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When is policing fair? Groups, identity and judgements of the procedural justice of

coer cive crowd policing

Abstract

Procedural justice theory (PJT) is now a widelylisgd theoretical perspective in
policing research that acknowledges the centraditypolice ‘fairness’. Despite its
widespread acceptance this paper asserts thatateomnceptual limitations that emerge
when applying the theory to the policing of crowekets. This paper contends that this
problem with PJT is a result of specific assumitimt are highlighted by two studies
using a novel experimental approach. Study 1 syaieally manipulated the social
categories used to describe crowd participantsestdy] to police coercion. The
experiment demonstrates how these social categdranatically affected participants’
perceptions of the same police action and thatag participants’ relational identification
with the police, rather than a superordinate caiggthat mediated the association
between judgements of procedural fairness andtiotento cooperate. In Study 2, using
a quasi-experimental design, we then replicated exrténded these findings by
demonstrating how perceptions of procedural fagraes also influenced by levels of in-
group identification. The paper concludes by exptpthe implications of the data for
reconceptualising the social psychological processediating these judgements and
impacts of police legitimacy.

Keywords:procedural justice, social identity, policing, crasv

Total word count: 10,921



Introduction

The literature underpinning procedural justice tige(PJT), particularly in its group
engagement model (GEM: Tyler and Blader 2000, 2@&der and Tyler 2009) form,
acknowledges that social identity processes areyapkychological mediator between
perceptions of procedural fairness, cooperatiom he police and obedience with the
law (Tyler 1990, 2006, Tyleet al. 2015). In other words, people ‘self-regulate’ bessau
of a perception that criminal justice processes faie or legitimate (Tyler 2009).
According to this PJT account ‘procedurally fairbliging creates ‘self-regulation’
because it impacts upon a specific underlying $gusychological process, namely
inclusion and status in a superordinate socialgoage(e.g., the benevolent nation state)
of which the police are assumed to be prototypieplesentatives (Sunshine and Tyler
2003). This in turn is assumed to encourage petplmternalise and legitimise the
positive values associated with membership of thigperordinate category, thus
engendering cooperation and compliance with itsresmtatives (i.e., the police).
Conversely, ‘procedurally unfair’ policing indicateexclusion and alienation from this
superordinate category leading to a sense of rejeand lower levels of compliance and
cooperation with the group authority’s directivesg(, Bradford 2014, Bradforet al
2015, Murphyet al.2015).

According to this account, one reason why policcedural fairness is important
to those being policed is that policing is ‘ideptitelevant’ and can alter subjective
relationships with the powerful social categori@s police are assumed to represent. This
idea finds significant empirical support in thestdture. In cross-sectional (Huo 2003,

Bradford 2014, Bradfor@t al. 2015) and panel studies (Bradfatal. 2014), variation



in perceptions of police procedural fairness amptilmacy has consistently been found to
be associated with variation in affiliation withpgwordinate social categories of nation,
citizenship and community. These findings resonaitth a wider procedural justice
literature beyond the policing context. For exampteio et al. (1996) reported that
employees who highly identified with their organisa placed greater emphasis on
whether or not their supervisor was ‘proceduralbir'fthan did employees who
demonstrated weaker levels of identification. Wegast, however, that PJT’s theoretical
account of social identity processes is limited imumber of important ways.

First, implicit within much current research is tldea that procedural fairness is a
universal and ontological precursor to social idewation, somehow distinct from the
dynamic social contexts within which those judgetaemme made (Lipponest al. 2011).
PJT research is premised on the idea that peopte the police more or less fair
depending on the way officers behave, but the stud frame against which these
judgements are made appears, implicitly at leashraadly constant. As Waddingteh
al. (2015) put it there is an underlying assumptiotiao€oherent unitary, public standard
of what is acceptable and satisfactory in policadwct (p.1). In contrast, Haslarmt al.
(2010) argue that rules governing ‘fairness’ areuroversal but relative in that they can
be radically altered as a consequence of group reeship such that fairness.is for
our own moral community, for ‘people like us’. Qdes this, the rules are likely to
change — if they apply at allp. 120).

Second, and relatedly, it is assumed proceduiraefss encourages shared group
membership. However, as the above quotation impfemess may have to do more

than simply be representatived ‘us’; police activity may also need to hdentity



advancingor ‘doing itfor us’ (Steffenset al. 2014). For example, Haslaet al. (2010)
show that leaders are often endorsed when theybiexairness; however, they are
equally rewarded for beingnfair (e.g., in-group favouring) when their actions seen
as promoting the group’s interest within the speabntext in question. Thus, as PJT
scholars have argued elsewhere, there is a pressed to explore how social
identification and the specific social context irofgaon the ‘boundaries’ and nature of
procedural fairness judgements (e.g., Jackspal. 2015) and the outcomes of such
judgements (Mazerollet al.2014).

Third, the prototypicality of the police as menmbef a nation state or community
is often assumed but not measured despite thigylzeikey feature of the PJT account
(e.g., see Bradfordt al, 2015, p.6). An exception to this is Sunshine awglkér (2003),
who examined the extent to which the police weretqtypical of the ‘community’s’
moral values. However, this measure is operatisedliwith items that tend to treat
prototypically as a relatively fixed expression sifared morals and values. Such an
approach neglects the idea that the prototypicalalmcand values of a social group
change from one social context to another (Tumternl. 1987, Turneret al. 1994).
Moreover, it is now widely acknowledged that idgnprototypicality is broader than
being merely representative of fixed moral valigsce it can also be dynamic, context
specific and ideological in nature (e.g., Turaeal.1987).

Fourth, the measurement of social identificatioPdT research has tended to use
items relating to the superordinate category tHe@are seen to embody (e.g., Bradford
2014, Bradforcet al. 2014, Sargeardt al. 2014, Madoret al. 2016). Previous work has

therefore largely ignored what we will refer toratational identification in other words,



the extent to which those being policed identifghwihe police as a social category in
their own right. This is important because thereev&ence to suggest that relational
social identification with the police is a saliesspect of people’s perceptions of the
legitimacy of policing, particularly in the conteaf the policing of violent crowd events

(e.g., Stotet al.2008).

