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RESEARCH CONTRACT 

Research question 

This dissertation aims to answer the following questions: How closely do custody suite 

encounters between arrestees and custody suite officers (CSOs) match the procedural 

standards for decision makers treating people who are subject to their authority? To what 

degree does measurement of procedural justice (PJ) displayed by CSOs vary across 

arrestees, CSOs and custody suites? How does PJ measured by CCTV coding relate to use of 

force and arrestee compliance? Is there a correlation between PJ scores and the age and 

length of service of CSOs, and the fact of the CSO or the arrestee being female, compared to 

cases in which both are male? 

Research design 

The study uses a descriptive research design using systematic social observations of pre-

recorded CCTV to assess interactions between CSOs and arrestees. It explores 

concentrations of procedural justice across custody suites, arrestees and officers, and 

relationships between procedural justice and use of force. The level of PJ shown during the 

booking-in process was measured using quantitative data, supplemented by qualitative data 

to provide context for individual encounters and coding decisions.  

Data & Methodology 

A list of CSO-arrestee interactions between June and August 2020 at three police custody 

suites in England was compiled in an Excel spreadsheet. A random sample was then 

generated using the RAND command, ensuring a mix of encounters involving female and 

male CSOs. A total of 50 records were retrieved, viewed and coded from each custody suite.  
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The “booking-in process” was deemed to start when the person was presented to the CSO 

and end when they left to go to a cell or for another custody procedure. 

The data were initially coded in an Excel spreadsheet and later transferred to SPSS for 

analysis. Coded data was used to calculate a formative index of PJ for each dimension - 

voice, trustworthy motives, respect and neutrality, with no weight given to any specific item 

or component. These included verbal and non-verbal communications. Arrestee compliance 

and the use of force were also coded. The researcher coded all interactions entirely by 

herself. However, to check the reliability and validity of coding, a colleague Mst student was 

asked to code ten interactions. The results showed no noticeable disagreement between 

coders. The socio-demographic characteristics of CSOs and arrestees were also coded. 

Analytical methods 

Descriptive tests were used to find means, standard deviations and range of values, with 

tests also carried out to determine correlations between key variables. In addition, 

Cambridge Crime Harm Index (CCHI) scores were used to establish the level of harm 

processed at each custody suite.  

Results 

The overall level of procedural justice by custody officers did not vary across the three 

suites. Neutrality and respect were the highest scoring elements, followed by trustworthy 

motives and voice. CSOs at the suite with the lowest throughput of arrestees gave their 

arrestees a greater opportunity for voice than those at the suite with the highest 

throughput, but the latter scored the highest in trustworthy motives. 
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A statistically significant association was found between the level of  respect and neutrality 

CSOs displayed and time of day and voice and neutrality. However, the severity of offences 

and ethnicity of the arrestee did not affect the level of PJ CSOs displayed towards arrestees.  

There was a statistically significant correlation between gender and neutrality, indicating 

that female CSOs show more neutrality than their male colleagues. As the custody officers’ 

length of service as police officers and as custody officers increased, the level of trustworthy 

motives displayed decreased. Suite A had the most non-compliant arrestees, and arrestees 

were less compliant if they were female. There was a statistically significant correlation 

between trustworthy motives, respect and arrestee compliance. 

Policy Implications of the findings 

Although the overall level of PJ exhibited was high, there was some variation across its 

dimensions. Custody suite officers exhibited high neutrality, but they were weaker in 

explaining their decisions and custody processes to arrestees or offering a voice to arrestees 

and can do more. There is a clear need for officers to improve this aspect of PJ and to do so 

consistently, whether the person is a first-time or repeated arrestee. Officers also require 

training to improve trustworthy motives – that is to show concern towards arrestees. This 

will go beyond, but not jettisoning, risk assessment questions; CSOs should ask arrestees if 

they have any questions about any aspects of the process.  

