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Preface

Between 2019 and 2020, we were commissioned to evaluate the Norwegian trial of conducted energy weapons
(CEWs). The results from this work were later presented in a comprehensive report published in 2021. That report
underscored the need for ongoing research and systematic follow-ups to comprehensively gauge the implications
of CEW use in the Norwegian context. It identified several critical areas that warranted further examination,
including injury outcomes, officer training, public perceptions, and long-term impacts on police legitimacy and
trust. CEWs have been formally regulated and fully implemented since their nationwide introduction in
September 2021. This report serves as a follow-up conducted two years after their full implementation, drawing
on data collected in 2024-2025. As such, it responds directly to the recommendations of the initial evaluation and
builds on the foundation it laid, providing updated insights rooted in extensive analyses and newly collected data.
By continuing this work, we aim to bolster evidence-based policing practices and ensure that the continued use of
CEWs is guided by transparency, accountability and public confidence.

This follow-up study was conducted by interdisciplinary researchers Dr Jonas Hansson and Dr Miguel Inzunza,
both associate professors at the Unit of Police Work, Umea University, Sweden. Hansson served as project leader
for the scientific study and was responsible for the study design, alongside Dr Inzunza. The researchers jointly
contributed to data collection, the report structure, the analytical approach, comparative analyses, conclusions, and
recommendations.

We hope that this report contributes to informed decision-making and the development of policing practices that
are both effective and legitimate in the eyes of the public.

February 2026

Dr. Jonas Hansson and Dr. Miguel Inzunza
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Summary

This follow-up study examines how conducted energy weapons (CEWSs) have been integrated into Norwegian
policing since their nationwide introduction in 2021. Building on earlier recommendations, the study assesses their
operational use, impacts on officer and public safety, influence on decision-making, training needs, and citizen
perceptions. It employs a mixed-methods design, combining surveys of police officers (n=400) and citizens
(n=1000), CEW-related reports submitted to the National Police Directorate by the police districts (documented
police CEW incidents), and qualitative interviews and focus groups with officers.

CEWs now occupy a clearly defined intermediate position in the Norwegian use-of-force continuum, bridging the
gap between low-level options (e.g. verbal communication, physical control, pepper spray, batons) and firearms.
Documented police CEW incidents and officer accounts show that CEW discharges remain relatively rare, while
aiming, laser-painting and arcing are more common — and often sufficient to secure compliance. In 2024, officers
reported 337 threats and 213 uses of CEWs, with these figures shifting to 278 and 238 in 2025, respectively, and
injuries remaining consistently low and generally minor across both years. These findings align with officers’
perceptions that CEWs mitigate the need for physical grappling and may help to prevent some firearm discharges,
particularly in violent, intoxication-related, or acute psychiatric crisis scenarios occurring within confined spaces.

Officers generally report feeling safer when equipped with CEWSs, noting that the devices create tactical
opportunities to intervene earlier and with less risk. However, they often emphasise that CEWs do not constitute
a fail-safe measure: thick clothing, limited range, suboptimal probe spread and aiming error can compromise their
effectiveness. Thus, CEWs are often paired with firearm cover, especially in knife-related situations where
distance and timing are critical. Experienced officers also warn of potential overreliance among newer recruits
who have never worked in unarmed policing environments, stressing the need to maintain strong communication,
de-escalation skills and sound tactical reasoning, despite the availability of CEWs.

Citizen data reveal generally high trust in the police and strong support for CEWs as a less-lethal alternative to
firearms. Respondents in the older age range tend to be more positive overall, while younger respondents exhibit
greater scepticism. Prior exposure to information about CEWs boosts acceptance. At the same time, concerns
persist regarding disproportionate use-of-force — especially toward ethnic minorities — reflecting broader societal
debates. These findings underscore the importance of continued transparency, public communication, and robust
oversight.

Overall, CEWs have become an important part of Norway’s harm-reduction approach to policing. CEWs broaden
the tactical options available to officers, reduce the need for more injurious force and, in some cases, prevent the
need for firearm use. However, their effectiveness and legitimacy depend on high-quality training, strong
situational assessments, careful decision-making and ongoing monitoring. CEWs cannot replace professional
judgment or communication skills; rather, they must complement them to ensure proportional, safe and account
policing.

v



Introduction

The introduction of conducted energy weapons
(CEWs) marked a notable development in
contemporary policing, intended to enhance officer
safety while providing a less-lethal option for
managing high-risk situations. In Norway, CEW
implementation is part of a broader strategy to
strengthen operational effectiveness while ensuring
adherence to legal and ethical frameworks.

This report aims to provide an in-depth analysis of
the deployment and implications of CEWs within the
Norwegian police service. The report examines how
CEWSs have been integrated into Norwegian policing
practices, exploring their impact on law enforcement
operations, public safety, and the police’s overall
approach to the use-of-force.

Technical description of a CEW
A CEW is a device that discharges two darts,
connected to the device by thin conductive wires,
which deliver an electric current sufficient to
temporarily incapacitate a person by inducing
involuntary muscle contractions. CEWs function by
disrupting normal nerve signalling, resulting in a loss
of neuromuscular control (Axon, 2020) or
neuromuscular incapacitation (NMI). This condition
occurs when externally applied electrical pulses
override the body’s normal nerve signals, resulting
in involuntary muscle contractions and, in turn, an
inability to move in a coordinated manner
(Norwegian Police University College, 2018).

The Norwegian police currently deploy TASER
model T7 manufactured by Axon. These devices fire
two darts, attached to the main unit by thin
conductive wires, powered by a battery housed in a
pistol-grip device. When the darts embed in the
target’s body, they establish a closed electrical
circuit. These CEWs deliver approximately 20 short
electrical pulses per second, which is consistent with
the TASER T7’s documented pulse rate of 1820
pulses per second. The initial pulses use a high
open-circuit voltage of around 50,000 volts to
establish contact, while the resulting current remains
low at approximately 1.2 milliamperes. The voltage
that ultimately reaches the target is typically
somewhere between 840 and 11,440 volts. These
pulses induce involuntary contractions of skeletal
muscles but do not affect involuntary muscles, such
as the heart (Axon, 2020; Norwegian Police
University College, 2018). Beyond inducing muscle
contractions, however, CEWs generate significant
pain for the target.

For the circuit to function effectively, the darts must
achieve sufficient separation upon impact (Ho et al.,
2012). Optimal placement occurs when one dart
strikes the leg and the other strikes the abdomen
above the waist, although other configurations can
still achieve NMI. The maximum operational range
of the CEWs used by the Norwegian police is 7.6
metres (Norwegian Police University College,
2018).

In addition to dart deployment, the device features
two warning mechanisms: a targeting laser and an
electrical arc, which produces visible sparks and an
audible crackling sound. The weapon may also be
applied directly to a person by activating the arc
function, which generates a visible electrical arc
across the front of the device. This method, known
as “drive stun”, does not induce NMI; instead, its
effect is solely reliant on pain compliance
(Norwegian Police University College, 2018).

CEW Regulation in Norway

The Norwegian police may use force in the
execution of their duties when doing so is deemed
necessary, reasonable and proportionate, in
accordance with Section 6 of the Police Act and
Sections 3-1 and 3-2 of the Police Instructions. The
use of CEWs has been formally regulated in Norway
since  their  nationwide introduction in
September 2021, and the current rules governing
their deployment are outlined in the official
Instructions on the Use of Certain Types of Force by
the Police (Politidirektoratet, 2024). CEWs may be
employed in situations involving a risk of death or
serious bodily harm for the responding police
officers or others. The use of CEWs is conditional on
impact weapons and pepper spray being deemed
insufficient,  inappropriate = or  demonstrably
ineffective. When circumstances allow, officers
must call for compliance and issue a clear warning
that a CEW may be used if their orders are not
followed.

CEWs may only be applied directly to the body
(“drive-stun”) when strictly necessary. When
considering CEW use, officers must also consider
the surrounding environment and the potential for
injury, including the risk of falling from significant
heights, falling into water, or setting off flammable
gases or liquids. CEWs are not to be used against
individuals who appear to be in poor general health
or against women who are visibly pregnant.
Individuals subjected to a CEW must receive
medical attention when necessary (Politidirektoratet,
2024).



Literature Review

The literature on CEWs reflects mounting scholarly
interest in their function within contemporary
policing and their broader implications for
use-of-force practices. This review provides an
overview of research on the use of CEWs in policing.

Theme 1: Extent and Patterns of
CEW Use

This theme explores the frequency of CEW use, the
contexts in which they are applied, their
relationships with other use-of-force options, and the
regulatory  frameworks that govern their
deployment.

Use Scenarios and Impacts on Other

Force Options

Prior studies on CEW use have found that over 75%
of incidents resulting in CEW deployments occur
indoors (White & Ready, 2010). More than 80% of
those targeted were male, with an average age of 35
(Lindberg, 2012). Nearly one-fifth were intoxicated
during the encounter, with many exhibiting signs of
mental instability. Approximately 95% displayed
violent behaviour, primarily directed at officers, and
40% were armed (White & Ready, 2007, 2010).
Research from New Zealand points to a steady
increase in CEW use between 2010 (56 average uses
per month) and 2017 (99 average uses per month), as
well as a shift from showing the CEW to actively
discharging it, a development linked to higher injury
rates. The number of CEWs available to officers also
rose substantially, from 681 devices in 2010 to 1,609
in 2016, a development that likely contributed to the
overall increase in deployments (den Heyer, 2020).
Additional evidence indicates that CEWs are
deployed more frequently against men, people with
mental health issues and those under the influence of
drugs (Dymond, 2018). Empirical research on CEW
deployment in the UK indicates that officers’
decisions to use these devices are shaped by a
combination of contextual and demographic factors.
Key predictive factors include the level of suspect
resistance, the individual’s gender and mental health
status, and officers’ assessments of the need to
protect themselves or third parties. Officers working
alone are more likely than those working in pairs or
teams to deploy CEWs (Dymond et al., 2024).

! Three-point contact occurs when drive-stun mode is applied
concurrently with probe deployment.

CEWs may serve as a substitute for both higher and
lower levels of force, including pepper spray, batons
and various control or restraint techniques (Adams
& Jennison, 2007). Findings from Swedish trials
indicate that CEWs can mitigate reliance on pepper
spray and batons, and potentially even reduce the
need to deploy firearms in certain situations (Ander
et al., 2020). Research also shows that CEWs are
deployed more frequently than pepper spray in
incidents involving individuals with mental illness
and those involving fleeing suspects (Brandl &
Stroshine, 2017). Similarly, the Norwegian trial
revealed that CEWs effectively fill the operational
gap between pepper spray or batons on the one hand
and firearms on the other, ultimately reducing
officers’ use of pepper spray and physical restraint
(Hansson et al., 2021).

Evidence on CEWs’ impact remains mixed. Some
studies indicate that CEWs can promote
de-escalation (O’Brien & Thom, 2014), whereas one
randomised controlled trial conducted in England
and Wales found that the mere presence of a CEW
increased both overall use-of-force and the
likelihood of assaults on officers (Ariel et al., 2019).
Quantitative data from Norway similarly showed no
significant change in the total frequency of force
used, although CEWs were frequently used to
replace pepper spray in many encounters. Interview
data from the same study indicated that officers
perceived CEWs as a tool that enables less intrusive
interventions and reduces the risk of escalation
(Hansson et al., 2021).

A separate study analysed 393 use-of-force reports
from the Ontario Provincial Police to identify
predictors of CEW application severity. Severity
was conceptualised along a four-level scale: display,
drive-stun, probe deployment and three-point
contact.! The findings revealed that probe
deployment was by far the most common modality
(72%), while display was extremely rare (1%).
Carrying out an arrest emerged as the strongest
predictor of high-severity CEW use, independent of
subject resistance or weapon possession. Weapon
possession and high-visibility lighting conditions
were also associated with greater severity, whereas
physical proximity between the officer and the
subject did not reduce the likelihood of more severe
CEW application (Sytsma et al., 2022).



Regulatory Framework

Regulatory frameworks vary considerably by
jurisdiction. Less restrictive policies have been
associated with higher levels of CEW use and
corresponding reductions in fatal police shootings
(Ferdik et al., 2014), whereas stricter regulations
have been linked to reduced CEW deployment
(Bishopp et al., 2014; Thomas et al., 2010). Amnesty
International (2018) has criticised insufficient
oversight and  accountability = mechanisms,
particularly regarding the use of drive-stun mode.
Overall, Norwegian officers emphasised the need for
clearer guidance on CEWs’ positioning within the
force continuum and called for more proactive use in
static situations (Hansson et al., 2021).

Theme 2: Operational Impact

and Task Performance

This theme explores the impact of CEWs on officers’
ability to carry out their duties, overall safety and
security, and the incidence of injuries and lethal
outcomes.

Task Execution

Officers in Norway reported that CEWs enhanced
operational flexibility by facilitating situational
control without the need to resort to firearms,
allowing for knife-related threats to be managed
more safely. CEWs were described as “just another
tool in the toolbox”, expanding tactical options
without eliminating the availability of any existing
measures (Hansson etal., 2021). Somers et al. (2020)
examined the effectiveness of CEWs in achieving
citizen compliance across 918 cases from three U.S.
police departments. Overall, CEWs were effective in
78% of deployments, although effectiveness varied
considerably by mode. Most notably, drive-stun
mode demonstrated an 88% effectiveness rate,
outperforming probe deployment (74%); this finding
runs counter to standard training protocols, which
prioritise probe use. CEWs were less effective on
male subjects but more effective on heavier
individuals and those under the influence of drugs or
alcohol; height was negatively associated with
probe-mode success. In cases involving drive-stun
mode, male officers were more than three times as
likely as female officers to report -effective
outcomes. Complementing these findings, Talapins
and Agafonovs (2020) highlight the value of CEWs
in de-escalating confrontations and promoting
officer safety, particularly in high-risk situations
where the use of firearms would be disproportionate.
Collectively, these studies suggest that, although
CEWs are generally effective tools, their success is

not guaranteed; rather, it is strongly shaped by
deployment mode and situational factors.

Officer Safety and Security

Adams and Jennison (2007) emphasise the
complexity of use-of-force decisions and note that
positioning CEWs early in the use-of-force
continuum would likely increase their use.
Evidently, officers must be provided with robust
decision-making training, as they must be able to
assess multiple factors within seconds. They also
point out that CEWs are not limited to situations that
would otherwise require firearms; they can also
replace less forceful interventions (e.g. control and
restraint) and tools like pepper spray and batons.
However, the authors caution against arbitrary use in
cases involving uncooperative but non-threatening
individuals, as doing so can lead to public relations
challenges. At the same time, CEWs may help de-
escalate situations and serve as a replacement for
firearms (O’Brien & Thom, 2014). One randomised-
controlled trial in England and Wales found that
CEW deployment was associated with increases in
the use-of-force by police as well as assaults on
officers, suggesting that the presence of CEWs may
escalate aggression, as is the case with other
weapons (Ariel et al., 2019). Regional trials offer
additional insights. In Sweden, officers have
reported feeling safer when equipped with CEWs
(Ander et al., 2020). In Norway, officers perceived
CEWs as enhancing safety, particularly by reducing
reliance on firearms, although some cautioned
against overconfidence and the risk of technical
failures (Hansson et al., 2021).

Injuries and Lethal-Force Outcomes
CEWs have been widely adopted as less-than-lethal
tools to reduce harm during violent police—citizen
encounters; however, their use has been linked to a
broad spectrum of injuries. The most commonly
documented harms are minor, such as abrasions,
contusions and probe-related puncture wounds
(Nielsen et al., 2025; Semple et al., 2025). However,
more severe injuries have also been reported,
including fractures, tendon ruptures and penetrating
trauma involving the skull, brain, eyes and chest
(Brasholt et al., 2024). Burns and ocular injuries
present additional risks, often stemming from the
impact of the probe or the electrical discharge itself
(Clarke & Andrews, 2014; Kroll et al., 2017).

