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ABSTRACT

Procedurajustice(PJ)training for police has previously involved changing officer attitudes
and behaviours by teaching officers about procedural justcéenefits (Rosenbaum &
Lawrence 2011; Skogaet al 2015) the use of a procedural justice script during an
interaction(Mazerolleet al 2013) and by providing interpersonal skills training as a means
of changing officer behaviour (Whellegt al 2013). This research utilises a unique
procedural justice knowledge and skitlased training programme designed to provide
officers with information about the desirability of procedural justice combined with a skill
set that enablesfficers to build arange of abilitiedor use inthe practical application of
procedural justice in the everyday operational environment. It ifirsieto examine the
effectiveness of a procedural justice training programme uagelomized controlled trial

(RCT) conditions through redlme mentor officer observations.

In June 2016, 56 graduating police officers were matched into pairs withame fr
each pair randomly selected to undergo a day and a half training progr&wend¢he next
eight weeks each of these 56 officers were rated in their use of procedural justice by their
mentor training officer for each poligaublic interaction they conducted. Research data was
obtained using three validated survey instruments with excellent response rates (>96%) and
a purposalesigned electronic rating tool. The research findings confirmed that the training
hada significant psitive effect on two variables immediately after the intervention, though
when measured eight weeks after the intervention the effect had dethgsd results were
at the statistically significant levgh£0.005) with medium effect sizes. Analysis o tiotal
number of interactions conducted alémund that though there were no significant
differences in how iFst Y earConstable (FYC) dealt with different types of incidents, when

aggregated the intervention FYC group acted in a more procedurally gysthan the



control group.This finding is important as it relates to changes in behaviour in the

experimental group rather than attitudinal changes.

Overall police who undertook the training were more procedurally just than those
who di dnot .argleb for the éensodutiort df this programme to police recruit

training to embed procedural justice as a philosophy and business as usual.

Key words: Procedurajustice (PJ) Recruittraining Police, PolicingLegitimacy,

randomized controlled trigRCT).
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION

The Presidentdés Task Force (2015, p.1) wurge
justice as the guiding principle for external policies and practices to guide their interactions

with the citizens they serve. This research reports on the findinge trstknownRCT of

a procedural justice trainingogrammel e si gned t o i mprove police
and use of procedural justice. The central research questions of this thedisdacee s
procedural justice training improvarst Year Consthles 6 at t i t udes t owar ds
community during interactioneandfidoes procedural justice training improve interactions

betweerFirst Year Constabfeand members of the communiby?

This chapter begins with a brief discussion of the relationseipveen procedural
justice and legitimagythen presents the justification for this RCIhis is followed by a
summary of the procedural justice trainprggrammaedelivered to recruitandan overview

of the additional chapters in this thesis.
1.1 Procedural justice andlegitimacy

There is a plethora of research that links procedural justice to improved legitimacy (Tyler
2004; Bradfordet al 2014; Hougkhet al. 2010; Jacksoi Bradford 2010 Mazerolleet al

2013), and the use of procedural justice as aafayproving the legitimacy of policing is

increasing globally (Houglet al 2016) Numerous callshave been madéor police
departments to become more procedurally jus
to enhance legitimacy and improve publicsttucooperation and compliance (Murphy &

Cherney 2010Tyler 2004; Tyleret al. 2014).Sunshineand Tyler (2003, andMazerolleet

al. (2010) haveboth arguedhat a person will feel an obligation to obey and defer to an
authority when they perceive traithority (i.e. police) to be legitimathighlighting the link

between legitimacy and compliandehas been called fqolice department® adopt more

procedurally just practices to improve polciéizen relationships (Department of Justice
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2015 p.1) something Kochedt al (2013) have described as being essential to democratic

governance.
1.2 Justification for the research

As mentioned,tere has been much research on procedural justice and its links to legitimacy
and compliance (Sunshine & Tyle0@3; Tyler 2004; Mazerollet al 2009; Tyleret al

2014 Mazerolleet al 2012) Little however can be found on how departments should train
officers to understand then apply procedural justice in everyday policing interadtiens
literatureshows theraining packageapplied in this researdtaveincludedseveral differing
approachesfrom procedural justice scripts for traffic interceptigMazerolleet al 2013;
MacQueenr& Bradford, 2015)to explaining procedural justice and ldsnefits (Skogamt

al. 2015; Shaefer & Hughes 2016d learning interpersonal skills for use with victims
(Schuck & Rosenbaum 201Wheller et al 2013).None of these previous studies have
sought to train police officers in the broader everyday application of procgaktred. This
research will help fill that gap in the literatiag well as (Schuck & Rosenbaum 2011) adding

to the literature on police recruit training, something Skogan and Frydl (2004) have called

for.

This research is unique not only in the desigradénowledge and skillbased
procedural justicéraining programmspecifically for(FYCs), but also as it is thirst-time
officers have been ratad reattime by mentor training officersknown as field training
officers within the QPSpn their usef procedural justice during poligaublic interactions.
The experimental design provides an opportunity to assess the application of the knowledge
and skills during theolice/public interactiongather than just examining the impact of a
procedural juste script such as iIQCET (Mazerolleet al 2012) and ScotCET (MacQueen
&Bradford 2015) . This research wil/l show hov

in their day to day activities can be increased with a suitable training programme.

12



The resech questions for this RCT are:

Does procedur al justice training i mprove

members of the community during interactions&nd

Does procedural justice training improve interactions between First Year Constables and

members of the community.?
1.3 The Procedural Justice Training Programme

The training programme was designed specifically for the Queensland Police Service (QPS)
and aimed to equi-YCs with the knowledge and skills to employ procedurally just
practices when déag with the public.During their recruit training FYCwvere provided
training on the principles of procedural justice and its impacts on palickc interactions,
followed by training in a set of enhanced communication and interpersonal skills telated
the demonstration of procedural justice practices. Firadlyecruits, the FYQwracticed the
application of these skills in a series of rplays that demonstrated the use of the procedural

justice knowledge and communication skills from the lessons
1.4 Outline of Thesis

The following chapters complete this thesis: Chapter 2 reviews the existing literature on
procedural justiceits links to legitimacy by defining procedural justice and police
legitimacy, and examines previous procedural justice/palesearch. It also examines the
links between legitimacy and compliandben reviews the literature surrounding police
training in procedural justiceand interpersonal skills. It also considers the literature

surrounding procedural justice and victims,negses and suspects.

Chapter 3 details the methodology used to evaluate the training employed in this
RCT and the experimental design is explained. The research participants are described,

followed by the data collection instruments and methods. Nexigdhstructs that were
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utilised to measure participant values, attitudes, beliefs and application of procedurally
justice during interactions with the public are summarised. The chapter concludes with detail

of the analysis plan.

Chapter 4 provides the results of the surveys at baselineinpastention and post
mentoring as well as th&ield Training Officer (FTO) ratings instrument. Chapter 5
considers thelevenkey findings of the RCT and draws conclusions. It provides stigges
for policy changes and the potential implementation of ghecedural justiceraining

programme.
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW

In the 21st century, one of the greatest challenges facing the police is how to maintain order

in society without jeopardising the pids trust and confidence (Rosenbaé&miawrence

2011). This has led to an increase in attention by police agencies to the importance of
procedural justice and how it can help in improving petitzen relations. Kochett al

(2013) assert that publi@operation with police and a willingness to comply with the law

are essential for democratic governance. Police agencies in the United States of America are
currently seeing the consequences of losing that trustizensprotest the number of young

black males shot and killed by white police officers. This has even led to police officers
being the target of 0r ev dhorgyth&lGormanp0i6ylsed i n T
recently completed Presidento6s Tdthakpolwe ce on
departments in the USA need to promote trust and ensure legitimacy through procedural
justice, transparency, accountability and honesty (Department of Justicep2D1L5This

statement is just as applicable to Australian police seragee have a si mil ar
consent6 modelgivent hecB@®8A, camdi ci sms of wvar
of application of procedural justice principles (Queensland Government 2013;

Commonwealth of Australia 2014; Queensland Government&015

This chapter reviews the literature relevant to this research dtirdyly, it will
define procedural justice and police legitimacy and examine previous procedural justice
researchn the context of policinglt will discuss links between legitimaeynd compliance
then review the literature surrounding police trainingriocedural justicand interpersonal
skills. The chapter will conclude with an examination of the literature surrounding

procedural justicén the context o¥ictims, witnesses anslispects.
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2.1 Procedural Justice

Procedurajustice has been defined by Murphy and otheisaish e per cei ved f air
procedures involved in decisionaking and the perceived treatment one receives from a
decisionma k er (i . e . (2044 p.487). inlotber wotdy, Whiether a police action is

deemed to be procedurally fair depends on the perceptions of the person who is subject to

that action By being procedurally fair in the exercise of their duties, it is argued that the
policetrcamgtihen the soci al bonds bettaween i nc¢
2014, p.4012). Tyle(2004) further asserts that improving theerceivedfairness and
respectfulness of the poligriblic encounter is the best way establish police legitimgc

andalsothat procedural fairness is a more important factor in establishing legitimacy than

effective crime control.

Procedurally just treatment by police has
(2015)as a foundational necessity in buildipgblic trust.Procedural justice is displayed
via the presence of four components or pillars of police beta®ast, police are perceived
as being fair and neutral and that they treat all persons, regardless of thengtaulignity
and respect @geantet al 2016). Second, police should be seen to have trustworthy motives
behind their decisioimaking (Sergeangt al 2016; Goodmaielahunty 201Q) Third,
decisions should be unbiased and made with neutrality (Tyler 2006; Godoetemunty
2010).The fourth pillar ofprocedural justiceequires police to ensure citizens have a voice
indecisioama ki ng and can Ohave their saydo -(Blader
Delahunty 2010; Mazerollet al 2012; Higginson & Mazerolle 2014f.all four pillars are

present during a polieetizen interaction, then it can be described as procedurally just.
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2.2 PolicelLegitimacy

Police legitimacy depends upon how the citizenry perceives the police department (and often

the government) and whether that opinemgenderscompliance.Tyler and Huo (2002,

p.Xiv) have stated that legitimacyfist he bel i ef that | egal author
and that the individual .Ibhasglsdbedanarguddetfatifra t o
person perceives an aotity (i.e. police) to be legitimate they feel they should obey and

defer to that authority (Sunshine & Tyler 2003; Mazeretlal 2009).

The positive link between procedural justice and police legitimacy has been the
subject of research for some timewn(Bradfordet al 2014; Hougtet al 2010; Jackso&
Bradford 2010 Mazerolleet al 2013). Ithas been statetthat when people perceive they
have been fairly treated by police, legitimacy is enhanced (Bradt@ad2014; Jackso&
Bradford 2010; Sunsihe & Tyler 2003). Tyler (1990) observed that critical to the success
of policing was a legitimate and procedurally just service. Jackson and Bradford (2010)
found that police could reinforce their 0s
trustwathiness and thus encourage more active civic engagesuett ageporting crime
and suspicious behaviquio being prepared to be a witness. This stance is supported by
Murphy et al (2008) whoarguethat people who view police as being legitimate areemo
likely to assist police to control crime. Myhill and Quinton (2011) found that police who
employ procedurally just practices such as fairness are likely to improve measures of

legitimacy and trust.

Unfortunately this legitimacy can be easily eroded &yegative interaction with
police (Bradfordet al 2014; Brown & Benedict 2002; Hinds 2008; Skogan 2006; Tuch &
Weitzer 1997). In fact, a negative interaction can have between four and fourteen times the
impact of a positive interaction (Skogan 2006). One instance of fair treatment however will

do little to increase police legitimacy by itself. The constant, ongoing use of procedural
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justice however may create a foundation upon which greater legitimacy can be built

(Mazerolleet al 2013; Myhill & Quinton 2011)
2.3 Compliance

The relationship between legitany and compliance has also been the subject of research
(Sunshine& Tyler 2003; Tyler 1990; Tyle& Fagan 2008; Tyle& Folger 1980; Tyle&

Huo 2002).This link can be explained via the Group Value Model (L&hd'yler 1988)

which asserts that behaviowan be shaped by ones belonging to a group. They posit that

the more someone feels part of a group, the more likely they are to comply with group rules

and behaviourslt has beerfoundt h a't use of procedur al justic
feelings of selworth and belonging which leads to greater compliance (Sergealn2016;

Blader & Tyler 2009; De Creme& Tyler 2005; Tyler& Blader 2000; Tyle& Degoey

1995) and a perceived duty to obey (Bradferdl 2014).

Increased compliance resulting froegitimacy was also discussed by Matrofski
al. (1996) who found in their study of 346 police requests for ard®firginia, USA that
legitimating factors had a strong influence over citizen compliance. McCluskey (2003)
agred, finding that the use ofrpcedurally just tactics resulted in greater compliance than
mere commands to obey a law. In their study of New Yorkers, Sunshine and Tyler (2003)
also found that legitimacy was a powerful influencer on the public's reactions to police and

that perceiveddirness of the police procedures was key to establishing legitimacy.
2.4 PoliceTraining

It is apparent then that police agencies benefit from and should engage in procedurally just
practices, andraining officers in procedural justice could be the answearchieving this
Unfortunatelythere is amall set of studiesn procedural justice training for police (Schuck

& Rosenbaum 2011; Mazerolg al 2013; Whelleret al 2013; Skogaret al 2015) to
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indicate its efficacy. There is a call for greater research and observation into the impact this
type of training has on an officerds inter
real encounters (Skogan & Frydl 2004; Baal 2011) and on how principles of procedural

justice can be incorporated into routine police interactions (Skogan 23PD). Haberfield

(2002) asserts that police training is one area where police departments have an opportunity
to strengt he nsonalfskills dueng entounterSucea tramiegr provides an
understanding gfrocedural justicand those interpersonal skills which assist officers in the

practical application gbrocedural justice

If positive changes are to occur in police behavioghduld start at recruit training
Rosenbaum and Lawrence (2011) found that there is a genuine opportunity to grow a new
police culture that endorses key values and principles and seeks to solve interpersonal
problems in a way that reinforces this oriemtatiMcDermott and HulsKillacky (2012)
agree, advocating the need for police agencies to conduct more interpersonal skills training

to better interact with the community and build stronger partnerships.