Police decision makers should consider introducing PJ into training days, particularly for 

CSOs with more custody experience to counter the drop in PJ they display, or checklists to 

act as reminders of good practice, or mixing the gender and experience of CSOs on each 

team. 
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 

In 2014, the Independent Police Complaints Commission (now, the Independent Office of 

Police Conduct) produced a report on police contact and response to calls from Mr Bijan 

Ebrahimi, an Iranian refugee living in Bristol, England. He had called the police several times 

to report racial abuse and threats to his life by his neighbours. One of his interactions with 

the police was at a custody suite and captured on custody CCTV. In particular, with PC Harris 

who told him not to talk to her, that she was not talking to him, she did not want to hear, ‘I 

can’t even be bothered to waste my energy on you’ and he should ‘just smoke and stay 

quiet’. When he suggested that she was his friend, PC Harris retorted that she was a police 

officer and ‘“you’re a pain in the ass. Don’t speak to me.” (p.40) 

The case of Mr Ebrahimi is not an exception; there have been other incidents of 

inappropriate treatment of detainees in custody, sometimes with fatal consequences. This 

makes the custody suites important settings to investigate the quality of police-citizen 

interactions. Two broad reasons justify this focus.  

First, deaths in custody hit the hearts of the families who lose a loved one and have a 

significant impact on the police officers involved. Second, police researchers argue that 

everyday interactions between police and citizens have consequences for confidence in the 

police and for police legitimacy. “Each contact is a teachable moment in which people learn 

about the law and legal authorities” (Tyler, 2011, p.256).  

Legitimacy refers to police power that is recognised as morally valid (Bottoms and Tankebe 

2012). It is a multi-faceted concept, comprising judgments about the lawfulness of police 

conduct, the effective use of police authority, distributive justice (or a lack of bias in police 
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treatment of citizens) and procedural justice (Bottoms and Tankebe, 2012, 2017; Tankebe 

2013).  

Procedural justice has attracted significant interest by researchers. Tom Tyler’s pioneering 

work, Why People Obey the Law, showed that citizens cared a great deal about the fairness 

of the processes used by the police. Although various studies have produced similar results, 

(Mazerolle et al 2013; Jackson et al 2012), much of that evidence came from surveys which 

ask citizens to recall and comment on their interactions with the police. Worden and 

McClean (2017) have demonstrated that these subjective assessments can be unreliable. 

Consequently, some researchers, including Nawaz and Tankebe, (2018) have resorted to 

assessing interactions captured on video. However, researchers are yet to exploit 

information on interactions captured at police custody suites. This dissertation seeks to fill 

this gap and promises findings with important policy implications.  

Specifically, this research seeks to  track procedural justice (PJ) by coding evidence from 

CCTV of custody encounters with Custody Suite Officers (CSOs) - as the power holders over 

arrestees in three very different custody suites - from the oldest at Suite C, to the newer 

Suite B, and Suite A, which is a purpose built “Police Investigation Centre” (PIC).  

This dissertation aims to answer the following questions:  

1. How closely do custody suite encounters between arrestees and custody suite 

officers (CSOs) match the procedural standards for decision makers treating people 

who are subject to their authority?  

2. To what degree does measurement of procedural justice (PJ) displayed by CSOs vary 

across arrestees, CSOs and custody suites?  
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3. How does PJ measured by CCTV coding relate to use of force and arrestee 

compliance?  

4. Is there a correlation between PJ scores and the age and length of service of CSOs, 

and the fact of the CSO or the arrestee being female, compared to cases in which 

both are male? 

Outline of thesis 

Chapter 2 reviews the literature on legitimacy and the development of the concept of 

procedural justice, including the framework used to carry out this research. Chapter 3 

outlines the methods used to extract the data to address the research questions. The study 

makes use of Jonathan-Zamir’s (2015) validated instrument for measuring PJ to code the 

interactions, with a pre-prepared checklist developed by the researcher for this purpose 

(see Appendix A). The checklist also allowed for any additional observations, including 

comments made and the use of non-verbal communications to be recorded. This inclusion 

of qualitative as well as quantitative data, made the research a mixed method design. The 

data are arrestee-CSO encounters as captured on custody CCTV from the time the arrestee 

was brought to the booking-in desk until they left the desk to go to a cell or other custody 

process. The research results, as recorded in chapter 4, will be of interest to Her Majesty’s 