Taken together these issues suggest that percemtigrocedural fairness should
not be viewed as independent from the identitietho$e making the judgements and the
social contexts within which they occur. Moreovier,be seen as ‘fair’ the police may
actively have to facilitate the shared group irges®f that specific identity as defined by
a given social context. In other words, for theigmto be viewed as ‘procedurally fair’ in
the eyes of ‘the policed’ their actions may havecapture the contextually defined
prototypical dimensions of a shared relational aociategory. In this respect PJT
research appears potentially limited in its theoa¢tconceptualisation of underlying
social psychological processes. Therefore, we agigeBottoms and Tankebe’s (2012,
p. 119) analysis that within PJT reseafchadequate theorisation has lagged behind
empirical evidence

Finally, we also note that much extant PJT researclpolicing has been
concerned, implicitly or explicitly, with the penmsal experiences of individuals at the
hands of individual or small groups of police offis (c.f., Smith 2007). Indeed, it is
probably fair to say that the underlying conceptumaldel is of a dyad within which one
party (the police officer) has considerably moreveo than the other (the ‘citizen’).
However, many encounters between police and pupécticularly in the context of

crowd events, have a quite different form — modably, in terms of the experiments



reported here, people experiencing policing maysdonot as an individual but as a
member of a social category such as a protestothdtl fan or as a broadly disinterested
observer of the policing of others within a crowdall such cases, however, they are still
likely to make judgements about the fairness ofcpohctions, legitimacy, and so on,
judgements that may have a profound impact on theisequent actions (e.g., Reicher

1984, 1996, Stott and Drury 2000, Sttttal. 2001, Maguirest al. 2016).

The present study

Despite the centrality of these theoretical issiweBJT, there has been to date a
relative paucity of simple experimental evidencstitegy the proposition that social
categorisation and social context have important &ar-reaching impacts upon
judgements of procedural fairness. Drawing on TglgP011) proposals regarding
‘motive based trust’, Waddingtort al. (2015) point out that perceptions of police
legitimacy are not bound within ‘incident specifienhcounters but are dramatically
affected by the prior history of a person’s relationship witiet policé (p. 3). Moreover,
their qualitative study used focus groups to exploarticipants’ interpretations of video
footage of ‘real life’ police encounters with theilgic. The approach was able to
demonstrate the divergent and contradictory wayshich the participants evaluated the
same interactions leading them to concluddere is no simple recipe for winning
legitimacy (p. 1).

However, like much of PJT research, Waddingtoral. imply a model of these
historical relations that is interpersonal, andgasj that historical relations operate at the

level of direct individual experiences. Their rasdaapproach does not formally examine



the idea that category membership and historicdrigroup relations can also be
fundamentally important. As such their study waahle to explore the extent to which
evaluations of police fairness varied as a functibaocial categorisation or the extent to
which such judgements were systematically affecbsd underlying processes of
relational identification with the police ratherath identification with a superordinate
social category.

In this study we aim to address these limitatiogsulsing an experimental
paradigm to directly test the idea that the catggoembership of ‘the policed’ will be
associated with differing perceptions among onlosk& the same policing incidents.
Drawing from our discussion above we predict thatgements of procedural fairness
will vary as a function of social categorisationoid specifically, police coercion against
those perceived as an ideological out-group, thesened outside the boundaries of ‘our’
community, will be justified and endorsed more bkant aggression against in-group
members or a ‘neutral’ out-group. Moreover, we s$tug explore the GEM's key ‘social
identity mediation hypothesis’ (Blader and TylerO2) to assess the extent to which
judgments of social identification mediate the libktween procedural fairness and

cooperation whilst controlling for people’s perdeps of police legitimacy.

Study 1: An experiment
Method

Reflecting our general background interest in issoleprocedural fairness with
respect to the policing of crowd events, Study gl@ed our ideas using a 1 x 3 between-

participants experimental design capable of exargierceptions of the policing of a



protest event. Within this we showed participahes $ame video footage of a charge by
police on horseback into a group of otherwise pehpeotestors. As with Waddingtost

al. (2015) the video selected was chosen to provoggedsion among the participants.
To create our experimental conditions we systeralfyicnanipulated the social category

used to describe the protestors. We measured iparitts perceptions of procedural

fairness, police legitimacy, social identificatioagd intentions to cooperate with the

police.

Thevideo

The video was taken directly from a BBC News repdepicting an actual
confrontation between police and protestors atidestt fees protest in central London in
2010'. The 27-second video showed police on horsebaekgiiy into a group of
protestors causing them to disperse. Followingctierge the protestors become agitated
and throw missiles at the police. The video wasndid from an elevated vantage point
looking down upon both the police and the protestdihis was advantageous as the
exact nature of the protest and demonstration wédsgaous. Therefore we were able to
manipulate the protestors’ social category memiyeraiile presenting a standardised

video of police-protestor interaction for each dtind.

L Whilst it is possible that participants may haeeagnised the footage, it is unlikely due to theklaf
specific contextual clues, the elevated vantagatpoid the fact that the footage was broadcastyears
prior to the experiment. In any case such recogmits likely to have been evenly distributed across
conditions and so should not have exerted any isygte bias to the data. Link to the video used:

https://youtu.be/TCdIZ6MsbPU
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Design

The experiment was conducted online and hosteé@fgtol Online Surveys”. The
social category used to describe the protestorstentethree levels: the ‘Trade Union
Congress’ (TUC); the ‘English Defence League’ (EDBhd the ‘National Union of
Students’ (NUS). Our expectation was that the lofilur participants would be students.
In this respect, the EDL were chosen on the assamptat our participants were likely
to perceive this social category as an ideologic#igroup. The TUC were chosen as a
potential ‘neutral’ out-group with the NUS beingatential in-group. For the subsequent

mediation analysis, we merged the groups and asdlye sample as a whole.

Participants

There were 103 participants who responded to arridgment via social media and the
“Call for Participants” websife They were divided randomly via an online link geator
between the three experimental conditions (34 EXZBLINUS, 34 TUC). The mean age of
participants was 34SD = 12.10) with 57.3% being female € 59) and 42.7% being
male ( = 44). Our expectation was that the bulk of outtipgrants would be students.
We therefore included three categories to allow ddferential levels of in-group
identification. However, we did not record partamts’ occupational affiliation. Given
the mean age of the participants (34), and thetfattthe NUS condition did not report
higher identification with this occupational categoit seems plausible that this
expectation was not borne out in the sample. Howeave were interested merely in the

impact of variability of categorisation on partiaig’s perceptions police coercion.