Constable and Smith (2015) identify that the mdagificant and formative arena
for police cultural traits is the training period. Haarr (2001) and Heslop (2011) have both
found that basic recruit training has a positive impact to the attitudes of officers towards
community policing and poliepublic rehtions activitiesalthough there is some decay once
officers commence operational duties and obtain greater exposure to organisational culture.
The recent unpublished work of Platz (2016) demonstrates the positive effects training can
have on police recru attitudes and behavioyrsalthough further work is required to
determine the longevity of those impacts. The delivery of this intervention, during initial
training, should allowecruits the time to learn and incorporate these skills before they enter

the operational environment.
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Previous attempts at procedural justice training for police have sought to change
officer attitudes and behaviours in several different ways: by teaching officers about
procedural justice and its benefits (Rosenbaum & Lawrefié;2Skogaret al. 2015); by
using short scripts in specific types of routinized pepoblic interactions such as roadside
breath testing (Mazerollet al 2012; MacQueen & Bradford 2015pr by providing

interpersonal skills training as a means of cliaggfficer behaviour (Whelleget al 2013);

The results have been varied and in some cases contradictory such asRIGI$wo
of procedural justice scripts at roadside breath tests (Mazetadle 2012; MacQueei
Bradford 201% where the positive outtnes reported in thCET backfired inthe
replicationScotCET The training undertaken in this reseaddfers from these bgroviding
officers with both interpersonal skillske the study by Whelleet al (2013) where
interpersonal skills and scenafiased training werfrst used as a compliment practical
procedural justice trainind his isdelivered in theory and practical scenario based training
something not seen in the literature to date. Changetstudat and beliefs will be measured
by a survey instrument, delivered at 3 distinct points during the &Chiaseline, post
intervention and then poestentoring, approximately 8 weeks after participants have been
mentored by their FTODifferences in behaour between experimental and control FYCs

will be measured via the FTO rating instrument.

McDermott and Huls&illacky (2012) posit that facilitators who deliver recruit
training on interpersonal skills must be able to observe and evaluate the officers
demonstrating the skills. The scenario based training in this intervention program includes
6rlleayingéd various scenarios under the supe
occur. In the rolglays, recruits not only played FYCs but also tooklenrbles of victims
of crime and suspects to provide a o6view fro

and reflection was provided after each session, strengthening the |&suterhoff (2005)

20



contends that the performance of people who haegeived training should be studied
(observations of in field or operational performance) rather than the effect of the training
delivered (changes in attitudes). This 1is
of procedural justicen an electrnic rating instrument immediately after observation in-real

life interactions.

As previously statedhe intervention provideBirst Year Constable${ Cs) with a
suite of interpersonal skills based on procedurally just principles. This format haseprovid
positive outcomes when compared against other research that utilized scripting or
information about the benefits of procedural justice (Wheltaal 2013). McDermott and
HulseKillacky (2012) concluded that interpersonal skills training deliveretleaatademy
removes barriers and leads to better pgtiablic partnerships, one of the aims of this

research.

The literature supports the type and delivery of training proposed in this experiment.
This RCT will complement the work of Skogan and Frydl (2000 argue there is a need
for more research on police recruit training. Tyler (1990) has stated that a police recruit has
the potential to assist in building a legitimate service to the community through this
intervention andit is hypothesized policeecruits will enhance legitimacy by applying their

newly acquired procedural justice training in polpéblic interactions.

The decision to conduct training on recruits whilst they are at the academy is also
supported in the literature which identifidsat period as idealto commence trainingn
omor al 6 as p €Sbdansan 1982). idaart (R001) asgerts that basic recruit training
has a positive impact on the attitudes of officers towards community policing and police
public relations activitiesalthough there is some decay once officers commence operational
duties and obtain greater exposure to organisational culture (see also Sherman 1980; Ford

2003; White& Escobar 2008). Heslop (2011), in a study of British police recruits, found
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training had psitive impacts on police attitudes to the public althopdlgh k e Haar r 6 s st
the impacts diminished over time once recruits commenced operational dingesnk

between procedurally just activities and legitimacy is now well known and clearly
establities that one of the most important foundations for establishing legitimacy is a police
department exercising procedurally just practices (Mazerblie2013; Murphyet al 2008;

Tyler & Jackson 2013).
2.5 Victims, Witnessesand Suspects

This study willalso compare the poligaublic interactions of those police officers who
received the training (experimental) with those who did not (control) to ascertaiin iishe

of procedural justice differs. It will examine variances between victims, witnesses or
offenders/suspects. This will be complimentary to the research of Mateifski(2016)

who found via direct observatigrihat officers were more likely to utze procedural justice

when dealing with victims or helpless people than with suspects and witnesses.

Murphy and Barkworth (2013) in their survey study Afistralianv i ct i ms 6
willingness to report incidents to policeound that procedurally just actionsere more
i mportant than effectivenes ¢suchas saexdaleassau,se of
burglary and vandalispwhilst police effectiveness was crucial in determining satisfaction
and willingness to report property crimg¢such as vehicle thgf (pp.1317). Whilst
procedural justice clearly impacts on some victims purported willingness to report crime

(Kochelet al 2013) it is less important to other victims.

There is also evidence that procedurally just practices adopted when dealing with
victims helps address negative impacts resulting from the crime (Eliatt2013).It was
found that it was important for victims to feel validated by attending offideesss v i ct i ms
vi ewed that as an i ndi(Ellettsetal 2013 ThistsBuppontivev al u e

of the Group Value and Group Engagement mode
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& Blader 2003) which assarpeople feel a sense of societal membership when police, as
representatives of t he acedarallg fairapnadtices dqudng et y 6 s
interactions with them (Murphg Barkworth 2013).Criticism of the QPS (Queensland
Government 2013; Commonwealth of Australia 2014; Queensland Government 2015a)

could be reduced by adopting greater usgro€edural justice&vhen dealing with victims.

The challenge then is to provide a way for more police departments to accept and use
procedurally just pract i c eregramsaelipnadsarané ss as
adopted in this research aimed to do just thiag. present research will be the first to examine
the impact of procedural justice training experimentally both in terms of officer attitudes and
the practical application of procedural justice in +dal interactions. This research
hypothesises that poécrecruits who receive the training will employ procedural justice in

policepubl i ¢c interactions more often than thos
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODS

In this chapter the experimental design is explaifadtly, the research participants are
describedand the traimg programme outlined. This ®llowed by a description othe

survey instrumentOther data collection methods dhenoutlined and the constructs that

were utilised to measure participant values, attitudes, beliefs and application of procedurally

just practices during interactions with the public are summarised. Finally, the analysis plan

and statistical power of the RCT are mwed. The central research questions of this thesis

are: i d omogedural justice training improvéirst Year Constabe6 att i tudes to
members of the community during interactidmsand fidoes procedural justice training

improve interactions betwedtirst Year Constabteand members of the communiby?
3.1 Experimental Design

The Maryland Scientific Methods Scd&hermaret al 1998),is a5-point scale that assesses

the robustness of a studfn evaluation study that compares a before and after treatmen
group with a control group and identifies some correlation would score a level one on the
Maryland Scale. There would be no randomization into treatment or control group in a level
one studyl evel five is the highest level in the scale and is reseroedtidies that utilize
random selection of treatment and control groups, suaemBET. Level five studies have
strong internal validity andf designed correctly, provide the best chance to identify any

causal links (Shermaat al 1998). This researalias conducted eanRCT.

RCTs are the most reliable way of determining whether an intervention (or treatment)
works or doesiot (Weisburd 2010) and are also able to determine whether that intervention
harms, helps or has no impact on a group (Hagan 2608perly designed RCTs are more
successful at establishing casual inferences and links than other types of research design
(Shermaret al 1998) and are comprised of multiple comparable units which are subject to

random assignment, before and after camspa and control groups (Shermeinal 2002).
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The randomization process accounts for differences in the individuals ensuring equitable
distribution of recruits into both experimengoups (Experimentaland control groups
(Control) such that the two gups are considered equal in all observed and unobserved
characteristics (Weisburd 2010) prior to the intervention being administered. This allows for
any observed changes to be inferred to be a result of the treatment/intervention applied to
the experimetal group (Weisburd 2010). The RCT design displays strong internal validity

and is considered the best way of establishing causal effect (Shetradat998).
3.2 The Procedural Justice Training Programme

The aim of the procedural justice training programiie (intervention) was to furnish
recruits with the knowledge and skills to employ procedurally just practices when dealing
with a member of the public. There were three training objectives utilised to achieve this.
Firstly, recruits in the experimental gnowere trained in the principles of procedural justice
and its evidenced effects on pohpablic interactions. Next, those recruits were trained in a
set of enhanced communication and interpersonal skills related to the demonstration of
procedural justie practices. Thirdly, they participated in a series of pgiidelic roleplays

that provided practice in applying procedural justice knowledge and communication skills
from the lessons. The training programme was designed specifically for this RCT by a
cadlaboration of people including QPS education and training designers, police negotiators
and an academic from Griffith University, Brisbane. It should be noted that all recruits in
both the experimental and control groups had previously received the retaedeuit

communications training as part of the normal training syllabus.

The training materials consists of three artefacts. First, the lesson plan is the core text
from which trainers deliver the material. The lesson plan contains information tordelive
recruits and instructions for class activities. Second, PowerPoint slides contain key messages

to be delivered to recruits. Third, the recruit workbook contains classroom exercises and
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summaries of the training materi&lix facilitators received a g training in the training
programme, delivered by the training designer and members of the QPS police negotiator

team.

The experimental group received the procedural justice training programmE/sver
days during which time the control group receivéloeo unrelated traininglhe recruits in
Control were allocated information visits to specialist police tactical groups and a local
courthouseOf the experimental grouf2,7 recruits attended both days of the training. One
recruit did not attend as it wasiticipated they would not be graduating and would therefore
not be eligible for the evaluation. One additional recruit did not graduate with the intake and
was ineligible to participate in the remainder of the RCT. This meant a final total of 26

recruitswere allocated to the experimental group.

The experimental group was taught as a single class to ensure they received identical
messages and material. Prior to participating in training, all recruits were informed of their
allocation to each group and wegiven the opportunity to decline to be part of the study.
Neither group were aware of whether they were the control or experimental group at the time
the training was delivered. To limit cresentamination, experimental group recruits were
told to not dscuss the training programme with recruits outside of the group. Recruits could

take the workbooks with them once the course was completed.

The training programme was delivered in the penultimate week before graduation.
The first day consisted of a seriet lectures, classroom discussions and exercises. The
following half day was used to practice the procedural justice skills in a series-pfayde
The facilitators that had received training delivered the training lessons and provided verbal

feedbaclduring the roleplays.
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3.3 Randomization

Prior to randonmation, the participants in this RCT were matched into pairs based on the
parameters of posted locatiofmetropolitan with metropolitan, rural with rurafjyender,
academic results and sex. Oreeruit in each of the matched pairs was then randomly
assignedy computetto eitherExperimentalreceive additional procedural justice training,
n=28) orControl(does not receive procedural justice training?28). Block randomization
takes advantage of theigr knowledge held about the distribution of unitscfuit9 to
increase the statistical power of an experiment which suffers from a small sample size (in
this case n=56) and to maximize the equivalendexpkerimentabnd Controlallowing for

better liketo like comparisons and a reduction in variance (Ariel & Farrington 2012).

The demographics ofExperimental andControl after randomization were

determined from a number of demographic questions asked in the baseline survey.

Age: Recruits were agduetween 20 to 52 years @82.13, S[>7.70). No significant
difference in average ages betweErperimental(M=32.92, S[>8.03) and Control

(M=31.37, SBx7.44,(51)=-0.73,p=0.468).

Gender: The sample comprised 38 male and 18 female recruits, with equal rumbe

of each gender iBxperimental ancControl(i.e. 19 males and 9 females in each group).

Education: Regarding their highest educational achievement, 10 recruits indicated
they had completed some type of university or college degregdé&rimental5 Control),
18 had completed a trade or technical certificateExperimental 9 Contro), 21 had
completed senior high school (EXperimental 9 Control), 6 had completed junior high
school (2Experimentgl 4 Contro), and 1 recruit declined to respond. There was no

association between educational achievemenEapéerimentalc(4)=2.19,p=0.701).
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3.4 The Research Participants

The QPS employs more than 11,800 police officers and 2,700 civilian members (QPS 2016,
p.152). The QP $rovides initial police recruit training atwo academies, located in Oxley
and Townsville. Tie Oxley Academy in suburban Brisban¢rains between 300 and 600

hundred recruits annualgnd was where this RCT was conducted

New recruits are accepted atdined during various intakes which are spaced
throughout the year. Intakes are usually comprised tf 4 squads eachcontaining 21
individual police recruits. The exact number of each intake is determined by any proposed
increases of police numberspapved by government and subject to servidge attrition

rates. Approximately 350 recruitgere planned to be trained in the calendar year 2016.

Upon commencing at the academy, recruits undertakevae28 training course
designed to develop competesihical, efficient and effectivEYCscapable of performing
general duties police work under supervision (QPS 2016A). After successfully graduating
from the academy and being inducted ag-&C, the constablebegirs a 12month field
training programme whitincludesandve e k O me nt or exdusiveguidahceu nd e r
of one or twoFTOs, who assess constable performance and guide them through a series of

milestones and competencies.

