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ABSTRACT
Public services are being increasingly scrutinised for their ability to
be responsive and adaptive to their service users’ needs. For service
delivery in domestic violence, many aspire to include feedback from
service users on their practice, to drive change in their organisation
and performance. Current approaches for capturing and using feed-
back (i.e. surveys) often fail to record rich, in-depth perspectives
that audio-video media affords. In this paper, we present the novel
application of a voice-based technology to capture and use feed-
back to reflect on the delivery of a domestic violence intervention.
Across four months, we undertook ethnographic fieldwork through
observations of four deployments and four reflective discussions
with service-staff in their delivery of a novel domestic violence
prevention intervention for violent men. Our findings highlight
the tensions with how voice can act as a resource to reflect on
and refine existing service practices, and offers insights into how
technology can play a more practical role in wider service design.

CCS CONCEPTS
• Human-centered computing → Collaborative and social
computing systems and tools.
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1 INTRODUCTION
A number of technical systems have aimed to foster more inclusive
and deliberative forms of participation by supporting “citizen voice”
[26, 43]. A key issue with this work, however, is that the current
processes and how organisations respond to citizen needs (i.e. or-
ganisational responsiveness) to engage community stakeholders are
Permission to make digital or hard copies of all or part of this work for personal or
classroom use is granted without fee provided that copies are not made or distributed
for profit or commercial advantage and that copies bear this notice and the full citation
on the first page. Copyrights for components of this work owned by others than ACM
must be honored. Abstracting with credit is permitted. To copy otherwise, or republish,
to post on servers or to redistribute to lists, requires prior specific permission and/or a
fee. Request permissions from permissions@acm.org.
CT 2019, June 3–7, 2019, Vienna, Austria
© 2019 Association for Computing Machinery.
ACM ISBN 978-1-4503-7162-9/19/06. . . $15.00
https://doi.org/10.1145/3328320.3328405

ineffective unless driven by institutional or political change [22]. Re-
sponsiveness captures the extent that a public service demonstrates
receptivity to the views, complaints and suggestions of service
users, by implementing changes to its own structure, and devel-
oping new service delivery patterns with the aim of delivering a
better service. Not all social groups are able to voice their concerns
effectively, particularly through traditional feedback methods, and
so institutional responsiveness to issues can be highly selective.
The inclusion of service users in public services to address risk,
trauma and harm is especially problematic as such services are
often scrutinized to ensure appropriate and tailored responsiveness
to service user needs [1].

This paper presents a case study of deploying a digital technology
in capturing and using service users’ voices for service feedback.
We did this in partnership with a regional authority and community
organisation for a domestic violence intervention aimed at chal-
lenging and educating a high-throughput of domestically violent
men about their abusive behaviours. This case study aims to ex-
plore the utility of voice for service feedback and the opportunities
and challenges experienced recording and using voice within the
feedback process. Our findings outline the ethical, technological
and social implications and challenges for practitioners who want
to use service user voice as a resource to aid their work in gathering
and purposing feedback. In doing so, we contribute to a growing
body of work that demonstrates the untapped utility of voice for
reflecting on service delivery by service providers [8, 11, 24].

2 RELATEDWORK
Human-Computer Interaction (HCI) literature has explored ways
to work with and against structural inequalities through research
[7, 10, 43]. HCI research on domestic violence is no exception, and
includes studies that identify actions that violent men use to further
their abuse [19, 30], to studies that show how technology might
play a role in reforming an individual’s identity after the abuse has
concluded [6]. Although governmental organisations (such as the
criminal justice system) may intervene on some cases of domestic
violence within the United Kingdom (UK), it is frequently local com-
munity organisations that manage the daily handling of individuals
perpetrating and experiencing domestic violence in their locale.
To reflect the complexity inherent within any instance of abuse,
domestic violence support services can take on a variety of forms,
for example, refuges, specialized health clinics, trauma-informed
therapy and domestic violence prevention programs. Designing
appropriate, technical responses within this ecology is particularly
difficult, further compounded by the reduced technical-literacy of
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front-line staff and victim-survivors [5, 19], the competitive eco-
nomic pressures faced by these organisations [3], and the drive to
continuously demonstrate measurable outcomes to secure further
funding [25, 31, 35]. Additionally, measuring what constitutes ‘suc-
cess’ within domestic violence services through these outcomes can
be challenging, with a reduction in the rate of reported incidents
not necessarily equating to a reduction of incidents. Consequently,
many organisations have aspired to include feedback from service
users to drive service change and delivery, but current approaches
to capturing and utilising feedback require technical expertise, or
resources that these organisations often lack.