2 \https://Www.callforparticipants.com
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Therefore the critical manipulation relates to thgerationalisation of an ideological
‘outgroup’, which was achieved using this desigro this end, we did measure
participant’s political affiliations with the singlitem ‘Where would you place yourself
on a scale of political views from extremely lefitgvto extremely right-wingAadapted
from Bragaet al. 2014). Using a 7-point response scale, from “enély left-wing” (1)
to “extremely right-wing” (7), participants on aege identified their political orientation
as “slightly left-wing” (M = 3.32, SD = 1.38). An rfalysis of Variance (ANOVA)
indicated that there were no significant differesndga political orientation between
conditions (EDL:M = 3.38,SE= .24; NUS:M = 3.37,SE= .24; TUC:M = 3.21,SE=

24),F(2,100) = .17p = .84, 72 = .003.

Variables
Independent Variable

The independent variable was operationalised y&aa written description of the
video clip. Thus those in the EDL condition wereoypded with the following

description:

The English Defence League (EDL) is a far-righestrprotest movement
that focuses on opposition to what its membersidenso be the spread

of Islamism and Sharia Law in the United Kingdom.

Accordingly, those participants in the NUS conditiwere provided with the following

description:
The National Union of Students (NUS) is a confeiitemaof students’

12



unions in the United Kingdom. NUS' mission is torpote, defend and
extend the rights of students by providing thenh witcollective voice.
Around 600 students’ unions are in membership, @ctong for more than

95 per cent of all higher and further educationams in the UK
Finally, for the TUC condition participants wereopided with the following description:

The Trades Union Congress (TUC) is a national trashon centre, a
federation of trade unions in England and Walese THJC lobbies the
Government to implement policies that will benpgbple at work and

campaigns on economic and social issues.

As far as was possible, the text was standardisexbs all three conditions. As
such, the remaining description in each conditiaas wdentical except for the

reference to the relevant group’s name.

The [social category] organised a march of thousanéitheir members in
central London in December 2010. The footage y@uadnout to see is of
events that took place on this march in Victoriee&t central London.
After the event shown in the video, the [sociakgaty] maintained that
their intentions were peaceful and asserted thairtlactions were in

response to a heavy-handed and disproportionate@attervention.

Manipulation Checks
All questionnaire items used 7-point Likert-typespense scales, ranging from

“strongly disagree” (1) to “strongly agree” (7). U$) higher numbers indicated greater

endorsement (e.g., that the police were perceigedhare fair, more legitimate etc.).
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Manipulation checks included three items on thetigpants’ levels of relational
identification with the protestors, adapted fromstReeset al. (2013) and Crisget al.
(2007), namely, I'identified with the protestors in the vided'l felt a sense of solidarity
with the protestors in the vidgand “| felt similar to the protestors in the videoThese

items were combined to create a composite seate.95).

Dependent Variables

The dependent variables included three items omegoral justice that were
adapted from Gau (2014) and combined into a cortgasale (e.g., The police in the
video treated the protestors with resgeet = .83). In line with previous research, we
measured police legitimacy as a felt obligationotey the police. Four items were
adapted from Tyler and Jackson (2014) and were cwdhinto a composite scale (e.qg.,
“1 would have supported the decisions of the pohcthe video even if | disagreed with
theni; a = .90). Relational identification with the poliseas measured with adapted
versions of the three-item measure of relationanidication with the protestors
described above but replacing the words “the ptoteswith “the police”. These were
combined to create a composite scale (96). Participants’ general levels of community
identification were measured with adapted versafrthe same three items (e.t.feel a
sense of solidarity with people in my community’= .94). One-item measures adapted
from Steffenset al. (2014) assessed the perceived community idemnitiptypicality (i.e.
“The police in the video acted as model membersyocdammunitl) and the perceived
community identity advancement of police actioe.(IThe police in the video acted as
champions for my commuriity Finally, a four-item measure of intention tooperate

with the police was adapted from Mazeradkeal. (2013); e.g., If | was in the situation
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portrayed in the video | would willingly assist thelice if asketl(a = .92).

Baseline Control Variables

The baseline control variables were adapted vessodrthe above questionnaire
scales to capture participants’ general perceptiminghe police and protestors. For
example, I'n general, the police treat people with respieather than The police in the
video treated the protestors with resgedio measure participants’ general orientation
towards political protesters as a social categoeyused the three items adapted from
Postmeset al. (2013) and Criset al. (2007) above, for example, “In generaldentify
with political protestors” These were measured before the video and weististdly
controlled for to balance any baseline perceptifidrénces between participants in the

three experimental groups.

Procedure
Once logged into the website, participants werevigem with standardised

information about the study and the nature of tipanticipation in it. If they agreed to
take part they completed the first questionnair@ flocused on participants’ general
perceptions of policing (baseline control variahldsollowing this, participants were
presented with the written description of the vidgapropriate to their experimental
condition before then watching the same 27-secaahebv After this, they were asked to
fill out a second questionnaire that measured éineesvariables as the first questionnaire,
but the items this time related specifically to toamtext of the video they had just viewed
(dependent measures). Finally, participants wemnkbd for their time and fully

debriefed.
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Results
Manipulation Checks

First, we sought to confirm if we had successfuileated a psychological
outgroup with regards to the levels of relatiorg®@nitification between our participants
and the protestors portrayed in the video. On @egridne participants’ levels of relational
identification with the protestors were lower ireteDL condition M = 2.30,SE= .22)
compared to the TUC conditioM(= 3.96,SE= .23) and in particular the NUS condition
(M = 4.12, SE = .22). A one-way between-participants Analysis ©b-Variance
(ANCOVA), controlling for participants’ general entation towards political protestors
as a social category, confirmed that these grofiprdnces were highly significarf(2,
99) = 20.49p < .001,/7§ = .30. Planned contrasts revealed that comparedetd&eDL
condition, participants identified with the prowst significantly more so in the TUC
condition ¢ = 5.22,p < .001) and the NUS condition £ 5.82,p < .001). We can
therefore be confident that participants perceittelEDL as a psychological out-group
and that as such our manipulation was effectivevél@r, counter to our expectations
the mean ratings indicated that the TUC and NUSewemsidered in more ‘neutral’

terms rather than being perceived as a genuineounpgor out-group.