3.4.1 Recruits/First Year Constables

In January 2016, 63 police recruits commoed their training at the QPS Academy, Oxley.
This intake was divided into three squads of 21 recruits each. A total of 56 recruits
progressed to the week of 13 June 2016 and were eligible to participate in the research. All
recruits then participated apreintervention survey (Appendix 1) which served as baseline
data. Each recruit was then matched into a pair with another recruit forming 28vplairs

one from each pair then randomly assigneBxperimentabr Controlas discussed abave
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On 16 and 17 June 201Bxperimentalcompleted the procedural justice training
programmeone week prior to their graduation and induction as FYCs. Begerimental
and Controlthen completed the first pesttervention survey (Appendik). On Thursday
23June 2016, the recruits graduated and commenced the next phase of their training as FYC
undertaking operational general duties policing with their mentor FTO. 52 FYC (n=26
Experimental n=26 Control) completed the second pastervention survey (Appendik)

approximatelyB%2weeks later after their mentoring period.

3.4.2 Mentor Field Training Officers

Upon graduation, every FYC is required to work with a mentor FTO for their initial eight
weeks of duty.These FTO are specially trained officers who volunteeoedssist in the
training of new constables. As part of their duties they are required to ensure neav FYC
successfully pass competencies and milestones during their training péinetly-four

FTOs worked with and rated the participant FYCs in their usg¢ application of
procedurally just practices over the eigigek mentor period. This experiment was
conducted over a temeek period encompassing the final two weeks of academy training
and the entire mentor period for a group of 56 QPS police redruibs.to mentoring the
FYC, eachFTO completed a short survey (Appen@ixdesigned to baseline their views and

attitudes regarding procedural justice.

In addition to their normal duties, the mentor FTO were also tasked with rating the
FYC on their use of mcedurally just practices during each interaction with a member of the
public. The electronic rating tool (Appends used included a section where the FTO was
required to classify the incident and person type for each interaction. Whilst it is preferable
for each FYC to have the same FTO for the entire eigigk mentoring period this was not
possible in 38 instancek those cases, the FYC worked with two FTO for a period of four

weeks eachTlhis meant the total number of FTO eligible to participatthéresearch was
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94. Of the 94 eligible FTO, 6 failed to complete the baseline survey leaving a sample of 88

FTOs (response rate =93.62%).

Prior to the RCT commencingvery FTO participated ia 90-minute session that
equipped them to properly assess tlaflwcated FYC via the rating tool.llAmentor FTO
were briefed onthe conduct of the trialheir duties during the mentor perjdkde importance
of the RCT to the QP $he RCB aims and objectivethe rating instrumenéandthe baseline
survey they were being asked tomplete The importance of their participation was
discussedand administrative and resource support explained. This should assist to build
Strangbs (2012) 6 Co aldiaparmershipeteea researachenand pur p o
participants. The princgd researcher or one other QPS member have conducted all sessions

with the FTO to ensure consistency of training and messagidgcussed Itrang(2012).
3.5 SurveyMethod

Several instruments were used to cdlleéata during this RCT. An initial baseline survey
was administered to all participant FYCs, followed by surveys-iptstvention and post
mentoring Appendix1). These instruments were created by Dr Emma Antrobus, a lecturer
in Criminology at the Schoobf Social Science, University of Queensland (UQ). Dr
Antrobus has participated in seveRCTs examining legitimate policing (Platz 2016;
Sergeantt al 2016; Mazerollest al 2012). She has recently been involved in the survey
development foan RCT examning an enhanced police response to residential burglaries,

including better policeitizen interactions (Antrobus & Pilotto 2016).

The RCT also employed a survey undertaken by the mentor FTO (Ap2maiich
was designed to baseline their views anituales towards procedural justicand an
electronic FTO rating tool (Appendi®) which scored participant FYC in their use of

procedurally just practices. These instruments were also designed by Dr Antrobus.
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This RCT received approval from both the Q&%® UQ Ethics Committees. To
ensure anonymity, recruits were allocated their own unique identification number. This
number was also used when FYC ratings were submitted. Whilst it is not possible to link
any of the survey results to an individual FXeunique identification facilitated tracking
of results between all three surveys and their individual FTO observations. Menter FTO
were also provided with a unique identification number which allowed their baseline survey
data to be linked with the obsetimal ratings of their FYC. Qualtrics, an online survey

software produgtwas used to manage the uploaded surveys and rating tools.
3.6 Survey andRating Tool Constructs

The surveys and the FTO rating tool were designed to messueealpotential outcomes
of the training by identifying FYGsviews, attitudes towards and use of procedural justice
at three distinct periods during the RCT, the baseline;iptesstvention and posnentor

periods. The ten constructs measured by the survey wer

I 0t hat procedurally just t(Pecaivedlnt o f
Effectiveness)

I 6the QPS use proc(BPXraiceal | y just practi

i Police Legitimacy,

I the effectiveness of the QHBolice Effectiveness)

i public cooperationwith police(Cooperatiorr)

I selfassessment of procedural justice skills and practieésteractior);
I selfassessed communication sk{@ommunication Skills

i Citizen Focus

i Affective Empathy

I Cognitive Empathy
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Each individual construct was measured by a sefigaestions, some of which were

reversecoded, and utilised &point scale ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree.

The FTO rating tool commenced with classifying questions about the interaction
which enabled researchers to identify both thestgb interaction (street check, traffic,
domestic abuse etc.) and the type of person being spoken with (witness, victim, suspect,
traffic offender etc.). It then asked the mentor FTO to rate the participant FYC in their use
of four procedurally just praaes: neutrality listeningvoice, impartiality/fairness and
respect. A7-point scale was used to rate the constructs of neutrality, impartiality/fairness
and respect whilst listeningpicewas rated on a8-point scale ranging from zero to eight.

This wasto account for any member of the public who refused to talk with the officers.

It is important to address issues of reliability and validity when designing research
(Neuman 2011). Reliability, in the context of this research, means that the instrument or
survey measuring something does so on a consistent, dependable basis (Neuman 2011).
Construct validity is the extent to which an instrument or question measures what it was
designed to measure (Hagan 2088uman 2011). Although reliability and validity aret
universally dependent on each other, an instrument cannot be valid unless it measures
reliably (Nunnally& Bernstein 1994). One way of determining whether all items in an
instrument measure the same construct is to use Cronbach's(@lj@xonbach 251).

Cr o n b "Haffdrds & measure of internal consistency for tests and scales. The surveys in
this research test a variety of constructs so the Cronblctsle was applied to and
measured each series of questions. Alpha scores range from therédab8gity coefficient

of zero to the highest of 1.00. It is accepted by researchers that any value of Crddbach's
score between 0.60 and 0.70 is acceptable Wsitores between 0.70 and 0.95 regarded as
good (Nunnally& Bernstein 1994). The survey qtiess analysed in this research were

deter mi ned Utygbe@liablmbachos
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3.7 Constructs

It was important in this RCT to establish baseline data for all recruits which could be used
to recognize whether any impact the procedural justice training hBdpamimental could

be identified postraining. This was achieved via a survey which was designed to measure
recruitsodo views and attitudes on sever al
concepts associated with procedural justice such asdattitwvards the public, legitimacy,

the use and effectiveness of procedural justice, empathy and fairness. Analysis of the
baseline data indicated no significant differestoetween Experimental and Control prior to
training on any of the constructsTwo patintervention surveys were subsequently
administered which measured the same constructs, initially immediately after the training
and then after the FYCs eigiveek mentor periodAll constructs were measured across all
three surveysThe analysis wouléxamine whether there were any identifiable changes in
the measures of Experimental and if those changes potentially resulted from the impact of

the intervention. The ten constructs utilised are described in detail below.

3.7.1 PJlInteraction

This scale was developed to measure data from recruits about their own use of procedurally
just practices. This scatmnsisted of five items from Boretal 6 s ( 2 Gdnfeasurs c al e
of ficersd6 perceived use of pddidonadittm (ltaylto j ust i
do what is best for people) was added to incorporate an element of trustworthy motives into

the measure. Responses were recorded owp@nt Likert type scale from 1 (strongly
disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). At baseline, the oreawas found to have good internal

consistency=00&r onbachos

The participants were askdi:P| ease i ndicate how much yo

the following statementso:

i |treat people fairly
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higher score represents greater agreement that the individual adopts procedurally just

| listen to what people have to say before makiegisions

| treat people with dignity and respect

| make decisions based on facts, not my personal opinions

| treat people the same, regardless of who they are

| try to do what is best for people

All scales were created by taking the average scatteeatems within that scale. A

practiceduring policepublic interactions

3.7.2 Communication Skills

The procedural justice training undertaken by recruit&iperimentalincluded some

enhanced communication skills that were designed to demonstrate the use of procedurally

just practices. This scale measured a-asffessment of communication skvihs adapted

from a survey for goreviousrecruit study of police use of faec t

perceptions of their own communication skills (Fildes 2015). The scale consisted of seven

0]

measur e

items and responses were recorded ofpaifit Likert type scale from 1 (strongly disagree)

to 7 (strongly agree). At baseline, the measurefa@sd to have good internal consistency

( Cr on Wa0OH).6 s

t

he

The participants were askeilP| ease i ndicat e

f

ol l owing statementso:

| know how to talk with people.

| have good communication skills.

| feel confidentwhen using my communication skills.
| am good at reading other people's emotions.

| know how to make someone comfortable.

| know how to resolve conflict between people.
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i1 know how to use nonverbal cues to communicate my feelings to others.

All scales werecreated by taking the average score of the items within that scale.

The higher the score the greater the rating the recruit placed on their communication skills.

3.7.3 PJ Police

As has been discussed previouslge @f the most important foundations for estdinhg

legitimacy is a police department that employs procedurally just practices (Maztralle

2013; Murphyet al 2008; Tyler& Jackson 2013). This scale was designed to measure
recruitsdéd perceptions of the Qypj$tpactidest he o
and was adapted from th@CET (Mazerolleet al 2 0 1 2 ) to measure off
perceptions of police procedural justice. The scale consisted of four items and responses
were recorded on apoint Likert type scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree).

At baseline, the measure was foundth ave good internald=09%onsi st
The participants wereaskdd:l n gener al the police i n Qu

i Make fair decisions

I Listen to people before making decisions
I Treat people with dignity and respect

I Treat everyone equally

I Provide a better service to richer people

All scales were created by taking the average score of the items within that scale.
The higher the score the more recruits believed the ggia&rallyutilized procedurally just

practices.

3.7.4 Legitimacy
The scalefor legitimacywas adapted from sources including Batdl (2015), Bradford

etal (2015), and Mazerollet a@RO®8&8) surveys to measure of

of police legitimacy in terms of moral alignment and obligation to obey. It has bgeedar
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that if a person perceives an authority (i.e. police) to be legitimate they feel they should obey
and defer to that authority (Sunshine & Tyler 2003; Mazerellal 2010). The scale
consisted of four items and responses were recorded gomt/Likert type scale from 1
(strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). At baseline, the measure was found to have

adequate internal UsOBRsi stency (Cronbachos

The participants were askédP | ease i ndicate how much you

the followingstatementd. N my opi ni ono:

T People should do what the police tell them to do even if they disagree with
their decisions

T The police have the same sense of right and wrong as the community

T The police stand up for values that are important for people cothenunity

T Respect for police is an important value for people to .have

Again, all scales were created by taking the average score of the items within that

scale.
3.7.5 Police Effectiveness

Murphy (2013) states that police effectiveness is as important twepeljitimacy as their

use of procedural justicEurther, he effectiveness of a police organisation can also lead to
greater victim satisfaction regarding some ¢
to report a crime (Murphy & Barkworth 2014)hi§ scale was adapted from items used in
MacQueen and Bradfordés (2014) survey to mea
effectiveness. The scale consisted of six items and responses were recordeganta 7

Likert type scale from 1 (stronglysfigree) to 7 (strongly agree). At baseline, the measure

was found to have good iUs09%).r nal consistency
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The participants were askédOn t he whol e, how confident

police in Qld too:

i Prevent crime

I Respond quicklyd appropriate calls from the puhlic
i Deal with incidents as they occur

i Solve crimes

i Catch criminals

i Keep people safe

As indicated previously, all scales were created by taking the average score of the

items within that scale and the higher the scbre better the result.

3.7.6 Cooperation
It is hypothesized in this research that suspect/offenders will cooperate with or provide more

information to police if they are treated in a procedurally just manner than if not. It is also
posited that the legitimacy dfie police arising from their use of procedurally just practices

in this research will lead to increased compliance analogous to the perceived duty to obey
discussed by Bradfordt al (2014). This scale was adapted from items used in QCET
(Mazerolleetd. 2012) to measure officersdo gener al
to cooperate with police. The scale consisted of four items and responses were recorded on
a 7-point Likert type scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). At hastle

measure was found to have gU=088).i nternal con

The participants were askédl n your experience, how | 1k

people toéo:

I Call police to report a crime
i Help police to find someone suspected of cortingta crime by providing

them with information
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I Report dangerous or suspicious activities to police

T Willingly assist police if asked

All scales were created by taking the average score of the items within that scale.
The higher the score, the greatee tikelihood the recruits believe citizens will cooperate

with police.
3.7.7 Citizen Focus

The scalefor citizen focuswvas adapted from items usedScotCET Bradfordet al 2014)

to measure attitudes towards the public and a service model of policing. Tdhemtsikted

of 3 items and responses were recorded onpaift Likert type scale from 1 (strongly
disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). At baseline, the measure was found to have adequate internal

consistency=06%ronbachods

The participants were askéélease indicate how much you agree or disagree with

the following statements.n my opi ni oné o:

T Some victims of crime are more deserving of a good service than.others
T Itis a waste of time trying to help some members of the public

T Some people do little tearn the respect of the police
All scales were created by taking the average score of the items within that scale.