2.1 Digital Civics and the “Hard to Reach”
Research that responds to structural or ‘wicked’ problems often in-
volves third-sector organisations such as charities, non-governmental
organisations (NGOs) and voluntary organisations [38]. This may
be performed by directly studying these organisations, or by en-
tering into collaborations with them, with participants, or within
specific settings. Work in this space explores how we should ap-
propriately design for activism for societal inequalities [37], how
we might support existing working practices [17], or how we can
assist charities in their legal requirement to be more transparent
and accountable for spending activities [29]. Despite the prominent
role that charities and the third-sector play within the delivery of
domestic violence services, it has been noticeable that relatively
little work has contributed to the that way we can improve the
experience of these services for users [6], particularly those aimed
at perpetrating violence. With the third-sector predicted to play an
ever larger role in the delivery of public services [31], it is critical
that we look at howwe can seek to support this delicate third-sector
to citizen intersection in interventions within domestic violence,
particularly those aimed at the agents of such abuse; violent men.

New socio-technical disciplines (e.g. Digital Civics [32]) have
emerged to explore how digital technologies and services can in-
clude the so-called “hard to reach” individuals that may be difficult
to engage using traditional public participation methods. In the
context of public services, work in this space is explicit in refer-
ring to ‘undeserved’ namely minority groups and those slipping
through the net of provision [9]. However, there is a limited cover-
age in how to include not only service excluded groups, but service
resistant groups that actively do not wish to be included in the
design of public services, such as individuals that demonstrate ‘de-
viant’ or stigmatising behaviours through use of violence. While
this may initially seem contradictory for the violent men whom
demonstrate abusive or harmful behaviours to ‘have a say’ in how
services are designed for them, recent work has highlighted the
potential for viewing such service users as a resource for a greater,
in-depth knowledge of how to challenge abuse, and support healthy
behaviours in relationships [4, 18].

2.2 Augmenting Service Feedback
Incorporating feedback and experiences from service users to eval-
uate, refine, and tailor the delivery of services is a key process of
service evaluation [40] and often used to evidence outcomes. HCI
literature has explored the use of digital technologies for capturing
public opinion and feedback across a range of contexts (e.g. civic

discourse, public service, care providers) [11, 23, 28, 39, 41, 42],
for example, using a lightweight, bespoke technology to capture
situated media feedback to questions set by an organization [11],
novel ways to capture UK census data [23], to the design of public
service and community voting technologies to collect and visualize
public opinion [28, 42]. As outlined above, local domestic violence
services are under intense pressure to design meaningful, effective
responses for their service users. Many aspire to include feedback
from service users to drive service change and delivery, but current
approaches to capturing and utilising feedback require technical
expertise, or resources that these organisations lack. In particular,
organisations find it difficult to meaningfully interpret and use such
feedback without the assistance of researchers. This may be attrib-
uted to the skills (qualitative analysis, reporting findings, etc.) and
resources (transcription cost, staff time, etc.) required to engage in
these qualitative activities, particularly when feedback is in a media
format where existing commercial software has high barriers to
entry [33].

Contemporary feedback technology often utilises lightweight
interactions, where responses can lack the richness or depth present
within discussions of the complexities of violence, or capture feed-
back in video format, but is unsuitable as many service users dis-
close sensitive accounts. Despite its propensity to be used in re-
search [2], audio has been relatively overlooked as an alternative to
traditional feedbackmethods. Capturing service user voice has been
demonstrated to be beneficial in other ways within the third-sector
through empowering service users to safely express their concerns
through safe channels of dialogue [12]. It is vital that members of
‘vulnerable’ or marginalized communities have their voices heard
[41] as they are often the hardest to engage in these processes, but
are the ones who may benefit the most from the services offered.