Although CEWs are widely regarded as less lethal
than firearms, fatalities have occurred under specific
physiological and situational conditions. These
include pre-existing cardiac disease, drug



intoxication and prolonged physical struggle, all of
which can heighten vulnerability to CEW effects
(Jauchem, 2015; Strote & Hutson, 2006). Indirect
injuries — most notably fall-related trauma -
represent a significant risk associated with CEW use,
as falls can lead to traumatic brain injuries, including
fatal ones (Kroll et al., 2016). Electrical exposure
from CEWs has also been linked to a range of serious
medical outcomes, including seizures, cerebral
infarction, nerve damage, and cardiac arrhythmias
(Brasholt et al., 2024).

A further critical concern surrounds CEW failure in
the US context. Between 1985 and 2020, 1,349 fatal
officer-involved  shootings  (OISs)  occurred
following unsuccessful CEW deployment, with 723
of these incidents occurring in the final seven years
of that time period, accounting for approximately
10% of all fatal OIS cases during that timeframe
(Williams et al., 2022). Reported failure rates range
from 15% to 47% and are frequently linked to
situational conditions (e.g. distance, environmental
factors), suspect characteristics (e.g. thick clothing,
intoxication, aggressive resistance) and technical
malfunctions. Such failures can escalate encounters
to deadly force (Williams et al., 2022).

Systematic reviews indicate that while CEWs
typically reduce the duration of confrontations and
result in lower injury severity relative to batons and
police canines, they are associated with higher injury
rates than chemical agents, such as pepper spray
(Nielsen et al., 2025; Petersen et al., 2024). While
most CEW-related injuries are minor, the occurrence
of severe and fatal outcomes demonstrates the need
for robust operational protocols, comprehensive
training and systematic injury monitoring to mitigate
associated risks (Kocurkovd & Hrinko, 2023;
Semple et al., 2025).

Theme 3: Effectiveness and
Practical Consequences

This theme covers officers’ perceptions of CEWs’
effectiveness and necessity, as well as the practical
challenges and operational advantages associated
with carrying and deploying them.

CEW effectiveness

Although CEWSs are widely regarded as effective
tools for subduing aggressive individuals, their
performance is influenced by various operational
factors. Sheridan and Hepper (2022) report an
overall subdual effectiveness rate of 68.5% for the
TASER X2 in UK policing, with success strongly
linked to optimal probe placement (i.e. both probes

penetrating the skin). Effectiveness was significantly
lower when probes became lodged in clothing or the
probe spread was too narrow. Common causes of
failure included thick or loose clothing, probe misses
and insufficient probe separation. These findings are
consistent with prior research that uncovered
effective incapacitation in approximately 68% of
deployments (Hansson et al., 2021). Somers et al.
(2020) found that CEWs were effective in 78% of
deployments, while other studies have reported
effectiveness rates of 85-90% (Brandl & Stroshine,
2017; White & Ready, 2007, 2010). Officers
generally view CEWs as highly effective when a
“perfect hit” is achieved, but they note the devices’
various limitations, including short engagement
distances and challenges posed by moving targets
(Hansson et al., 2021). Comparative studies further
indicate that CEWs outperform pepper spray,
particularly against individuals exhibiting high
levels of resistance (Brandl & Stroshine, 2017).
However, effectiveness varies by mode of use, with
drive-stun mode consistently reported as more
effective than probe deployment (Somers et al.,
2020). Collectively, these findings underscore the
importance of tactical training focused on probe
placement, engagement distance and overcoming
clothing barriers to optimise incapacitation and
enhance safety for both officers and the public at
large.

Necessity, Added Value and

Complementary Tools

CEWs are often valued for their capacity to bridge
the gap between lower-level force options and
firearms, enabling less intrusive interventions while
reducing the risk of escalation (Ander et al., 2020;
Hansson et al., 2021). The Norwegian police regard
them as complementary rather than substitutive
tools, with officers emphasising the need to retain a
broad range of force options, including pepper spray,
batons and firearms, to effectively respond to diverse
operational scenarios (Hansson et al., 2021).

Physical and Tactical Challenges
Effectiveness may be compromised by factors such
as clothing barriers, dart placement and
environmental conditions (Somers etal., 2020).
Reported challenges include the limited visibility of
laser aiming points in daylight, suboptimal holster
ergonomics, and the need to maintain an adequate
safety distance (>2 m) to ensure sufficient probe
spread. Officers in Norway emphasised that tactical
training is essential to mitigate these limitations
(Hansson et al., 2021).



Decision-Making and Uncertainty
CEW deployment decisions are shaped by
situational factors, suspect behaviours and officers’
confidence in the device. Technological capabilities
(e.g. the ability to incapacitate a subject from a
distance) may also influence patrol patterns and
officers’ risk exposure (Dymond, 2020; Hansson
etal, 2021). A recent systematic review of the
factors underlying police decisions regarding CEW
use highlights the need for further research to better
understand these dynamics and ensure that policy
frameworks remain evidence-based and effective.
Most notably, the review emphasises the relationship
between the number of officers present in a situation
and the likelihood of CEW deployment, indicating
that staffing configurations may play a meaningful
role in shaping use-of-force decisions (Elliot-Davies
et al., 2024). The same authors refer to Brandl and
Stroshine (2017) to suggest that the association
between larger crews and increased CEW use may
simply reflect an increased probability that a
CEW-equipped officer is present.

Theme 4: Demographic
Differences

This theme covers whether patterns of CEW use and
associated outcomes vary across demographic
factors, such as age, gender, and ethnicity.

Gender, Age and Experience

Officer gender may influence perceptions of CEW
effectiveness, with male officers being more likely
than their female counterparts to report successful
outcomes when using drive-stun mode (Somers
et al., 2020). Data from the Norwegian trial similarly
revealed that male officers accounted for over 90%
of CEW use. However, we do not have information
about the underlying gender composition of the
involved units, which limits our ability to interpret
this figure. Although female officers reported feeling
equally safe when equipped with CEWs, they
deployed the device less frequently. The officers
suggested that CEWs may be particularly beneficial
for physically smaller officers, as the devices
mitigate reliance on strength-based techniques
(Hansson et al., 2021).

A study on gender differences in the use-of-force
among transit police in the U.S., based on 789
incidents in 2009-2016, found that male officers
were responsible for most force incidents overall.
Following the introduction of CEWSs, male and
female officers used the devices at similar rates.
However, gender differences persisted in other force

types: female officers were more likely to use pepper
spray and firearms, whereas male officers favoured
hand control and baton techniques. Predictors of
force type included suspect resistance, suspect
intoxication and the presence of witnesses
(Schell-Busey et al., 2025).

Theme 5: Training, Policy and
Implementation Considerations

This theme covers how training, organisational
policies and implementation strategies shape CEW
use and support adherence to legal and ethical
standards.

Training Practices, Equipment
Availability and Future

Technological Developments

CEW-related training must emphasise situational
judgment, mental health awareness and clear
limitations on multiple discharges. The Independent
Police Complaints Commission (IPCC, 2014)
highlights the importance of monitoring CEW use
and ensuring that drive-stun mode does not replace
verbal conflict-management techniques. Future
technological developments may include adaptive
energy output and enhanced dart penetration.
Training should also address the known limitations
of CEWs, including effective distance, clothing
barriers and the difficulty of engaging moving
targets, while reinforcing the importance of tactical
coordination (Hansson et al., 2021).

The TASER 10 from Axon is a next-generation
CEW offering an effective range of up to 13.7 m —
nearly double that of previous models. The TASER
10 offers more opportunities than other less-lethal
options to immediately stop a threat without
reloading. The TASER 10 is an energy weapon that
uses two connected probes. The first trigger pull fires
a single probe without electrical charge, while the
second trigger pull fires the second probe and
delivers the charge, inducing NMI in the target. The
device offers additional chances to achieve NMI
with subsequent trigger pulls if the initial probes do
not achieve the desired effect. By leveraging smart
technology, the TASER 10 avoids delivering
excessive charge. Regardless of how many probes
are connected, the device delivers current only to the
four best connections. In addition, the device
operates at a reduced voltage of about 1,000 volts,
well below the 50,000 volts of the TASER 7 (Axon,
2025).



Theme 6: Critical Analysis of
CEWs in Policing and Citizen
Perceptions

This theme covers critical analyses of CEW use,
highlighting concerns over disproportionate
deployment, structural inequalities and ethical risks.
It also highlights how citizen support varies by
group, underscoring the need for transparency and
effective communication.

Dymond (2022) offers a critical and analytically
rigorous examination of CEWSs, challenging
dominant narratives that frame them either as neutral
technologies or as inherently safer than firearms.
Central to Dymond’s (2022) argument is the claim
that CEWs are not merely operational tools but
socio-technical actors that actively shape policing
practices, discretionary decision-making and the
broader systems of accountability in which they are
embedded. Dymond (2022) challenges the notion
that increased CEW adoption represents neutral
technological progress towards a benign alternative
to firearms. Rather, she argues that CEW use often
reflects — and may exacerbate — structural issues
already present within policing systems, including
inconsistent decision-making practices, limited
supervisory controls and entrenched racial and social
inequalities. The findings highlight troubling
patterns of disproportionate deployment, especially
against ethnic minority populations and individuals
experiencing mental health crises. Dymond (2022)
emphasises that official narratives of safety obscure
the profound physical pain, fear and loss of
autonomy experienced by those subjected to CEWs,
not to mention the long-term psychological impacts
that sometimes follow. TASERD (2023) further
contends that concentrated police activity in certain
areas results in disproportionate enforcement in
those communities, increasing residents’ exposure to
proactive policing. They also notes that the

likelihood of CEW use reflects the intensity of police
presence in a given area. Together, these patterns
suggest that social conditions and institutional
policing priorities can result in outcomes that
disproportionately affect Black and other minority
communities relative to wealthier, predominantly
white neighbourhoods.

Dymond (2022) argues that vague operational
guidelines and uneven training regimes place a
significant burden on frontline officers to interpret
complex  situational demands, leading to
inconsistencies that heighten ethical risks and the
potential for harm. In response, Dymond (2022) calls
for  comprehensive reforms rooted in
human-rights-based principles, including clearer
operational standards, robust oversight mechanisms
and strengthened accountability structures, to ensure
legitimacy, transparency and public trust.

CEW use against individuals experiencing mental
health crises is both common and highly contested.
Hallett et al. (2021) show that individuals
undergoing mental distress are disproportionately
subjected to CEW deployment. Similarly, Bailey et
al. (2016) report that subjects with mental illness and
those under the influence of drugs face an elevated
risk of being subject to multiple shocks. Despite
these concerns, public confidence in CEWs remains
high in Norway, with individuals who are better
informed about their use expressing more positive
views and a heightened sense of safety (Hansson et
al., 2021). One Canadian study showed that support
for CEW use by police varies by demographic group:
Women, young people and ethnic minorities were
the least supportive, whereas white respondents were
over three times more likely than Indigenous or other
minority groups to endorse it. These findings
underscore the importance of targeted community
engagement and communication strategies (Oriola et
al., 2016).



Methods and Materials

This follow-up study consists of a quantitative
component (based on data collected from Norwegian
police officers and citizens, as well as reported CEW
incidents) and a qualitative component (which draws
from interviews with Norwegian police officers).
This section outlines the study’s contextual
background, design, data-collection methods
(including sampling strategies and procedural steps)
and analytical approaches.

Context

The Norwegian police are organised into 12 distinct
districts, each with overall responsibility for police
operations within its designated area. The force
comprises approximately 11,000 police officers, of
whom 38% are women (Norwegian Police, 2024).
The Norwegian police divide their emergency
response personnel into different categories:
Category 4 includes officers with basic police
training; Category 3 includes officers with
supplementary competence and training to handle
more demanding armed missions, though they do not
form a special unit; Category 2 comprises the Royal
Police Escort and the Norwegian Police Security
Service; and Category 1 is the national tactical unit
(Beredskapstroppen). Officers in Categories 1 and 2
handle complex incidents, such as hostage
situations, terrorism and protective security tasks.
They were not considered in this study, which
focuses instead on Category 3 and 4 officers.

Until 1 July 2025, the Norwegian police operated
under a general principle of being unarmed, meaning
that officers did not routinely carry firearms while
carrying out their duties (Politidirektoratet, 2025).
Notably, however, in the preceding years, temporary
armament measures were implemented at various
intervals in response to elevated security threats.
Authorisation to carry firearms could be granted in
accordance with established regulations to
designated emergency response personnel within
police districts. In addition to firearms (including
both pistols and two-handed weapons?), the
Norwegian police are equipped with a range of non-
lethal instruments, such as CEWs, pepper spray,
batons and handcuffs (Politidirektoratet, 2024). It
should be noted that all data collection for this study
— except for the focus groups — was conducted prior
to the introduction of general armament.

2 Two-handed weapons refer to rifles and long guns.

Design

This cross-sectional study was conducted following
the introduction of CEWs to the Norwegian police.
Both quantitative and qualitative data were collected
to provide a nuanced, up-to-date understanding of
the impact of CEWs on police operations. The
quantitative data from the police officers were
collected during spring 2025 from police officers
with field experience using a survey that included
questions about perceptions of and experiences with
violence, threats, injuries, use-of-force, safety,
security and contact with the public, with a particular
focus on CEW use. We also conducted in-depth
interviews with police officers about their
experiences with CEWs; these were complemented
by focus groups designed to explore and
problematise key issues from multiple perspectives.
To examine legitimacy-related matters from a citizen
perspective, we also conducted a survey of citizens
during august. Integrating these approaches could
provide a reasonable foundation for results with high
reliability and validity. The quantitative component
provides a degree of generalisability, while the
qualitative = component incorporates  broader
perspectives on CEW use in the Norwegian context.

Quantitative data collection

This study’s quantitative component includes
several data sets, each providing valuable
information: police officer data, citizen data and data
on reported incidents with CEW compiled by the
police. Data collected from police officers provides
insights into their experiences with threats, violence,
injuries, use-of-force decisions and interactions with
the public, as well as their perceptions of safety and
interactional constructs, such as perspective-taking
(PT). Data gathered from citizens provides
information on their perceptions of the police in
general and, more specifically, of police equipped
with CEWs.

The first data set was derived from a survey
administered to field police officers who were
selected for and willing to participate in the project.
This survey, which covered several areas of interest,
was distributed by the National Police Directorate,
and data was collected using a secure digital survey
tool at Umed University. Data was anonymised
across the two steps of the data-collection process:
the National Police Directorate sent the survey link,
and the submitted data was securely stored at Umeé



University and made available only to the
responsible researcher. In total, approximately 400
police officers participated in the survey. Some
survey responses were missing information for
certain variables, resulting in fewer participants for
some analyses.

Citizen data was collected in August 2025 using an
external company in Norway. Data were collected
from citizens through a survey sent out by e-mail. A
pre-existing survey on perceptions of the Norwegian
police was expanded to include items developed to
provide more precise information on perceptions of
CEW use. This data-collection process involved
approximately 1,000 respondents.

The third data set on documented CEW uses was
compiled by the National Police Directorate on an
ongoing basis starting in January 2023. We present
data from 2024 and 2025, during the period in which
the CEW was fully implemented. These data are
updated regularly. Each district documents its use of
CEWSs and reports to the National Police Directorate,
and the dataset includes all reported CEW-related
incidents (documented police CEW incidents). The
material is divided into three sections: threat of use,
use, and drive-stun mode.

Participants

This study’s quantitative component drew on two
distinct participant groups — police officers and
citizens — to capture perspectives from practitioners
with direct operational experience and members of
the public.

Police Officers

An inclusion criterion was formulated requiring that
participating police officers should be field police
officers (and therefore have access to CEWs). The
survey garnered 400 responses from police officers,
though one respondent was excluded from most
analyses because responses lacked variation, which
could threaten validity. The sample size varied
slightly by analysis, as some participants had
missing responses to certain items (i.e. internal
missing data).

Citizens

The data collected from citizens was cross-sectional,
and approximately 1,000 citizens were surveyed.
The data was evenly distributed by gender, with 48%
of respondents identifying as female. The age
distribution was 18-89 and approximately normal,
with a mean age of 54 years.