3.7.8 Perceived PJ Effectiveness

The benefits of using procedurally just procedures was demonstrated to the recruits in
Experimental both in thelassroom lectures as well as in the scenarios anglays. This

scale was designed to measure the recruits?o
of the public was effective. This scale was adapted from items used byeBain(2015) to

meaure attitudes regarding the effectiveness of procedural justice in encounters with the

public. The scale consisted of three items and responses were recordeghontalikert
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type scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). At baselinmethgure was

found to have adequate Us0B6®.rnal consistency

The participants were ask@dP| ease i ndicate how much yo

the following statements.n my opi ni onéo:

i If you let people vent their feelings first, you anere likely to get them to
comply with your request

i Treating angry members of the public
confidence in the police service

i Officers who are polite to criminal offenders are less likely to get hurt

All scales werecreated by taking the average score of the items within that scale. A

higher score represents greater agreement that procedurally just practices were effective.
3.7.9 Affective Empathy

The Macquarie Concise Dictionary defines empathy as an appreciative perceptio
understanding of the feeli(g) of a person (Delbridge & Bernard 200Rpogers (1951) and

Cohen and Strayer (1996) have also described empathy as being the ability of someone to
understand the emotions of others and to share their feelings. Jaltiffeaarington (2006)

posit that empathy is comprised of both a cognitive process where you understand the

emotions of anotheas well as an affective capacity where you feel their emotions.

The intervention in this study has been designed to help inceease of f i cer G
empathy, something which Bottoms and Tank@fX 2)have stated can increase trust and
confidence, building legitimacy in interactions between police and the community. Affective
Empathy was measured using the Basic Empathy Scale in Adaltieéf al 2013). The

Affective Empathy scale consisted of 11 items and responses were recordedpomt 7
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Likert type scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). At baseline, the measure

was found to have adequate internal consistency (Ceoo U=0.83).

The participants were ask@dP| ease i ndicate how much you

the following statementso.

i Other peoplesd emotions dondt affect m
i After being with a person who is sad about something, | usually feel sad.

i | get fightened when | watch characters in a good scary movie.

T 1 get caught wup i n other peopleds feel
I 1 dondét become sad when | see other pe
i Other peopleds feelings dondét bother m

T | often become sad when watching sad thing$dror in films.

I Seeing a person who has been angered has no effect on my feelings.

i Itend to feel scared when | am with others who are afraid.

i 1 often get swept up in other peopl eds

T Other peoplesd unhappiness doesndt mak

All scales were created by taking the average score of the items within that scale. A

higher score for the measure represents greater affective empathy.
3.7.10 Cognitive Empathy

Cognitive empathy was also measured using Gatra¢06 8asic Empathy Scale in Adults
(2013). The Cognitive Empathy scale consisted of nine items and responses were recorded

on a 7point Likert type scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). At baseline,

the measure was found to havd=084od internal
The participants were askédP | ease i ndicate how much you
the following statementso.
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i I can understand ot hers6é happiness wh
i Ifind it hard to know when other people are frightened.

i When someone is feeling 6downd | <can
i1 can usually work out when other people are scared.

i | can often understand how people are feeling even before they tell me.

i | can usually work out when people are cheerful.

I | can wsually realize quickly when a person is angry.

i I am not wusually aware of other peopl

i | have trouble figuring out when others are happy.

All scales were created by taking the average score of the items within that scale. A

higher score for th measure represents greater cognitive empathy.
3.8 FTO BaselineSurvey

As part of the information and trainingrogrammethe mentor FT® were invited to

participate in a short survey designed to baseline their views and attitudes regarding
procedural justiceThe survey consisted of six items and responses were recorded on a 7

point Likert type scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). It consisted of three
guestions from the O0Citizen Focus®6 ctioenstruc
Effectiveness®6 const r Salerelasliy das adequatenfa eache c r u i

scal e ( OkGQitireh Bocus@6d, PJ Effectiveness0.67).

The participants were ask@dP| ease i ndicate how much yo

thefollovi ng st at ement s: I n my opiniono.
Citizen Focus

I Some victims of crime are more deserving of a good service than.others

i Itis a waste of time trying to help some members of the public

41



I Some people do little to earn the respect of the police

Perceived P.Effectiveness

T If you let people vent their feelings first, you are more likely to get them to
comply with your request

i Treating angry members of the public w
confidence in the police service

T Officers who are polite toriminal offenders are less likely to get hurt
All scales were created by taking the average score of the items within that scale.

Ofthe 56 FYCs, 38 had 2 FTOs during their mentor period, giving a total of 94 FTOs.
104 FTO surveys wereariginally received, however, 16 surveys were excluded because the
FTO did not end up mentoring a FYC during the study period. Six FTOs who did mentor an
FYC during the period failed to complete a sureyl 4 of those6, failed to submit any
ratings for their FYCs duringhe mentor period. This left a sample of 88 FT®sr{ey

response rate =93.62%).

Contrasting the FTOs that mentored control FYCs to those who mentored
ExperimentaFYCs, independent groupsests revealed no significant differences between

ratings on eher scalergfer table 3.1

Citizen Focus PJ Effectiveness
Experiment Control Experiment Control
N 45 43 45 43
Mean 3.62 4.02 5.15 5.09
SD 1.34 1.28 1.04 1.26
t 1.44 -0.224
df 86 86
p 0.155 0.823
d -0.31 -0.05

Table 3.1 Comparison of Citizen Focus and PJ EffectivenesExperimentabnd Control
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3.9 FTO Rating Tool

During their mentoring period, ea€fT O was requested to provide ratings of all encounters

ther FYC had with a membeof the public as the primary responder. The ratings were
designed to be quick and were to be completed immediately following each encounter, prior

to any verbal feedback being given to the FYC. An electronic shortcut to the rating tool was
installedonedt FTOs 6 smart devi ce (-tinelbatinganddata p hon

collection.

The rating tool asked the mentor FTO to judge the FYC in respect to four items and

responses were recorded on an individual Likert type scale. The four items wighvseede

How respectfulwas the FYC towards the member of the pubRe®ponses were

recorded on a-point Likert type scale from 1 (complete disrespect) to 7 (complete respect).

To what extent did the FYC appear completedytral in his/her decisions in this
situation?Responses were recorded on@omt Likert type scale from 1 (not at all) to 7 (to

the greatest extent).

To what extent did the FYC appeatigtento the input of the member of the public?
Responses were recorded an 8point Likert type scale from 0 (no information providled

1 (FYC did not listen at all) to 7 (FYC listened to the greatest extent).

To what extent did the FYC demonstrate they were trying to do whaesthsr the
member of the public (or the monunity)”Responses were recorded onromt Likert type

scale from 1 (not at all) to 7 (to the greatest extent).

Analysis of these results comparek per i ment al and contr ol
on each of thdour items for encounters (by encounterroember of public type, where

appropriate) Matched pairg-tests were conductefr the procedural justice scale score,
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calculated by taking the average score acrossfdheitems There was good internal

consistencyC r o n b @=0.894).s
3.10 AnalysisPlan

The main analysis for the data collected during this RCT will involve testing the difference
between mean responses/ratings of those officers who received the procedural justice
training (Experimental) versus those officers who did not receive the trg@orgrol). The

data from Experimental and Control surveys were analysed osatched pairg-teststo
determine whether there was any impact from the intervention to explore differences in
FYCdattitudes towards the use and importance of proceduragustpublic encounters,
policing and legitimacyMatchedpairst-tests were also conductéat the FTO ratings tool,

to explore FTO ratings of the FYCs use of procedural justice in encounters with members of
the public. Matchegbairt-testsallow the paiing of observations within these two groups on
certain demographic attributes. In pairing, the variance that can be attributed to their same
demographic attributes is 6écancelled outd w
permitsdetection ofwhether one groupExperimentgl differed fromthe other Contro)

because dfhe treatment and nétom other unknown variables.
3.11 ResponseRatesfor Survey

A large part of the RCT involves measuring FYC attitudes and views relating to procedural
justice and as such it is important that participants respond to the survey instruments.
Achieving a high response rate will improve confidence levels, provide for a larger sample
size and boost statistical power (Baruch & Holtom 2008). This is important givere el

small sample size of 56 (n=28 each for Experimental and Control). Survey response rates
are often quite low creating difficulties for researchers, especially when trying to determine

if the responder group is actually representative (Neumann 20ilyenerally considered
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by researchers that a response rate of 50% or less is poor whilst an excellent response rate is

anything greater than 90% (Neuman 2011).

Four surveys were conducted during this research with excellent response rates,
althoughthey did diminish slightly as the RCT progressed. The overall response rate for the
baseline survey was 100%. The response rate at folppiv was 98% (96% Experimental
and 100% Control) and at follewp 2, 93% (93% Experimental and Control) giving an
ovenall response rate throughout the RCT of 97%. The response rate for the baseline mentor
FTO survey was 94%. These rates rangch higher than the average of 48.4% achieved in
most studies that Baruch and Holtom (2008) reported in their resaddhave praded a
robust database for analysis and generates high statistical. gdwearesponse rates for all

stages of the survey are shown in tab® 3.

Group Baseline Post- Post- Overall
intervention | intervention 2
Experimental n= 28 100% 96% 93% 965
Control n= 28 100% 100% 93% 98%
Combined response rate n= 56 100% 98% 93% 96%

Table3.2: Response rates f@xperimentaland Control over time

Throughout the course tie three surveys, a response rate of 96% was achieved for
Experimentaland 98% forControl. This response rate provides a strong database for
analysis. Although participation in the research was voluntaogt officers chose to

complete the surveys.

The confidence interval for this research is 95%. In other words, the level of
significance applied ip=0.05. This means that there is a 95% chance any outcome arises
from the intervention and only a 5% probability that any outcome results from chance or
something else. Bross (1971) states this level of significance has been the convention in the

social sciences for almost one hundred ye@rgen that this RCT involves the testing of
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many constructs, there is a probability that one or more of the outcesudted from a Type

1 error (a false discovery) rather than the impact of the intervention itself (Frane 2015). The
failure to |l ook for and accept that some res
by SmaldincandMcElreath (2016)who crticized scientists for cutting corners in the race

to publish statistically significant findings. Their research indicated statistically significant

findings in only 24% of the papers, slightly more than the 20% Cohen identified in 1962. In

this RCT it isacknowledged that some of the results could arise fnoise or a false

discovery

Statistical significance is not the only measure necessary to determine the benefits of
the RCT. The effect size, or the size of the difference between Experimental anol Sont
also important (Arie& Sherman 2014), particularly when considering the cost benefit of an
intervention. The effect size is determined by applying the Cotesguation (Cohens
1977). It is accepted that effect sizes in the range of @29 aresmall, 0.5i 0.79 are
medium and any effect size 0.8 and greater are considered large (Cohens 1977). The Cohens
d equation was used in interpreting the effect sizes of the intervention in this RCT via the

effect size calculator at tli@ampbell Collaboratin (2016).
3.12 Summary

This research involved utilisingnaRCT to test whether a procedural justice training
programme would improveF Y C stiitudes towards members of the community during
interactions and improve interactions betw&Cs and members of th@mmunity. The

use of random assignment of twesstight matched recruits int&xperimentabnd Control

has meant that there is a sound statistical base upon which the results can be inferred as being
caused by the interventioihis permits the researchey state an explicit causal link

between the intervention and the reported outcomes.
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CHAPTER FOUR: RESULTS

This chapter presents the results of the RCT, with the FYC surveys component as well as
the FTO ratings. The results of the FYC surveys are presented at three pastline,
immediately after the training (pesttervention 1) and then after the eigitek mentor

period (postntervention 2). Regarding the constructs that are measured in this chapter, a
higher score indicates a greater agreement with the sca@&atement measured in that
construct. This RCT was conducted to determine whether a procedural justice training
programme would improv&YCs0 attitudes towards members of the community during

interactions and improve interactions betwe#Cs and membersf the community.
4.1 BaselineResults

It was anticipated that due to the pairing and subsequent random allocation of the FYCs
both Experimentaland Control would be equivalent on all test measures. At baseline, 56
FYCs (28 inExperimental 28 in Control) competed the survey, with a response rate of
10®%. Using a matched pairtest for all constructs examined in this RCT, table 4.1 below

presents results compariggperimental an€ontrolat baseline.

Variable Cronbach’s Exp Crrl N
SD sD t df n o
alpha mean men (FYCs)

PI Interaction 0.96 6.15 0.95 6.24 1.06 56 -0.32 27 0.749 .00
Communication Skills 097 5.72 1.12 591 1.10 56 060 27 0556 0.17
PJ Police .92 5.54 093 .77 0.84 56 -1.02 27 0.319 0.26
Legitimacy 0.67 5.63 0.87 5.76 0.82 56 051 27 0614 -015
Police Effectiveness 0935 5.82 0.88 5,98 0.75 56 0.75 27 0458 {.20
Cooperation 0.88 531 111 497 0.72 56 1.15 27 0259 .36
Citizen Focus 0.63 3.18 1.10 355 1.13 56 -1.33 27  0.195 033
Perceived P) Effectiveness 0.67 5.24 0.98 5.02 1.01 56 0.88 27 0389 0.22
Affective Empathy 0.82 3.56 0.76 135 0.55 54 1.15 26 0260 032
Cognitive Empathy 0.94 541 0.58 5.57 0.67 54 092 26 0367 026

Table4.1: Data and statisticafinalysis of constructs in survey at baseline
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There were no statistically significant differencps@.05) between the mean scores
for Experimentaland Control for any of the constructs at baseline (table 4.1). The results
demonstrate that prior to the intention the two groups were similar on all constructs. This
means that the pairing and the random allocation process created equivalence on these

measures between the two groups prior to the start girtioedural justicéraining.