Inspectorate of Constabulary and Fire and Rescue Service (HMICFRS), Chief Officers, custody 

leads and Human Resources and will be an important contribution to existing literature on 

procedural justice and police legitimacy. These will be discussed in Chapter 5.  
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW   

UK policing is based on Sir Robert Peel’s “Peelian principles” which date back to the 1820s, 

and the concept that British policing is carried out with the consent of the public. “The 

ideology developed of the constable as a ‘citizen in uniform’, doing on a paid basis what all 

citizens had the power and social duty to do” (Reiner, 2000, p.55). Although the Police and 

Criminal Evidence Act 1984 (PACE) 1984 “replaced the ‘citizen in uniform’ myth with the 

principle of ‘fundamental balance’ between police powers and suspects’ safeguards” 

(Bowling et al., p.234, 2019). These principles are still used today by HMICFRS to assess how 

well police forces are performing during “PEEL” inspections – which review police 

effectiveness, efficiency and legitimacy (HMICFRS, 2018).  

Investigations into deaths in police custody in the UK have led to changes in police training 

on the use of force and increased awareness of the potentially fatal consequences of 

medical conditions like postural asphyxiation on people in an agitated state. Whilst the 

results of physical contact, including restraint, can be clear and immediate, the 

consequences of poor verbal and non-verbal communications between the police and 

citizens may be less so. 

This literature review will explore the development of the concept of procedural justice (PJ) 

to include the key elements of voice, trustworthy motives, respect and dignity and 

neutrality under the umbrella of legitimacy – which is “elusive and multifaceted” (Bottoms 

& Tankebe, 2012, p.168) and will provide the framework for the research being undertaken.  

In addition, the review will cover relevant empirical studies and findings from other 

researchers, make reference to the limited previous research on police custody in the UK, 

what is already known, and the gaps this study will fill. 
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Legitimacy 

Legitimate power-holders may also have a legitimate right to use force which Weber argues 

only goes as far as the extent to which the State permits or prescribes it (Bottoms & 

Tankebe, 2012, p.126). This is likely to be the minimum amount possible, given that any use 

of force is seen as a failure of consensual authority. If actions are perceived to be legitimate 

there will be greater compliance and less need to revert to violence (Worden & McLean, 

2017), or as McCluskey, (2003, p.108) states, “the higher the level of coercive power 

displayed by police, the less likely targets are to comply.”   

The police have a legal basis on which to use their powers and to deprive others of their 

liberty in certain circumstances as outlined in PACE. This Act sets out “the rules” the police 

must follow when carrying out their duties, which are supplemented by Article 5 of the 

Human Rights Act 1998, the” Right to Liberty and Security.” However, police legitimacy and 

public compliance with the law is more complicated than merely having a legal basis, as this 

literature review will show. 

According to Beetham (2013, p. 19), legitimacy refers to, “Power that is acknowledged as 

rightful by relevant agents, who include power holders and their staff, those subject to the 

power and third parties whose support or recognition may help confirm it.”  He discusses 

three underlying elements of legitimate power, namely, “legality,” “shared values” – which 

justify the actions of the power-holders - and “consent” (1991). Drawing on Beetham’s 

work, Bottoms and Tankebe argue that this right needs ongoing approval, with power-

holders making claims to legitimacy and audiences responding to them (2012, p.120). They 

call this a “basic legitimation demand” with the power-holders offering, “normatively 

appropriate reasons why the citizen must obey the command” (Bottoms & Tankebe, 2017, 
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p.60). This willingness to offer explanations legitimises what they do. Bottoms & Tankebe 

(2017, 2012) identified four legitimation demands:  the effectiveness of authority; 

lawfulness; distributive justice; and procedural justice.  