3 CASE STUDY: DOMESTIC VIOLENCE
Domestic violence has long lasting, negative impacts on victim-
survivors, children, families, local community and society at large
[20]. In the United Kingdom, the National Crime Survey for England
andWales reports that 2.0million adults (1.3millionwomen, 695,000
men) experienced domestic abuse in 2018 [14]. Despite this scale
and intensity, there are fewer services for victims than needed and
even fewer interventions are offered to violent men to challenge
and support desistance of abusive behaviours. Available services
frequently involve a course (approximately 20 weeks of 2 hours)
that aims to help men stop being violent and abusive, learn how
to respect their partner, and develop non-violent communication
strategies in their role as a partner, and frequently as a father.
Evaluations of these behavior change interventions – despite their
low enrollment – illustrate that men who complete these courses
have a reduced propensity to use physical violence in their intimate
relationships [27].

Consequently, Project Dehort was designed by a local regional
authority in response to the low numbers of violent men receiv-
ing an intervention for reported patterns of abusive behaviour in
their region. Project Dehort brought together a range of expertise
from different stakeholders, coordinated between two regional loca-
tions, public services (police, social services), a specialized women’s
service for victim-survivors, a regional university responsible for



evaluation and the third-sector organisation commissioned for de-
livery of the course sessions. The intervention was targeted at
violent men whom were deemed standard to medium risk by public
services to support reflecting on negative behaviors as a route to
behavior change through an awareness-raising, educational course.
A complete course is ran over two days (each lasting six hours) and
consists of a combination of educational group activities on the
potential causes, scale and impact of domestic violence on victim-
survivors, their families, and communities.

Participatory activities that positioned participants of the course
as agents in their own learning were deliberately sought out to en-
courage attendees to see their behaviour, and therefore their ability
to reform it, as an active, measured choice. Course activities were
designed as a seminar format, where new information presented
to the group could be discussed — such as learning the psycho-
logical impact of experiencing domestic violence on children. As
such, capturing audio on how the group discussed these topics, and
specifically what was discussed was a crucial element to honing
future delivery to meet the needs of future service users.

Each course was hosted between two local community centres in
the North East of England to increase engagement and accessibility
of its delivery. Within these spaces, attendees, facilitators and the
lead researcher could sit together, using a projector as prompts for
discussion and displaying educational material such as worksheets
and videos. This format permitted the encouragement of shared
dialogue, in contrast to a traditional classroom layout, where at-
tendees could express their thoughts in a non-judgemental and
open environment, while being challenged and reaffirmed on their
behaviour by facilitators. Having the ability to share, and be praised
or challenged on opinions (even if objectionable) has been identified
as the first stepping stone to the positive enforcement of healthier
behaviours and relationships [36].

3.1 Configuring Course Engagement
Each two-day course was designed for up to 15 men who had not
received a formal intervention for a reported pattern of incidents of
domestic violence. Each course “session”was hosted over aweekend
and redesigned for a new set of participants based on feedback
from the previous session. A separate organisation, “ChildSafe“ was
responsible for the delivery of these courses. ChildSafe is a national
children’s and vulnerable people charity with decades of experience
in delivering domestic violence services. The delivery team wished
to understand “what worked” and “what didn’t work” with course
material but had experienced a number of problems in obtaining
accurate and comprehensive feedback from service users.

The facilitators reported that as most sessions that they had
hosted in other services involved group work, the action of asking
service users to contribute individual feedback disrupted session
flow and was instead completed post-session via an online sur-
vey. This method required more time from participants and was
restricted to simply-worded or quantitative questions (i.e. Likert
scale) to respect the lower-literacy levels of the group. As such,
nuanced opinions of the impacts of these services remained undoc-
umented despite service users being confidently able to verbally
express their opinions. “ChildSafe” wanted to audio record these
disclosures in a format where service users could feel confident

talking within existing sessions while reflecting on the training
that was delivered.