Instruments

The survey conducted with police officers included
several sections, the first of which covered their
demographic information and experience as police
officers (e.g. age, gender, experience with
operational patrol duty). Another section posed a
block of questions on the safety and security of
police work, mirroring a previous evaluation of
CEWs in the Swedish context (Ander et al., 2020).
Items on usage frequency were based on a six-month
timeframe. Key constructs relevant to policing were
measured using validated instruments. Cognitive
empathy, or perspective-taking (PT), was included
in the survey due to its relevance for understanding
conditions that promote effective citizen contact
(Inzunza, 2015a, 2015b). Items were designed to
capture processes essential to PT, such as whether
respondents attempt to understand others. Responses
were recorded along a six-point Likert scale ranging
from “never” to “always”.

Another instrument was the previously adapted Use-
of-Force Choice (UFC) from Inzunza (2018), which
presents several hypothetical but plausible scenarios
and has been used in other policing contexts. The
instrument assessed participants’ preferred use-of-
force options in specific situations, enabling an
evaluation of potential group differences. Responses
were recorded along a five-point Likert scale
reflecting the likelihood of each choice.

For the survey administered to citizens, we added a
few items to an instrument that had previously been
used to collect information on citizens’ perceptions
of the police. Beyond the questions based on the
procedural justice paradigm for evaluating police
performance (Wolfe et al., 2016), we incorporated
more specific items to examine citizens’ perceptions
of CEW implementation within the police, as well as
officers’ use-of-force towards particular societal
groups. Responses were recorded using a five-point
Likert scale ranging from “strongly disagree” to
“strongly agree”. An additional “don’t know” option
was included to gauge participants’ level of
knowledge in this area. To further enhance validity,
citizens were asked whether they had any personal
experience with CEW use, whether they had
witnessed it firsthand, and whether they had seen a
video of the tool in action, allowing for comparisons
between those with and without prior exposure.

Quantitative Analyses

Most of the results are presented using descriptive
statistics. Some continuous variables were recoded
into meaningful categorical bins by grouping values



into defined intervals (e.g. low, medium, high) using
SPSS to facilitate interpretation and analysis. This
binning process facilitated clearer comparisons
across categories while reducing data complexity.
One such variable was experience of operational
patrol duty, which was recoded into three distinct
categories: “up to five years”, “more than 5 years, up
to 10 years” and “more than 10 years”. Items that
exhibited observable differences in theoretically
relevant areas were analysed at the group level using
chi-square tests and other appropriate statistical
procedures. Significant differences are discussed in
terms of their practical importance using Cramér’s
V, which ranges from 0 (indicating no association)
to 1 (indicating a perfect association) (Walker &
Maddan, 2008). Differences in group means were
examined using appropriate statistical tests.
Independent t-tests were applied for two-group
comparisons, whereas analysis of variance
(ANOVA) was used when comparing means across
more than two groups. The threshold for statistical
significance was set at p < 0.05. It should also be
noted that when the mean is used to describe a
categorical (e.g., Likert-type) variable, it functions
as a summary measure that helps convey the overall
direction of respondents’ answers in an interpretable
way.

Qualitative Data Collection
Qualitative data collection was conducted across two
phases. Individual interviews were conducted in
June 2025 with police officers who had direct
experience with CEWs. In addition, focus groups
with police officers were conducted in September
2025, to deepen our understanding of the survey
results and explore shared experiences regarding
CEW use. These sessions provided valuable insights
into officers’ operational perceptions and decision-
making processes. Participant selection was
conducted in collaboration with an organiser from
the Police Operations Section of the Norwegian
police, with an emphasis on including both male and
female officers of varying ages and experience
levels. Participation was voluntary, and no invited
officers declined. However, one officer was
ultimately unable to attend and, thus, could not
participate.

Individual Interviews with Police
Officers

Individual interviews were conducted with two
female officers and six male police officers, aged
25-50 (mean of 35), with 2-24 years of service
(mean of 9). The interviews lasted between one hour
and 90 minutes. They were semi-structured,

recorded and transcribed using an Al-based
transcription tool. Detailed notes were also taken and
later refined by the researchers. The interviews
focused on experiences with CEW use, perceptions
of threats and violence, and the influence of CEW
use on such encounters.

Focus Groups with Police Officers
Four focus groups were conducted with police
officers from three local police districts and one
training instructor unit. Each group consisted of four
participants (except one, which proceeded with three
participants due to one officer not showing up). In
total, 15 officers participated: two female, 13 male;
aged 32-49 (mean of 37); and with 9-25 years of
service (mean of 12). Each focus group interview
lasted about 90 minutes.

Prior to the start of each focus group, participants
were asked to complete a short survey on CEW use,
including four hypothetical situations in which they
were asked to indicate whether they would choose to
use a CEW. The survey responses served as a basis
for the group discussions, helping to frame and
contextualise the participants’ reasoning and shared
experiences. The focus groups were recorded and
transcribed using an Al-based transcription tool.

Qualitative Analyses

Interviews with police officers were analysed using
qualitative content analysis, as described by
Graneheim et al. (2017). The transcripts and
accompanying notes were analysed alongside the
audio recordings and segmented into condensed
meaning units derived from the study’s primary
research areas. These meaning units were
categorised according to the participants’
perceptions, lived experiences and interpretative
insights. The research team collaboratively reviewed
and refined the meaning units to ensure analytical
rigour. To enhance the credibility and reliability of
the findings, representative quotations from the
transcripts were used to illustrate the meaning units
and their underlying content. To protect participants’
anonymity, all place names were anonymised. All
findings based on the qualitative data are presented
according to the themes relevant to the central
research areas.

Ethical Guidelines

We adhered to all relevant ethical guidelines for
research in the social sciences and humanities. The
participants consented to taking part in the study
after being informed of both its purpose and how
their data would be used (The Swedish Research
Council, 2024).



Findings

The findings presented in this section were obtained
through a mixed-methods design that combined
quantitative and qualitative data. The material is
presented thematically, with themes organised to
explore the study’s research focus. The quantitative
component provides an overview of general patterns
in officers’ perceptions of and experiences with
CEWs, including information reported by police
officers on CEW use. These quantitative findings are
followed by qualitative insights from individual
interviews and focus groups, offering a more
nuanced understanding of relevant attitudes,
decision-making  processes and  operational
challenges. Finally, we present the findings of the
citizen survey, which contribute a valuable
perspective to the overall assessment.

Participants From the Police
Survey

Table 1 presents information on the background and
professional experience of the police officers
included in the analysis.

Table 1. Police officers’ background and professional experience

2025
Total number police 399
officers
n %
Age categories 25 or 13 33
below
26 -30 79 19.8
31-35 105 26.3
36 - 40 80 20.0
41 -45 50 12.5
46 - 50 39 9.8
51-55 23 5.8
56 - 60 5 1.3
Missing 5 1.3
Gender Female 89 223
Male 309 77.4
Does not 1 0.3
want to
disclose
Years of service Mean / 11.32/
SD 7.50
Experience of Mean / 10.22/
operational patrol SD 7.61
duty
IP Category
1P3 103 25.8
1P4 296 74.0
Work schedule (last Daytime 45 11.3
6 months)
Night 3 0.8
Two-shift 66 16.5
Three- 285 71.4

shift

Notably, the proportion of female officers varied
considerably across the age categories. Despite
representing just 22.4% of the overall study
population, females accounted for 40.5% of officers
in the 26-30 age group, whereas they accounted for
only 14.0% in the 4145 age group. This pattern was
consistent, with fewer female officers appearing in
the older age groups. Female representation among
respondents was also uneven across the IP
categories. Six female officers reported IP3 category
and 83 reported IP4 category, reflecting a
substantially higher level of female officers within
IP4.

The participating police officers were distributed
across the considered police districts shown in Table
2.

Table 2. Self-reported district allocation.

2025

n %
Oslo 52 133
Ost 64 16.0
Ser-Ost 59 14.8
Innlandet 24 6.0
Agder 15 3.8
Ser-Vest 35 8.8
Vest 12 3.0
More og Romsdal 1 3
Trendelag 41 10.3
Nordland 47 11.8
Troms 21 53
Finnmark 28 7.0




Extent and Patterns of CEW Use

This theme examines the frequency of self-reported CEW use over a six-month period, the contexts in which
deployments occurred, and the extent to which CEW introduction reshaped overall force profiles.

Use Scenarios and Impacts on Other Force Options

This subtheme examines how frequently CEWs are used and the types of situations in which officers consider
them an appropriate tactical option. In addition, it details how the introduction and routine availability of CEWs
influence officers’ reliance on other force options, providing an overview of how CEWs fit into officers’ broader
array of use-of-force options.

Survey data
Figure 1 provides an overview of the reported use-of-force.

Wotimes

1 time
used CEW in & situation where, without it, you would have fired a waming shot or aimed shot[oJ] Ei:;:::
discharged CEW[{: o] =;:::::
used CEW for a drive-stun il_a Es:;:::
arced with CEW[{z] 25| =::::::
W10 times or more

iluminated someone with the laser function of CEWI[jiZ]
aimed CEW at an individualll |2} 7]
varbally threatened with the use of CEW[[[i [ i1]
experienced that your dog, on its own initiative, has defended the handler or itself[o]
actively used a patrol dog to ensure control over a person[{i]
fired aimed shots with a two-handed weapon
fired warning shots with a two-handed weaponf]
threatened with the use of a two-handed weapon[(! B}
fired aimed shots with a gun
fired warning shots with a gun
threatened with a gun[f 2 [l
used punches and kicks[o]3]
hit @ person with a baton
threatened with the use of a baton[iZ]
used pepper sprayi{ 3]
threatened with the use of pepper spray[ldz][3] 5]
used handcuffs 2]
used transport and arrest methods (arrest technique) =
used verbal force (orders and warnings) pglafa m
used verbal communication technigues £iRd @ B 13108

Figure 1. Self-reported use-of-force by category (percent). Question: How many times, in connection with carrying out an assignment
during the past six months... (indicate the number that is most accurate).

The percentage of respondents reporting CEW use in the past six months varies by mode of use. Verbal threats
with a CEW are the most frequently reported, with 33% of officers indicating 1 to 4 uses. In contrast, only 3% of
officers reported using drive-stun mode, each reporting 1 to 2 uses. The highest frequency is observed in the use-
of-force category verbal communication, with only 3% reporting the alternative 0 times (Figure 1).
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Table 3. Self-reported use-of-force categories (last six months), from most frequent to least frequent

n Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation
used verbal communication techniques 399 1 11 9.33 2.934
used verbal force (orders and warnings) 399 1 11 7.75 3.538
used handcuffs 399 1 11 6.12 3.538
used transport and arrest methods 399 1 11 5.65 3.501
(arrest technique)
verbally threatened with CEW 399 1 11 1.59 1.087
aimed CEW at an individual 399 1 11 1.50 1.010
illuminated someone with the laser 399 1 11 1.50 1.098
function of CEW
threatened with the use of pepper spray 399 1 11 1.32 .849
arced with CEW 399 1 7 1.20 .635
threatened with a gun 399 1 9 1.17 .649
discharged CEW 399 1 5 1.12 389
used pepper spray 399 1 11 1.09 575
actively used a patrol dog to ensure 399 1 11 1.08 .601
control over a person
used CEW in a situation where, without 399 1 4 1.06 277
it, you would have fired a warning shot
or aimed shot
threatened with the use of a two-handed 399 1 4 1.06 311
weapon
used punches and kicks 399 1 5 1.06 299
threatened with the use of a baton 399 1 11 1.05 519
used CEW for a drive-stun 399 1 3 1.04 227
experienced that your dog, on its own 399 1 11 1.03 .503
initiative, has defended the handler or
itself
fired warning shots with a two-handed 399 1 2 1.00 .050
weapon
fired aimed shots with a two-handed 399 1 1 1.00 .000
weapon
fired aimed shots with a gun 399 1 1 1.00 .000
fired warning shots with a gun 399 1 1 1.00 .000
hit a person with a baton 399 1 1 1.00 .000

Table 3 presents the information from the preceding
figure in a ranked order. The top four categories
demonstrate considerably higher means than the
other forms, with instances of 0 reported uses being
coded as 1 and 10 times or more as 11. It is important
to note that the patrol dog use-of-force option
involves only a small number of officers; however,
responses to some questions may still include more
participants, as some have experience with this
option.
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Documented Police CEW Incidents

The documented police CEW incidents were as
follows: In 2024, there were 337 cases in which
police officers threatened to use a CEW and 213
cases of actual use, with 9 of those cases occurring
in drive-stun mode. These same figures for 2025
were 278, 238, and 16, respectively. Notably,
reported threats decreased, while actual use
increased.



Individual Interviews

The interview findings indicated that CEW
discharge was relatively uncommon, occurring in
fewer instances than displaying the CEW (aiming)
or arcing it as a warning (crackling). Nevertheless,
officers consistently described situations in which
CEWs were becoming a credible tactical option in
dynamic confrontations. One officer with seven
years of service reported three live deployments,
each of which involved an edged weapon or
imminent self-harm, illustrating that CEWs were
primarily considered in situations involving a
serious threat, close-quarters engagement, and a
realistic opportunity to resolve the incident without
the need to resort to firearms.

The interviews revealed that the most typical
scenarios for CEW deployment are as follows:
a) individuals armed with knives; b) persons
experiencing an acute  psychiatric  crisis;
c) intoxicated or highly agitated subjects; and d)
domestic incidents escalating within confined indoor
environments. An additional pattern is evident in
arrestee-management  situations  (e.g.  custody
corridors, cells), in which officers do not carry
firearms and spatial constraints limit tactical options.
In such contexts, officers reported having deployed
a CEW through a cell hatch to resolve a dangerous
standoff and secure a concealed blade.

Notably, officers emphasised the value of arcing and
clear verbal commands as deterrents: “You will get
50,000 volts through your body”. Several accounts
suggested that suspects generally comply upon
seeing the laser or hearing the arc, particularly in
public scenarios in which officers had to quickly
position themselves between a knife-holder and
bystanders.

The interviews broadly revealed a strong perception
that CEWs were displacing pepper spray in many
indoor or close-proximity  scenarios (e.g.
apartments), largely because pepper spray
contaminates the environment, is unreliable against
intoxicated or psychotic individuals and often
prolongs physical struggles. Batons, meanwhile,
were described as “rarely used”, “nearly obsolete” or
of limited practical value outside of very specific,
acute contingencies (e.g. targeted disarming strikes).
Both instructors and frontline officers suggested that
CEWSs were increasingly filling the operational gap
between firearms and other means of force.
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Officers reported experiencing fewer prolonged
fights and fewer injuries when a CEW was available
and used appropriately. One officer suggested that
prior to the introduction of CEWs, options often
devolved into either wrestling — carrying the risk of
injury for both parties — or escalating to the use of
firearms. CEWSs, however, enabled them to establish
control without committing to either extreme.
Another officer noted that, in patrol environments
with limited staffing and delayed backup, CEWs
enabled earlier and safer interventions, preventing
situations from deteriorating.

Focus Groups

The focus groups revealed that CEWs shifted the
force continuum by filling a gap between firearms on
the one hand and pepper spray or batons on the other
hand, thereby mitigating reliance on physical force
and, in some cases, preventing escalation to lethal
force. Several officers said that CEWs often
functionally replaced batons and, to some extent,
pepper spray. However, participants also expressed
concerns about overreliance, premature deployment,
and the risk that officers may become “locked in” to
using a CEW once it has been drawn. Some officers
reported that their less experienced colleagues were
particularly ~ susceptible to  such  patterns.
Experienced officers highlighted these risks and
emphasised that CEWs should complement, rather
than replace, verbal de-escalation and sound tactical
judgment.

Officers expressed that CEWs are particularly useful
in situations involving individuals armed with
weapons (e.g. knives), exhibiting significant
physical superiority, or experiencing mental illness,
especially in confined environments. The device was
used both actively and as a deterrent (e.g. through
arcing), with the latter use frequently contributing to
de-escalation without physical contact. However,
they also stressed that CEWs were not a miracle tool
and were not intended to replace sound tactical
judgment or communication.