However, the recognition of power as a right is conditional.  This means it can be withdrawn 

if it is abused - although as Harkin notes - the police often “break the rules” without this 

happening (2015, p.595). This could be due to the unequal relationship between power-

holders and their audiences and the difference between true obedience which comes from 

“hard-earned truly normative legitimate authority” and the type of obedience obtained 

through “dull compulsion” (Harkin, 2015, p.597).  

Having a shared moral purpose is also important in this audience – power-holder 

relationship, as reflected in the moral validity of the rules (Tyler, 2007). “The less a person 

believes he should obey the rules, the more likely he is to violate them” (Hirschi, 1969, 

p.26). Logic says that these rules will be derived from the social norms within a country, 

which will vary from one place to another according to culture and religious beliefs. These 

rules can and do change over time, in keeping with changes in moral values, as seen in the 

UK in the late 1960s when “drink driving” became illegal.  

Power-holders themselves should also share the same values to help cultivate their own 

self-legitimacy and belief in their position. A degree of self-separation will enable them to 

exercise their authority responsibly, with the symbolic wearing of a uniform helping to 

visually make this distinction (Bottoms & Tankebe, 2013, p.70). In addition, they should 

have the “right relationships” with their audience (Bottoms & Tankebe, 2012, p. 156) at all 

times.  
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Teachable moments 

It is hardly surprising that these differences can lead to conflict when the police interact 

with citizens. Given that contact with the police can, and does, alter citizens’ perceptions of 

the police (Bottoms & Tankebe, 2013, p.65), these “teachable moments” (Tyler 2011, 

Bottoms & Tankebe 2013, Mazerolle 2013, Skinns 2017, Tankebe & Mesko, 2019) provide 

opportunities to reinforce the legitimacy of the police and improve relationships with the 

public, with whom the police should identify (Reiner, 2000, p.55). This researcher agrees 

that the ultimate “teachable moments” can be found in police custody - which can be a 

“fraught and uncertain” environment for those citizens who experience it (Skinns et al., 

2017, p.601). 

Research has shown that negative interactions will provoke negative citizen reactions 

(Skogan, 2006, Mazerolle et al., 2012, Bradford et al., 2009). Conversely, a procedurally just 

approach can have a positive impact on views about the police at a global level (Maguire et 

al., 2017, p.386). 

These teachable moments extend to the police officers involved in the interactions at an 

individual level, whose actions can cause anxiety and tension. According to Tyler (2011, 

p.261) “Whatever they can reasonably do to explain the reasons for the interaction and de-

escalate a situation is vital to the peaceful resolution of the encounter.” What starts out as a 

routine traffic stop for a minor traffic violation - failing to indicate when changing lanes - can 

escalate into a violent encounter if there is a “disconnect between audience and power-

holder legitimacy”(Lowrey-King & Buker, 2017, p. 407);  or result in the arrest of a Harvard 

Professor who is trying to enter their own property and reacts angrily when an officer 

mistakes them for a burglar (Tyler et al., 2007, p.259).  
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The effect of police-citizen contacts was tested by Mazerolle et al. through a randomised 

control trial in Australia. This involved surveying citizens who had been subject to routine 

traffic stops, with the experimental group having a scripted PJ dialogue with the officers 

who stopped them. They concluded from the 2,746 surveys analysed (which equated to a 

low return rate of 13.2% (Nagin & Telep, 2017)) that just one short, positive (PJ) encounter 

can shape general views about the police, and “a little bit of being nice goes a long way” 

(Mazerolle et al., 2013, p.55). They found that trust and confidence in police was higher in 

the experimental group, even after considering the respondents’ demographic background 

and general perceptions of the police (Murphy et al., 2014, p.405).  

Meta-analyses carried out by Mazerolle et al, (2013) and Donner et al.(2015), strengthen 

these findings. Donner reviewed 48 studies, 28 of which analysed citizens perceptions of PJ 

in interactions with the police. From the 28 studies Mazerolle reviewed – six of which 

included outcome data of PJ - for every single one of the outcome measures, “The effect of 

legitimacy policing was in a positive direction, and, for all but the legitimacy outcome, 

statistically significant” (2013, p.245).   