4 METHOD
Reason and Bradbury’s second person Action Research approach
was used to reflect the risk-averse nature of sensitive contexts [34],
which provided a structure for the organisation to: (1) reflect on
activities that worked or did not, then (2) act on these insights by
enhancing course material. The lead researcher made ethnographic
field notes to document facilitator and attendee interactions with
the feedback technology used, and how the service utilised it to
refine sessions. Inductive Content Analysis [15] of all field notes,
transcribed sessions, and audio feedback was also performed in our
research.

4.1 Collating and Purposing Feedback
Capturing, engaging with, and using feedback to evidence this pro-
cess (to partners, etc.) and tailor subsequent training sessions were
key requirements for ChildSafe. The facilitators suggested the use
of audio to gather this feedback to combat their previous challenges
with using surveys, interest in recording situated conversations at
multiple points during the course, and hesitation to video record
participants due to concerns of confidentiality and anonymisation.

Rather than build a bespoke technology to explore this, and
subject the project to potential delays in software development,
we saw an opportunity to deploy Gabber [33], a digital platform
designed within the lead researchers lab that aims to make the cap-
turing and analysis of audio recordings lightweight and accessible
activity for everyday people and organisations. Gabber uses ‘top-
ics’ to structure capturing audio conversations through a mobile
application and has an associated website where participants can
view their recording and create textual comments directly on the
audio. Consent of data recorded is integral to Gabber: the mobile
application requires that participants of a conversation each input
their full name and email address. This metadata is used to contact
participants and provide access to the recording where they can
individually control who else has access to it through the Gabber
website.

4.1.1 Capturing Feedback in Sessions. Capturing feedback occurred
twice per day: before lunch (AM) and after lunch (PM), for a total of
four Gabber activities per weekend course. Participants were split
into groups of three for 15 minutes to encourage in-depth discus-
sion, such as shown in Figure 1. Each feedback activity used Gabber
to record feedback on the same three topics across groups to en-
sure consistency and comparability of feedback across the weekend
sessions, which included: “Talk to us about what you have learned”,
“Talk to us about what you have learned is going to motivate you”,
and “Talk to us about how we can improve this session”. Facilitators
advised that in the smaller groups, participants took turns to be an
interviewer who would ask the topic questions, and an interviewee
to answer. Given the three topics and three participants per group,
each man assumed the role of interviewer for at least one question.

Due to safeguarding recommendations and policies in line with
other third-sector organisations [21], ChildSafe, were unable to
disclose the personal details of participants to the research team.
Consequently, it was not possible to use the existing consent process



in Gabber. Instead, we used pseudonymous initials and our own
email address to preconfigure Gabber before each session to provide
the facilitators and the lead researcher with access to the recording.

Figure 1: Participants using Gabber topics for discussion

4.1.2 Listening and Using Feedback. Following each session, fa-
cilitators and the lead researcher met to discuss how the training
was received, and to identify ways to improve future sessions in
response to recorded feedback and participants actions (i.e. physical
posture, attitude, etc.). Each sensemaking session lasted 1 hour and
was configured around the playback of captured audio feedback.
Although the facilitators were encouraged to type responses to con-
tent through Gabber’s webpage component (Figure 2), due to time
restrictions, the group suggested that the lead researcher use the
Gabber web interface, and that they dictate what to write and when
in the audio to create these comments. The lead researcher wrote
down facilitator’s responses verbatim to prevent confirmation bias
or cherry-picking what reflections she deemed most interesting,
important or essential for the process.

5 FINDINGS
This section presents reflections from our observations and use of
Gabber for capturing and interpreting feedback within our engage-
ment with our third-sector collaborator. Our findings document
observations across four courses (March — June 2018) of the lead
researcher’s longer ethnographic engagement with ChildSafe, out-
lining challenges when capturing feedback in sessions (with P1–P8)
and reflective meetings with ChildSafe staff (CW1–CW4).

5.1 Capturing User Feedback in Sessions
Prior to using Gabber, the session facilitators were made aware of
the social desirability effect [13], whereby participants may be more
likely to share positive answers to questions that they perceive to
be endorsed, and less likely to report answers that would not be. In
our project, the lead researcher was concerned of a positive bias and
over-representation of positive opinions towards the introduction of
Gabber and its inclusion in the course activities. This was mitigated

in sessions by outlining that the facilitators welcomed negative
feedback as the lead researcher was not involved in its creation.