Regulatory Framework

This subtheme outlines the regulatory environment
governing CEW use, including legal standards,
national guidelines and organisational policies that
determine when and how officers are permitted to
deploy the device.



Survey Data

the legal framework enables the appropriate ufse of
orce
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Figure 2. Responses about the regulatory framework, “To what extent do you experience that...” (percent).

According to the items in figure 2, 10% and 11% of
police officers reported challenges with the
regulatory framework.

Individual Interviews

Officers consistently referred to a threshold
comparable to “risk of serious bodily harm” — a
standard that they regarded as higher than that
required for deploying pepper spray — and described
it as both workable and somewhat subjective in
practice. One officer highlighted the interpretive
effort required, including in distinguishing between
“particularly dangerous” and simply “dangerous”,
yet argued that the existing framework still permitted
CEW use in situations where accumulated risk and
foreseeable escalation justified it. Some officers
expressed a preference for clearer guidance on when
CEWSs could be used preventively in fast-moving
knife encounters at close range.
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Focus Groups

Some officers noted that the legal framework,
particularly the requirement to determine a “risk of
serious bodily harm”, was ambiguous, leading to
varied deployment thresholds in unclear and rapidly
evolving situations.

Operational Impact and Task
Performance

This theme explores CEWs’ implications for injury
outcomes and lethal-force use, and how CEWs
influence task execution, interactions with citizens,
and perceptions of officer safety.

Task Execution

This subtheme examines how CEWs affect officers’
ability to perform operational tasks safely and
effectively.



Survey Data
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Figure 3. Responses regarding the execution of tasks, “To what extent do you experience that...” (percent).

The officers’ reported experiences regarding task
execution indicate that the most commonly reported
challenge was simply carrying the equipment,
though only 11% identified this as a major issue.

Individual Interviews

Tactically, CEWs were valued for their capacity to
achieve rapid incapacitation in confined spaces, such
as hallways, small kitchens and stairwells, as well as
for enabling multi-option stacks in which one officer
provided firearm cover, while another held a CEW
ready. This configuration kept lethal cover available
while prioritising a less-lethal option. Officers
repeatedly stressed that the CEW was not a
standalone tool; rather, it functioned most effectively
when paired with firearm cover and a plan for
immediate control and handcuffing, during or
immediately after the CEW cycle.

Officers noted that the CEW’s limitations included
its effective range (approximately 7 m with the
current cartridges) and the ongoing tension
associated with the “10 m knife rule”. They reported
reluctance to advance solely to reach the CEW range
when lethal cover was not assured. Officers also
indicated that seasonal clothing significantly limited
CEW reliability, as heavy jackets and multiple layers
hindered probe penetration. Consequently, some
officers reported a tendency to favour firearms cover
or pepper spray during winter months, while others

15

highlighted the value of combining CEWs with
redundancy through shields, handgun cover or
coordinated team positioning.

Consider the following example of how many
officers reasoned about the use of CEWs:

The CEW has a much better range than a baton, and,
moving forward, that is, of course, a very big advantage.
At the same time, 7 meters or 7.5 meters, or whatever it
is, is quite short. So, in a way, if I can use an electric
weapon when there is a threat to me or others — a threat
of serious harm to me or others — then the rationale for
using the CEW is there, and if I can use it to stop an
offender almost immediately and with a relatively low
potential for causing harm to that person, then that is a
very big advantage of the CEW. And that’s why, in a
way ... You would still want to have the option to use a
firearm in case the CEW doesn’t work, but the CEW
would be the first choice if you have the opportunity,
because it allows you to limit the harm.

Focus Groups

CEWs were generally considered to increase
operational confidence, particularly before firearms
were widely carried. However, some officers noted
that their sense of safety was more closely tied to
training and experience than to equipment. CEWs
were also viewed as useful for isolating individuals
within crowds but as limited in broader
crowd-control contexts due to the two-shot cartridge
system. In mass-disturbance scenarios, officers
preferred pepper spray or CS gas.



Citizen Interactions

This subtheme covers how CEWs shape interactions between officers and citizens, based on what the police
respondents report.

Survey Data
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Figure 4. Perceived interaction with citizens and potential offenders (percent). Questions: How do you think the police generally treat the
citizens you meet in day-to-day situations?; How do you think the police generally treat potential offenders?; In connection with operational
task execution, how do you generally perceive the interactions between the police and the people you encounter in ...?

Conflict situations represent the most challenging interactions between officers and citizens, with 32% of
respondents selecting the “poor” or “very poor” options (Figure 4).
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experience the interaction between the police and individuals in
non-conflict situations

Gender Female During operational tasks, how do you usually
experience the interaction between the police and individuals in
non-conflict situations

Gender Male During operational tasks, how do you usually
experience the interaction between the police and individuals in
conflict situations

Gender Female During operational tasks, how do you usually
experience the interaction between the police and individuals in
conflict situations

Figure 5. Perceived interaction with citizens and potential offenders by gender (percent).
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Regarding gender-based differences, female officers
reported a higher proportion of poor interactions
with individuals in conflict situations, though this
association was not statistically significant (Figure
5). This is something that should be examined in
more detail in future studies.

A measure often considered valuable in police-
citizen interactions is perspective-taking, which
entails the cognitive ability to understand others by
listening to and empathising with them, while
considering  individual  predispositions  and
contextual factors (Inzunza, 2015b; Inzunza et al.,
2019). Based on a previously established five-item
measure, the following means were noted in this
study. Those with less experience exhibited
significantly higher means in perspective-taking
than those with more experience. The “up to five
years” experience group reported a mean of 22.58,
while the “more than 10 years” group reported a
mean of 21.59 (ANOVA test). This outcome is
influenced by the fact that a higher proportion of
females in the group have less experience. Females
reported a significantly higher mean (23.08) than
males (21.66) (t-test). Taken together, the trend of
having a lower mean score in perspective-taking
among those with more experience may be
influenced by the fact that the group with less
experience had a higher proportion of females.

Individual Interviews

None of the interviewed officers reported any
systematic public backlash to officers visibly
carrying CEWs. On the contrary, they noted that
members of the public often expressed curiosity or
viewed the devices as a more humane alternative to
firearms, particularly following high-profile knife
attacks that had heightened risk sensitivity. Officers
acknowledged certain risks related to public
perceptions, especially with edited phone videos that
only capture the moment of NMI. Consequently,
they emphasised the importance of proportionality
and clear on-scene narration in the form of verbal
commands (e.g. “drop the knife”, “stay back™).

In some cases, officers noted that individuals with
severe mental health issues may express a desire to
be shot by the police, viewing it as a form of “suicide
by cop”. One officer reported:

He said that, when he was shot, he thought it was with
a firearm. He believed he had been shot with a pistol,
and then realised it wasn’t. After that, he shouted that
we should have shot him with a pistol.
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Focus Groups

Officers who participated in the focus groups largely
reported that CEWs did not significantly impact their
communication  styles. Experienced officers
emphasised that situational awareness and verbal
de-escalation remained essential regardless of the
tools at their disposal. However, several officers
expressed concern that newer officers may rely too
heavily on CEWs or other equipment and, as a result,
fail to engage in sufficient tactical reasoning.
Officers also reported minimal public concern over
CEWs, indicating that most comments they received
came from curious youth. At the same time, they
acknowledged that the term “electroshock weapon”
can sound alarming to the public, particularly when
encountered in the media or on social platforms.



Officer Safety and Security

This subtheme covers how CEWs contribute to officers’ sense of safety and their ability to manage potentially
dangerous encounters.

Survey Data

ETo a very small extent
[kl
M3
W To a very large extent

CEW

patrol dog

two-handed weapon

gun

baton

pepper spray

handcuffs

transport and arrest methods (arrest technique)
verbal force (orders and warnings)

verbal communication techniques

Figure 6. Self-reported perceived safety across different categories of police use-of-force (percent). Question: To what extent do you feel
confident using the following methods/use-of-force options in a situation that requires it?

Officers perceived personal safety is generally high across most use-of-force categories. For CEWs, 89% of
officers reported feeling safe to a large or very large extent, well above the 67% for batons (Figure 6).

B To a very small extent
[k

Gender Female CEW =
Gender Male CEW W7o avery large extent
Gender Female patrol dog
Gender Male patrol dog
Gender Female two-handed weapon
Gender Mals two-handed weapon [+]
Gendsr Female gun B
Gender Male gun 26]
Gender Female baton
Gender Male baton ]
Gender Female pepper spray
Gender Male pepper spray fas]
Gender Female handcuffs
Gender Male handcuffs
Gender Female transport and arrest methods (arrest technique)
Gender Male transport and arrest methods (arrest technique) o]
Gender Female verbal force (orders and warnings) [
Gender Male verbal force (orders and warnings) B [20]
Gender Female verbal communication technigues
Gender Male verbal communication technigues (=)
o 20 40 B0 80 100

Figure 7. Self-reported perceived safety by gender across different categories of use-of-force (percent). Question: To what extent do you feel
confident using the following methods/use-of-force options in a situation that requires it?
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Group differences in perceived safety between males and females are evident across several use-of-force categories
(Figure 7). For CEWs, male officers reported feeling safe to a greater extent than female officers; this association
is statistically significant (Cramér’s V = 0.20), indicating a weak relationship. For perceived safety with guns® and
two-handed weapons, males also reported higher levels of safety; these associations approach moderate strength,
with Cramér’s V values of 0.27 and 0.30, respectively. There are also weak but significant differences for transport
and arrest methods, and for handcuffs, with males reporting slightly higher perceived safety; the corresponding
Cramér’s V values are 0.18 and 0.15, respectively. No gender-based differences were apparent for pepper spray,
batons, patrol dogs, verbal force or communication techniques

Table 4. Self-reported use-of-force options respondent feels safest with. Question: Which of the methods/use-of-force options listed below
do you feel most confident using during operational duties? Choose only one option.

n Percent
verbal communication 263 65.9
techniques
verbal force (orders and 51 12.8
warnings)
gun 22 5.5
transport and arrest 18 4.5
methods (arrest technique)
two-handed weapon 17 43
CEW 12 3.0
handcuffs 11 2.8
pepper spray 5 1.3
Total 399 100.0

The safest options were those involving a verbal approach without any armaments, while the baton did not appear
among the choices (Table 4).

The following section presents the findings on how safe police officers report feeling during different types of
missions.

E et safe at al
B A bit unsafe

HA bit safe
in situations where you are verbally attacked (including W very safe
harassment and threats)

in situations involving a high degree of resistance (not
an assadlt)

in situations involving low or moderate resistance (not
an assault

=
]

where you are physically assaulted (violence against 10
police)

Figure 8. Self-reported perceived safety in specific situations (percent). Question: How safe do you feel during missions...?

The situations most frequently associated with feeling unsafe involved some form of resistance or violence (Figure
8).

3 Guns refer to service pistol.
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Gender Femalg in situations where you are verbally
attacked (including harassment and threats)

Gender Male in situations where you are verbally
attacked (including harassment and threats)

Gender Female in situations involving a high degree
of resistance (not an assault)

Gender Male in situations involving a high degree of
resistance (not an assault)

Gender Female in situations involving low or moderate
resistance (not an assault)

Gender Male in situations involving low or moderate
resistance (not an assault)

Gender Female where you are physically assaulted
(violence against police)

Gender Male where you are physically assaulted
(violence against police)

B Not safe at al
B 2 bit unsafe
B & bt safe

W ery safe

Figure 9. Self-reported perceived safety by gender across specific situations (percent). Same question as figure 8.

Group differences in perceived safety between male
and female officers are present across all situations,
though they are most pronounced for situations
involving resistance or violence (Figure 9). In
situations featuring violence against police, the
association is statistically significant with a
Cramér’s V of 0.26, indicating a weak relationship.

Individual interviews

All officers reported perceiving a tangible increase
in their safety when carrying CEWSs. One officer
explicitly attributed both his own survival and that of
a suspect to having a CEW available during an
incident in which the suspect sprinted toward him
with a knife in a micro-apartment. He fired the CEW
from a distance of approximately 1.5 m, achieved an
initial effect, and then re-engaged to achieve
complete control without resorting to gunfire.
Another officer, reflecting on years before CEWs,
believed that several lethal-force outcomes could
have been avoided. One CEW instructor similarly
described operations in which CEWs were used to
decisively de-escalate dangerous standoffs involving
subjects in proximity to weapons, thereby
facilitating safe disarmament.
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Consider the following description by one officer of
tactical positioning with a CEW to enhance safety:

In that situation, I had the door as a safety
barrier and could shut it quickly, which made
me feel secure throughout. I then moved back,
raised the Taser, and created a safe distance,
positioning myself behind an object for
additional cover. This gave me some protection
while securing the door in case the person came
out, as my partner retrieved a firearm. Once [
was in position and had control of the doorway,
I was ready to fire the Taser if the individual
emerged with a knife. That felt very safe, but, of
course, you always have the thought that a Taser
does not always work.

Focus Groups

Some officers expressed concerns that CEWs could
foster a false sense of security, particularly among
less experienced personnel, ultimately leading to the
premature or entirely unnecessary use-of-force.
Officers described instances in which CEWs served
as the primary tool against knife-wielding suspects —
an approach that more experienced colleagues
considered to be tactically unsound. Moreover, some
officers worried that CEWs may be deployed too
readily, bypassing verbal de-escalation and
contributing to an overreliance on the device rather
than on communication and alternative tactical
options.



Injury and Lethal-Force Outcomes

This subtheme covers how CEW use relates to injury patterns and the likelihood of lethal-force outcomes.

Survey Data

Subjected to harassment no threat or violence E g

Colleague being physically injured during a physical
confrontation with an ocpponent in the course of a mission

f3]

Colleague being physically injured by an opponent during a
confrontation

Counterpart injured in & confrontation[o)[s]

Physically injured in connection with the physical
confrontation with an opponent during a mission

FPhysically injured in a mission |3
Threatened

Experienced Violent resistance

Figure 10. Self-reported experiences of threats and violence to oneself or others (percent). Question: How many times during the past six

months of service have you...

Experiences of threats and violence are most
frequently reported in three categories: harassment,
threats and violent resistance (Figure 10).

Documented Police CEW Incidents
Documented police CEW incidents revealed that all
injuries associated with CEWs in 2024 and 2025 (14
and 15, respectively) were classified as minor (e.g.,
cuts, abrasions, bruises, minor bleeding).

Individual Interviews

The interviewees suggested that both officer injuries
(e.g. grappling-induced issues, joint injuries) and
suspect injuries (e.g. blunt-force trauma) may be less
frequent when CEWs are employed effectively.
Several incidents were described in which CEWs
purportedly prevented fircarm discharges: a
knife-armed individual crossing a threshold; a man
attempting self-harm in a crowded transport hub; and
a custody situation involving a concealed blade
presented through a hatch. Officers generally did not
present these situations as instances in which CEWs
“replaced” firearms in any systematic or categorical
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sense; rather, they framed them as instances in which
CEWSs created limited windows for safer arrests in
circumstances where firearm use, though arguably
legally defensible, would have entailed substantial
collateral risk.

Focus Groups

CEWs were widely perceived as having reduced the
need for lethal force, particularly in knife-related
incidents, and offering a safer alternative to firearms.
Officers believed that CEWs had likely prevented
fatalities. At the same time, they acknowledged the
inherent risks associated with CEWs, including
secondary injuries resulting from falls and rare fatal
outcomes linked to underlying medical conditions
(e.g. cardiac vulnerabilities). These risks were
generally viewed as acceptable when compared to
the potential harms associated with firearms. CEWs
were also regarded as less injurious than batons but
not always more effective than pepper spray in
circumstances involving thick clothing or poor probe
contact.

Hotimes
W1 time
H2times
W 3times
B 4 times
W5 times
6 times
W7 times
D5 times
W3 times
B0 times or more



Effectiveness and Practical Consequences
This theme covers perceived effectiveness, added value, tool complementarity, physical and tactical challenges,
and decision-making amid uncertainty.

