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Thank you so much for inviting me to visit Melbourne.  I am very pleased to be here again. 
I’ve been working in the area of violence for now over 30 years.  In terms of policing, I have to confess that I am a Muggle Mudblood (in the Harry Potter sense) in the MPS – my wizardry might be recognised by many as understanding, but such understanding is still considered by some in the daily police work as inferior to the wizardry that is operational experience.  For the past four years I’ve had the unique opportunity to use my 25 years of academic knowledge and put it to the test as Senior Advisor for strategic analysis in the London Metropolitan Police.  I do believe though that my insight into policing, and the special challenges to police that violence against women still poses – has been enriched through these last four years.  I’ve put to the test what I think ‘works’, what ‘doesn’t work’ for the range of women who come to the police asking for help with violence.  

My remit in the MPS is far wider than thinking about police services to women.  But my insight is clearly grounded and formed from the following premises:  
If you get police services right for women – especially for a woman facing domestic violence who has five children who speaks no English and has no right to be in the country – you deliver the finest customer services any public service can offer.  
The key obstacle to the investigation and prosecution of rape in developed and developing societies – is disbelief of women’s accounts of forced sexuality.  

Police investigation needs to offer support to name vulnerability to forced sex as a form of criminal exploitation through the very act of imposed sex.  What a good investigation unfolds - to prosecutors, judges and juries – is the believability of a case, in substance and in meaning, of sexual violation – and shows through the collection of evidence the harm imposed from the exploitation of forces sexuality

.   
Of course, this does not mean that there are allegations of violence which ‘can’t be proved’, may indeed be ungrounded.  But I argue that these are far fewer than we think.   
I will illustrate both statements above through this talk.  In many respects, I suggest, if we are to understand ‘women’ and their needs for policing, if we understand how violence against women affects different women differently, if we understand why many variations of exploitation of largely private violence, we can better understand the sensitive delivery of policing.  
Diversity applies across the board to so many forms of difference.  When we comprehend difference, we seldom comprehend disadvantage or vulnerability.  If we cast our service responses to those most vulnerable, we  are able to manage difference best. 
I have been asked to speak about the changes over time in how we have come to understand – and confront - violence against women.  If I am to share my knowledge with you, I’ll start in the 1970s where my own involvement in the issues began in the USA.  Little did I know then that my experience would have such relevance and resonance with other doing similar things across the globe.  

What have we learned since the 1970s, and where might we need to go now in 2007?    
· What did we know about ‘women’ and violence, and how did we identify the gaps and build the foundations for where we are now?  
· What have we learned specifically in the past quarter of a century that helps us direct improvement in policing, at least in ‘developed’ countries?  

· Where are we now in the range of ‘getting it right’, in terms of offering help to those harmed by violence and by trying to prevent it happening in the first place? 
· And where might we like to go when we think about what successful policing looks like?

Violence Against Women:  25+ years of understanding
Let’s take a look back to where we have journeyed over the past 25 + years in thinking about violence against women and policing.  Where have we come since the 1970s?  I remember as a young women marching up 5th avenue in New York City on the first ‘feminist’ march in 1971!  The women’s movement provided me much inspiration in the 1970s.  In those days, I clearly learned that violence against women was not taken seriously.  Criminology certainly did not offer any conceptual or theoretical approach to violence against women; no government policy addressed the issues.  