Group manipulation effects

Descriptive statistics and ANCOVA results for Studyare presented in Table 1.
Correlational matrices for both studies are avé&lab the additional supporting
information associated with the online version of Hriscle. A series of ANCOVAs

were undertaken where the corresponding generasuredi.e. pre-video) was entered

16



into the analysis as a control variablany significant main effects were followed up by
planned contrasts in order to explore whether drthose in the EDL condition (‘the
policed’ as an out-group) perceived the video sicgmtly differently compared to those

in the TUC and NUS conditions (‘the policed’ asutr@l out-group’ or ‘in-group’).

[INSERT TABLE 1]

As Table 1 shows, after controlling for generalwge there was still a significant main

effect of the category on perceptions of procediaiahess of the policd;(2, 99) = 7.72,
p < .01,/75: .14. Planned contrasts revealed that participp@tseived the coercion of
the police to be significantly more ‘procedurallgirf when the protestors were a
psychological out-group (EDL) compared to the NWS €2.84,p < .01) and the TUC
conditions {=-3.78,p < .001).

We also found a main effect of the category ontiatal identification with the
police, F(2, 99) = 4.21p < .05,/75) = .08. Planned contrasts revealed that thoseen th
EDL condition identified with the police significhp more compared to both the NUS (
=-2.08,p < .05) and the TUC conditions< -2.78,p < .01).

There was also a significant main effect of catgge(2,99) = 6.34p < .01, /75 =

.11, regarding perceived community prototypicatifythe police, significantly more so in

the EDL condition compared to the TUC conditiar=(-3.56,p < .01). The difference

8 Our rationale for using ANCOVAs to analyse theadatre twofold. Firstly, despite our random assigntnbaseline
measures of police legitimaci(2, 100) = 4.66p < .05, ’7§ = .09, police community identity prototypicaliti(2,

100) = 5.63p < .01, /75 = .10, and police community identity advancem&(®, 100) = 6.58p < .01, 77; = .12, were

significantly different between conditions. Secondiy maintaining baseline perceptions at a conist@ncan be more
certain that any main effects were due to our madatpn. An exception was our community identifioat measure,
where we analysed group differences using an ANOY4e to the abstract nature of this measure, we Vieia sense,
already measuring people’s baseline views and so this waered as the dependent variable with no baseline
equivalent included as a control variable.
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between the EDL and the NUS condition was approackignificancet(= -1.78,p =
.08).
Finally there was also a significant main effect cdtegory upon police

community advancemerf(2,99) = 6.28p < .01,/75 = .11. Planned contrasts suggested

that the participants felt that that the police avadvancing their community’s’ interests
significantly more so in the EDL condition compatedhe TUC conditiont(= -3.54,p <
.01). However, the contrast between the EDL and\d& condition was not significant
(t=-1.64,p=.10).

However, despite following the same pattern of rsedmere were no significant

main effects of category on perceived police leggity, F(2, 99) = 1.78p = .17,/75 =
.04, nor community identificatiof(2, 100) = .05p = .95,/75 = .001, nor intention to

cooperate with the polic&(2, 99) = 2.04p = .14,/7§ =.04.

Mediation analyses

A parallel mediation analysis conducted using adyrieast squares path analysis
(Hayes 2013) was undertaken to assess whetherethgonship between procedural
fairness and intentions to cooperate with the poliwas mediated by relational
identification with the police and/or community rddication. This was conducted using
the Process macro with SPSrevious work has often found that perceptidrsotice
legitimacy are a key variable in the relationshgizeen fairness and cooperation. Since
we were primarily interested in exploring the impatsocial identification, we chose to

statistically control for people’s views of politegitimacy rather than including it as an

* For further details on the process macro tip://processmacro.org/index.html
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additional outcome measure. The results are showigure 1.
[INSERT FIGURE 1]

As expected there was a positive and significanectli effect of procedural
fairness on people’s behavioural intentions to evafe with the police, b = .34= 2.67,
p < .01. However, this relationship became non-sigaift when our measures of social
identification were added into the equation, b #,.0. = .75, p = .45. Relational
identification with the police was in turn signiictly and positively related to both
procedural fairness, b = .74+ 6.36,p < .0001, and behavioural intentions to cooperate
with the police, b = .34f = 3.49,p < .001. A Sobel test showed that relational
identification with the police was a significant dmtor of the association between
procedural fairness and cooperation, b = 25, 2.95,p < .01. In contrast, community
identification was not significantly related to pealural fairness, b = .107 .65,p = .51.
However, levels of community identification wergrsficantly and negatively related to
cooperation, b = -.19 = -2.21,p < .05. A Sobel testconfirmed that community
identification did not mediate the relationshipvee¢n fairness and cooperation, b = -.02,

Z=-58,p=.56.

Discussion
By manipulating the social categories used to des@rotestors we were able to

systematically compare how coercive police acti@gainst an ‘out-group’ were

® We acknowledge that some researchers argue temhative methods such as constructing bootstrap
confidence intervals is preferable to the use diebtests for assessing the significance of intlieffects,
especially with small sample sizes. If the boofstranfidence intervals do not contain zero thercame be
confident that the indirect effect is significaftréacher and Hayes 2004). Bootstrap confidencevaite
using 1,000 bootstrap samples confirmed the siganifi indirect effect of relational identificationtivthe
police [.11 to .51] and that the indirect effecitofnmunity identification was not significant [-.1d..03].
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evaluated compared to identical actions againserreeutrally’ defined groups. As we
expected, judgements of the same policing incideatied according to social
categorisation. Indeed, there were also significdifferences in the perceptions of
procedural fairness, relational identification witke police, police community identity
prototypicality and advancement.

Moreover, whilst there were no overall group diieces in behavioural
intentions to cooperate with the police, percemtioof fairness and relational
identification with the police were found to haweportant consequences for encouraging
such intentions. Research does suggest that sdeiality mediates the link between
procedural justice and cooperation with the polesy., Bradford 2014). However, we
noted that previous studies in a policing conteattehrelied on measures of an assumed
superordinate social identity (e.g., law-abidingizen’ or ‘community’). Here, we report
that it was people’s judgements of relational ideration with the police rather than
levels of community identification that mediate@ tink between procedural fairness and
cooperation, although unlike previous studies veerdit specify which ‘community’ was
at stake but left it to respondents to give meaminthe term and define who the people
in this community were.