Procedural Justice 

“PJ has been shown to be an important factor in the evaluation of groups and institutions” 

(Tyler & Lind, 2012, p.123).  It is “about how, not whether, police authority is exercised,” and 

does not prescribe nonenforcement (Worden & McLean, 2017, p.8), although an officer can 

and will be expected to exercise their discretion when performing their duties. 

It was Thibaut and Walker who introduced the term “procedural justice” as a result of their 

pioneering investigations into the legal system - which showed that satisfaction with it was 

not just influenced by the outcome of a trial but the way it was conducted (Tyler & Folger, 
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2010, p. 281). They also identified that for people to feel that they have obtained fair 

outcomes they need to have control (Tyler & Lind, 2012, p.138). Leventhal identified six PJ 

elements - consistency, bias suppression, accuracy, correctability, representativeness and 

ethicality (Tyler & Lind, 2012, p.139) – but it was Thibault and Walker’s concept of control 

which was developed by Folger in 1977 under the label of “voice” (Tyler & Lind, 1992, 

p.139). This is a key element used today in the coding of this study.  

Lind and Tyler showed that feelings of fair treatment were strongly affected when 

procedures were used in a way that instilled trustworthiness, neutrality and standing. This 

could be achieved by showing care for individuals and being mindful of their best interests, 

making decisions which were free from bias and treating them with dignity and respect 

(Bradford et al., 2009, p.22).  Treating people unfairly could also be “a potent source of 

anger and dislike with respect to whoever is seen as producing the injustice” (Lind & Tyler, 

1998, p.237) and being impolite to them was seen to reduce their status in a group. 

Lind and Tyler’s “group value model” (1998) assumes that many PJ values are instilled 

through socialisation, with new group members being influenced by older ones. In keeping 

with the literature on legitimacy, they reinforce the view that if a procedure is deemed to be 

fair the group will not change it, even if it produces an unfair outcome. However, fair 

procedures with consistently unfair outcomes are likely to be seen as disingenuous 

(Tankebe, 2009) and there has to be a limit to this – after which a process will be changed. 

Members of the same culture are likely to have the same PJ values and the fact that 

someone has been given due consideration by being allowed a voice, even if it does not 

change the outcome for them, is a basic value which “will occur in all group settings” (Lind & 
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Tyler, 1998). These are important observations in the context of police officers working 

together in custody suites and this study. 

Whilst Nagin and Telep (2017) are “less certain” of the relationship between PJ, legitimacy 

and legal compliance, they do agree that citizens deserve to be treated fairly (Nagin and 

Telep, 2017, p.21), with Watson (2020), stating that treating citizens with respect is key and 

should take place regardless of the instrumental benefits of doing so. This reinforces the 

suggestion by Tankebe (2009, p. 14) that, “The police have an intrinsic non-negotiable 

obligation to exercise their authority within the limitations of normative values and 

expectations of the particular society in question, irrespective of any demonstrable 

instrumental benefits in terms of facilitation of the police’s task in maintaining order.”  The 

means of doing this could be to truly give them a voice, treat them with respect, dignity and 

neutrality and show trustworthy motives (Jonathan-Zamir, et.al, 2015, p.848). 

This was evidenced by Paternoster et al. (1997). They tested the effect of procedural justice 

on spouse assault by re-analysing data from the Milwaukee Domestic Violence Experiment. 

In this experiment suspects for domestic assault were randomly assigned to being given a 

warning, arrested and detained for a short time (3 hours) or arrested and detained for a 

longer time (11 hours). They found that when suspects perceived the police had acted in a 

procedurally fair manner, even if they had arrested them, reoffending behaviour reduced in 

the same way as those who had only been given a warning.  
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Voice, trustworthy motives, respect and neutrality 

Each of these four PJ elements build on the view that procedural justice is “more a matter of 

workmanship than legality” (Worden & McLean, 2017, p.33).  