The lead researcher observed that Gabber helped to mitigate
awkward silences that facilitators reported occurring during other
group sessions. This could be because participants felt more com-
fortable to discuss answers to Gabber’s topics within a smaller
group, which could alleviate some of the pressure that may result
from responding to the facilitators and the rest of the group. The
process of pressing the record button and selecting to change the
topic on the interface also had an effect, prompting a considered
response from the men out of concern for leaving “dead space”
on the recording. In particular, placing a service user as an “inter-
viewer” role disrupted the standard power dynamics present within
many educational domestic violence interventions, and some later
described that being placed in this role empowered them with au-
thority to probe others on sensitive topics of violence that they were
personally familiar with. They highlighted that reflecting amongst
groups of people with similar experiences to their own made them
be more honest and forthcoming in comparison to discussing one-
on-one with facilitators or other public service officials. This was
also highlighted by facilitators after sessions who noted that much
of the discussion that they overheard was more candid than when
the service users spoke to them.

5.2 Reflective Meetings with ChildSafe
Across the space of four reflective sensemaking sessions with Child-
Safe, 224 minutes of discussions between facilitators was recorded.
127 annotations were created by the lead researcher (directed by
ChildSafe’s staff) on 78 minutes and 41 seconds of service user
feedback collected through Gabber, from a total of 100 minutes and
33 seconds. As such we annotated 78% of the complete coverage,
excluding speech that was judged off-topic or inaudible.

The shortest annotation contained 4 words to reiterate a quote
from a participant, and the longest annotation was 82 words that
included facilitator reflections on how two participants were con-
versing with each other with specific reference to tone and language
choice (Figure 2). Of these annotations, roughly two-thirds (78) were
reflective in that the facilitators deliberated onwhat the participants
were contributing to the discussion, and how to best summarise or
respond to concerns or praises raised. The remaining annotations
(49) represented direct quotes from participants that were powerful,
pithy or required flagging, such as expressing encouragement for
negative behaviours. Permission was granted by ChildSafe for the
lead researcher to temporarily have access to recordings totalling
100 minutes and 33 seconds through Gabber (where participants’
full names are not shown) for the duration of this paper’s analysis
period. This analysis was performed via Gabber’s website where a
temporary account was generated so the researcher could listen to
the audio feedback, and read ChildSafe’s subsequent annotations.

Two themes emerged through an inductive content analysis [15]
of all feedback: Vocalising Feedback andHearing the Difference, while
a third theme was identified through the collaborative sensemaking
activities with ChildSafe: Voice as a Resource.

5.2.1 Vocalising Feedback. Gabber was reported to provide an im-
portant channel for capturing short but nuanced forms of audio
feedback within groups, particularly for those with lower literacy



levels who struggle with online surveys or paper questionnaires.
Each participant stated that although it was difficult to attend some-
thing designed to educate and challenge them on their previously
abusive behaviour, they appreciated the non-judgmental space of
the course. Despite the circumstances that led to their attendance,
they appreciated “getting some say” (P8) in this feedback process.
The range of multimedia activities including worksheets, interac-
tive quizzes, videos, role-play and focus group style questions were
welcomed by participants as alternative ways of expressing learning
and attitudes towards sensitive topics. In particular, participants
who demonstrated dislike or distress at being unable to read or
complete the course worksheets found greater comfort in audibly
expressing their thoughts and opinions towards the content.

Figure 2: Viewing comments created by staff using Gabber.

5.2.2 Hearing the Difference. In most of the audio captured in the
AM session, participants demonstrated considerably more reluc-
tance to engage with course content, and many spent most of the
time justifying or denying their abusive behaviours. By the PM
session, participants spoke of learning that had taken place during
the day and started to disclose intimate and sensitive reflections.
Facilitators paid close attention to one participant (P3) who was
heard stating “I shouldn’t really be here, it’s not aimed at me” in
the AM session, to “I’m going to stop being so selfish, which I have
been” in the PM session. While we cannot attribute this change
in attitude to the use of Gabber, it was reassuring that the system
was able to capture situated reflection of serious behaviours. The
facilitators were surprised to hear a difference in the service users’
attitudes in such a short-term intervention (in contrast to a longer
20 week course), and were enthused to take audible feedback as
validation that they, as an organisation, were “doing something right”
(CW2). Despite their training, facilitators explained that it was rela-
tively hard to remember exact user responses and attitudes towards
course material, particularly across the length of an intervention.
With the introduction of Gabber however, the facilitators explained
that the system managed to record what would normally be missed
across the session, and could potentially demonstrate behaviour
change to other service providers.

