensus on themes. We arrived at
32 distinct codes that depicted the key thematic findings in this report.

91



Code list (local systems change component):

©NOOA WD

1.

12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.

20.

21.

22.
23.
24.
25.
206.
27.
28.
29.
30.

31

32.

Enablers and Change agents

Conflicts

Power issues

Normative values of professionals vs organisational goals
Boundary judgements

Service user (those who use harmful behaviours) input
Challenges

Change where working with those who use harm, has been moved
from periphery to the centre

Complexity: DA, societal norms and assumptions
Complexity: systems, risk management

Dysfunctionalities and blockages (including C19, funding, capacity)
Marginality

Drive central team

Evidencing change

Case studies

Gaps

Impact of Drive

Information sharing

Culture change

Legacies

Areas for improvement

Knowledge source

Leverage points

Language and terminology: use of word 'perpetrator
Language and terminology: Drive language
Legitimacy (positive and negative)
Motivation

Solutions

System mapping

Building and use of space issues

Systems leadership

Systems thinking.
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Surfacing ‘What success looks like’ - interactive theory of
change workshop

Researchers facilitated an online discussion group, designed to surface
what ‘success’ looks like in relation to systems change. Researchers
reviewed and coded the automatically generated Teams transcript for
inductive thematic analysis. This method is robust in establishing
trustworthiness in the analytic strategy, and entails: familiarisation with the
data, generating initial codes, developing and defining themes, reviewing
the themes, member checking, and arriving at a final agreed set of
themes (Nowell et al, 2017).

Increased
investment in
early
intervention &
proactive
responses to DA

Coordinated &
consistent
strategic
approach,
including

Robust data to
inform national
responses &
address gaps in

provision for
minoritised
communities

From a systems
change
perspective,

national quality
assurance
standards

what would
'success' look

like to you at
national level?

Different parts
Societal shift of system take
holding those ownership of
who cause harm their role in
accountable tackling
perpetration

Figure 13: NSC Critical Success Factors
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Document analysis - National Systems Change Component

Document analysis is a staple qualitative research method, commonly
used as a means of ‘triangulating’” or comparing multiple sources of
evidence in relation to an object of study (Bowen, 2009). This process of
triangulation is intended to mitigate bias and increase the credibility of
research findings by reducing reliance on any single method or data
source. For example, reviewing programme documents and
organisational policies and procedures can provide additional context for
the perspectives and experiences of professional interviewees (and,
conversely, interviewee comments can shed light on the gaps between
organisational ‘theory’ and practice). Additionally, reviewing documents
can pinpoint future lines of enquiry which researchers should pursue,
iteratively shaping interview and focus group schedules, or flagging
situations for researchers to observe.

For earlier stages of the evaluation focusing on national systems change,
researchers reviewed documents linked to the Drive Partnership’s NLCF-
funded systems change work. These included confidential or inward-
facing organisational documents, such as meeting and roundtable
minutes as well as those in the public domain, such as independent
evaluation reports or Drive Partnership policy briefings.

98 documents provided by the Drive Central Delivery Team were collated
and indexed, with written summaries of each document, the date of
creation and the date provided to UoS researchers. Each of these
documents was reviewed for relevance and suitability for qualitative
analysis via Atlas.ti qualitative analysis software. Duplicates, and/or
documents which were judged to be less salient to this strand of the
research or not amenable to qualitative analysis, were not imported to
Atlas.ti. For example, removed items included secondary training
feedback survey data collected by the Drive Partnership (n = 5), top-level
PowerPoint presentations to funders (n = 2) and performance
mManagement dashboards containing quantitative monitoring data from
Drive delivery partners (n = 2).

Following this initial ‘skimming’ and categorisation, 79 documents were
imported to Atlas.tiand organised into 15 sub-groups based on which NSC
workstream/objective they corresponded to. Each document was then
reviewed in depth and inductively coded.
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Mapping Drive’s Stakeholders using Social Network Analysis
Principles

Interviewed Drive stakeholders were asked to review and complete/add
to an Excel proforma in April 2023, providing descriptive information about
their roles, external agencies that they work with, type of organisation, and
whether this organisation was internal or external to Drive.

We analysed this completed stakeholder Excel proforma based on three
types of interactions:

e Person to person interaction
e Site to Drive Central interaction
e Person to other agency interaction.

To prepare the data for the open-source social network analysis software
Gephi (Bastian et al, 2009), two Excel sheets were created based on good
practice (Nodes and Edges) and we transformed the data based on the
assumed relations based on our understanding of the way that Drive works
pased on our knowledge of Drive derived from the various communication
exchanges with the researchers and Drive stakeholders.

As it is outside the scope of the evaluation, in this report, we haven’t
produced the social network analysis statistics (such as stakeholder
centrality which may identify the most connected individuals in the
network). In this report, to help ‘storify’ Drive’s systems structure, we have
only used the graphical representations (coloured nodes and elements)
of the maps to depict visually the potential power (proximity and density)
of the relational aspects of the Drive’s system structure.

The stakeholder map for the national policy system (as depicted in the
interim report) was not constructed using Gephi, however, there is scope
in future work for the social network analysis principles to be applied for
this aspect.
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“..we've got to
talk to the outside
world more about
this, and we need
to draw them into
the conversation.”

idence Ltd. ©~ 0nEvidence
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