CEW Effectiveness

This subtheme covers the perceived and practical effectiveness of CEWs in enabling officers to minimise harm
while maintaining control in high-risk situations.

Survey Data
Mot used
B To = very small extert
discharged CEW [l 1G] =
used CEW for a drive-stun |2)1] W7o 5 very karge extert

arced with CEW
iluminated someone with the laser function of CEW
aimed CEW at an individual
verbally threatensd with the use of CEW
experienced that your dog, on its own initiative, has defended the handler or itsel
actively used a patrol dog to ensure control over a person 4]
fired aimed shots with a two-handed weapon|1]
fired warning shots with a two-handed weapon|i 2]
threatened with the use of a two-handed weapan a3
fired aimed shots with a gun[i]2]
fired warning shots with a gun [t 2]
threatened with a gun
used punches and kicks L] ]
hit a person with a baton[1] J2[]
threatened with the use of a baton [ Ja]|3J]
used pepper spray [l
threatened with the use of pepper spray [li7]
used handcuffs]
used transport and arrest methods (arrest technique)
used verbal force (orders and warmings)
used verbal communication techniques

Figure 11. Self-reported perceived effect across use-of-force categories (percent. Question: To what extent do you generally feel that you have
achieved the intended effect when, during operational duties, you have...?

The reported effects of several CEW functions suggest that it is a useful piece of equipment compared to other
police gear (Figure 11).
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WToa very small extent
[ H

m3
Mo avery large extent

discharged CEW

used CEW for a drive-stun

arced with CEW

illuminated someone with the laser function of CEW
aimed CEW at an individual

verbally threatened with the use of CEW

experienced that your dog, on its own initiative, has defended the handler or itself
actively used a patrol dog to ensure control over a person
fired aimed shots with a two-handed weapon

fired warning shots with a two-handed weapon
threatened with the use of a two-handed weapon

fired aimed shots with a gun

fired warning shots with a gun
threatened with a gun

used punches and kicks

hit a person with a baton

threatened with the use of a baton

used pepper spray

threatened with the use of pepper spray
used handcuffs]

used transport and arrest methods (arrest technique)
used verbal force (orders and warnings)
used verbal communication techniques

Figure 12. Self-reported perceived effect across use-of-force categories in percentages (only those reporting use). Same question as figure 11.

In figure 12, data from those who did not use the alternative has been omitted. Nevertheless, the pattern shows that
CEWs are consistently rated as essential police equipment.

Table 5. Self-reported use-of-force categories, ordered from most effective to least effective. Question: To what extent do you generally feel
that you have achieved the intended effect when, during operational duties, you have...?

n Mean Std. Deviation
used handcuffs] 375 3.67 .545
used verbal communication techniques 392 3.42 .598
used transport and arrest methods (arrest 371 342 .633
technique)
threatened with a gun 73 3.37 921
used verbal force (orders and warnings) 386 3.32 578
threatened with the use of a two-handed 23 3.26 1.137
weapon
discharged CEW 46 3.24 1.099
actively used a patrol dog to ensure control 61 3.21 1.185
over a person
arced with CEW 68 3.19 .950
aimed CEW at an individual 140 3.17 1.003
illuminated someone with the laser 132 3.17 997
function of CEW
verbally threatened with the use of CEW 144 3.15 .963
used pepper spray 92 3.02 937
used punches and kicks 48 2.79 922
threatened with the use of pepper spray 10 2.70 1.494
used CEW for a drive-stun 131 2.67 924
experienced that your dog, on its own 23 2.65 1.229
initiative, has defended the handler or itself
threatened with the use of a baton 40 2.40 928
fired warning shots with a gun 14 2.29 1.326
hit a person with a baton 30 2.13 973
fired aimed shots with a gun 12 2.08 1.311
fired warning shots with a two-handed 12 2.08 1.311
weapon
fired aimed shots with a two-handed 10 1.90 1.287
weapon

Note. n indicates the number of police officers who used the category. The response scale ranges from 1-4.
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Different use-of-force options were ranked on
effectiveness based on the experiences of those who
had used them. While handcuffs had been used by
most officers and ranked highest, few had fired
aimed shots with a two-handed weapon, and this
option was rated as having low effectiveness.

Individual Interviews

According to officers, CEWs achieved “full effect”
— characterised by immediate NMI, weapon drop and
a brief window in which to secure the subject — when
both probes were seated across a substantial muscle
mass with adequate spread. Conversely, several
recurring causes of failure were identified: heavy
clothing (e.g. winter layers), insufficient probe
spread in close-quarter encounters, reduced visibility
when aiming lasers in daylight, and simple aiming
errors under stress. The interviewees also
highlighted a deterrence pathway, noting that arcing
and laser cues frequently elicited compliance
without the need for discharge.

Focus Groups

The focus group participants described CEWs as
highly effective at securing compliance, particularly
when deployed promptly alongside clear tactical
coordination. Officers emphasised the importance of
acting quickly and securing the targeted individual
with handcuffs during the brief window of
incapacitation.

Necessity, Added Value and

Complementary Tools

This subtheme examines when officers deem CEWs
necessary, what tactical advantages they offer
compared to other force options, and how they work
alongside complementary tools within the broader
use-of-force continuum.

Individual Interviews

All respondents identified CEWs as filling a critical
capability gap between less-lethal options (pepper
spray, batons) and firearms. Officers particularly
valued CEWs in three scenarios: confined spaces
with limited cover, mixed public environments
where a missed shot could injure bystanders, and
mental health crises involving subjects who exhibit
high pain tolerance but remain susceptible to
neuromuscular incapacitation. The officers also
noted that CEWs afforded them additional time for
de-escalation once control had been established,
avoiding the need to engage in sustained physical
force from the outset.
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Pepper spray was still considered relevant for
managing low-level resistance and crowd-control
tasks, provided wind conditions and
cross-contamination risk could be effectively
managed. However, it was frequently described as
having a limited effect on intoxicated and psychotic
individuals and as undesirable in confined interior
spaces.

One interviewed instructor asserted that batons were
largely redundant due to their limited “stopping”
capability and the high injury risk associated with
many of their common use-cases. While some
specific applications remain for batons (e.g. targeted
strikes to dislodge weapons, immediate defensive
actions in close-quarters encounters), officers’
overall reliance on batons was reported as low.

Firearms were viewed as valuable for cover and as a
last-resort option. Officers consistently emphasised
that they did not fully trust CEWs in high-threat,
close-range knife scenarios; thus, they reported
pairing CEWs with firearm cover rather than using
them as a substitute for firearms. At the same time,
CEWs were described as creating viable non-lethal
pathways in situations where reliance on firearms
alone would have posed unacceptable collateral risks
to bystanders.

Focus Groups

Officers generally viewed CEWs as a valuable
addition to their operational toolkit, especially in the
period before officers generally carried firearms.
CEWs were understood as a tool that filled a critical
capability gap, offering a less-lethal option in
high-risk  encounters. =~ While most officers
appreciated having “another tool in the toolbox”,
they emphasised that CEWs did not fundamentally
alter their overall sense of safety, which they
attributed more strongly to training, experience and
situational awareness. The added value of CEWs
primarily came in the form of greater tactical
flexibility and a lower likelihood of firearm use,
especially in knife-related incidents.

Pepper spray was still considered useful, particularly
when CEWs failed due to poor probe contact or thick
clothing. Officers reported several instances in
which pepper spray “saved the day” following an
unsuccessful CEW deployment.

Batons were largely regarded as obsolete outside of
rare close-contact scenarios and tasks like breaking
windows. However, at least one officer expressed a
clear preference for using a baton over a CEW in
close-quarters combat, citing its greater reliability
under such conditions.



Firearms remained the ultimate tool with which to
address lethal threats. CEWs did not replace firearms
but instead provided an intermediate step that could
help to prevent escalation. Some officers cautioned
against relying on CEWSs in encounters with
knife-wielding individuals when firearms would be
tactically safer.

Still, the officers explained that CEWs had
effectively become the primary less-lethal tool,
generally replacing batons and reducing reliance on
pepper spray in everyday operational practice.
Officers considered CEWs to offer a reliable and
versatile option across a wide range of encounters,
particularly those in which other less-lethal tools had
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historically exhibited limitations. At the same time,
they stressed the importance of retaining a diverse
set of tactical options, noting that operational
environments were too varied for any single tool to
serve as a universal solution. Therefore, officers
must maintain proficiency with pepper spray,
batons, and other defensive tools to ensure
appropriate responses in situations where CEWs
would be ineffective and to prevent overreliance on
a device that is not guaranteed to work under all
conditions. The overarching view was that CEWs
added meaningful capacity to officers’ toolkits but
did not eliminate the need for broad tactical
preparedness.



Physical and Tactical Challenges

This subtheme covers the physical and tactical challenges that officers encounter when deploying CEWs.

Survey Data
In general, how easy or difficult do you find it to choose between use-of-force options in different tactical
scenarios...

[ pifficutt
W Partly difficut
o _ _ _ EPartly easy
in situations where you experience physical attacks WEasy
(violence against police)
in situations where you are verbally attacked (including
36 41 20 3
harassment and threats) = 4 @ i
in situations involving a high degree of resistance (not
25 53 20 2
an assault) 25 & 20
in situations involving low or moderate resistance (not
52 34 13 [ 2
an assault) 2 & B 8
[v] 20 40 60 80 100

Figure 13. Perceived ease or difficulty of selecting a use-of-force option across tactical scenarios (percent).

Here again, the same pattern emerges: as situations become more physical or involve greater resistance, it becomes
increasingly difficult for officers to decide on the appropriate use-of-force. For example, 52 percent report the
alternative easy in situations involving low or moderate resistance, compared to only 25 percent in situations
involving a high degree of resistance (Figure 13).

Eifficutt
Gender Male in situations where you experience =Parﬂv difficut
physical attacks (violence against police) .;::Lv easy

Gender Female in situations where you experience
physical attacks (violence against police)

Gender Male in situations where you are verbally
attacked (including harassment and threats)

Gender Female in situations where you are verbally
attacked (including harassment and threats)

Gender Male in situations involving a high degree of
resistance (not an assault)

Gender Female in situations involving a high degree
of resistance (not an assault)

Gender Male in situations involving low or moderate
resistance (not an assault)

Gender Female in situations involving low or moderate
resistance (not an assault)

Figure 14. Perceived ease or difficulty of selecting a use-of-force option across tactical scenarios by gender (percent).
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Differences between male and female officers in
selecting a use-of-force option are most pronounced
in situations involving physical attacks (Figure 14).
While the relationship is statistically significant
(Cramér’s V = 0.17), the effect size indicates a weak
association. In situations involving physical attacks,
40 percent of males report the alternative easy,
compared with 28 percent of females reporting the
alternative easy. This indicates a gender difference,
and the response pattern may offer additional
insights in future studies.

Individual Interviews

The officers described range and positioning as
central to effective CEW use. They said that the
current 7 m cartridges forced them to balance
standoff distance against the likelihood of achieving
full effect. Thus, they had to carefully pre-position
themselves, adjust angles, use cover or shields, and
coordinate partner roles. Several officers described
following international developments and expressed
interest in longer-range, multi-cartridge CEW
models emerging abroad. Officers frequently
highlighted cartridge limitations as a significant
operational challenge. They explained that because
many duty setups carried only two live cartridges, a
miss or partial effect immediately increased decision
pressure, leading them to plan follow-up actions in
advance. They reported rarely relying on drive-stun
mode; instead, they typically reloaded, coordinated
with a second shooter, or transitioned to hands-on
tactics while the CEW cycle ran.

Consider the following officer’s reflection on the
practical challenges associated with CEW
deployment:

The electric shock weapon is not something you
can draw instantly; it takes longer than a firearm
because you need to activate it. How often do
you actually hold the weapon in hand in
situations that could escalate but aren’t active
yet? For example, against a knife threat, the
CEW could be effective, but you need time to
deploy it. You could hold it ready and perhaps
conceal it somehow—do you do that? Is it
possible? Or does it have a negative effect? It’s
similar to all use-of-force situations; every tool
has its considerations.

Load-carriage considerations further shaped how
officers worked. They explained that CEWs added
weight and bulk to their already crowded belts,
prompting many to shift to outer vests to reduce hip
strain. Officers also described reconsidering holster
placement to improve draw speed and weapon
retention, with several stating that they preferred a
centred, angled front-draw for better accessibility
and control during grappling. Seasonal conditions
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likewise influence practice. In winter, or when
subjects were wearing thick clothing, officers
reported adopting a more conservative approach to
CEW deployment, increasing reliance on firearm
cover, and using more alternative tactics. They noted
that failures under such conditions were frequently
raised in training debriefs, reinforcing more cautious
operational behaviour.

Focus Groups

Focus group participants discussed how CEWs
influence their tactical decision-making, noting that
they sometimes felt encouraged to move closer to
suspects to ensure effective probe contact. They
described this dynamic as potentially hazardous, as
it runs counter to basic tactical principles that
prioritise maintaining distance and preserving a
positional advantage.



Decision-Making and Uncertainty

This subtheme considers how officers navigate uncertainty when deciding whether to deploy a CEW.

Survey Data

Three distinct scenarios were presented in the survey to identify which force options officers were most likely to
choose and whether certain situations revealed preferences for specific options. Response patterns were analysed
by gender. The first scenario is presented in full to provide context, while the subsequent two scenarios include
only the situation description.

You are in a situation where an adult person is attacking you with their fists. Verbal warnings and orders from the
police have no effect. How would you proceed to try to stop the individual? How likely is it that you would choose
the various approaches in the described situation?

W1 Very unlikely

Gender Male [l would try to stop the person with the use of . w2
CEW] DB
Gender Female [| would try to stop the person with the use of - W5 very liely

58
Gender Male [l would try to stop the person with the use of a -
patrol dog ]

Gender Female [| would try to stop the person with the use of -
a patrol dog ]

Gender Male [l would try to stop the person with the use of
pepper spray.]

Gender Female [ would try to stop the person with the use of
pepper spray ]

Gender Male [| would try to stop the person with the use of a
baton]

50]
Gender Female [l would try to stop the person with the use of -
a baton]

Gender Male [l would try to stop the person with the use of an] 1
gun.]
Gender Female [l would try to stop the person with the use of ]
aqgun]
Gender Male [l would try to stop the person using physical
means ]

Gender Female [l would try to stop the person using physical
means ]

Figure 15. Likelihood of force type selection when an adult attacks you with their fists (percent).
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You are in a situation in which an adult is speaking to you in a vulgar and offensive manner.

Gender Male [l would try to stop the person with the use of
CEW]
Gender Female [l would try to stop the person with thecuse of |

Gender Male [l would try to stop the person with the use of a
patrol dog ]

Gender Female [l would try to stop the person with the use of a l
patrol dog ]
Gender Male [l would try to stop the person with the use of . g
pepper spray ]
Gender Female [l would try to stop the person with the use of I I ]
pepper spray ]
Gender Male [| would try to stop the person with the use of a
baton ]
Gender Female [l would try to stop the person with the use of a
baton ]
Gender Male [| would try to stop the person with the use of a
qun.]
Gender Female [l would try to stop the person with the use of a

qun.]
Gender Male [l would try to stop the person using physical -
means.]
Gender Female [l would try to stop the person using physical -
means ] g

Figure 16. Likelihood of force type selection when an adult speaks to you in a vulgar and offensive manner (percent).

You are in a situation where an adult is threatening you with a knife.

Gender Male [l would try to stop the person with the use of
CEW]
Gender Female [ would try to stop the person with the use of
CEW]
Gender Male [ would try to stop the person with the use of a -
patrol dog.]

Gender Female [l would try to stop the person with the use of a
patrol dog ]

Gender Male [[| would try to stop the person with the use of
pepper spray.]

Gender Female [[I would try to stop the person with the use of
pepper spray.]

Gender Male [ would try to stop the person with the uge of a

Gender Female [l would try to stop the person with the use of a .
baton]

Gender Male [ would try to stop the person with the use of ei
gun.