5.2.3 Voice as a Resource. During the four sensemaking activities
with service providers, concerns for the use of audio recordings
was a recurring issue, with facilitators stating its audible format
brought both exciting potentials for innovative service design, but
were troubled about ensuring additional service user protection

from identification:

“when you can hear real people, it’s powerful ... but
people in our organisation could identify them [service
users] if they have heard or spoken to the men ... they’d
know their voice” (CW2).

The team expressed that, if not managed carefully, using ser-
vice user’s voices as a resource could potentially put the team in a
“difficult situation” (CW4) that required choosing between: repre-
senting the service user’s unadulterated opinion and risk identifi-
cation through violation of safeguarding requirements, or by using
alternative representations (i.e. transcripts) that remain within safe-
guarding limits. They reflected that who this material would be
listened to should be factored into this decision: it is one thing for
another service user to benefit from listening to a conversation for
an intervention on their premises, to sharing material with other
agencies for awareness, educational, or evaluatory purposes.

Although the team gained written consent from participants
for the use of their data in an evaluation, they identified further
limitations with participants having to physically re-consent if the
potential use of this data changed. While maintaining security,
privacy and agency over an individual’s data is core to the EU’s
General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) [16], the facilitators
identified that the individualised nature of gaining consent could
potentially “hinder community efforts to improve and tailor services”
(CW1). When asked to clarify, service providers justified that al-
though organisations had to ensure excellent data sharing practices
with respect to an individual’s care, the same practices were (un-
derstandably) not expected from service users to share their data,
particularly for “hard to reach” populations. The research team
found this especially interesting, as data for ‘vulnerable’ groups is
frequently only discussed with respect to keeping it secure, rather
than viewing it as a potential resource for collective, community
responses to domestic violence. The facilitators clarified that they
were not advocating for relaxed regulations around personal data,
only that taking an individualised focus on consent and owner-
ship of such data could isolate it from attempts to combat future
patterns of violence. As domestic violence is rarely as simple as
abuse between two individuals, we found this to be an insightful
perspective on understanding how to position service user voice as
a resource within this space.

5.3 Discussion
Our case study highlights the potential for the use of service users’
voice in the delivery and evaluation of domestic violence inter-
ventions. In particular, although identified as a valuable asset to
organisations, we have demonstrated through our engagement with
our local third-sector organisation that understanding it as such can
also bring about challenges. In this section we reflect on two factors
that may contribute to a more responsive dialogue between service
provider and user, particularly with respect to sensitive spaces;
Responding to Responsiveness, and Shaping the ‘Feed’ in Feedback.

5.3.1 Responding to Responsiveness. Being able to evidence clear
and meaningful design outcomes ethically within domestic violence
services has been identified as a source of contention for both ser-
vice users and providers [25, 31, 35]. Our case study demonstrates



that recognising the inherent value of service user voice alone can-
not mitigate problems of engagement in service design, without
inadvertently generating new ones. Indeed, our work uncovered
challenges regarding the concern for the essential safeguarding
practices of service users [6, 19], and the frustration in the indi-
vidualised nature of data protection regulations [16] that were
considered to ‘hinder’ social progress to structural and societal
problems. Personal data is essential for an individual’s care within
ChildSafe for updating different organisations of a person’s con-
tact information, progression and behaviour. Yet domestic violence
interventions for violent men frequently consist of group work,
which makes the organisational data protection requirements of
mitigating against confidentiality breaches and provide individu-
als with greater control over their data, difficult. This is further
compounded through the capture of audio data, where technically
participants ‘own’ only segments of the media (where they speak),
and the facilitators being unable to foresee groups whom may ben-
efit from hearing this in educational or training contexts. We must
ask ourselves the following questions when data is consented for
one particular use case (in our case, intervention feedback): What
reconsent measures are required for sensitive, personal data to be
used elsewhere, particularly in services where the future use of data
may be unknown? Is reconsenting appropriate in cases where being
contacted could re-traumatise the individual from reminiscing on past
behaviour? How should we design digital tools that request permis-
sions from vulnerable populations that demonstrate flexible consent
models in sensitive contexts? As services are rarely funded and de-
signed in response to an individual and their needs, this poses a
unique problem for the design of evidence-based public services
that require iterative, flexible and responsive use of data [31, 35].