In the mid 1970 and throughout the 1980s, the feminist movements across the globe emphasized the links between women’s ‘equality’ and violence against women.  Such emphasis took on the role of ‘convincing’ a doubting and unseeing public, including governmental and international bodies (such as the United Nations) that violence ‘in private’ was a major issue for women.  Much work was devoted to challenging the invisibility of violence, particularly sexual violence some women faced in intimacy.  
Such violence was invisible in policy that could (should) be mobilised in support of those who experienced it, invisible in traditional academic disciplines such as criminology (that might introduce a conceptual approach to reframe legal protection), invisible in available legal and other remedies which might provide temporary respite.  Even the hailed UN Convention on the Elimination of All forms of discrimination against Women (CEDAW), adopted by the UN General Assembly in 1979, was largely unspoken on violence as a major consequence of inequality.  A ‘landmark treaty in the struggle for women’s rights’, the UN’s treaty was strangely silent on the naming of private violence as the key danger to women’s lives around the world.  
Gendering of private sexual and physical violence as a key issue in the violation of women was pivotal in moving forward in policy and practice.  I asked some of my UK colleagues about what might have been consequential in the developments of changes in the way we now view violence against women.  Naming the violence as violence – they stated – was critical in moving the debate from trying to establish the harm of private violence and the efforts it took to ‘count’ that such harm took place.  Even the international protocols and international instruments which defined gender-specific violence as a violation of human rights needed to link harm to disproportionality of impact:
Violence that is directed against a woman because she is a woman or that affects women disproportionately.  It includes acts that inflict physical, mental or sexual harm or suffering, threats or such acts, coercion or other deprivations of liberty.
The conversation about violence against women was a global one in the 1970/80s – one played out in the popular debate and documentary media.  In the world of policing in domestic (not international) law, the conversation seeped into the debates about the very ability of policing and police intervention to deliver what contemporary democracies expected of its law enforcement enforcement services: a duty to protect the vulnerable.  And there was resistance: one comment of a former Commissioner of the Metropolitan Police in 1984 – was that police should not get be involved in non police matters such as lost property, stray dogs and domestic violence.  Domestic violence/sexual assault was largely explained as ‘intimate spats’, ‘heterosexual miscommunication’, ‘natural’ in partnerships.  
The challenge for feminist activists – those starting refuges for women fleeing violence - was to take the conversations that were happening in the kitchens of the shelters and refuges to the public.  I will be so bold as to say that the success of feminist struggles in the 1970s/80s and even 90s was to make violence against women visible.  Because such violence was largely ‘unreported to police’, there needed to be a different way of capturing visibility.  One way of doing so was by the social science tool of the ‘victimisation survey’.  The victimisation survey was refined from the late 1960s onward, and in the UK for instance, the victimisation survey enabled feminists, government policy makers and criminologists to debate the prevalence and existence of violence against women from the 1980s.  
Core understanding of definitions:  violence from intimates and violation in sex  

Survey after survey – government victimisation survey after government victimisation survey – began to document the commonness of domestic violence and rape/sexual assault in many women’s lives.  Key international and national bodies now acknowledge that violence against women is largely connected to women’s private lives – family, kin, intimacy are the spaces where girls and women are most at risk to violence.  Violence too is also now linked to legacies of war: regimes where civil society is torn apart by internal conflict and war are also places where violence against women is high.  Sexual violence in armed conflict has been recognised by the War Crimes Tribunals for the Former Yugoslavia and Rwanda and the Rome Statute for the International Criminal Court.  
Discourse about ‘prevalence’ and the intense debates in the 1980s and 1990s led to the change in the way we characterised violence itself.  Of course, there is the recurring debate that all this effects men too.  I am not denying this.  Domestic and sexual violence affects men too – but all our evidence suggests that it disproportionately affects women.  And to disconnect the disproportionality from the experiences of the damage is to distort our ability to intervene.  
What is now common knowledge about violence against women?

· Domestic violence – largely the kind of violence effecting women - takes many forms and has psychological, physical, and economic consequences.
· Research in England suggests that in any one year, one in nine or ten women experience some form of domestic violence.
· Roughly one in 4 women and one in 7 men report a physical assault by a current or former partner in their lifetime (England and Wales).
· Assaults on women are more injurious, lead to more harm and greater consequences (in general).
· The dominant form of violence against women coming to the attention of police is perpetrated by known men. In London alone, this represents 75% of women victims of all reported violence to the person. 
Abuse, sexual harassment, rape, battering – these are still common features in many women’s lives.  Research still tells us that abused women are most likely to confide in family and friends, not contact any public or legal officials – so clearly invisibility remains a problem.  We acknowledge that much violence remains hidden.  What is invisible, and what is visible, though is expensive to an economy of any country. 
· Estimated costs of domestic violence in England and Wales in 2001 are £23 billion (Walby 2004).
· Estimated costs of domestic violence to public services in London alone in 1996 were £287,000 (Stanko et al 1998).
· Estimated costs of each rape in 2006/7 is £76000.

I can say that I think over the past 25 years we have changed the discourse about violence.  In some countries, we might have had some impact on its prevalence as well.  The latest British Crime Survey data from England and Wales show that domestic violence had dropped by 59% since 1995.  Can we attribute this to the collective efforts of statutory, voluntary and individuals?  Have we really experienced a drop in domestic violence?  We have in London experienced a drop in domestic homicides – largely, I believe, because of the joint efforts of a host of agencies, and to better training and risk assessments by police.
Change over time:  Improved policing?
Policing has been a key component of the debates and discussions about violence against women.  For the most serious violence, it is critical to show that such violence is wrong - treating such violence as a crime against the state, as well as a harm to an individual, is one way forward. 