Gender Female [l would try to stop the person with the use of a
gun.]

Gender Male [[l would try to stop the person using physmal oo I [i2]

Gender Female [[| would try to stop the person using physmal II ]

Figure 17. Likelihood of force type selection when an adult threatens you with a knife (percent).

There are small but significant gender differences across scenarios. In the first scenario, CEWs compete with
pepper spray and physical force, with female officers favouring pepper spray and male officers favouring physical
force. The second scenario primarily involves physical force. In the third scenario — the most serious — gun use is
the most likely option, followed by CEWs and pepper spray. Female officers were more likely than male officers

to use CEWs (Figure 17).
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Individual Interviews

Officers highlighted the cognitive demands
associated with force selection under stress, noting
that once a tool has been drawn and committed,
switching to an alternative mid-incident is rather
difficult. They emphasised the importance of
rehearsal, clearly defined roles (particularly who
provides lethal cover and who deploys the CEW),
and pre-arrival planning (e.g. formulating scenario
plans while en route to a call). Officers with
extensive CEW experience also cautioned against
overreliance on the device, describing it as valuable
but inherently fallible. They stressed that firearm
cover remained non-negotiable in situations
involving knives or other close-range lethal threat.
Consider the following officer’s reflection on
decision-making and CEW use:

It’s really about continuous threat assessment.
The well-known use-of-force pyramid is always
in the back of our minds. I don’t see CEWs as
just a new tool that takes time to learn when to
use; rather, it’s about making an independent
judgment based on the threat. You always get
the answer afterwards, but it’s important to be
conscious of why you made the choice you did.
Legally, I don’t find it very challenging, though
there are always issues afterwards, especially
with firearms use. Many officers really don’t
want to use firearms. They don’t want to shoot
anyone, and they know it will lead to a lengthy
legal process. That’s why the Taser has become
a good tool and aid, because there are many
situations where we might previously have
drawn a firecarm, but now we can use an electric
shock weapon instead.

Focus Groups

Officers described decision-making in high-stress
situations as complex and dynamic, with several
factors shaping their selection of use-of-force
options. They explained that CEWs introduced an
additional layer of cognitive demand and could, at
times, contribute to hesitation or “cognitive
overload” when officers were required to choose
between the tools at their disposal under significant
time pressure. Some officers noted that once a CEW
is drawn, there is a tendency to commit to it even
when the situation changes. Others emphasised that
sound tactical judgment, accumulated experience
and regular training continue to be the most
important determinants of effective
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decision-making. Less experienced officers were
described as more susceptible to uncertainty and
overreliance on CEWs during rapidly evolving
encounters.

Demographic Differences

This theme examines whether demographic factors
influenced officers’ experiences with and attitudes
towards CEWs. Demographic differences identified
in the quantitative survey data are presented under
each subtheme.

Individual Interviews

No systematic gender-based differences emerged
from these interviews. Experience, however,
appeared to be significant. Senior officers described
being comfortable operating without CEWs, noting
that they had worked for many years before the
devices were introduced. In contrast, some newer
officers reportedly felt less confident when a CEW
was unavailable during a shift. One instructor
suggested that physical strength and accumulated
operational experience may shape officers’ real-time
perceptions of the threshold for “serious harm”.

Focus Groups

Less experienced officers were reported to have
higher thresholds for using force, including CEWs.
Senior officers expressed concerns that newer
recruits may hesitate for too long or rely too heavily
on CEWs in situations requiring strong situational
judgment. Officers also noted what they described as
a generational difference in both training and
mindset. Newer officers — trained in an environment
of constant surveillance and heightened public
scrutiny — were said to approach use-of-force
decisions with greater caution and uncertainty. This
was viewed as both a strength, reflecting heightened
restraint, and a potential risk, particularly if
hesitation interfered at critical moments. Several
officers also worried that organisational pressures
were driving experienced personnel to leave the
force, thereby placing greater pressure on younger
and less experienced personnel to make high-stakes
decisions. This trend of young and inexperienced
police officers was described as posing a greater
operational risk than the tools themselves.



Training, Policy and Implementation Considerations
This theme covers how training practices, equipment availability, policy clarity and emerging technological
developments have shaped the integration of CEWs into routine patrol policing.

Survey Data

[ To a very small extent
[ B

W3

Training in the use of force W7o a very large extent

Training in verbal communication techniques
Legal training in the use of force

Tactical training in the use of force

Tactical training to be able to perform ordinary
work tasks

Figure 18. Self-reported perceived training in different areas (percent). Question: To what extent do you consider that you have received
sufficient...

Somewhat more attention was paid to tactical use-of-force training and training centred on performing ordinary
tasks. The difference between standard training in the use-of-force and tactical training in the use-of-force may be
understood as follows: the former refers to basic skills training and the technical handling of force options, whereas
the latter focuses on applying these force options within operational and tactical contexts through scenario-based
exercises, coordination between officers, positioning, communication and decision-making under realistic
conditions (Figure 18).

HTo a very small extent
m:

|P-Category IP4 Training in the use of force M3

M To a very large extent
|P-Category IP3 Training in the use of force

|P-Category IP4 Training in verbal communication
techniques

|P-Category IP3 Training in verbal communication
techniques

|P-Category IP4 Legal training in the use of force
|P-Category IP3 Legal training in the use of force
|P-Category IP4 Tactical training in the use of force

IP-Category IP3 Tactical training in the use of force
|P-Category IP4 Tactical training to be able to
perform ordinary work tasks

|P-Category IP3 Tactical training to be able to
perform ordinary work tasks

Figure 19. Self-reported perceived training by IP category across different areas (percent). Same question as Figure 18.

IP3 category police officers reported receiving more training in all categories than IP4 category police officers
(Figure 19). It should be noted that IP3 also has more training hours than IP4.
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Individual Interviews

The officers repeatedly emphasised the importance
of repetition and integration in CEW training. They
described how CEW-related skills required frequent
“small-dose” refreshers, particularly in the early
stages post-introduction, to build muscle memory for
drawing, sighting and conducting immediate
follow-up actions. They also stressed the need to
integrate CEWs into broader scenario-based training
rather than treating them as a stand-alone module,
arguing that coordinated transitions (e.g. from
fircearm cover to CEW deployment, from CEW
control to handcuffing) should be automatic under
pressure.

Equipment availability further shaped officers’
experiences with CEWs. Officers reported
substantial variation in access, ranging from one
shared device per patrol car to one per officer. This
uncertainty regarding CEW availability during any
given shift undermined tactical planning and
hindered training realism, as it was difficult to plan
around a tool that might not always be available. One
instructor explained that issuing a personal CEW to
every officer represented the ideal configuration for
patrol work, as it ensured predictable access, allowed
officers to plan tactics more confidently, and enabled
training with a consistent operational toolkit. He also
noted that individually assigned CEWs promoted
better maintenance and accountability, as officers
took greater responsibility for the condition and
readiness of equipment that they personally carried.
In contrast, pooled devices shared between officers
or across shifts generally wore out more quickly, led
to uncertainty about availability and created
record-keeping complications during use and
storage. According to one instructor, these factors
collectively made personal allocation the most
reliable and operationally sound arrangement, even
if it entailed higher costs.

Officers also highlighted the value of clear policy
guidance and documentation practices. They noted
that, while the legal threshold for CEW use was
broadly understood, they still relied on explicit
guidance for pre-deployment communication (e.g.
issuing clear warnings when tactically feasible),
documentation requirements distinguishing between
pointing, arcing, and firing, and expectations for
medical follow-up. Several officers noted having to
explain why a CEW was chosen over other use-of-
force options, especially in situations where video
footage might present the incident ambiguously.
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Finally, the interviewees expressed considerable
interest in future CEW capabilities. They discussed
emerging models with longer ranges and multiple
cartridges, such as ten-shot systems with improved
clothing penetration, which they believed would
expand tactical possibilities outdoors and under
winter conditions. Officers suggested that these
developments would continue to shift CEWs from a
niche option to the primary less-lethal tool, albeit
still paired with firearm cover in situations involving
lethal threats. One of the most experienced
instructors emphasised that the transition to the
TASER 10 model would enhance their ability to
penetrate thick clothing and extend the range from
7.6 m to 13.7 m, changing the entire dynamic around
knife-related encounters.

Consider the following officer’s reflection on the
potential advantages presented by future CEW
developments:

This is highly relevant because such situations
often occur among other people or in uncertain
environments. There is talk about a new Taser
model that will allow [it to cover a] much
greater distance, which would be a major
advantage. It could be used at a much longer
range and with a lower threshold than a firearm,
which is a big plus. In relation to crowds and the
risk of harming others, it is an excellent tool. For
example, some time ago in a coastal city, there
was a woman with [a] severe mental illness who
attacked someone with a knife at a medical
office. She left, then returned to her residence.
Police were waiting for her. She did not respond
to verbal communication and kept her hands in
her pockets, most likely holding a knife. In such
cases, being able to use a Taser before she gets
close enough to threaten officers with a knife—
and potentially having to be shot—is a very
good example of where the Taser is an effective
tool.

Focus Groups

Most districts aimed for a one-CEW-per-officer
model, but officers reported that actual availability
varied considerably by shift and wunit. They
consistently stressed that personal allocation was
crucial for reliability, maintenance and tactical
coordination. Shared CEWs were considered
problematic, particularly in high-stress scenarios or
split-patrol configurations, where uncertainty about
who is carrying the device can undermine planning

and slow response times. Participants also
highlighted that non-personalised holsters and
pooled equipment introduce additional

complications, as variations in holster design,
battery condition, cartridge type and general
readiness reduce familiarity and confidence during
deployment.



The participating officers further emphasised the
need for more realistic and frequent training on
high-risk scenarios. Many felt that current training
standards inadequately prepared them for real-world
decision-making, sustained follow-up actions after
CEW deployment, and the complexities of

Findings from the Citizen Survey

coordinating with partners under time pressure.
These concerns reinforced their view that personal
CEWs —and consistent access to identical equipment
across both training and operations — are essential to
developing proficiency and ensuring that tactical
routines become automatic under stress.

This subtheme covers the findings from the citizen survey, outlining how members of the public responded to
questions about CEW use, police practices and perceptions of safety and legitimacy.

Participants
Table 6. Present information of citizens
2025
Citizens
n=1037 %
Age (Binned) Age <40 262 253
Age 41-55 285 27.5
Age 56-70 277 26.7
Age>170 213 20.5
Gender Male 536 51.7
Female 501 48.3

The following figures (20-23) illustrate the distribution of citizens’ opinions on the use-of-force by police, pointing

to a high level of trust in the police.

The police can be trusted to make the right
decisions about when to use force

The police can be trusted to make the right decision
about how much force is necessary

The police can be trusted to make the right
decisions about what type of force should be used

EDont know
W strongly disagree
]

M Strongly agree

20 40 &0 a0 100

Figure 20. Citizens’ opinions on police officers’ decisions regarding the use-of-force (percent).

Figure 20 shows that a high percentage of respondents believe the police can be trusted to make the right decisions

regarding the timing, degree and type of force used.
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WDon't know
W Strongly disagree
H2

I can imagine situations where | would accept that a
police officer uses an electroshock weapon on an
adult

I would hesitate to contact a police officer who 37
carries an electroshock weapon 2llZ 24

Figure 21. Citizens’ opinions on situations involving police officers equipped with electroshock weapons (percent).

Figure 21 shows that citizens have a generally positive attitude towards officers’ use of CEWs in complex
situations and that most would not feel intimidated if they encountered a police officer carrying a CEW.

M Dont know
M Strongly disagree
N2

s
) ) -
In general, the police use of force is excessive| |7 45 24 3 M Strongly agree

In general, the police use of force is necessary 30 48 E] 5|1
| am uncertain whether the police use of force i 12 35 24 q
usually necessal
0 20 40 60 80 100

Figure 22. Citizens’ opinions about police officers use-of-force (percent).

Figure 22 shows that a high percentage of citizens believe that the police use-of-force is generally necessary.
Although the group is small, some respondents also express a degree of concern.
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M Dont know
a8 To a very small
ﬂ extent

.T:t:rxery large
Gender Female To what extent do you trust that the s
police follow the regulations when using force?

Gender Male To what extent do you trust that the
police follow the regulations when using force?

Figure 23. Citizens’ opinions about trust in police officers’ compliance with regulations when using force, by gender (percent).

According to figure 23, a high percentage of citizens — regardless of gender — trust that police follow regulations

when using force. Here too, a small group expresses concerns.
EDont know
M Strongly disagree
55
28] B O
B Strongly agree
s
[=] 25 B 0

| believe that the police use excessive force
against people with mental illness compared to
others

|d

| believe that the police use excessive force
against economically disadvantaged people
compared to others

I believe that the police use excessive force
against people with an ethnic minority background la
compared to others

| believe that the police use excessive forc
against young people compared to other

Figure 24. Citizens’ beliefs regarding police use of excessive force against specific groups (percent).

Figure 24 reveals differences in beliefs regarding the groups against which the police tend to use excessive force.
The ethnic minority group was the most commonly selected. 15 percent of respondents agreed with the statement

that the police tended to use excessive force toward this group.
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B Don' know

M Strongly disagree
| feel safer when the police in my local area carry 52
3
electroshock weapons than if they do not. @ =4
Strongly agree

When the police carry electroshock weapons,
they seem more threatening than if they do not g 24 . 19 1o 2

Electroshock weapons are a good alternative to :.
firearms 2 4 of

There are situations where | find it concerning P
that the police carry firearms E , E

o
8
&

60 80 100

Figure 25. Citizen concerns regarding CEWs and firearms (percent).

There appears to be public support for police officers carrying CEWs, a large proportion of respondents consider
them to be a preferable alternative to firearms seen in item 3. The findings also indicated a divided pattern. In
item 1, 52 percent reported feeling safer when police officers in their local area carry CEWs, whereas 32 percent
agreed to some extent that officers appear more threatening when carrying CEWs and 37 percent disagreed to
some extent in item 2. Additionally, 25 percent of surveyed citizens expressed concern about police carrying
firearms in certain situations, as shown in item 4 (Figure 25).

The following questions were included to ensure validity, enabling us to differentiate between respondents with
up-to-date information and those without. Approximately 57% of surveyed citizens reported being aware that the
police now carry CEWs as part of their daily operations (Figure 26).

Yes No Don't know

Figure 26. Citizen awareness that the police now carry CEWs in daily service (percent).
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CEW._info No, have not experienced, witnessed, or seen a
video of an incident

CEW._info Yes, have seen a video of a real incident

CEW._info Yes, have witnessed an incident

CEW._info Yes, have personally experienced an incident |1

Figure 27. Citizens’ experience of CEWs (percent).

Another question addressed citizens’ personal experience with CEWs, with responses divided straightforwardly
into two categories: those with experience (51%) and those without experience (49%), as shown in figure 27.

EDont know
W strongly disagree
w2

) W Strongly agree
Experience No - | have not experienced, witnessed,
or seen a film of the incident | can imagine situations
where | would accept that a police officer uses an
electroshock weapon on an adult

Experience Yes - | can imagine situations where |
would accept that a police officer uses an
electroshock weapon on an adult

Figure 28. Citizens’ opinions on police CEW use scenarios, by prior experience with CEWs (percent).

Figure 28 shows a difference between respondents who claimed to possess such information and those who did
not, with informed individuals demonstrating greater acceptance of police CEW use. This association is
statistically significant but weak (Cramér’s V = 0.13). A similar pattern emerges regarding knowledge that police
currently carry CEWs: respondents who answered “yes” exhibited higher levels of agreement. Again, the
association is significant but weak (Cramér’s V = 0.13). No meaningful differences were observed between age
groups.
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Age (Binned) Age > 70 | feel safer when the police in
my local area carry electroshock weapons than if
they do not.

Age (Binned) Age 56-70 | feel safer when the police
in my local area carry electroshock weapons than if
they do not.

Age (Binned) Age = 40 | feel safer when the police in
my local area carry electroshock weapons than if
they do not.