No missing data wenmecorded for any of the variables with the exception of empathy
(affective and cognitive) where one of the respondents had a missing response at baseline.
The respondent and their matched pair were removed for the analysis of those two constructs.
As thisis a minimal amount of missing data (<5%), it was therefore concluded that the
missing response and the subsequent removal of that pair created no bias in baseline

comparisons.
4.2 Postintervention Results(follow-up 1)

The first followrup survey took place immediately after the interventiatl. survey
constructs had a maximum score of 7, with higher scores reflecting greater agreement with
the specific constructMatchedpairs t-tests were used for all constructs toegssany
differences betweeBxperimentaknd Control following the procedural justicéraining. In

total, 55 surveys were completed immediately after the intervention (folfpwl),
comprising 27 fronkExperimental and 28 frof@ontrol. This represented ameryall response

rate of 98.21% with individual response rates of 96.43%Xperimental and 100% in

Control.

Table 4.2 below presents results compaBmgerimental andControlat follow-up

There was some missing data identified in these respofisee was missing data

for one respondent in the constructs of PJ Effectiveness, PJ Interaction, Communication
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Skills, PJ Police, Legitimacy, Police Effectiveness, Cooperation, and Citizen Focus. In these
cases, the respondent and their pair were remawe@®a consequence no scale score was
computed for the matched pair. There were two constructs where two respondents from
different pairs did not provide data, Affective Empathy and Cognitive Empathy. In these
cases, both pairs of respondents were remaweaning no scale score was computed for

these participants or their matched pair partners.

Variable Cronbach’s Exp. Cul. N
SD SD ¢ df P o
alpha mean mean (FYCs)

PJ Interaction 0,95 6.22 0.74 6.49 0.59 54 -1.39 26 0177 JL).40
Communication Skills 0.93 591 0.74 6.04 0.69 54 .62 26 0543 -0.18
PJ Police 092 590 0.79 590 0.52 54 0.00 26 LODD 000
Legitimacy 0.649 5.76 0.84 569 0.70 54 034 26 0,734 0.08
Police Effectiveness 092 5.90 0.71 594 0.66 54 0.22 26 1,826 0.06
Cooperation 0.88 5$.n 081 541 0.81 4 1.45 26 0060 044
Citizen Focus 0.76 33 1.35 343 1.37 54 043 26 0668 010
Perceived PJ Effectiveness 0.55 572 0.71 5.15 0.86 54 283 26 0009 072
Affective Empathy 0.76 3.73 0.66 3.28 0.79 52 2266 25 0.032 0.62
Cognitive Empathy 0.87 521 0.79 558 0.75 52 -1.58 25 0127 048

Table 42: Data and statistical analysis of constructs in survey-pustvention follow-up 1)i Matched Pairs

t-tests- comparing experimental/treatment anchtml FYCs using the postaining survey.

Analysis of the first followup survey data (table 4.2) showed statistically significant
differences [p<0.05) betweerexperimentabbind Controlscores on two of the constructs of
interest:the FYCs inExperimentalwere significantly more likely to perceive procedurally
just treatment of the public as effective than FYCsControl (p=0.009); and FYCs in
Experimental also showed significantly higher levels of affective empathy after training than
FYCs inControl (p=0.032). There were no significant differences detected in any of the
remaining constructs (table 4.2) althouGkperimental rated higher in six of them with

Control higher in two.
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Perceived PJ EffectivenessThe higher the score, thgreater agreement byeh
respondent that procedurally just treatment of the public was effective. A statistically
significant difference was found at the first follayp betweerExperimental andControl
(t=2.83,df=26, p<0.009) (table 4.2). The results show a medium effectcfitlee training

intervention ¢(=0.72).

Affective Empathy: A statistically significant difference was found between
Experimental an€ontrolimmediately following the intervention<2.266,df=25,p<0.032)

(table 4.2). The results indicate the trainintgrvention had a medium effect sizi=(.62).

PJ Interaction: There was no significant difference betwegxperimental and
Control at the first followup survey (table 4.2). The mean scoré&xperimental was 6.22
andControl was 6.49=0.177). Althoudp Experimental ancdControlwere not significantly
different at this first followup, the results showed greater agreement that the respondent
used procedurally just practices@ontrol compared t&xperimental. Cohengd indicated a

small to medium effedize @=-0.40).

Communication Skills: There was no significant difference betwdeperimental
and Control (table 4.2). The mean score®{perimental was 5.91 ar@dontrol was 6.04
(p=0.543). While not significantly different, the results indicated atgreselfassessment
of communication skills irControl compared t&xperimental. Cohend indicated a small

effect size ¢=-0.18).

PJ Police: Table 4.2 shows no significant difference betwé&siperimental and
Controlfor this construct at this point imtie. The mean score Bkperimental was 5.90 and

Control was also 5.9Qp€1.0Q d=0.00).
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Legitimacy: There was no significant difference betwé&sperimental an€ontrol
for this construct at this time. The mean scor&xqferimental was 5.76 ardontrol was

5.69 p=0.734). Cohend indicated a small effect sizd<0.09).

Police EffectivenessAfter follow-up 1, Experimental andControl did not differ
significantly on whether they believed the QPS was effective. The mean score of
Experimental was 5.90 ar@ontrol was 5.94=0.826). Cohend indicated a small effect

size (=-0.06).

Cooperation: Experimental ancdControlwere not significantly different at this first
follow-up. The mean score d&xperimental was 5.77 an@ontrol was 5.41 §=0.160).
Cohendgrevealed a medium effect siz¥=0.44). The results indicate that, postervention,
FYC in Experimental had a stronger belief ti@ontrol FYCs that the public was willing to

cooperate with police.

Cognitive Empathy: There was no significant differenbetweerExperimental and
Controlfor this construct at the first followp survey. The mean score Experimental was
5.21 compared to a mean of 5.58@mtrol. A high score reflects higher cognitive empathy
(p=0.127). Cohengl revealed a medium effectize @=-0.48). Although not statically
significant, there is a clear indication that FYC Qontrol displayed greater cognitive

empathy thamexperimental at this point in time.

Citizen Focus: At follow-up 1 there was no statistically significant differenc
betweenExperimental ancControl(table4.2). In this measure the respondents were asked
whether they agreed or disagreed with three statements regarding their attitude to the public
and a service model of policing with their responses measured-poiiat Likert scale. The
mean score foExperimental was 3.30 compared to a mean of 3.4&8dmrtrol (p=0.668).

Cohend revealed a small effect sizé<0.10).
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4.3 Eight-weekPostintervention (follow-up 2)

The second followup survey took place following theghtweek mentor perioddgain, dl

survey constructs had a maximum score of 7, with higher scores reflecting greater agreement

with the specific construcfnalysis from that data is presented in Table 4.3 below. Matched

pairst-tests indicated that falving the mentor period, there was no significant difference

betweenExperimental andControl for any of the constructs. In total, 52 surveys were

completed after the eighteek mentor period (followap 2), comprising 26 from

Experimental and 26 fror@ontrol. This represented an overall response rate of 92.86% with

similar individual response rateskxperimental andontrol

Table 4.3 below presents results compaggerimental andControlat follow-up

Missing data was recorded for respondents ftimre individual pairings out of the

26 that participated in this survely.n

t hese

cases,

each

of

t hose

were removed andonsequentiyio scale score was computed in relation to matched pairs.

Variable Cronbach’s Exp Cul. N
sD SD df P d
alpha mean mean (FYCs)

PJ Interaction 0.98 6.31 0.81 6.21 1.27 48 032 23 0753 009
Communication Skills 0.96 579 037 6.02 0.86 48 09 23 0380 028
PJ Police 0,95 5.85 0,75 6.21 0.584 48 1.35 23 0.191 045
Legitimacy 0,70 5.55 082 5.86 0.88 48 125 23 0223 036
Police Effectiveness .95 574 0.73 5.95 (.82 48 (.88 23 0.386 0.27
Cooperation .59 5.30 0.71 5.29 0.92 48 004 23 0.970 0.01
Citizen Focus 0.75 339 1.45 381 1.36 48 112 23 0278 03
Perceived PJ Effectivencss 0.78 535 091 486 1.34 48 164 23 0115 043
Atfective Empathy 073 3.50 0,57 339 .82 48 0.47 23 0641 015
Cognitive Empathy (.86 5.26 0.74 548 (.84 48 09 23 0346 A28

Table 4.3 Data and statisticahnalysis of constructs in surveyneks posintervention follow-up 2)- Matched

Pairs t-tests- comparing experimental/treatment and control FYCs using thermpestor phase

survey.
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4.4 Comparing Results Across BaselingPostintervention (follow-up 1) and Eight-

weeksPostintervention (follow-up 2)

When comparing the data from all three surveys, only two constructs had significant
differences identified Affective Empathy and Perceived PJ Effectiveness. This occurred

in the survey administered peastervention (follow-up 1) however was not identified in the
postmentor survey (follomup 2). Whilst the remaining constructs showed no statistically
significant differences when compared across the course of the RCT, changes can be seen in

both Experimental andControl

Affective Empathy: In this construct, the score results in b&perimentaland
Control over the duration of the study are showrfigure 4.1. At baseline, there was no
significant difference between either group. At folloyy 1 there was an increase in the mean
score ofExperimental to 3.73 which was statistically significantly differer@omtrol whose
mean had decreased to 3.p8@.032. A medium effect size was identified at this point in
time (d=0.62). At followup 2 however the mean f&xperimental had declined to 3.50, a
mean lower than baseline (3.56) @&uwhtrol had increased to a mean of 3.39. Although this
difference at followup 2 was not statistically significami<0.641) and the effect size was
small @=0.15), the decline iBxperimental suggests any benefits from the intervemtian

decay over time and with exposure to operational policing.
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Affective Empathy
Figure 4.1 Comparisons betwee Ex per i ment al and Control in the O06Affecti

point (posttraining =follow-up 1, postmentor =followup 2).
The data are presented as the mean score * standard deviation for each group at each

time point.

Perceived PJ Effetiveness:The mean for Perceived PJ Effectiveness increased in
Experimental at followup 1 to 5.72 and was statistically significantly differenCamntrol
mean of 5.15@=0.009). The effect size at this point was medida0(72). When compared
at follow-up 2 the mean declined in botxperimental andControl to 5.35 and 4.86
respectively. This was not statistically significapt0.115) and had a small effect size
(d=0.43), however, aBxperimental maintained a higher mean for this construct at fellow
up 1and followrup 2 it suggests thprocedural justicdraining increasedex per i ment al & s
view thatprocedural justcevas ef fecti ve although similar to

appears to havdecayed over time.
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Figure 4.2 Comparisons between Expé me nt a l and Control in the O0Perceiyv

each survey poinppsttraining =follow-up 1, postmentor =followup 2).

The data are presented as the mean score + standard deviation for each group at each

time point.
4.5 FTO Ratings

4.5.1 Degriptive Statisticsfor Ratings

Table 4.4 below outlines the comparison for average number of FTO ratings per officer in
both Experimental an€Control It also identifies the average number of ratings per member
of the public type and incident type. Thenere no statistically significant differences
between average numbers of ratingsEoperimentabndControlFYCs for any member of

public type or encounter types€1.23,ps>0.228)
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N FYCs with Meun number of SD number of Min number of Max number of
rating ratings per FYC ratings per FYC ratings per FYC ratings per FYC

Exp Con Exp Con Exp Con Exp Con Exp Con

Overall (all encounters) 28 28 28.86 25.36 25.65 19.64 2 1 109 71

Member of public type

Witness 17 19 347 247 2.85 1.98 1 1 10 7
Vietim 23 22 5.00 4.50 KN & 192 | 1 13 16
Suspect 24 22 521 495 428 4.18 | 1 17 17
Trathic 27 25 11.85 11,20 14.20 9.03 2 1 72 Lh
Other 27 22 6.56 7.36 10,14 7.10 1 1 54 3

Encounter type
Street check 14 16 4.00 4,38 314 432 | 1 12 15
Traffic related 28 25 10.75 10,08 13.32 8.11 | 1 68 36
Domestic violence 20 23 385 333 243 2.76 | 1 9 12
General enquiries 21 15 2.86 3.00 1.49 1.89 | 1 6 7
QPRIME task 18 14 367 164 1.49 3.03 | | 14 10
Other 26 26 9.54 815 13.27 7.80 | | 62 34

Table 4.4 Average number of ratings Bxperimentabnd Control for type of person and encounter type.

4.6 Within -FYC Variation

Table 4.5 represents the descriptive statisiicsy ar i ance in ratings wi
ratings. In this tableMean represents the average witRiviC variation in each condition
for each question on the FTO rating tool. There was no significant difference identified

betweerExperimentabndControlon any item or scales1.42,ps> 0.162).

Q6. Respect Q7. Neutral QSr. Listen Q9. Trust motives Scale
Vanance (within FYC) Exp Con Exp Con Exp Con Exp Con Exp Con
Mean 018 0.45 0.27 0.29 044 0.2% 0.29 0.25 017 018
Mediun 0.05 0.10 0.27 0.25 0.14 0.23 018 0.22 0.08 012
Mode 0.00 0.00 016 0.00 0.00 0.00 (.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
sb 0.26 0.96 0.3 0.28 0.60 0.29 0.37 0.24 0.22 019
Minimum Q.00 0.00 0.00 000 0.00 0.00 (.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Maximum 0,93 4.75 1.23 0.89 238 1.07 1.25 0,73 0.82 0.63

Table 4.5 Variance n FYC ratings.
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4.7 Analyses by FYC

Table 4.6 shows an analysis of the use of procedural justice practiegpdryymentaFYCs
compared witifControlFYCs. The scale was calculated by taking the average score across
the 4 items respectneutrality, listeningand trustworthy motiveseach FYC was rated on

during an encounter by their mentor FTO. As a measure of internal consistency, Cronbach's
Uwas applied to t helswwre afl0891 is Ednsider@irtmbe m@od h 6 s
(Nunnally& Bernstein 1994). Dispjeed are the results of Bdaleanalyses representing the

results of matched paitdests for thé>Jscale score.