Overall then, Study 1 does provide support for amgument that some the
assumptions made and implied in the PJT resedgrhtlire are problematic because our
data points to the importance of social categadsatwhen exploring people’s
perceptions of policing. Moreover, ‘fairness’ judgents varied as a function of who was
being policed, such that ‘unfair’ policing in onentext was seen as more ‘fair’ in

another, particularly when such police coercion waderstood to be identity advancing.
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Additionally, our data suggest that people mordesss identify with the police as a
distinct social group rather than a superordinastegory per se, and that these
judgements are a potentially important psycholdgissediator encouraging ‘self-
regulation’. A surprising finding was that commuynidentification was significantly and
negatively correlated with intentions to cooperatéh the police. A speculative
explanation of this finding would be that sometudte who identified strongly with their
community may have also felt that the police weserepresenting or acting in line with
community values and so were less inclined to esgir@entions to cooperate with them.
However, despite these insights, Study 1 does Imapertant limitations. First,
although we systematically varied the group menibersf ‘the policed’ we were only
successful in creating a psychological ‘out-grolyit not necessarily an ‘in-group’.
Therefore, we were unable to compare perceptiop®lafe coercion against ‘us’ (an in-
group social category) relative to ‘them’ (an outgp social category). Finally, Study 1
only explored these issues in relation to the pajicof a specific protest, the issues
surrounding which the observers may have had liftlany direct engagement with.
Future research could address these limitationsditayving on different groups in
contrasting social and historical contexts. In sing, one might create greater levels of
psychological engagement with the categories engpl@and demonstrate how differing
intergroup relationships affect these underlyingialo psychological processes. We
therefore turn to Study 2 which sought to addrbssé limitations. Based on the findings
and discussion above, we predicted that policecom@mould be rated more positively if
‘the policed’ are a psychological out-group relatito the same incident involving a

psychological in-group. Moreover, we also predictieat it would again be perceptions
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of relational identification with the police rathénan community identification that
would mediate any link between procedural fairreess intentions to cooperate with the

police.

Study 2: A quasi-experiment
Method

For Study 2 we sought to utilise existing socidkegaries with a strong historical
antagonism. To do so, we used the context of thieipg of a football (‘soccer’) match
within the UK. Specifically, we showed participanidentical video footage of a
confrontation between police and a group of fanBl@ivcastle United Football Club. As
in football and other team sports elsewhere, fdbtaas in the UK are strongly partisan,
and moreover there are fierce local rivalries betwthe fans of clubs based in the same
part of the country. To create our conditions weruged supporters of Newcastle United
Football Club (in-group) and their local rivals S@nland Association Football Club
(out-groupf. After they had watched the video, we assessedfahg views via a

guestionnaire.

Thevideo
The video depicted an actual confrontation betwaaite and Newcastle United
fans and police that took place orf™pril 2013". The incident happened in Newcastle-

upon-Tyne after a football match between the twdsl The video showed police on

® Newcastle United and Sunderland fans have a ltamgging and intense footballing rivalry based, amtp
on the proximity of the two cities in the North Ea$ England.
’ Link to the video usedzl: https://www.youtube.conWth$63&v:thwn8R7Je4
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horseback charging into a group of Newcastle Unfeetk causing them to disperse.
Following this, the video showed a group of Newleasinited fans charging towards
police lines including police on horseback and agffs on foot. After this, police on
horseback again attempted to push the fans backe¥r, one fan stood his ground and
appeared to attack a police horse. He was swifdpgled to the floor by a police officer.
The video then shows a stand-off between policethadans gathered. A firework or
other similar device is thrown from the crowd angbledes with a loud bang. This is
seen to embolden the group with antagonistic chdirgsted towards the police who now
have a number of police dogs at the scene. Theoviden depicts the police again
charging at a group of fans with both police offscen horseback and some on foot.

Some police officers can be seen physically puskiog-moving fans down the road.

Design

Following Study 1, Study 2 was again conductedneniind hosted by Bristol
Online Surveys. A simple 1 x 2 between-participantasi-experimental design was used
with multiple dependent variables designed to mesasuerceptions of procedural
fairness, police legitimacy, social identificati@nd intentions to cooperate with the
police. The between-participants variable was thettfall team that the participants
supported. There were two levels: Newcastle Uniimas (in-group condition) and
Sunderland fans (out-group condition). Again, fog tnediation analysis reported below,

we collapsed the groups and assessed the sanmplstade.

Participants
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There were 142 participants of whom 72 self-idesdifas Newcastle United
supporters and 70 as Sunderland fans. Two Sundefdas left the vast majority of the
guestions blank and so they were excluded. Thexel@lO participants were included for
further analysis (72 Newcastle fans; 68 Sunderfand). Participants of both fan groups
were recruited via advertisements on online sogiatlia outlets (e.g., fan Facebook
pages and Twitter accounts). Demographic informafar both groups is provided in
Table 2.

[INSERT TABLE 2]
Measures

Manipulation Checks

Manipulation checks included four questions on ftheticipants’ levels of
relational identification with the Newcastle Unitédns in a general sense (e.dn
general, | feel a sense of solidarity with Newaagtlinited fan§ “In general, | feel
committed to Newcastle United"These items (adapted from Crispal. 2007, Postmes

et al.2013) were combined to create a composite seate. 95).

Dependent Variables

All dependent variables included multiple itemsttiagere combined to create
composite scales. The same three questions fromly Stu(adapted from Gau 2014)
assessed procedural fairness with one additioeal: itThe police in the video made
decisions about how to handle problems in fair Ways = .85). As in Study 1 we
measured police legitimacy with four items (adadtedn Tyler and Jackson 2014) that
assessed participants’ felt obligation to obeygbkce @ = .76). The three-item measure

of relational identification with the police fromu#ly 1 was usedu(= .95). Participants’
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general levels of community identification were si@@d with adapted versions of the
same three items from Study d £ .94). Four items (adapted from Steffetsal. 2014)
measured police community identity prototypicality = .97). Four items (also from
Steffenset al. 2014) assessed police community identity advanoeipe= .93). Finally,
the same four-item measure of intention to coopendth the police was adapted from

Study 1 ¢ = .91).

Procedure

Once logged into the website, participants werevigem with standardised
information about the study and the nature of tipanticipation in it. If they agreed to
take part they then watched the video. After tliewoj the participants then completed a
guestionnaire containing the measures outlined @bbinally, participants were then

thanked for their time and fully debriefed.