Age (Binned) Age 41-55 | feel safer when the police
in my local area carry electroshock weapons than if EI
they do not.

EDont know

.Strongjy disagree
C!a
m ‘ =;trongy agree

o

Figure 29. Citizens’ perceived safety when police carry CEWs, by age group (percent).

However, age-related differences emerged in
perceived safety when police carry CEWs in the
local area. Older citizens exhibited higher agreement
with the statement that police officers having such
devices made them feel safer (Figure 29). This
association is statistically significant but weak
(Cramér’s V =0.12).

Focus Groups with Police Officers in

Relation to Data from the Citizen Survey
Towards the end of each focus group, participating
officers were presented with data from the citizen
survey on groups commonly discussed in public
debates, including individuals with mental illnesses,
economically  disadvantaged persons, ethnic
minorities and young people. This served as a basis
for the final part of the discussions, prompting
officers to reflect on how the public interprets police
use-of-force.

Officers generally believed that many public
concerns about excessive use-of-force by police are
shaped more by media representations than by direct
encounters with Norwegian policing. They argued
that media narratives tend to amplify dramatic
incidents and that international cases — especially
those from the U.S. — strongly influence how
Norwegian audiences perceive police behaviour.
According to the officers, such media-driven
associations can lead to misunderstandings about the
Norwegian  context, where training, legal
frameworks and tactical approaches differ
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significantly from those portrayed in international
news. Despite this, the officers maintained that
Norwegian society overall exhibits high trust in the
police and in their use-of-force, including in
interactions involving those with mental illnesses.
They attributed this trust to longstanding cultural
expectations, perceptions of police professionalism
and comparatively moderate national media
coverage.



Discussion

The purpose of this study was to examine how
CEWs have been integrated into Norwegian policing
operations and to gain a greater understanding of
their impact on law enforcement, public safety and
officers’ overall approach to the use-of-force.

Extent and Patterns of CEW
Use

This section discusses how the introduction of
CEWs has influenced Norwegian policing practices,
including usage patterns, alternative use-of-force
options, overall force levels, and officers’
perceptions of the regulatory framework.

The findings indicate that CEWs have become an
integral component of Norwegian policing practices,
primarily occupying the operational gap between
low-level force options (batons, pepper spray) and
firearms (Table 3). This positioning reflects both a
tactical necessity and a broader commitment to
proportionality and harm reduction within the
Norwegian use-of-force framework. Officers
consistently described CEWs as a credible
alternative in high-risk scenarios — particularly those
involving violent individuals, acute psychiatric
crises, or intoxicated subjects — where verbal de-
escalation and lower-level interventions have failed.
Overall, prior research indicates that CEW use tends
to occur in contexts that already involve a high level
of risk and volatility. The predominance of indoor
deployments and the demographic profile of subjects
— primarily men with an average age of 35— reported
in prior work (e.g. Lindberg, 2012; White & Ready,
2010) align with the patterns observed in this study.
Moreover, earlier work demonstrating that a
substantial proportion of individuals subjected to
CEWSs are intoxicated or exhibiting symptoms of
mental instability (Bailey et al., 2016) reinforces the
notion that CEWs are often deployed in encounters
that officers perceive as particularly unpredictable.
The finding that nearly all relevant subjects exhibit
violent behaviour — and that a significant proportion
are armed — further underscores the challenging
circumstances under which these devices are
employed (White & Ready, 2007, 2010). The
broader pattern is that CEWs are disproportionately
used on men, intoxicated individuals, and those
experiencing mental health crises (Dymond, 2018).
This finding underscores the need for continued
scrutiny of how officers assess risk and select force
options in such complex scenarios.
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The finding from the interviews — that CEW
discharges were relatively uncommon, occurring
less frequently than officers merely displaying
(aiming) or arcing (warning crackle) their CEWs —is
consistent with both the documented police CEW
incidents and the survey responses (see Table x).
This contrasts with the findings of Sytsma et al.
(2022), which show that discharging CEWs was the
most common mode of use. Across all three data
sources, similar patterns emerge regarding when and
how CEWs are used. This convergence strengthens
the credibility of the overall results, as officers’
experiences, documented operational outcomes and
broader survey perceptions all align. A recurring
theme is the utility of CEWs in managing knife-
related incidents. Such situations present unique
tactical challenges: while CEWs offer a non-lethal
means of control, their effective range of 7.6 m is
shorter than the recommended safe distance of
approximately 10 m from an individual armed with
a knife (Sandel etal., 2021). This discrepancy
compels officers to accept a higher degree of
personal risk when deploying a CEW, as they must
close the gap to ensure the weapon functions
effectively. Consequently, officers on patrol often
need to keep their firearm ready as a backup during
such encounters. This underscores that CEWs do not
eliminate the potential need for lethal force under
extreme circumstances. Rather, the dual-weapon
setup reflects a pragmatic adaptation to operational
realities. It also necessarily entails close cooperation
between the officer assigned to maintain contact
(CEW) and the officer responsible for providing
cover (firearm), raising important questions about
training, coordination and decision-making under
pressure. The interview findings also suggest that
officers view emerging CEW technologies — such as
the TASER 10, which features greater range,
improved penetration and multiple probes — as
potential solutions to current operational limitations.
Several expressed the belief that these advancements
could make CEWs a more reliable primary
less-lethal option and, in some knife-related
encounters, even reduce reliance on firearms.

The introduction of CEWSs has also reshaped the
broader use-of-force continuum. Data from
interviews and focus groups indicate a marked
decline in the use of pepper spray and batons,
particularly in confined spaces like apartments and
custody corridors. This pattern is also evident in the
police survey, where officers reported their
preferences for various levels of force (Figure 12).
Pepper spray was widely viewed as problematic due
to environmental contamination and its limited



effectiveness on intoxicated and psychotic
individuals, while batons were described as “nearly
obsolete” outside of rare disarmament strikes.
CEWs, in contrast, enable early intervention and
reduce the likelihood of prolonged physical
struggles, which have historically carried significant
injury risks for all involved parties. This shift aligns
with Norway’s regulatory emphasis on minimising
harm and avoiding unnecessary escalation. The use-
of-force by Norwegian police officers is governed by
the principles of necessity, reasonability and
proportionality (Politiloven § 6; Politiinstruksen §§
3-1 og 3-2). CEWs in particular are regulated by
strict national instructions: they may only be
deployed when there is an imminent risk of death or
serious injury; warnings must be issued when
circumstances allow; drive-stun mode is permitted
only when strictly necessary; and environmental
hazards (e.g. fall risks, water, flammable gases) must
be assessed prior to use.

Importantly, officers perceive CEWs as a valuable
tool, but not an infallible one. While many report
fewer injuries and safer resolutions when CEWs are
available, concerns persist over overreliance and
premature deployment. Experienced officers stress
that CEWs should complement, rather than replace,
verbal de-escalation (the most commonly selected
option; see Table 3) and sound tactical judgment.
This perspective resonates with the strict Norwegian
regulatory framework. The tension between these
legal standards and operational pressures (e.g.
staffing shortages, delayed backup) underscores the
ongoing need for clear policy guidance and scenario-
based training to ensure compliance without
compromising officer or public safety.

Operational Impact and Task
Performance

This section discusses the ways in which CEW
introduction has affected Norwegian police officers’
ability to perform their duties, their approach to
citizen engagement, and their self-perceived safety,
as well as the incidence of injuries and lethal
violence among both officers and civilians.

The interview data indicate that officers feel safer
primarily because CEWs allow them to intervene
without resorting to firearms. CEWs rank high in
self-reported perceived safety (see Figure 6). This
capability is particularly valuable in situations where
lethal force would otherwise be considered, enabling
officers to manage high-risk encounters with a lower
risk of fatal outcomes.
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CEWs provide a tactical advantage by enabling rapid
control in confined spaces where other options may
be impractical. The devices enable distance-based
incapacitation without the need for prolonged
physical struggle and are generally perceived as
more reliable than pepper spray for reducing
contamination risk for officers, even though they are
not necessarily less injurious overall. Beyond
incapacitation, CEWs can prompt compliance
through laser-painting and arcing, enabling officers
to de-escalate situations without engaging in
physical contact. However, their use requires
coordination with backup firearms in case the CEW
fails, for example, due to thick clothing, poor probe
placement or insufficient range. These limitations
demonstrate the importance of training and
teamwork in achieving a satisfactory operational
impact.

The interview material indicates that CEWs can
reduce physical harm in many police—citizen
encounters. While CEW uses increased from 213 to
238 between 2024 and 2025, counterpart injuries
remained nearly unchanged at 14 and 15 cases (all
minor), indicating consistently low injury levels.
Officers in both the individual interviews and the
focus groups consistently described CEWs as tools
that reduced the need for forceful physical
engagement, echoing research indicating that most
CEW-related injuries are minor (e.g. abrasions,
contusions, probe punctures) rather than the more
serious blunt-force trauma associated with hands-on
control or baton use (Nielsen et al., 2025; Semple
et al., 2025). The police officers’ reports of fewer
grappling-related injuries and reduced exposure to
joint trauma are consistent with prior findings
indicating that CEWs often shorten confrontation
duration and may lower overall injury severity
relative to several traditional force options (Nielsen
et al., 2025; Petersen et al., 2024).

At the same time, officers’ reflections revealed an
awareness of the inherent risks associated with
CEWs, including fall-related secondary injuries and
rare but serious medical complications. This aligns
with the literature’s documentation of more severe
outcomes, such as fractures, penetrating injuries,
burns, ocular trauma and, in exceptional instances,
fatalities linked to cardiac disease, intoxication or
other factors (Brasholt etal., 2024; Clarke &
Andrews, 2014; Strote & Hutson, 2006). Officers
generally regarded these risks as relatively limited
when compare with the potential consequences of
firearm use, aligning with prior research indicating
that CEWs are less injurious than batons or police



dogs, though not always safer than chemical agents
like pepper spray (Nielsen etal., 2025; Petersen
et al., 2024).

A recurring theme in officer accounts concerned
situations in which CEWs may have helped to avoid
firearm discharges. Examples included knife-armed
individuals advancing on officers, self-harm
incidents in crowded environments and high-risk
custody interactions. Importantly, officers portrayed
CEWs not as categorical substitutes for firearms but
as tools capable of creating a brief tactical window
for safer intervention in encounters where firing a
weapon, though legally defensible, could carry
significant collateral risk. This nuanced framing
reflects ongoing empirical debates: while CEWs are
widely promoted as less-lethal alternatives, fatal
outcomes and severe injuries can still occur, and
CEW failures (reported at rates between 15% and
47%) can still escalate situations to deadly force
(Williams et al., 2021).

Focus group participants further emphasised that
CEWs were seen as particularly valuable in
knife-related incidents and were believed to have
prevented deaths in practice. This aligns with prior
evidence that CEWs can reduce reliance on firearms
and lower the likelihood of fatal outcomes in certain
volatile encounters (Talapins & Agafonovs, 2020).
Nonetheless, the officers recognised that CEW
effectiveness is contingent on both situational
factors and proper deployment, reinforcing the need
for robust operational protocols, high-fidelity
training and the systematic monitoring of
CEW-related injuries (Kocurkova & Hrinko, 2023;
Semple etal., 2025). Taken together, these
perceptions indicate that while CEWs are not
without risk, officers viewed them as valuable
additions to harm-reduction strategies when
employed appropriately and with a proper
understanding of CEWs’ operational limitations.

Effectiveness and Practical
Consequences

This section examines how Norwegian police
officers perceive CEWs’ effectiveness in achieving
their intended outcomes, exploring the practical
challenges and advantages associated with their use.

Officers generally view CEWs as effective for
incapacitating subjects, but they recognise the
devices’ limitations. Reported constraints include
difficulties with subjects wearing thick clothing,
short operational ranges and the lack of effect when
probes fail to make proper contact. In such cases,
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officers may need to rely on alternative force
options, including firearms.

Beyond technical performance, officers highlighted
several practical considerations, including assessing
necessity, managing physical and tactical conditions,
and making rapid decisions in dynamic situations.
While CEWs offer advantages in reducing reliance
on more injurious methods, concerns remain about
unintended consequences, such as overconfidence in
the device or escalation in the event of a failed
deployment. Overall, the perceived effectiveness of
CEWs is balanced by the need for careful judgment
and comprehensive training to ensure safe and
appropriate use.

The focus groups revealed that verbal
communication remains critical despite the
expansion of police use-of-force options. Focus
group participants underscored the importance of
preserving strong verbal communication skills, even
as practical use-of-force capabilities have increased
following the introduction of CEWs. Respondents
expressed concern that new officers — lacking prior
experience operating unarmed in unfamiliar or high-
risk environments — may be more inclined to use
greater force or adopt confrontational approaches in
situations that do not warrant such escalation, with
CEW availability increasing this tendency. This
could, in turn, provoke additional resistance or
violence. Conversely, some participants highlighted
the potential operational benefits of CEWs. For
example, they may enable officers to intervene in
situations where they would previously have had to
wait for reinforcements, thereby improving policing
efficiency and allowing certain tasks to be completed
with fewer resources.

Although situational awareness (SA) was not
explicitly mentioned by participants, the findings
may be interpreted through the lens of Endsley’s
(1995) model, which defines SA as “the perception
of elements in the environment within a volume of
time and space, the comprehension of their meaning,
and the projection of their status in the near future.”
This three-level model — perception, comprehension
and projection — offers a framework for
understanding how officers interpret dynamic
environments and anticipate future developments.
Strong SA enables timely, legally compliant
decisions, whereas deficiencies can lead to
escalation and heightened risk (Endsley, 1988, 1995;
Endsley et al., 2003). Weakness at any level, such as
failing to recognise communication opportunities or
misjudging proportionality, can lead to premature
escalation. This interpretation is consistent with the



notion of recognition-primed decision-making
(RPD) under uncertainty, which explains how
experienced officers often rely on pattern
recognition and mental simulation rather than formal
comparisons of available options (Klein, 1993,
2008). In the Norwegian context, this means that
decisions regarding the deployment of CEWs and
firearms in fast-moving, high-risk situations are
typically guided by prior experience and the rapid
mental modelling of likely outcomes. When SA is
strong, RPD enables officers to act quickly while
maintaining proportionality and minimising harm;
when SA is weak, the same mechanism can lead to
escalation. This approach aligns with modern de-
escalation frameworks, which prioritise time,
distance and cover to slow events, expand available
options and reduce harm (Police Executive Research
Forum, 2016).

Prior research has confirmed SA’s relevance to
policing, particularly during hazardous interventions
and active shooter events (Borglund & Hansson,
2022, 2023; Hansson & Borglund, 2024). Interviews
with officers reveal that well-developed SA leads to
safer outcomes and a more proportional use-of-force
(Hansson & Borglund, 2024). Training in, education
on and experience with high-risk situations
significantly influence police officers’ ability to act
appropriately in encounters that involve threatening
individuals and may require the use-of-force.
Research shows that officers trained in managing
high-risk situations tend to use less force than those
without such training. Specialised units, such as
special weapons and tactics (SWAT) teams, exhibit
fewer errors and greater attention to concealed
threats than non-specialised officers (Vickers &
Lewinski, 2012; Williams & Westall, 2003). These
findings underscore the importance of structured
training in promoting tactical judgment and reducing
harm.