Those FYCs ifexperimental were rated as more procedurally just when dealing with
witnesses, suspect s, andntliosetinBoatrolpalthowmioe r s o f
to a statistically significant level and with small effect sizes. The $¥d€e ofprocedural
justicewas also analysed in respect to the type of encounter they engagbd ianalysis
shows that FYC irexperimental werenore procedurally just during interactions classified
as domestic violence, a general inquiry QRRIMEtask. A small effect size was calculated
for domestic violenced&0.36) with medium sizes for general enquiriesQ.50) and
QPRIMEtasks (follow up enquiries regarding ongoing files3@.70). FYC inControl rated
higher in their use gbrocedural justicevhen the interaction was classified as street check
with a medium effect sized€-0.65), as well as with minimal effect sizes taffic related
(d=-0. 02) a rdd0.06)oQvéral, roficeré ilcxperimental rated slightly higher than

those inControl although it is conceded that there is some variability in the findings.
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Experimental Control

Mean SD Mean SD N ! df P d
Overall (all encounters) 6.65 0.49 6.61 0.45 56 0,32 27 752 0.08
Member of public type
Witness 6.65 0.62 6.50 0.65 22 -0.76 10 0.468 0.23
Vicum 6,57 0.53 6.58 0.49 36 0.07 17 0,945 0.02
Suspect 6.58 0.53 647 0.59 36 -0.58 17 0.568 0.21
Traffic 6.57 .66 6.64 0.44 48 044 23 0.661 -0.13
Other 6.62 0.55 649 0.53 40 -0.91 19 0.376 0.23
Encounter type
Street check 6.20 .90 6.67 0.50 16 1.51 7 0.175 -L.65
Fmaffic related  6.57 0.66 6.58 0.50 50 0.06 24 0.955 -0.02
Domestic violence 6.63 0.53 643 0.57 32 0,92 15 0.373 0.36
General enquiries  6.69 0.71 6.36 0.62 20 -1.54 9 0.157 0.50
QPRIME task 6.67 0.66 6.20 0.67 I8 -1.27 8 0.241 0.70
Other 6.56 0.54 6.59 0.50 46 0.23 22 0.824 -L.06

Note. N FYCs per condition = 28,
Table 4.6 Results P&cale

4.8 Analyses bylnteraction

Table 4.7 shows the results of independent grdtpsts comparing average ratings for
Experimentaland Control interactions, regardless of FYC, on the PJ scale described
previously. Experimental FYC encounters were rated significantly more procedusdlly ju
(M=6.68, S[>0.61) thanControl FYC encounters (M6.51, SDB-0.66), t(1516)}-5.22,
p<0.001,d=0.27. Although this analysis is of the interactions and not the randomized FYCs
and the effect size is small, the results suggest that, overall, the FYEBgenmental
applied more procedurally just practices in encounters as a consequencerotduiral

justicetraining intervention.
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Experimental Control

Variahle Mean SD n Mean sSb n [} df P d

PJ scale 6.68 0.61 808 6.51 0.66 710 -5.22 1516 <0.001 0.27

Table 4.7 Overall analysis oExperimentabnd Control for all encounter types 1518)

4.9 Summary

In relation toFYC survey findings, two constructs exhibited statistically significant
differences betweelxperimental anc€ontrolat follow-up 1, though there is the possibility
that a "type one error" (Frane 2015) may have occurred when measuring the various
constructs. Erther, whilst this difference did not remain statistically significant at foellow
up 2,Experimental continued to have higher scores @antrol in both constructfter
follow-up 2,Experimental rated higher than control in terms of their belief thatgatural
just practices were effective and produced higher scoresffiective Empathy although

both effects appeared to decay between folipid and follow ug.

Control had higher scores for three constructs at fellprLd their selfrated use
of procedural justicgetheir selfrated communication skills and cognitive empatbgntrol
maintained higher scores for sedted communication skills and cognitive empathy at
follow-up 2 (although not statistically significanfjowever the score for saihted use of

procedural justice fell below that Bkperimental.

Analysis of the FTO ratings of the FYC encounters, showed greater piseetiural
justicebyEx per i ment al in encounters 1 nontroli ng
however were morerocedurally just when dealing with victims and persons involved in
traffic related encounters. If the interaction was classified as a domestic violence, general
inquiry or aQPRIME task Experimental FYC were more procedurally just whilst it was

Control FYC who used mor@rocedural justicen encounters classified as traffic, street
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checks or other. Overall, the results of the RCT indicate&iparimental were more likely

to apply procedurally just practices during interactions with the publicGbatrol.
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CHAPTER FIVE: DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

The potenti al benefits of adopting procedu

organisations are well known (Sargeanal 2016). The theoretical link between procedural
justice and citizen cooperation or compliance with police has been somewhat confirmed in
empirical research (Jacksehal 2012). Donneet al (2015) found thapublic perceptions

of police procedural juste increased their opinions on police satisfaction, willingness to
cooperate and trust in police. This RCT was developed to ascertain whether procedural
justice training of police FYCs could improve police attitudes towards procedural justice as
well as inprove policepublic interactionsfrom the police perspectivelrhis chapter
examines the results of the RCT, and discusses how the intervention may have affected the
FYCs and their subsequent pokgeblic interactions. The chapter also considers policy
implications, including the future of therocedural justicéraining, and the limitations of

this RCT.
5.1 Main Findings
5.1.1 Finding 1

Firstly, the recognition that procedural justice was effective was statistically significantly
higher at followup 1 for the FYCsn Experimental compared t&€ontrol. Analysis of this
construct at followup 2 showed a averagedecline in both Experimental and Control,
although no longer statistically significantly different, the Experimental mean remained

higher than that of Contralgain with a medium effect size.
5.1.2 Finding 2

The next major finding was that whilst the mean score for both Experimental and Control
was higherin the construct of PJ Interaction (which measured the FYCs own use of

procedurally just practices) at folleup 1, ControlFYCs scored higher than Experimental
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At follow-up 2 however, Experimental continued to increase whilst Control decreased to

below their baseline score. It is noted that the effect size was minimal at this point in time.
5.1.3 Findings 3 to 6

The nex four findings arise from analysis of the FTO ratings given to FYCs by their mentors
during interactions with the publi® PJscalewas created to compaExperimentaland
Controlof fi cersd wuse of pr oc e-public mteractionss Thieee e dur i
findings relate to the use pfocedural justicand the type of interaction performétthen
conducting a street check, analysis showed the mean score for FYCs in Control on the PJ
scale was higher than Experimental with a medium effeet. If the interaction involved
discussing a general inquiry, FYCs in Experimental exhibited a higher score, also with a
medium effect size. Officers allocate@&®RIMEtask, usually a follow up inquiry regarding

an ongoing file, rated higher on thedRale if they were in Experimental rather than Control

with a medium effect siz& he sixth outcome arises from an analysis of the average ratings
for all interactions of both Experimental and Conttolthis case, interactions with FYCs

from Experimenthrated significantly more procedurally just than interactions involving

Control FYCs p=<0.001). A small effect size was calculated.
5.1.4 Finding 7 and 8

The next two findings relate to the constructs measuring empathy. The Affective Empathy
of the FYCs was igher in Experimental than Control at follemp 1 to a statistically
significant level. Posmentor (followup 2), analysis showed a decline in Experimental and
an increase in Control, although no longer statistically significantly different, the
Experimemal mean remained higher than that of Control. The analysis of the scores for the
construct of Cognitive Empathy showed the mean for FYCs in Experimental declined at
follow-up 1 yet increased for FYCs in Contrdhe comparison between experimental and

cortrol at this poindisplayed a medium effect siz&t follow-up 2 the Experimentakcore
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was slightly higheand Contralalthough still rating higheshad decreased here wasa

small effect size.
5.1.5 Finding 9 and 10

Police legitimacy is linked to the nefvo findings regarding constructs that measured
FYCsO beliefs that the QPS used procedurall
police legitimacy (Legitimacy). For PJ Police, Experimental and Control mean scores at
follow-up 1 were identicalra not significantly differentAt follow-up 2 however the mean

score for Experimentalias slightly lower thar€ontrol with a medium effect size. When

analysing FYC8 views on Legitimacy, at followup 1 mean scores had increased in
Experimental andlecreased in Contrelith a minimal effect size was. This was inverted

when analysing Legitimacat follow-up 2 withthe mean score fdxperimentalower and

an increase in the mean ©ontrol with a larger effect size.
5.1.6 Finding 11

The last finding reflesto FYCévi ews on t he publicds willingr
something the literature tells us should increase with increasing legitimacy (Jatkdon

2012; Donneet al 2015). At followrup 1, Experimental scored higher than Control in g&erm

of their perception of the publicow2willin
however, bot h Experi ment al and Control ra
similarly.

5.2 Discussion

The first finding showed that th@rocedural justicé&raining programme was able to increase
FYCsO6 views that procedur aplandddlomip@.eVhists ef f e
there wassome decay in mean scores for both groups at follgwv2, Experimental

maintainedmore positive views about PJ effe@nessThere are a number of possibilities
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that might explain these results. The extent opttoeedural justicéraining may have been
insufficient to transfer the information and stimulate the desired effect on participants, as
Pennay and Paradies (2Q1fbund programmes that run for longer periods are more
effective. It may also be the case that once operationaF ks were influenced by the
police culture. The values, attitudes and ideals held by police officers have been shown to
erode over time wén exposed to negative elements of police culture (Sherman 1980; Ford
2003; White& Escobar 2008) such as racist behaviour, an insular sense of solidarity,
cynicism and authoritarianism (Reiner 1992). This is similar to Haarr (2001) and Heslop
(2011) who Ioth identify that basic training has a positive impact to the attitudes of officers
towards community policing and police public relations activities although this diminishes
over time once officers commence operational duties and obtain greater exposure t
organisational culture. This effect decay may also be reversed if a booster programme or
other form of oRgoing training was conducted as suggested by Platz (2016). Introducing the
intervention in the first month of training may also improve the longefithe effect as it

will give facilitators and FYCs five extra months to embed it in the practical application of
skills exercised in scenario based training and assesshieatsains the case however that
Experimental participants believprocedural ystice is more effective than Control

participants.

The next finding regards the FYQatings of theirown use of procedurally just
practices. Whilst both Experimental and Control increased their means at-fgldy
Control scored higher. At follomp 2however Experimental continued to increase whereas
Control decreased to below baseline results. It is possible that after the training,
Experimental had a greater insight into what good procedural justice and communication
practices were and how to opeoaialize it, which gave them a more grounded

understanding of its benefits and use. This could also have required them to assess a more
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realistic view of their own use and applicatiorpodcedural justiceControl were not given

the training and it is thaht that at followup 2, having experienced operational policing

they understoodther interactionsdid not completely represent the procedural justice
statements in the survepny influence that police culture had on the groups should be
equivalent, dueto the randomization and their homogeneity, so it is posited that the
continued increase exhibited in Experimental is due to the intervention. This construct is the

first where no decay was identified which is suggestive that the training, at leassfor thi
construct, is effective in increasing FYCs
Viewed in the context of the final three results from the FTO ratings, it is apparent that
Experimental employed procedurally just practices in their interactiane wften than

Control.

Analysis of the FTO rating data produced four main findings which refer to the
relationship between the useppbcedural justicand the type of interaction being conducted
by the officers. APJ ale was created by calculating theerage score across the
procedural justice items €Y' Cs were rated on by their mentor officers for each interaction.
This scale was used to identify use of procedural justice during their qodlmen
interactions. Three of the findings relate ke tuse ofprocedural justicend the type of
interaction undertakerkor officers involved in a street check interaction, analysis showed
the mean score on the PJ scale for FYCs in Control was higher than Experimental with a
medium effect sizelf the inteaaction involved discussing a general inquiry FYCs in
Experimental exhibited a higher score, also with a medium effect size. Officers allocated a
QPRIMEtask rated higher on the PJ scale if they were in Experimental rather than Control.
The effect size fothis analysis was also mediufithese encounter types, although recording
the largest effect sizes from analysis of the FTO ratings are also the interactions that have

the lowest numbers of officers who have been ratgalg4.4). Due to the small numbef
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ratings and officers involved, and the opposing results found for street checks compared to
general enquiries dPRIMEe ncount er s, it Is possible thes

result of chance rather than any effect from the intervention.

However, there is also the possibility that these are true effects, in which case there
is a possible explanation for the opposing finding in relation to street checks. Street checks
are conducted without any legislative authority and officers are a@uelye that a person
has no lawful obligation to provide them with any information during a street check unless
it is reasonably suspected they may be committing an offénisgosited that the mentor
FTO have developed a 6apedplke mvoléed pmthese dituatioes wh e n
that is different than in other interactions in order to obtain relevant informatwsstyle
would be learned by FYCs through experience and exposure to the practice and although
this more conversational mannermag s uccessf ul i n obtaining a
almost certainly no reference to the fact the person is under no lawful obligation to comply
with their requests. It is further pitsd that the mentor FTO for tl@ontrol FYCs see this
styleasbeig procedurally just because of its | ac
identify their |l ack of fully explaining a pe

the interaction as high on the PJ scale.