Results
Manipulation Checks

Firstly, we sought to confirm if we had successfuteated a psychological in-
group and out-group. As expected, an independentplea t-test confirmed that
Newcastle United fans perceived Newcastle Unitec gsychological in-groupM =
6.23,SD = .83) whereas Sunderland fans perceived Newcdsiited as a psychological

out-group M = 2.18,SD= 1.06),t(138) = 24.96p =< .001 .

Group membership effects

Descriptive statistics andtest results are presented in Table 3. With regyswd
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procedural fairness, on average, there were sogmifi differences between the two
conditions with the out-group condition viewing tsame coercive police action as
significantly more procedurally fair compared togk in the in-group conditiot(138) =
5.86,p <.001,d =.99. As Table 3 shows, this trend was repeatea@lfayur dependent
variables except for judgements of police legitijpand community identification where

there were no significant differences between threltions.

[INSERT TABLE 3]
Mediation Analysis

As Figure 2. suggests, the results broadly re@itadse found in Study 1. Thus,
there was a direct effect of procedural fairnesspenple’s behavioural intentions to
cooperate with the police, b = .28+ 3.73,p < .001. However, this effect became non-
significant when our measures of social identifmatwere added into the analysis, b =
.07,t = .79,p = .43. Procedural fairness was positively and S§icpmtly related to
relational identification with the police, b = .62+ 8.78,p < .0001, which, in turn, was
significantly and positively related to behaviouirgtentions to cooperate with the police,
b =.32,t = 3.73,p < .001. A Sobel test showed that relational ideatiion with the
police was a significant mediator of the assocratietween procedural fairness and
cooperation, b = .2¢ = 3.42,p < .001. Again in contrast, community identificatioas
not significantly related to procedural fairness; ©8,t = 1.08,p = .28. However, unlike
Study 1, community identification was not signifitly related to cooperation, b = .12,

= 1.43,p = .15. A Sobel teSconfirmed that community identification did not diate

8 Bootstrap confidence intervals using 1,000 boagstsamples again confirmed the significant indirect
effect of relational identification with the polided6 to .33] and that the indirect effect of commity
identification was not significant [-.01 to .05].
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the relationship between fairness and cooperabien,01,Z = .76,p = .45.

[INSERT FIGURE 2]

Discussion

Our goal in Study 2vas to replicate and extend Study 1 by comparimggpdions
of police coercion in a different context againss’‘relative to ‘them’. We did this by
using existing social categories in the contexpalicing football. Here we showed the
same real-life confrontation between Newcastle éthifans and the police to both
Newcastle United fans and fans of their local s8v@underland. We predicted that police
coercion would be perceived more positively if ‘aiced’ were an out-group compared
to ratings of the same incident by people who vik'tlee policed’ as a psychological in-
group. Here we present data that suggested thicovasstently the case. Across all but
two of our measures (perceived police legitimacgt aammunity identification), those
who viewed ‘the policed’ as an out-group tendedate the same coercive police action

more positively than those who viewed ‘the policad’an in-group.

However, while our design allowed for the invedtigga of the impact that social
categorisation has on participant’s perceptionsa gdolice-crowd confrontation, there
were some important design limitations. For exampke did not to collect baseline data
in order to prevent the questionnaire becomingaimmlensome. It is feasible that the two
fan groups may have differed systematically in teroh their ‘general’ views and/or
relationships with the police. It is possible tiNgwcastle United supporters therefore
have a more negative ‘general’ orientation towdtds police than did the Sunderland

supporters and that this fed into their views @ $pecific incident depicted in the video.
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However, given the two clubs are policed by thees@ulice force and the two cities are
only a few miles apart it seems unlikely that thexeany systematic variation in the
populations’ historical inter-group relationshipstiwor experiences and views of the
police.

Yet with these important limitations in mind, thesults do support and extend
Study 1’s findings that social categorisation amel hroader intergroup context can affect
the way in which policing is judged. Indeed, Stulysuggests that police coercion is
more likely to be endorsed if it is against a p®yobical out-group (‘them’) rather than
an in-group (‘us’) (c.f., Harkin 2015). Moreovertu8y 2 also replicates the finding that
judgements of relational identification with the lipe rather than community

identification that mediate the relationship betwésrness and cooperation.

General discussion

Here we have introduced an experimental paradiggedan Waddington et al.’s
(2015) qualitative exploration of how participanigdged the same police-public
encounter. Our intentions were twofold. First, veaight to systematically explore the
extent to which judgements of procedural fairnesscial identity, legitimacy and
intentions to cooperate with the police regardihg same police-public encounter
differed as a function of social categorisationcdel, we sought to explore the GEM’s
social identity mediation hypothesis building oreyaous work by including a novel
measure of relational identification with the peli@as well as levels of community
identification.

With respect to our first objective, the two stigdpresented here demonstrate that
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social categorisation and the intergroup contexehaofound effects on the perceptions
of the same coercive police behaviour. Our findipgsvide initial experimental support
for the idea that ostensibly ‘unfair’ policing mighe more readily endorsed if ‘the
policed’ are perceived as an out-group (c.f., Ha015). The implication of this for PJT
is that judgements of procedural fairness shouldbeoassumed against a background
“coherent, unitary public standard of what is acedy¢ and satisfactory police conduct
(Waddington et al. 2015, p. 212). Rather, our tsssiiggest the situational contingency
of what constitutes ‘fairness’, certainly in thentext of policing crowd events. Since
police procedural fairness has been found to bekélyeantecedent to police legitimacy
(Tyler 1990, 2006), our results suggest that there universal or prescribed pathway to
legitimacy for the police independently of the dyna social contextual situations within
which those judgements take place (c.f., Herbed620vaddingtoret al. 2015).

Meareset al. (2014) make the distinction between the ‘objectise/fulness of
police conduct as defined by constitutional law g@bple’s actual perceptions of its
lawfulness. Our analysis, like Waddingtehal’s (2015), suggest that there is a similar
gap between ostensibly normative structures ofcgdaral fairness’ as defined by theory
(i.e., the four components of neutrality, trustvagrimotives, dignity and respect, and
voice: Meareset al. 2014) and people’s subjective perceptions of pfoca fairness
within the relative social and historical contekhis is in concordance with Leventhal’s
(1980, p.32) assertion that people will applyprocedural rules selectively and follow
different rules at different timés

Moreover, our results suggesting that relationantdication with the police

changed as a function of the broader intergroupestrs consistent with previous work
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on the nature of the emergence of collective vicdein crowd events (e.g., Stott and
Drury 2000). Such work therefore points to the idleat PJT would be enhanced by
exploring issues of identity and self regulationnmore dynamic and fluid contextual
terms, rather than simply measuring identificatiath the police in the relatively stable
expressions of community or national superordindgatity (Stottet al.2011). This point
is underlined by the corresponding finding thatpgdes’ perceptions of police community
prototypicality and whether or not they were seebé acting for this community varied
flexibly according to categorisation and intergragmtext.