When I was collecting data for my PhD in New York City in 1976, I came across a number of incidents, but this one has stayed with me forever:

An off duty corrections officer was arrested and charged with assault in the first degree.  He was with his girlfriend, had an ‘argument’, and he then shot her in the head.  The defendant’s story was that the gun discharged unintentionally (perhaps this meant that he only really wanted to threaten her with the gun during the argument).  The case was summarised by the DA as follows:

If she dies, we have manslaughter.  If she recovers and remains a vegetable, we have an assault in the first degree, if she recovers with minor complications, we barely have a case.  If she fully recovers, she will probably drop the case.
Why would the above victim drop the charges?  Are not the interconnections of intimacy and distrust in the criminal justice outcome similar today as they were just 25 years ago?  Such statements, I am afraid, are not too different from what I hear today.  Our understanding, our policy, our practices have improved.  Yet physical and sexual integrity of women are not I would suggest to be taken for granted.  Nor should we take for granted the integration of the needs for safety and security and the needs of individuals who are faced with managing the violence of men.  The emotional turmoil of family ties, cultural expectations and love are not greatly altered over time.  The fact that violence against women is clearly recognised in international treaties and instruments however does not mean that such violence is less a part of women’s emotional, social and cultural lives than it was 25 years ago.  Concern about sexual safety still dominates the reported ‘worries’ about personal safety women report to crime surveys throughout the world.  Security in Dhafur for women is dominated by the knowledge that to obtain the basic needs for survival– water -  often means facing rape by rebel troups.
Supporting women facing violence is as wide as the conversation about violence.  It must include raising awareness of the way violence works, its links to the way women’s harms are silenced by cultural and other structural links, the need for support of family, friends, service providers and advocates.  I am not suggesting that there has not been a sea change in the way the conversation about violence against women has penetrated legal statue and legal practice.  But if I were to use the above to explore the kinds of binds on woman’s needs for policing and protection – have these indeed changed over the past 25 years?   What is visible about violence to police and other ‘helping’ services to really and truly understanding these binds?
For nearly 10 years now, I have been largely studying the ‘visible’.  What do we know about ‘visibility’ of violence against women?  Let’s start by what we know about violence in general (lessons arising from the Economic and Social Research Council’s Programme on Violence 1997-2002)

· Nearly all acts of violence are either witnessed directly or known about by third parties 

· Most ‘violence’ people report is verbal abuse directed to undermine/attack ‘who’ the person ‘is’

· Insults, abuse, comments and threat draw upon knowable, social capital as resources of abuse

· Racism, homophobia, violence against women, groups or ethnic groups are purposeful, targeted, and often spatially grounded.
· What this suggests is that we must become as familiar as possible to the ways in which the above continues to place women and girls ‘vulnerable’ to abuse, but in ways we currently see it.  
The ESRC Violence Research Programme ‘found’ and ‘studied’ lots of violence – from within prisons, hospitals, schools, neighbourhoods, residential homes for children, and the private homes of our citizens.  The researchers documented a great deal of violence.  But during the feedback seminars held at the end of the programme, one of the first questions asked was about ‘hidden’ violence.  My point is that we fail to see what is most obvious in our day to day work that tells us a great deal about violence.
One influential project I conducted was demonstrated how common dealing with domestic violence was for the helping services.  I conducted a one day audit across the UK of calls/records for services (2000) to police, victims support, couples’ counselling and refuges.  The audit showed that 

· UK Police received 1300 police calls (one call each minute);
· Women’s Aid housed more women and children on this day than contacted the police;
· Marital Counselling services and Victim Support also devoted considerable resources to servicing domestic violence (for the Marital Counselling – one in 5 counselling services mentioned violence);
· Voluntary and statutory organisations dedicated significant assets to helping people who face harm in their private lives. 

· But these service providers didn’t know much about who was currently using their services, what kinds of common vulnerabilities may exist for these users of their services, and how might they combine their efforts to increase the safety of those who might be at acute risk of lethal danger.  They did not know whether some of the same people were using multiple service providers on the same day.
25 years ago, we (as feminist activists) argued that violence against women was ignored, and often campaigned using the experiences of middle class women as examples to demand changes to the treatment of victimised women.   What I am arguing here is that most service providers take what is reported to them for granted.  Service providers do not explore their own information, for what it says about visible violence.  For what it says about multiple help provisions.  For what it says about impending and escalating danger.  