When we seek to support services being responsive to service
users through using their voice as a resource, we do not just mean
to be responsive to the unique needs or opinions expressed within
these recordings. Rather, we believe that being responsive to voice
requires us to engage with the dynamic, uncertain and temporal
quality of it, where attitudes on sensitive topics can be ‘captured’
and heard to change within a short period of time — such as in
our finding of Hearing the Difference. Audible data, as our lead
facilitator (CW1) rightly pointed out is ‘powerful’, perhaps more so
than traditional methods, as the practice of hearing nuances in tone
or diction is contained in a stable state such as an audible file. For
the service users themselves, the practice of generating this data,
being able to position themselves as an ‘interviewer’, if only briefly,
opens up spaces for more possibilities as to how service providers
can incorporate feedback into service delivery.

5.3.2 Shaping the ‘Feed’ in Feedback. Existing service feedback
technologies often aim to capture lightweight responses in a range
of formats (digitalised Likert surveys, video responses to questions,
etc.) in individual technologies (e.g. [11]), with limited work seeking
to leverage audio as a potential resource for public services despite
the simplicity of capture, and the richness that this material can
afford. We observed that despite Gabber simplifying ChildSafe’s
existing feedback capture process, the organisational working prac-
tices – and arguably the tense political context surrounding violence
– restricted how, like other engagements have highlighted [23, 42],

participatory this feedback process could become. In sensitive con-
texts, despite service users often being the hardest to reach, our
study confirmed they are still typically seen as excluded from the
process until an introduction of a small, but meaningful technical
system sought to challenge this. In this way, capturing and purpos-
ing voice can be seen, alongside other contexts [3], as providing
a way to democratise perspectives in spaces where opinions and
attitudes, are not only difficult but critical to be heard.

Through our work, we believed it was not enough for service
users to be listened to, as many individuals are already expressing
themselves (although not recorded) within such sessions. Rather,
our work demonstrated that it was important for their voice to
directly inform the following processes, such as being used for
sensemaking activities by ChildSafe. Building on the identified
problems with making sense of digitally captured feedback [11],
having the ability to record, reflect and annotate audio through
the same technical system attempted to discourage, rather than
enforce a ‘black-box’ approach to understanding and responding to
feedback. When using audio as a resource for the third-sector, as
we have shown with Gabber, it can only hold weight if paired with
an appropriate method of how to use this resource appropriately.

6 CONCLUSIONS
The presence of domestic violence within communities is a serious
societal harm that damages individuals, families and localities, with
little being contributed to how we can best improve appropriate
public responses in this space. Through an on-going collaboration
with a third-sector organisation and the application of voice-based
technology, Gabber, for engagement and feedback, we have illus-
trated how service user voice can be used to capture feedback on
a domestic violence intervention for violent men. Our case study
demonstrated that the application of Gabber surfaced tensions
and possibilities for how user data may be used or (if appropriate)
reused, and the problems of reconsenting resistant groups within
public service design. As such, we argue that service user voice,
both inside sessions and outside sessions has real weight in shaping
the type of activities used in interventions, and also as a resource
for evidencing and driving change in public service design.

We foresee the potential of purposing Gabber in other commu-
nity contexts beyond domestic violencewhere evidencing responses
to local problems (essential for the drive for evidence-based pol-
icy) is paramount but fraught with complications including low
literacy levels, disengagement and lack of technical knowledge. In
particular, communities that have a vested interest in the outcome
of such evidence collecting practices through engagement in data
interpretation or reporting of findings could particularly find the
flexibility of Gabber an important tool in their portfolio.
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