That being said, attention must be drawn to thdirfigs in both studies that
perceptions of police legitimacy did not vary bycisb categorisation as expected. We
chose to operationalise perceived police legitimbgyusing existing measures widely
utilised in PJT research that capture people’sdieligation to obey. Whilst this measure
has been associated with important behavioural oouts (e.g., cooperation and
compliance), it remains the case that police legitly is an unobservable psychological
construct with contested meaning. As Jackson arithKR015) make clear, there is a gap
between psychological constructs and measuresotitélegitimacy’. This reflects the
way in which we, as researchers, go about explgirgic perceptions of policing. By
using quantitative methodology we necessarily heyea priori, define what ‘police
legitimacy’ is; we have to turn it into a psychaloa] ‘thing’ in order for us to be able to
measure it (Billig 2011).

It is possible that our measure may have only alrtcaptured people’s views of
police (il)legitimacy, hence why perceptions didt rahvange in our study relative to

categorisation and context. For example, it is mowimonly argued that perceptions of
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legitimacy include a moral component that referertbe extent to which people believe
the police share and act on moral norms and vahagsare close to their own (c.f., Tyler
and Jackson 2013). Yet, it could be argued thastequres designed to measure moral
alignment with the police (e.g.The values of most police officers are very sintitamy
owrT’; Sunshine and Tyler 2003) indicate a perceptmmnt) of identity alignment with
the police as well as being an indicator of (illegacy. Whilst outside the parameters of
this paper, future work should seek to explore thiationship. Perceptions of relational
identification with the police as a distinct socgabup and a sense of moral solidarity
with the police — as a ‘component’ of legitimacymay be mutually constitutive (c.f.,
Turner and Reynolds 2010), and may even collapgseoime another.

In both studies we found that participants’ judgataeof police prototypicality
and identity advancement were very highly correla(e.93). This is a novel and
interesting finding as it suggests that in a potcicontext our participants barely
distinguished between judgements of the extenthizlwthe police were seen as ‘one of
us’ and the degree to which the police were peetkas ‘doing it for us’. This finding is
in line with Tyler's (2001) relational model of #&atrity. But what our findings also
suggest is that there are other factors beyoncegroal fairness relevant to identification
with authorities and acceptance of their controbasingroup norm. As Turner (2005)
points out, in so far as an authority serves cbllecself-interest it must get things ‘right’
to be able to lead effectively. What our findinggygest therefore is that the extent to
which the police are seen as prototypical of tihevient identity could be to a large extent
entirely dependent on the degree to which the eo#ict in ways that are seen as

facilitating ingroup norms within the specific saccontext (Reicheet al. 2004, 2007).

31



Moving on to our second aim, in both studies weoreghat community
identification did not mediate the relationship ve¢n procedural fairness and
cooperation. Moreover, community identification didot vary according to
categorisation. Prior research within a PJT frantkwbas tended to treat social
categories in these relatively fixed sociologiahis (c.f., Murphyet al. 2015). It is one
thing for a person to acknowledge that a superatdirsocial category exists (e.g.,
national or community identity), but quite anotlf@rthis category to be perceived by the
same person as psychologically salient during aipanteraction with the police.
Instead we have demonstrated that people’s judgsnoérelational identification with
the police were the important psychological mediatetween judgements of procedural
justice and cooperation. Our findings thereforepgupthe assertion that such perceptions
are fundamentally important in people’s assessmehisolice action, in concordance
with previous work (e.g., Stott and Drury 2000, t5&b al. 2008, Stotet al. 2011). Taken
together, previous studies in the PJT literaturey have been using community
identification as, as least in part, a proxy meadar the more ‘direct’ measurement of
relational identification with the police we utiid here.

Overall, our findings pose important questions fT and our theoretical
understanding of its conceptualisation of undedysocial psychological processes. The
procedural justice perspective, at least in its Gokin, tends to view social identity
judgements merely as an outcome of fairness judgente.g., Lipponeet al. 2011). Yet
our analysis suggests that identity judgements @mlag shape perceptions of police

fairness. Moreover, critiques of PJT centre on few that it is solely focused on the
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outcomes of interpersonal interactions with thageo(e.g., Waddingtoet al. 2015) and
has neglected the broader role of group-level dyoafSmith 2007), ideology (Harkin
2015) and historical context (Armalireg al. 2014) in police-public relations. Here, we
report evidence that judgements of police actiaesret just a matter of interpersonal
relations or individual history. Rather, our stutlBmonstrates that category membership,
categorical relationships and therefore the intargrcontext of these interactions may
have a powerful impact, in a manner that is coestswith identity based analysis of
conflict in the context of crowd events (Reiché9, Stott and Drury, 2000, Reicher and
Stott 2011).

This study is not designed to provide a comprelensritique of PJT and we
agree fundamentally with many of its propositionsl @assumptions. Rather our data has
provided important preliminary evidence that PJ3eegch can benefit theoretically from
further consideration of the complex role sociantity and inter-group dynamics play in
police-public relations, particularly in the contet crowd events (Maguiret al. 2016).
We agree that social identity is an important gdrthe causal chain linking procedural
justice to police legitimacy, cooperation and otbhatcomes. However, we suggest that
the approach has paid inadequate attention to dtiealr developments in the social
psychological understanding of social identity msses, most specifically in the
developments provided by self-categorisation théduyner et al. 1987, 1994, Haslan

al. 2010).

As we have contended, PJT research currently cenaegonceptualisation of
social identity and ‘procedural fairness’ processssrelatively fixed and universal,

whereby police officers are seen as the ‘moral djaas’ of some relatively static notion
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of a liberal nation state or community within whieh normatively given form of

‘procedurally just’ police action acts as a centradiator of perceived membership or
exclusion among its citizens. We have argued hara fnore nuanced, fluid, contextually
determined and relational conceptualisation of spobcesses, where ‘fairness’ and
identification with the police are relative andantelated judgments that emerge within

and relate directly to a specific group level sbtational context.