And finally let me share another example of a study I just completed on rape in the London Metropolitan Police as yet another illustration about what visible information on rape should be telling us.  I tracked 677 initial allegations of rape to the police during the months of April and May 2005 through to completion in the criminal justice system. The 2007 Rape Review in London found that no fewer than 87% of the victims – five out of six - reporting rape in the review period were either under 18 years of age, had the high use of alcohol just prior to the rape, had mental health or learning difficulties, or were in or had been partners with the men who raped them.  Vulnerability – an issue that we recognised in the way we manage assistance for domestic violence  – is clearly linked with sexual violence as well.
My report documented that the more vulnerable a victim of rape is, the less likely will she see her REPORTED allegation lead to condemnation in a court of law.  Here though there is also evidence of change in police practice.  The MPS is more likely to crime an allegation of rape if the offender is an intimate/former intimate.  However, domestic violence related rape is less likely to result in a conviction once the defendant is charged with rape.  One in five of the rapes reported in London are domestic violence related rapes; obstacles to bringing the offender to justice though are still great in incidents of domestic violence rape.
What does success look like for policing in managing violence against women today?
· In terms of the contribution of policing, where are we now in the range of ‘getting it right’, offering help to those harmed by violence? 

· And what does successful policing look like?

I began this talk by saying that the ‘big conversation’ about violence against women accelerated in the 1970s/80s, and has I believe led to many changes.  In the UK, we have seen changes to legislation, policing, prosecution services, courts, voluntary and other statutory organisations, who all must find ways of working together and across to help those most vulnerable.  As family and friends, we have a personal obligation to know more about how to be supportive in a way that gives – perhaps to the girlfriend shot by the corrections officer in the example earlier – a woman the courage to walk away, and in the most serious of situations the courage to be determined to assist the state in confirming that the act is indeed ‘a crime’.

What is it that we need to get right for the wide range of women who might turn to us for help?  In the first instance, I say ‘the basics’:  sympathetic treatment of the victim, accurate recording of the reach for help, good supervision to make sure that we consistently do the best we can to assist.  Private violence – I know that you know – comes with lots of complications.  But so what?  We can still have a vision of success – the cessation of violence – in this relationship.  The creativity is how to achieve it; the patience to encourage people to overcome some of the hardest barriers – be they cultural, psychological, economic – which exist in preventing victims from doing so.
What does success look like?  Well, here I will use some of the lessons learned by the Independent Police Complaints Commission (IPCC) in its review of a number of domestic violence homicides.  I suggest, too, that these lessons also resonate in what we might start to learn from ‘failed’ prosecutions of rape allegations.

· We need a holistic understanding and response to cries for help.  Incidents of domestic violence are treated as discrete – and we fail to see escalation of danger, we fail to see why reaching out to the resources of the state is in support of the stopping of violence.
· We do know many of the key factors of danger, but we do not consistently ask victims about these therefore hampering our ability to ‘provide protection’ where we know greater danger lurks.  Risk assessment is about making our staff knowledgeable as possible.
· We still hate paperwork so we fail to make good records of our encounters with the public; we still fail to share knowledge with partners across conversations in multi agency forums; we fail to see the danger that other see.
· Anticipate danger and prioritise response – again, we have accumulated a wealth of information about trigger incidents, let’s make sure all our staff are continuously aware and prioritising the right to life above all other matters.

After 25 years of work, my motto now is simple.  Start with the worst first.  
· Do you provide a gold standard service for all rape and serious/repeat domestic violence victims? 
· Do you know how women in your area ask you for help?  Under what circumstances, and facing what kind of danger?  
· And those that do so repeatedly?  
· How do you use this information to engage with your partners who can help women as well manage and challenge the violence they face?

My mantra in using police information – as a start – is 
· Start with what we do know:  what happens between those who are known to one another who are already calling us for help?
· People are different - differential impact, differential vulnerability, differential resources – but that serious violence is serious violence – why don’t we treat it this way?
· We can find patterns of harm in routine sources of our information and those of our partners – and we can address these patterns together
· We can probe known information, encourage consultation and dialogue to discover the silences;  
· we can continue the ‘big’ conversation in all of our communities.
Some of the lessons learned from the UK’s Home Office crime prevention initiative showed that outcomes are still hard to measure and to evidence.  However, the high level analysis of the 27 projects showed that:  
· Woman centred support tailored to the specific needs of the victim was the most effective way of reducing victimisation.  This includes the use of alarms, risk assessments, advocacy and supportive follow up addressing emotional and general (life skills) needs;
· Good, multi agency cooperation leads to better outcomes for victims – training, information sharing, safety planning, referral systems and consistent advice and support must cross boundaries of agencies;
· Criminal justice should monitor its outcomes and design specific improvement to address the gaps in the provision of justice;

· Awareness – from young people to those facing violence – should be widespread, systematic and routine in schools and publicity campaigns should regularly inform those affected by violence in a wide variety of places and through a variety of mechanisms.

The above show that we have come a long way in 25 years.  The big conversation is still a conversation however.  And when I look around to see where we are in the conversation in many countries around the world, I am continually reminded that there is still so much to do.  But I know that if there is a conversation to be held, and good practice to be shared, here is a very good place to start.……………………………………..
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