The last finding in this series arisesrfr an analysis of the average ratings on the PJ
scale for all interactions of both Experimental and Contrall§i8). In this case,
interactions with FYCs from Experimental (n=808) rated significantly more procedurally
just than interactions involving Cant FYCs (n=710) 1(=<0.001). A small effect size of
d=0.27 was calculated. Even though this analysis relates to individual interactions and not
randomized FYCsand it has a relatively small effect size, it suggests that the intervention
led to ExperimentaFYCs being more procedurally just than Control FYCs when dealing

with members of the community.
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The next finding relates to affective empathy and it indicates that immediately post
intervention Experimental had a significantly higher score than Conittoh medium effect
size.Although at followup 2 theAffective Empathyscores decreased in Experimental and
increased in Control, Experimental maintained the higher score. Understanding and
displaying empathy towards others was a component of the training and this analysis
demonstrates the effective impact of the intervenbioExperimentaFYCs, increasing their
affective empathy. The decay exhibited at foHop 2 islike that which occurred in the first
finding and is suggestive that the treatment effect may be-&hortand require some form
of o6r ef r es lthdeve atmoraprofomgadgnipact. Ibcowdd also arise from the impact
of negative police culture on participants (Sherman 1980; Ford 2003; W&/ Hhiscobar

2008).

The next finding relates to Cognitive Empathy which decreased in Experimental and
increased in @ntrol at followup 1 with a medium effect. This trend was reversed at fellow
up 2 although with a smaller effett.is posited that, as was the case with the FYCs use of
procedural justiceliscussed above, a greater understanding of empathy and hawbit ca
established and displayed gasgperimental a more realistic view of their own empathetic
traits at the time of the followp 1 surveyAt follow-up 2, as Experimental employed more
procedural justiceractices, their cognitive empathy increased. @osely perhaps, after
operational realities confronted Control, they provided a more realistic view of their
cognitive empathy traits. This result supports the use ofptisisedural justicéraining to

increase cognitive empathy amongst police FYCs.

The rext two findings relate to whether the QPS as an organisation adopts
procedurally just practices and t he cohor
legitimacy in terms of moral alignment and obligations to obegoth instances théontrol

FYCs scoed higher at followup 2 than Experimental regarding the QPS adopting
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procedural justicgractices and the general legitimacy of police. With respect to finding
nine, both groups increased from baseline to record the same score atflowhilst a

smal difference was noted at follewp 2 with the mean for Experimental decreasing slightly
and the Control mean increasing slightly It is posited that FYCs in Experimental had a better
understanding of whadrocedural justicés and had a more realistic appration of how it

is operationalised in the QR$&causef the intervention. This in turn may have allowed
them to better identifyprocedural justicepractices being employed once they were

operational and exclude practices that did not fit their undetsig.

The Experimental mean for legitimacy increased Hrastrvention whilst Control
decreased slightly. It is noted there was a minimal effect size. At falfp® however, the
mean for Experimental decreased whereas Control increased with an etkecbfsi
small/medium for this result. Whilst both Experimental and Control views and opinions on
these constructs would have been influenced by their observations and the views of more
senior officers in operational situations and police culture, thoseperifrental also had
the experience of therocedural justicéraining to reflect on when considering legitimacy
and comparing this to the actual observations of police officers in the field. It is also plausible
that due to the relatively small sample sizbhese results are fAnoisedbd

chance rather than any influence from the intervention.

Overall, analysis of these two results indicate it is also possible that the Experimental
cohort has become more cynical about police in generaltendse of procedural justice
and their legitimacy. The impacts of operational duties (Haarr;20€dlop 2011) combined
with some of the negative effects of police cultude increasing cynicism and
authoritarianismand eroding values and attitud&s may well have influenced this score
(Sherman 1980; Ford 2003; Whie Escobar 2008Reiner 1992). This could explain the

decline of Experimental, who had received training identifypngcedural justicend its
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relationship to legitimacy, and the increase imtCa, who were basing their view on their
observations and interaction with more experienced officers, none of whom had received the
intervention. It should be noted however that the Experimental mean in both constructs was
above five (on a-point scalepnd should not be interpreted that this cohort thought the QPS
was not employingrocedural justiceractices or was not legitimate. The score is measuring
their view, at a point of time aft& weeks of operational duties, which is different to their
views immediately after the intervention. These findings might also be a case of
Experimental having a greater knowledge and understanding of what procedural justice and
legitimacy looks like than those in Control and may simply be an awareness of besepracti

difference.

If this trend by Experimental to adoptocedural justiceractices continues, the
intervention may in fact improve measures of legitimacy and kiaghill & Quinton 2011),
bolster the social bonds between police and members of the comifiymgr et al 2014)
and enrich the respectful nature and fairness of pplitdic interactions enhancing

legitimacy (Tyler 2004).

The last set of finding relates to FY&serception of public willingness to €o
operate At follow-up 1 both groupsncreased in their perception of public willingness to
cooperate with police. Experimental rated highest and there was a medium effect. Both
Experimental and Control exhibited a decrease at fellpw2, although with a minimal
effect size. The results suggt that for this construct thgrocedural justicdraining was
effective although similar to previous findings 1 and 7, this effect decayed over time. This
result may also be indicative of the influence of some of the negative parts of police culture
on the participants, such as cynicism and authoritarianism (Reiner 1992) observed during
theirreallife interactions. These findings indicate the effect ofteeedural justic&aining

on Experimental appears to decay over time. The timing of the introdudf the
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intervention and a potential booster or supplementary programme may contribute to greater

longevity.

Greater use oprocedural justicgractices by QPS officersould possiblyreduce
recent criticism it has received particularly regarding tieatment of victims (Queensland
Government 2013; Commonwealth of Australia 2014; Queensland Government 2015a). A
lack of some of the principles pfrocedural justicare consistent themes of this criticism
such as police failing taonsidervictim wishes police failing to adequately inform and
update victims on progresand a lack of understanding of underlying issues and
vulnerabilities of victims (Queensland Government 2013; Commonwealth of Australia

2014; Queensland Government 2015a). However, megareh is needed in this area.

It is apparent that there were a number of constructs measured in this RCT where
there was no effect from the intervention or the effect was not statistically significant and
the effect size was minimal or small. This cout&the result of these constructs failing to
specifically identify or measurethe FY@dlsear ni ng. This result could
as mentioned by Smaldino and McElreath (2016) or a consequence of the small sample size

(n=56).
5.3 Implications for Future Policy Changes

The potential link between a procedurally just policing organisation and enhanced legitimacy

is clear in the literature (Mazerol al 2013; Murphyet al 2008; Murphy 2013; Tyle&

Jackson 2013). The findings from this RCT highlighgossible opportunity for the QPS to
strengthen community ties and enhance | eqgit.i
justice via training. Support for the use of procedural justice in police interactions with the

public was recently beenreaong sed by Presi dent Obamads Tas

Policing (2015, p.1) when they recommended procedupadtypolicing be implemented as
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Aone of the key pillars of modern policingc¢

employed by the QPS tgrasp that opportunity, as presented below.
5.3.1 Ongoing Training

This RCT was designed to test whetpescedural justicé&raining would be able to improve
police FYCs 0 pmocedural jusicens exanune ahetties it could increase the
application of procedurally just practices in relfe situations. Some of the positive
outcomes of the training appeared to decay over time and whilst this research did not attempt
to identify why that occurred, the effect is not rare in training programmes thet &hics

and values (Platz 2016; De ShrijMaesschalck 2014). Some research has also identified
the impact that negative police culture and operational policing has on the erosion of values,
attitudes and beliefs of officers (Sherman 1980; Reine2;1l98arr 2001; Ford 2003; White

& Escobar 2008; Heslop 2011) which would be contrary to the values, attitudes and beliefs

this intervention aimed to instil.

Research from both Karlaet al (2010) and Johnson and Goldstein (2003) shows
that reminders and prodding can be beneficial in improving effectiveness and generating
compliance with desired aim$his might be achieved via a refresher or booster training
programme. Further researchesommended to identify whether this may help to deter any
effect decay. The addition of other complementary training, such as the-bake QPS
Voice 4 Values Programme (Platz 2016) would be an ideal way of reinforcing the values
and benefits of procedal justice.There are also opportunities to incorporate other refresher
training during the First Year and Constables Development Programmes which could

underpin the initial training and help to fortify the outcomes.
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5.3.2 Review ofCurriculum

The outcomes fmo this research and the associated literature indicate a change in QPS
training is warranted. The attitudes and practices thatrtheedural justic&raining is aiming

to deliver should be integrated into the training curriculum so the principles atsl skil

become théoundation stones fall the operational training and assessments undertaken by

FYCs. A procedural justiced phi | osophyé <could be woven thr
particularly in modules that deal with operational practices and proceduteastmadside

breath testing, domestic violence, drugs and liquor enforcement.

This consistent messaging could be emphasized in the current scenario based training
with the use and application pfocedural justic@ractices becoming part of the assessabl
criteria. This will reinforce the operationalizationpgbcedural justcea s O busi ness as
to FYCs and deliver refresher and booster reminders as to what the QPS and community
expects of them. Recommendations for these changes will be taker@Q®3$h€raining and

Development Curriculum Committee.
5.3.3 Facilitators

As discussed in the methodology chapter, a potential impediment to the RCT was the
delivery of the material by the nominated facilitators. Although the facilitators received the
training prgramme from its creatorst was not delivered in full by the same person.
Individual facilitators were allocated various sessions to deliver which resulted in facilitators
becoming more familiar with the parts they were delivering than those parts eeliver

other facilitators. This meant that there was some lack of consistency in the delivery of the
training material between each train€his lack of familiarity with the complete material
restricted the ability of facilitators to provide quality feedb#o recruits in the rolplays,

potentially reducing the benefit of the feedback to FYCs.
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Whilst these facilitators have the skills needed to assist them in teaching and guiding
FYCs it is advantageous for them to all become familiar with and deliveretttire
procedural justicetraining intervention. Each facilitator tasked with delivering the
procedural justiceraining in the future will be required to learn the course material and
deliver it in its entirety to reduce the potential issues identdiedve. Facilitators in the
recruit training programme at the QPS academy are subject to ongoing evaluation by their
students, peers and supervisdrsey are also trialling advanced assessment and feedback
tools as part of a review of the unithis allowsfor the provision of feedback and identifies
areas where expected standards are being met as well as those requiring improvement. This
process will be used to develop and enhance facilitaskils in this new training

programme.

Scenario based trainingnd the use of redife examples or story telling is an
effective method of demonstrating to FY@Osnderstanding of and the application of
knowledge as well as expectations of how they are expected to act as police officers (Peak
1993). It is importanthat these examples are current, relevant and reflect the intended aims
of the training (Ford 2003). Yearly operational deployments are available to facilitators
which could provide them with current exam
p r e a den® ofiadoptingrocedural justiceThis would mean any stoiglling could be
drawn from recent experiences thatméorce the operationalization of the procedural justice

practices and training programme.
5.3.4 Budgetary Implications

As the programme has now been developed, there are-gairmy costs other than in terms
of the extra time required for delivery of the training. The integration of this into the QPS
training programme requires an additional day and a half classroonotimeeplaced in the

timetable. The inclusion gfrocedural justiceas an assessable item in all scenario based
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training will also lengthen assessment timéscal restraints mean the current\2éek
training cannot be expanded so further consideratioaaded to identify time savings that

could be used to introduce this programme.
5.4 Limitations

Sample size:The sample size in this RCT was small (n=56) consisting of 28 FYCs in the
Experimental and 28 in Control. The matching and block randomization &v@s took
advantage of prior demographic knowledge abmdruits, resulting in homogeneity
between Experimental and Control and an increase of the statistical power of the RCT
(Neuman 2011). This is particularly relevant for experiments that suffers dramall
sample sizas itmaximizes the equivalence of Experimental and Control providing for better
like to like comparisons and a reduction in variance (Ariel & Farrington 2012). A lack of
further intakes graduatinduring the experimental timeline madsing a larger cohort
impossible Any further testing or replication of this programme should attempt to utilise a
larger sample which could assist in determining whether any other factors may have
contributed to the outcom@nalysis of the actual poliepublic interactions however was

not affected by a small sample size (n=1518).

A potential impediment to uptake of the training was the delivery by the trainers. The
first day was split into three sections, each section of which was assigned to a different
trainer. This meant that there was some lack of consistency in the delivery of training
material across each trainer. This lack of familiarity with the material restricted the ability
of some trainers to provide quality feedback to recruits inptags. Anecdotally, verbal
feedback received from the recruits was positive, with recruits appearing keen to try the

application of procedurally just practices in different methods of interacting with the public.

Self-reported data in surveys:Surveys are a pralent and accepted research tool in

criminology and the social sciences yet the method still has limitations (Wilcox 2005;
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Neuman 2011). One limitation that possibly could have influenced the results is the
hierarchical nature of policing. This may havd te FYCs providing responses in a way

they believe researchers and senior officers wanted them to, rather than expressing their own
opinions. Likewise, they may not have felt encouraged to be honest in their answers for fear
of criticizing the organisatim The use of anonymity and the collection of data externally to

the QPS was employed an attempto address some of these limitations.

FTO Ratings: It should be noted that many mentor FTO consistently rated their recruit
high on the #point scale, with little variation. Further discussion with mentor FTO may
identify a cause however it is possible that those FTO considered the ratings a reflection of
their ability as a teacher/mentor rather than a true reflection of the skills displayed by the

FYC.

Effect sizes and confidence intervalsMany of the effect sizes observed during this
research fall into the minimal to small categady@.001- 0.040). $na | | Cdrdsdt®n 0 s
may mask the fact t hat observed changes a
(Smaldino & McElreath 2016). Effect sizes in the medium to strong range were also recorded
during the analysis of the survey data. Analysis of theat&ang from the FTO ratings tool
revealed three results with medium effect sizes, the remainder in the minimal to small
category. It is also observed that the encounter types with the largest effect sizes are also the
types that have the lowest numbefsofficers with ratings. Care should be taken when
interpreting results based on a small sample. Although the effect size is important when
considering the cost benefit of an intervent{@niel & Sherman 2014), in this instance the
deci si on tinthe@drrénhtchiding tsdhadele to deliver this training means little
extra resourcing is required. This will allow even the smallest of benefits to be realised if the

training programme is implemented.
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The confidence interval for this research is 95%aning the level of significance
applied isp=0.05. This indicates there is a 5% probability that any outcome results from
chance or something else. Statistical testing concerns probabilities and when multiple tests
are conducted within a single experimdhere is a likelihood of making one or more false
discoveries (Frane 2015As this RCT involves the testing of many constructs, it is
acknowledged that there is a probability th¢

di scoveryd othertAay theeimphct ¢f the irderventioa itself.