In this regard the experimental evidence providede hfurther supports the
Elaborated Social Identity Model (ESIM) of crowd hagiour which proposes that
judgments of policing ‘fairness’ and ‘self-regutati are inter-related but dramatically
affected by the dynamic nature of the social idesgtiand group level interactions that
operate within crowd events (e.g., Reicher, 1996tt &nd Drury, 2000). On the basis of
ESIM, Reicheret al. (2004, 2007) propose a series of conflict redmcpadnciples, such
that police shoulceducatethemselves to gain knowledge about the commuratyes,
aims and objectives, as well as the historicalexnbf the social identities that are likely
to be present within crowds. Such ‘intelligencell\welp the police to understand how to
facilitate the lawful interests of those groups and, as $at & possible, to adjust police

actions to advance the contextually relevant istsref those identities.

Our study is consistent with this theoretical vighat such action would promote
perceptions of police ‘fairness’ that in turn maguce conflict by promoting forms of
‘self-regulation’ within the crowd. Our study alsaggests that such processes may also
operate even when and if it becomes necessarhéopolice to use coercion. In other
words, there is nothing inherently ‘unfair’ aboutlipe coercion, provided that when it is

employed it is still seen to be exercised in wdyat wiltimately advance, rather than
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undermine, the collective interests of the groupd identities involved. Thus, by gaining
a clearer understanding of how crowd members ddfieenselves, the police can be
better positioned to appreciate how to respondhéosbmetimes rapidly evolving nature
of crowd situations such that if coercion is apgplieis still likely to be understood by
crowd participants to be facilitating their own idi¢y consonant objectives. Thus, where
such police action is seen as ‘identity advanciihginay in turn help promote and
maintain relational bonds of identification betwetr® police and crowd participants
which ultimately encourages conflict de-escalattbrough crowd participants’ ‘self-

regulation’ (Reicheet al. 2004, 2007, Stott al.2008).

Conclusion

In summary, our research problematises some ofutiderlying assumptions
concerning the social psychology of proceduraligestparticularly as this relates to the
policing of crowd events. More generally, our wailko suggests the utility of a change
of emphasis for those using PJT as a basis focipgli shifting from an exclusive focus
on the ostensible fairness or otherwise of poli@as to a focus on processes of social
identity management. Thus, the extent to whichpbkce can represent and advance a
‘shared sense of us’ within a given context mayaheimportant factor governing the
variable and complex relationship between perceifa@thess and behavioural self-
regulation. In turn, our work also supports theteations of those theorists who see
‘procedural fairness’ as a social construct rathan a normative given but in so doing
requires us to reconsider the centrality and nadfithe social identity and group level

processes involved.
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Tables

Ezts)lc(:eri%).tive statistics and ANCOVA results for trepéndent variables in Study 1

EDL NUS TUuC
Dependent variable M (SE) M (SE) M (SE) F(2,99) ,7§
Procedural fairne 4.30 (.18 3.49 (.18 3.28 (.18 7.72% .14
Police legitimacy 4.42 (.20) 4.13 (.20) 3.90 (.20) 1.78 .04
Relational identification with the police 3.836)2  3.07 (.26) 2.81(.26) 4.21* .08
Community identificatio 4.98 (.24 4.88 (.24 4.96 (.24 .0E .001
Police community identity prototypicality 4.06 (.26) 3.40 (.26) 2.74 (.26) 6.34** 11
Police community identity advancement 4.01 (.27) 3.39 (.27) 2.65 (.27) 6.28** A1
Intention to cooperate with the police 4.86 (.27) 4.37 (.27) 4.10 (.27) 2.04 .04

Note. *p< .05, *p < .01.
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Table 2.

Demographic information for Study 2 according teleaondition

Newcastle fans (in-group)

Sunderland fans (out:gyo

N

Age
Gender:
Female
Male
Missing data
Ethnicity:
Asian
Black
Mixed
White

Missing data

72

M =36;SD= 13.06

13 (18.1%)
58 (80.6%)

1 (1.4%)

1 (1.4%)

0 (0%)

2 (2.8%)
68 (94.4%)

1 (1.4%)

68

M =36;SD=15.19

4 (5.9%)
60 (88.2%)

4 (5.9%)

1 (1.5%)
1 (1.5%)
1 (1.5%)
63 (92.6%)

2 (2.9%)
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Table 3.
Descriptive statistics artetest results for Study 2

Newcastle fans
(‘the policed’ as an in-

Sunderland fans (‘the
policed’ as an out-

group) group)
Dependent ariable M (SD) M (SD) t(138 Cohen'sd
Procedural fairness 4.23 (1.44) 5.59 (1.29) 5.86%** 0.99
Police legitimac 4.78 (1.23 4.9¢(1.44 951 0.1¢€
Relational identification with the police 3.92 (1.68) 4.70 (1.76) 2.68** 0.45
Community identification 5.18 (1.14) 5.49 (1.35) 1.47 0.25
Police community identity prototypically 3.70 (1.61) 4.58 (1.76) 3.09** 0.52
Police community identity advancement 4.05 (1.61) 4.96 (1.65) 3.29* 0.56
Intention to cooperate with the police 4.66 (1.56) 5.20 (1.66) 2.01* 0.34

Note. *p< .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.
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Figures
Figure 1.Path diagram showing the mediatory role of refatladentification with the
police on the relationship between procedural &gsnand cooperation

b=.25%*

Relational identification
with the police
b= .74%*** b = 34***

Direct effect: b = .34**

Indirect effect: b= .11, ns Intention to cooperate
Procedural with the police
fairness
\ Community
identification
b=.10, ns b=-19*
b=-.02,ns

Note. b = unstandardized coefficient; * p <.05, ** p < .01, *** p <.001, **** p <.0001.
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Figure 2. Path diagram showing the mediatory role of retalddentification with the

police on the relationship between procedural &gsnand cooperation

b = _20***

b=.32%%*
Relational identification
b= .62%%** with the police
Direct effect; b= 28***
Indirect effect: b= .07, ns Intention to cooperate
Procedural with the police
fairness

b= ‘ON Community
identification

b=.01, ns

Note. b = unstandardizcd cocfficicnt; * p <.05, ** p < .01, *** p < 001, **** p < 0001.
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