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1. Research on the importance of police delivering 
     ‘procedural justice’ to the public (Tyler, Tankebe, Jackson et al) 
 
2. Very (very) little research on how to get the police to actually 
       do this. 
 
3. The mechanisms could be: 
       - send a memo ordering them to be nicer (“It is our policy …”) 
       - threaten to punish them for not being nice 
       - mentoring and supervision (sergeants tell them to be nice) 
       - train them in the principles and why they should deliver them 
 
         Chicago adopted a training strategy, beginning in 2012 
 



    This Talk 
 

An evaluation of Chicago’s “Workshop on Procedural Justice and Legitimacy” 
 
 
Study 1: a modest randomized experiment testing the short-term 
                effects of PJ training 
 
Study 2: observational survey data testing the long-term effects 
               of PJ training 

 

Trained 8,700 officers  September 2012-September 2013 





Some Discussion Topics 
 
What are our goals in policing? 
What does the public expect from us? 
What percentage actually distrust us? 
Why are we cynical? Are we too cynical? 
What do we expect from the public 
No snitching? Low clearance rates? 
 
Could we learn more about how to deal  
with each other? 
 



               Study 1: Modest Randomized Experiment 
Setting 

Conducted at the Training Academy 

Multiple classes conducted two shifts per day (7am and 3:30pm) 

Classrooms of 25 trainees, sitting in small groups around tables 

Three trainers rotate delivering a series of training topics modules 

PowerPoint presentations with lots of embedded video 

Lecture, discussions and group exercises 

 
Design Constraints 
Implementation had to be passed to managers and trainers 
 
Data collection could not take much time – very brief questionnaire 
 
Randomization  had to be simple, intuitive and reliable     
 
Officers are very, very careful about revealing their identity 
 



        odd days 
1289 respondents 
67 classroom units 

        even days 
1392 respondents 
66 classroom units 

Before After 

Completed in class 

Stuffed in envelope 

assignment check item 

 (Intention to treat) 
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Trust 
Police have enough trust in the public for them to work together effectively 
Officers should treat citizens as if they can be trusted to do the right thing 

 
Voice/Participation 
Listening and talking to people is a good way to take charge of situations 
Officers need to show an honest interest in what people have to say, 
  even if is not going to change anything 
 

Neutrality 
It is important to give everyone a good reason why we are stopping them, 
    even if there is no need. 
If people ask why we are treating them as we are, we should stop and explain 
When dealing with citizens' concerns, officers need to explain what will happen 
   next, when they are done at the scene. 
It is very important that officers appear neutral in their application of legal rules 
 

Respect 
People should be treated with respect regardless of their attitude 
Officers should at all times treat people they encounter with dignity and respect 
It is important that we remind people they have rights and that we appear to follow them 
 
 



d=1.42 
η2=.34 

d=1.60 
η2=.40 

d=1.49 
η2=.36 

d=1.65 
η2=.41 



               Study 2:  Survey of Police Officers and Sergeants 
Setting 
 
Randomly selected POs and Sergeants from the duty roster in all 25 districts 
Survey introduced at roll calls; promotional materials and posters 
CASI interviews in set-aside rooms 
Coffee and donuts on hand 

 
Design Constraints 
 
Rs work 24 X 7   ☞ interviewed 24 hrs; multiple station visits 
Could not be too long  ☞ 120 closed-end questions 

 
Features of Data 
 
N = 714 
120 questions 
Response rate about 30% 
Low  item nonresponse;  Imputed all missing values 
Can weight to correct proportions by district 







Analysis 
Empirics 
63% recalled being trained 
control group = not yet sent to training 
very small measured differences between trained and not-yet trained 
 
Control for covariates including a propensity score summarizing 
the influence of (measured) potential selection factors 

Propensity Score Measures 
  Individual  factors 
  rank      watch    tactical  military  age35+ 
  female  college  white     black      other 

  work context factor 
  pct black  poverty  arrest rate 
  district dummies 

  + Interactions  
Wald test=good fit 





                 The Limits of Training as a Reform Strategy 
 
1.  Many barriers to communication of policy from the top 
 
2. No way to monitor officer behavior on the street 
         supervisors cannot watch over them 
         we don’t know what they do unless they choose to fill out a form 
         formal complaints in only a very tiny percentage of contacts 
          → difficult to incorporate them into CompStat 
 
3. Hard to effectively discipline problem officers who do surface 
         discipline system is in need of repair 
 
4. Eight hours of training: is this enough? 
         how much is enough? 
 
5. We don’t know the effectiveness of other kinds of police training 
         maybe the effects of other forms of training are small too 



And thanks to the MacArthur Foundation for their support 
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 Credibility_and_Training.jpg

Training Credibility and Support for Procedural Justice 

Among officers who had been trained 
Credibility = practical and realistic 



               Table 2: Summary of Experimental Findings 

  

 mean standard. 

deviation 

signifi-

cance 

Cohen’s 

d 

eta 

squared 

classroom 

level R-sq 

neutrality       

    treatment 3.1846 .12277 .00 1.60 .40 9% 

    control 2.9908 .1177     

respect       

    treatment 3.1492 .14700 .00 1.49 .36 8% 

    control 2.9331 .14338     

trust       

    treatment 2.7995 .17898 .00 1.65 .41 10% 

    control 2.5217 .15634     

voice       

    treatment 3.3325 .11764 .00 1.42 .34 6% 

    control 3.1635 .12032     

    Note: 66 treatment and 67 control classrooms in every comparison 

 



Table 1: Participation in the Classroom Experiment 

 

 

  

number of 

officers 

number of 

classrooms 

mean 

age 

median 

 age 

pct in 

patrol 

  treatment 1392 66 42.3 42.5 89.8 

  control 1289 67 42.1 41.8 89.7 

      

 