As previously stated, training plays a pivotal role in
enhancing SA. More precisely, evidence suggests
that targeted methods (e.g. tactical gaze control,
visual attention exercises), significantly improve
decision-making and response times in high-
pressure scenarios relative to traditional firearms
training (Heusler & Sutter, 2020, 2022). Similarly,
officer experience strengthens SA by improving
their ability to perceive, comprehend and project in
complex situations (Huhta, 2023; Huhta et al., 2022,
2023; O’Hare & Beer, 2020). These findings
indicate that the operational benefits of CEWs may
only be realised if they are integrated into a training
framework that reinforces SA, decision-making
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under stress, and communication as

strategies.

primary

Demographic Differences
among Police Officers

Demographic differences among police officers
were considered within each subtheme when
warranted by prior research or deemed relevant to
use-of-force practices, especially CEW use. The
most salient trends indicate that perceived safety
when using equipment such as firecarms is higher
among male officers than among female officers, as
shown in Figure 7. This trend was also observed in a
previous evaluation of Norwegian police officers
(Hansson et al., 2021). The most commonly reported
use-of-force alternative in this study’s sample,
however, was verbal communication, followed by
verbal commands (Table 3). For these alternatives,
no differences in perceived safety were observed
between male and female officers (Figure 7).
Furthermore, female officers reported higher levels
of perspective-taking, a construct that is particularly
valuable in police—citizen interactions. These
findings indicate that use-of-force options vary in
perceived safety and that diverse officers’
backgrounds may complement use-of-force
practices, such as verbal communication and verbal
commands.

Citizens’ Perceptions

This study’s findings indicate that most citizens trust
the police in their use of CEWSs, perceiving the
devices as a less dangerous alternative to firearms.
Better-informed individuals tend to hold more
positive views, while older people generally feel
safer when officers are equipped with CEWs. These
findings suggest that public opinion broadly aligns
with dominant narratives that frame CEWs as a safer
and more controlled tool for law enforcement.

A trend was observed in the citizen survey data
indicating that respondents with some form of
exposure to CEWs (e.g. saw a video, witnessed an
incident, had a personal experience) reported a
higher acceptance of CEW use on adults by police
relative to those without such experience (Figure
28). Citizens in the 56—70 age group reported feeling
safer when police officers in their local area were
equipped with CEWs than did citizens aged 40 years
or younger (Figure 29). Overall, these findings
suggest that Norwegian citizens have a generally
favourable attitude towards police using CEWs.
Reservations appear to be more common among
younger citizens, who are also more likely to be



exposed to CEW use. This is consistent with the
findings of Oriola et al.’s (2016) study on CEW use
in Canada.

In the citizen sample, a high proportion of
respondents, regardless of gender, reported trusting
the police to use force appropriately and comply with
existing regulations (Figure 23). When examining
perceptions of potential targets of excessive police
force, the survey included several groups commonly
highlighted in public discourse: individuals with
mental illnesses, economically disadvantaged
persons, ethnic minorities, and young people.
Among these groups, ethnic minorities were most
frequently identified as being exposed to excessive
police force, with approximately 15% of respondents
identifying this group (Figure 24). Gender
differences were observed across all categories, with
female respondents consistently reporting higher
levels of agreement that police use excessive force
against these groups. The strongest association was
found for perceptions surrounding ethnic minorities,
with a Cramér’'s V of 0.22, indicating
medium-to-high association. These perceived
differences in which groups are most often subjected
to excessive police force were discussed in the focus
groups with police officers. Officers suggested that
such views may partially stem from media
representations, where different national contexts —
particularly those in the U.S. — are conflated with the
Norwegian policing context. The survey questions
concerning respondents’ personal experience with
media exposure (i.e. saw a video) were focused on
CEW and, therefore, limited in scope. Nevertheless,
the observed pattern indicated no differences in
perceptions of excessive force against most groups
between respondents with and without such
experience. One exception, however, was observed
for individuals with mental illnesses, which did not
align with the tested assumption. In this case,
respondents who reported having additional
information were more likely than those who
reported no such information to disagree that the
police used excessive force.

Citizen perceptions may also be understood through
the lens of Dymond’s (2022) research, which
challenges the often uncritical assumption among
citizens that CEWs constitute an inherently safer
alternative. She argues that CEWs are not neutral
technologies but socio-technical actors that actively
shape police officers’ practices, decision-making
and accountability systems. While citizens may view
CEWs as tools that reduces the likelihood of lethal
violence, Dymond (2022) highlights that CEW
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adoption can reinforce structural issues within
policing, including inconsistent decision-making
and systemic inequalities. Furthermore, official
narratives that emphasise safety often obscure the
profound physical and psychological harm
experienced by individuals subjected to CEWs. This
contrast underscores a critical tension: public trust in
CEWSs may coexist with limited awareness of their
broader implications, including ethical risks,
disproportionate deployment and the associated risk
of escalation. Dymond’s (2022) findings call for
caution, comprehensive reforms, clear operational
standards, robust oversight, and accountability
mechanisms to ensure that CEWs do not merely shift
harm but genuinely contribute to safer and more
legitimate policing.

Final Discussion

Dymond (2022) further argues that persistent myths
surround CEW safety, most notably the belief that
they are inherently safe or serve as direct substitutes
for firecarms. On the contrary, her research
demonstrates that CEWs are often deployed in
situations without imminent lethal threats, including
cases in which firearms would never be appropriate.
This challenges the notion that CEWs simply replace
deadly force. The police officers interviewed for this
study provided a more nuanced picture. Notably,
they did not claim that CEWs replace firearms in any
categorical sense. Rather, they emphasised that the
devices sometimes create opportunities to avoid
using lethal force against violent individuals.
Officers described incidents involving knives,
scenarios where individuals attempted self-harm in
crowded spaces, and high-risk custody situations in
which CEW availability enabled a safer resolution.
In these cases, the officers did not perceive CEWs as
areplacement for firearms but rather as an additional
tool that opened up a brief tactical window for a safer
arrest.

Officers also reported that CEWs can reduce injuries
for all parties by limiting the need for physical
grappling, baton strikes or pepper spray, all of which
carry significant risks of harm. From their
perspective, CEWs are likely to result in fewer
injuries and overall safer outcomes provided they are
used correctly and proportionately. However, they
simultaneously stressed that verbal communication,
de-escalation and sound tactical decision-making
remain essential. In their view, CEWs are only
valuable when they are integrated into a broader
approach that prioritises communication and
non-confrontational strategies.



We argue that, while the ideal scenario would be one
in which police never need to resort to force, such
conditions rarely exist. In situations where force is
unavoidable, CEWs offer a less injurious alternative,
provided they are used within the bounds of
proportionality, legal standards and professional
guidelines. Of course, any technological solution has

limitations: CEWSs cannot replace officers’
judgment, experience or  context-sensitive
assessment.

Some officers exhibited a notably critical attitude
towards CEWs, running counter to simplistic
narratives that technological advances automatically
improve policing. Several officers noted that new
recruits who had never worked during the period
when Norwegian officers were generally unarmed
and lacked access to CEWs often approach situations
differently. They worried that these recruits may be
more likely to escalate encounters or rely too heavily
on the tools now available to them. This possibility
underscores the importance of prioritising strong
communication skills and non-violent tactics even as
new technologies enter the operational environment.

At the same time, officers acknowledged that
situations will always exist in which the police must
use force — even lethal force, in extreme cases. While
CEWs offer an alternative to lethal force in certain
cases, they neither eliminate risk entirely nor resolve
the structural inequalities that shape police
interactions. The disproportionate representation of
ethnic minorities and individuals with mental
illnesses or substance-use disorders in police
encounters stem from broader social and
institutional conditions that cannot be addressed
solely at the operational level. These issues require
intervention at political and structural levels.
Nonetheless, officers must remain aware of these
disparities and integrate this awareness into their
daily practice.

In summary, CEWs should not be understood as a
technological fix for complex policing challenges.
However, when deployed with critical awareness,
proportionately and sound tactical judgment — and
integrated with verbal communication and de-
escalation techniques — CEWs can contribute to safer
outcomes for both officers and the individuals they
encounter.

Methodological Reflections

This study’s mixed-methods approach, combining
quantitative and qualitative data, generated valuable
insights into CEW use in Norway. We strengthened
validity by designing the survey to address the core
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areas relevant to police officers’ experiences and
practices. To enhance reliability, we presented
survey findings to focus group participants, enabling
them to discuss and enrich the interpretation of key
results. The citizen survey was also highly valuable,
as it captured perceptions from another key societal
perspective. Collectively, these multiple data
sources provided a more comprehensive
understanding of the subject.

Each set of considered quantitative data features
some methodological dynamics that should be noted
here. We presented the data to address the study’s
primary  objective: understanding how the
introduction of CEWs has been received and
operationalised in the Norwegian police context. The
collected data is rich, allowing future research to
conduct more detailed analyses in each area.

Several limitations affect the generalisability of
these findings. The sample consisted of
approximately 400 field police officers who were
selected and agreed to participate. Determining how
representative this sample is of all operationally
active officers is complex, particularly because
operational status is not fixed. The data is most
representative when analysed as a complete sample;
dividing it into subgroups based on background
variables reduces representativeness, particularly for
categories containing only a small number of
participants. There were also interrelationships
between demographic variables. For example, as
noted earlier, female officers were unevenly
distributed across age groups and IP categories. IP
category is itself associated with experience, as
progression from IP Category 4 to IP Category 3
requires accumulated professional experience.
Overall, the findings suggest that the background
information had only a minor impact on the main
interpretations regarding CEWs. However, the
analyses extend into other areas that warrant more
detailed examination in future research.

The measures used in this study have been
previously applied in the Norwegian context and in
other studies involving police officers (Hansson et
al., 2021). For example, the perspective-taking scale
was used in the prior evaluation and reassessed for
validity using the current dataset. The five-item
model was evaluated against commonly
recommended fit-index thresholds: a non-significant
chi-square value, a comparative fit index (CFI)
above 0.90 for acceptable fit (ideally closer to 0.95
for good fit), a root mean square error of
approximation (RMSEA) below 0.08, and a
standardised root mean square residual (SRMR)



below 0.08 (Brown, 2015; Hu & Bentler, 1999). In
the present sample, the model fit statistics were: chi-
square value = 22.52, p < 0.05; CFI=0.96; RMSEA
= 0.09 (90% CI: 0.06-0.14); and SRMR = 0.03.
These wvalues indicate acceptable model fit;
reliability, as measured by as omega, was 0.78. Other
measures, such as the UFC scale developed by
Inzunza (2018) and used in the previous evaluation,
also provided valuable and interpretable
information.

The citizen survey was developed specifically to
generate information relevant to this study. Data
collection was conducted by an external company
using a quota-sampling method, resulting in more
balanced participant groups and more representative
findings. In addition, items assessing respondent’s
knowledge and experience with the subject area
were included, thereby strengthening the validity of
the data.

A central methodological concern lies in who
actually participates in surveys measuring public
trust in police use of CEWSs. Respondents are
typically drawn from the general population and tend
to overrepresent socially integrated citizens with
stable housing, secure employment and relatively
limited contact with the police. Groups who face
more frequent or coercive encounters with law
enforcement (e.g. young men in socioeconomically
disadvantaged areas, people with substance-use
problems, individuals with mental health conditions,
racialised or minoritised groups) are often
underrepresented due to lower response rates,
distrust of authorities or practical barriers to
participation. As a result, aggregate measures of
public trust may primarily reflect the views of those
least likely to encounter CEWs in practice.

Additional steps were needed to maintain validity
despite the potential language barrier, given that the
study was conducted in the Norwegian context by
Swedish researchers. Drawing on our previous
experience in this field, we adopted a similar strategy
in developing survey items for both police officers
and citizens. Adaptation was prioritised over direct
translation to ensure contextual relevance. In terms
of the interview materials, both researchers were
present during all interviews and focus groups,
facilitating the collection of field notes alongside
audio recordings (which were later transcribed). This
approach minimised inconsistencies in language and
ensured more accurate and reliable data
interpretation.
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To ensure the relevance of our approach when
collecting interview materials, we first gathered and
analysed the survey data to gain a general
understanding of the subject and identify areas that
require richer description. This strategy also enabled
us to integrate police officers’ reasoning with
illustrative examples supported by representative
quotations, allowing readers to directly assess the
trustworthiness of the results.

Conclusions

This section presents the conclusions drawn from the
Norwegian police trial with CEWs. The analysis
focuses on the impacts of CEW introduction on the
study’s central research areas, while acknowledging
that additional impacts may exist beyond those
examined here.

This evaluation examines how CEWSs have been
integrated into Norwegian policing and assesses
their impact on operational practice, safety and
police legitimacy. CEWs now occupy a clearly
defined, intermediate  position within the
use-of-force continuum, filling a gap between verbal
commands, physical control techniques, pepper
spray and batons on the one hand and firearms on the
other. They offer distance-based incapacitation
when lower-threshold methods are unlikely to
succeed, such as in situations involving violent
individuals experiencing acute psychiatric crises or
intoxication. Functionally, they replace certain force
options in specific scenarios, particularly pepper
spray and batons. Beyond incapacitation, however,
CEWs also function as a deterrent: laser-painting
and arcing frequently prompt compliance, enabling
de-escalation without the need for physical contact.
At the same time, officers often maintain a
dual-weapon configuration due to CEWs’ range and
reliability limitations (e.g. thick clothing, poor probe
placement), meaning they must still have a firearm
ready in case CEW deployment fails. Our interview
findings suggest that the new TASER 10 could help
to resolve such issues.

The introduction of CEWs has influenced both
perceived and actual safety. Officers report feeling
safer and better able to intervene in situations that
might otherwise have necessitated firearms,
particularly in confined spaces where other tools are
impractical. CEWs can open up tactical “windows”
for safer arrests in circumstances where a firearm
could be legally justified but operationally
undesirable. However, malfunctions and ineffective
deployments can escalate encounters, highlighting



the continued need for coordinated team tactics,
clear fallback plans and rigorous training.

The recorded outcomes are consistent with cautious,
proportionate use. The number of CEW uses by
police rose from 213 to 238 between 2024 and 2025,
while CEW-related counterpart injuries remained
nearly unchanged at 14 and 15 cases, respectively.
All injuries were minor. Of course, more serious
injuries could still occur in rare instances (e.g.
secondary injuries from falls or underlying health
conditions), reinforcing the need for careful,
context-sensitive deployment and clear operational
guidelines.

The findings demonstrate that CEWs complement
verbal communication, tactical patience and other
control strategies. However, this means that
effective CEW use depends on police officers’
technical proficiency, SA and decision-making
skills. Officers cautioned that less experienced
personnel could be prone to premature escalation if
they become overreliant on CEWs. Therefore, it is
important to uphold scenario-based training,
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structured decision frameworks and an emphasis on
proportionality.

Citizen data indicates generally high trust in
CEW-equipped policing and a view of CEWs as less
dangerous than firearms, with some age-based
variation — older respondents are more positive,
while younger respondents are more reserved — and
ongoing concerns about equity, particularly
regarding the devices’ disproportionate impact on
minority groups. Sustained transparency, systematic
monitoring and public reporting are therefore
important for maintaining legitimacy.

Overall, CEWs can promote officer and public safety
provided they are used responsibly and within a
human-rights-based framework. CEWs reduce the
need for more harmful force and can even prevent
the use of firearms in certain cases. Ongoing
oversight, comprehensive training, clear standards
and efforts to address the underlying causes of
disproportionate police encounters are essential to
upholding Norway’s commitment to the minimal,
proportionate and accountable use-of-force.



Recommendations

Based on this evaluation, we propose the following recommendations:

Improve officers’ decision-making regarding CEW use by strengthening their situational assessment
skills and encouraging reflective practice to determine when CEWs may genuinely reduce harm.

Enhance professional judgment through the ongoing development of communication, tactical awareness
and experience-based decision-making rather than a reliance on tools alone.

To avoid technology-driven escalation, place greater emphasis on interpersonal communication,
conflict-resolution skills and non-violent operational strategies in basic police training.

Support the public’s understanding of CEWs by clearly communicating their purpose and use, helping
to counter misconceptions and sustain trust.

Monitor CEW impacts through ongoing data collection that examines patterns, contexts and
contributing factors — not merely usage counts — to better understand when and why CEWs are

deployed.

Prioritise follow-up research on long-term impacts, public perceptions, continued benefits (in terms of
reduced injuries and firearm discharges) and variation in decision-making by officer experience level.

Given the small overall number of CEW- and firearm-related incidents, conduct future research using
experimental designs, such as randomised controlled studies.

Maintain a balanced harm-reduction approach, ensuring that CEWs complement—rather than replace
communication, de-escalation and professional judgment.
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