Extent and timing of training programme: One and half days is a small proportion
of a 26week training programme and the brevity of the training may have communicated a
lack of importance to FYCs when comedrto other longer modules in their training. It was
also delivered in the penultimate week of training which reduced time for facilitators to
reinforce the aims and ideals of the programme and gave FYCs little to no time to practice
their new skillset. Itroducing the intervention earlier in the training curriculum and
reinforcing it across the entire 2Beek period could assist in embeddprgcedural justice
practices into FYCs. |t is realistic to hyp

timing of the delivery limited its impact on the FYCs.
5.5 Conclusion

It is widely stated that police can potentially strengthen legitimacy by adopting procedurally
just practices when dealing with the community (Howghal 2016). Further to this,
perceived fairtreatment of an individual is a more powerful legitimating factor than
perceived competence of the police (Hasisi & Weisburd 2011; Murphy & Cherney 2012;
Bradfordet al 2014a; Pennington 2015; Cheng 2015; Saarikkomaki 2015; Athte2016;

Reisig & Ban 2016; Beijersbergept al. 2016) so it would seem beneficial to modern
policing organizations to improve in this area. Support for the use of procedural justice in

police interactions with the public has been so influential that the USA has recently
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recommended proceduraljyst policing be implemented as one of the key pillars of modern
policing (Presidentés Taskforce 2015) . Not
vital to modern day policing Pr es i dent 0 s, if pdice Kdpartmetsecan 2réinl 5 )
officers to adopt more procedurally just practices, they will also be able to strengthen their

legitimacy(Mazerolleet al. 2012; Houglet al 2016. How can they do this?

The central research questsaf this thesis wergi d opeoseduralystice training
programme imprové&irst Year Constabe6 att i tudes towards memb
during interactions and improve interactions betwieiest Year Constabteand members of
the communityB. Whilst the results of this RCT appear to haveasamedthosequestiors
affirmatively, further research is required. This research was conducted with a small sample
size (n56) and delivered small to medium effect sizes and whilst the confidence interval
was 95%, replication of this research shawohforce the findings that the outcomes are a

result of the intervention.

An important finding in this research was that those officers in the experimental
cohort were significantly more procedurally just than interactions involZimigtrol FY Cs.
Other fndings tend to suggest that gheocedural justicéraining programme was able to
i ncrease FYCs6 affective empathy and increa
were effective. The training programme designed for this research is uniquiéicalbec
designed to transfer knowledge and skills to police FYCs enabling them to operationalize
and apply procedural justice in day to day policing activities. This research appears to have
identified a method where the principles of procedural justare lze incorporated into

routine police interactions, something that Skogan (2015) warrants as desirable.

There was some evidence of oO6effect decay
this research did not identify the cause, this has been reportedysig in similar values

based training programmes (Platz 2016; De Shr&v&taesschalck 2014). It is also posited
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that effect decay may arise from the brevity of the training being insufficient in length to

properly pass on the teachings or from theaotpf police culture and operational realities

(Sansoret al 1998; Sherman 1980; Reiner 1992; Haarr 2001; Ford 2003; Wktrobar

2008; Heslop 2011). Whatever the cause, it is recommended that the integration of
procedural justic@ractices acrossthee cr ui't training curricul um \
to the results, reinforcing that adopting procedurally just practices should become business

as usual in all operational situations.

The procedural justicéraining programme was delivered under R@haitions at
the QPS academy in 2016. It impacted on FYCs, increasing empathetic attitudes and their
belief in and use of procedurally just practices in operational interactions. This training is
not a silver bullet however, and requires reinforcementsactbe 26éveek training
curriculum to embed the philosophy and skills into their day to day activities. This concurs
with Sherman (1982) who argued that whilst FYCs are at the academy it is the best time to
commence training t he Thé findingaffod thia styglestuggestaof p ol
review of the delivery of the programme, including greater facilitator knowledge of and
experience with the content and its incorporation into the curriculum as a philosophy, would
be beneficialNotwithstanding theeffect sizes and small sample in this research the RCT,
when viewed with the current literature, has demonstrated the potential of this procedural
justice training programme to improve legitimacy and increase the use of more procedurally

just practices byolice officers, providinga roadmap for thtuture of QP Sofficer training.
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APPENDICES

Appendix 1: Pre-intervention (baseling, postintervention 1, and postintervention 2
survey

wyane CQualtrics Sarvey Softwara

Information Sheet

Queensland Police Academy Training Project
INFORMATION ABOUT THIS STUDY

Project Description
The Queensland Police Service are evaluating some of the trasning that recruts receive, This evaluation ams 10 examine
how traning mught affect recruit attitudes, recruit interactions with members of the public, and public perceptions of police
and police responses

What the Project entalls

Researchers from the University of Queensiand have worked alongside the Queensiand Police Service (QPS) to develop
thes evaluation m order to learn more about police recruts, their attitudes and expenences. This evaluation inchudes surveys
of recruits, members of the public who come In contact with recruits, and field training officer ratings of recruits’
performance. All data will be collected by the researchers in a way that does not perscnally identify any Indivicual recrult,

Recnits at the Queensland Police Service Academy In Oxley will be asked to complete a number of surveys about their
attitudes and expenences regarding training. policing, and interactions with the public. Members of the public who come Into
contact with recruts as lead officer in the first eight weeks of deployment will also be provided with a survey that can be
voluntanly retumed to the researchers. Field training officers’ evaluations of recruits' (as first year constables) interactions
as the primary officer with members of the public will also be utilised in the evaluation

This Survey

Your feedback i very important for this evaluation and your answers to the survey questions will halp improve recrult
training in the futwre. At a number of time points - before final training, af the end of training, and after one month of
deployment - all recruits in this intake group will ba invited to complate surveys regarding their experiences. Your answers
to this survey will hedp improve policing and police training in the future

Completion of the surveys is yoluntary. It is expected the survey will take no more than 15 minutes o complete. By
completing this survey, you agree that you have read and understood this Information Sheet for this research project. If you
choose not 1o complete the survey evaluation or choose nol 10 answer any specific questions, you can do 8o without
penalty, judgement or discriminatory treatment. Your decision will in no way impact upon your personal records of
redationship with the Queensland Police Service, The Unwversity of Queensiand, or any other organisation or person. No
Information that personally identifies you will be held be researchers at the University of Queensiand. You can feel confident
In knowing that what you tell us remains confidential and will not be attributed to you in any way.

Participation in this study should invelve no physical or mental descomfort, and no nsks beyond those of everyday iving. If,
however, you should find any question 10 be invasive or offensive, you are free to omit answenng that gquestion

If you have any questions or concems, of would like to leam more about the study, please feel free 1o contact Dr Emma
Antrobus from UQ at (07) 3348 6308 or e antrobus @ ug edu.au.

The Bellberry Human Research Ethics Commettee has reviewed and approved this study in accordance with the National
Statement on Ethical Conduct in Human Research (2007) incorporating &l updates. This Statement has been developed to
protect the interests of people who agree 10 panticipate in human research studes. Should you wish 1o discuss the study or
view a copy of the Complaint procedure with someone not directly involved, particularty in relation to matters conceming
policies, information or complaints about the conduct of the study or your rights as a participant, you may contact the

Committee chair, Bellberry Human Research Ethics Committee 08 8381 3222 You are of course, free to discuss your
panticipation in this study with project staff (contactable on (07) 3365 8306)

Thank you very much for your feedback
Block 4

What Is your unique identification number?

Hittps Moo qualtries com W R QuitnosC ontr ol Panelagax. php?achon= GetSurvey PrintPreaew W
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832018 Qualtrics Survey Software

(If you are unsura whal ths number 15, please contact Inspactor an Thompson)
Block 2

YOUR INTERACTIONS
This section asks you about how you would normally interact with people in your duties as a police officer.

There are no right or wrong answers, we are interested in your opinions and your honest responses would be
greatly appreciated.

Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with the following statements.

Strongly Strongly
disagree agree

| treat people fairly o { { Q @] (9] C
| listen 1o what people have o say bafore making
decisions

| treat people with dignity and respect ) © () © { o Q

| make decisions based on facts, nat my personal ‘ ! P
opinions - o S D) o 8] &

| treat people the same, regardless of who they are o (@) () O QO @] @
| try %o do what is best for people © @ ©) © @ © o

Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with the foflowing statements.

Strongly Strongly
disagree agree

| know how to talk with people. | © > Q © 9] O Q
| have good communication skills. Q &) Q Q Q Q Q@
| feel confident when using my communicaton skills, Q () Q © (@] ©
| am good at reading other people's emations. Q Q Q @) (5]
| know how to make someone comfortable. © ( (% Q () (@] ()
| know how o resalve conflict between people, Q ¢ Q o Q (

| know how to use nonverbal cues to communicate my
feelings o cthers

Block 3
GENERAL PERCEPTIONS OF POLICE IN QUEENSLAND

In this section, we would like to hear about your general perceptions of police officers in Queensiand. We are
interested in your honest opinions.

In general, the police in Queensiand...

Swongly Swongly

disagree agree
Meake fair decisions ‘ Q Q &) Qe Q (@) (]
Listen to people before making decislons Q Q C C O e o
Treat people with dignity and respect © (& Q (5 o (5 o
Treat everyone equally (D) o & C O o (O
Provide a betler servica % richer peopie (5] o Q G @ 5]

rmps ficot qualtrics.comWRQuaticsConlrol Panel iAj & php?actions GetSurvey PrintPreview
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Pleaze indicalte how much you agree or disagree with the falowing statements. In my opinion:

Strongly
disagres
Feophe should 4o whal the police el ham ko 4o even if hey )
disagree with hair dacisions -- = . L

The palice have fe same sense of ight and wrong as the !
cammunity . L o e L

The police stand up for values that are important for paople in '
the community - - - -

Respact for police is an imponam value for people b have
| etrangly sbentfy with the Queansiand community
| atrangly sbentfy with the Queensland Police Sarvice } ]

On the whole, how confident are you in the abilty of the police in QLD to:

Strongly

disagres
Pravant erime ! ] i ] i
Resgpand quickly i approprigle calls rom the public [ 8] . ] ‘
Deal wilh incidents as they aocur i D (] i,
Bolve crimes
Catch crimingls . o o
Keep people sale g ] ;

In your expanence, how likely do pou think 1s i for peaple to. .

Strongly
digagres
Call palice o repon & crime
Help palice io find someane suspected of committing
a crime by providing them with informasion ’
Report dangerous or suspicous activities o palice o o J -
Willingly assist palice if asked (5] 2

Block §

POLICING IN QUEENSLAND
The following guestions ask your opinions about what is important in policing in Queensland.

There are no right or wrong answers, we are interested in your opinions.

In your apinion, how much of a priariy are the following when responding fo a fraffic offence:

Swongly

disagrea
Be rasgectiul whan daaling with the drivar . 4§ (0] » &
Verbally acknowledge the driver's fealings ] = =
Explain the process for paying the ticket or going )
H:l IIILIIT - L =

bt e ualtrics. comWROUSFesControlPanel Aje: phTaction= GelSurvey PrinPreview
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agraa

Strangly
agres

L

Stranaly
apres

Sirongly
agraa



Aa20E Qualirics Survey Solware

Stey calm even if the driver wells &t you . O o . O3 9] )
Lel the drivier tall his or hier side of tha siory ] il ] ) L8 }
Try 1o answar all the driver's quesions J [~ 2 L L b
Explain o the driver why you siopped the car L 0 2 ) L L

Please indicafe haw importand you thirk the following are:

Mot at all Wary
impartant impartant

Encourage the use of negotiation and condict . .

resolution - . -

Invalve the community in crime prevention = N @ i [

Enforce the law faidy o] . ) 9] - . -

Increase public satistaction with the police sandce (9] = = (0] » = =

Improve samices b victims 9] = = @ = . ¥
Mot at all Wary
important imgartant

Prowide a rapid response fo emeargency calls ) i

Improve the investigations of cime b K

Reduce incidence of crirme and violence O ) ) », O

Reduce kalic accidents 'S ) O 9 o

Improve methads and sirategies for catching i ) i i

criminals 1~ ] L . 7] L - o

Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with the following statements.

In my opinian:
Stionighy Shongly
disagres agres

Bonme victims of crime are more deserving of a good service than . . Y
athars J - o ] L

Itis a wasie of ime rying o help some members of e public 7] .
Some people 2o lithe b sam ha raspect of the police Q ] i ) ) @

If you bat people vent thair faalings first. you ane maona ikely o get ) ) .
them to comphy with your requasi o o -

Trealing angry memibers of the public with respect increases the ) ) .
community’s confidence in the police senice - - - - - -

Officers who are polite to criminal offenders ane less likely to ged hort I O [} . ) 0

Block &

ABOUT YOU

This section asks some things about your perspeclives more generally. Please fry ta answer all guestions as
honestly as possible.

Please indicale fow much you agree or disagree with haw much the falowing stafemenis apply fo yourself and
others.

Strongly Strangly
dizagree agree
| basically faal that the world is a fair place. ] 0] i o ) ] ]

tps oo qualitics. com MR QuairicsControd Penel A s phpacton=GetSurveyPrintPreviaw
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