Voice is sometimes referred to as participation and involves giving citizens the opportunity 

to have their say and for it to be considered before deciding what to do in matters involving 

them (Jonathan-Zamir, et al., 2015, Skogan et al., 2014). Research indicates that it 

influences the level of victim satisfaction by giving citizens the opportunity to correct 

inaccurate information, resulting in fairer procedures (Laxminarayan et al., 2013).  It is 

simply about listening, talking to people and showing an interest in what they have to say 

(Skogan et al.,2014). 

Trustworthy motives. If the police are seen to show true concern for the wellbeing of the 

person and are motivated to do what is good for them, then their processes will be seen as 

fairer (Jonathan-Zamir et al., 2015, p.848). “Trust is evidenced when officers treat citizens as 

if they can be trusted to do the right thing and demonstrate that they are acting on behalf 

of the best interests of the people they are dealing with.” (Skogan et al., 2014, p. 325) This 

will enable the police and the public to work together effectively.  

Respect and dignity. This extends to treating citizens with politeness and dignity. Skinns 

views treating people with dignity in custody as crucial, particularly if breaches of Article 3 

of the Human Rights Convention are to be avoided - but finds dignity hard to define. She 

says police legitimacy literature conceptualises it as, “respectful behaviour and limiting the 

use of force” (2020, p.3).    

Neutrality will be shown by  those who act in an impartial manner, with decision making 

based on facts and free from prejudice. Reasoned, objective and consistent decisions will be 
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made according to rules and legal principles (Skogan et al., 2014) and only once all the 

information has been obtained (McCluskey et al., 2019).  This can be difficult to assess as it 

needs to be measured over a period of time to capture subtle differences in treatment, 

which may be linked to unconscious bias.   

Testing PJ using systematic social observations (SSO) 

Most research into the effectiveness of using PJ to positively influence citizen views of the 

legitimacy of the police has been carried out using surveys of citizens. These surveys are 

completed after the police-citizen interaction. This means that whilst they may capture 

citizen perceptions, they may not reflect what officers did or did not do (Worden & McLean, 

2017, p.101).  

An arguably better approach, which dates back to the 1960s (McCluskey et al., 2019, p.215), 

is the study of police behaviour using trained observers “to code elements of encounters 

according to a systematic protocol”. This is systematic social observation (SSO).  

There are two types of SSO. The first involves trained observers in “ride-alongs” with 

officers, where they go out on patrol with them and then code the interactions they have 

observed. The second type is less obtrusive and, in the opinion of this researcher, is more 

likely to capture officers behaving normally, as it involves watching pre-recorded video 

footage of their interactions with citizens.  

Worden and McLean (2017) used observers to carry out these “armchair observations” and 

review video recordings of officers’ interviews with citizens and video from in-car cameras. 

They decided which footage to use based on how much of the interaction was captured and 

whether they were able to identify those involved and see and hear them. They concluded 

that audio recordings were of more value than video ones, given that PJ is mainly about 
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verbal behaviour. They then coded the interactions using Jonathan-Zamir’s scale. This 

involved scoring neutrality and trustworthy motives on a binary scale; giving voice a 

weighted sum according to the degree of attentiveness the officer displayed, with dignity 

and respect scored on the frequency of such behaviours. They then combined the four 

scales to “form a single (unweighted) index of procedural justice” (p.106).  

From the 539 interactions they reviewed in Schenectady, USA, they concluded that PJ is 

greater when there is violent crime, conflict or when the citizen is black. “Procedural 

injustice is greater, or a lower level of PJ is observed, when the citizen is a suspect, a male, 

disrespectful, or passively resists police authority” (p.128). In other words, the actions and 

identity of the citizen are “key determinants of police displays of PJ” (McCluskey et al., 

2019). It will be interesting to observe the levels of PJ where these elements are present in 

this study. 

Other researchers have adopted the approach of coding citizen-police interactions as 

captured on  body worn video (BWV) camera footage. McCluskey et al. (2019) reviewed 

footage of 555 encounters in Los Angeles to assess the impact of officers wearing BWV on 

PJ. They found that all PJ elements except trustworthy motives indicated significant 

improvements post implementation of using BWCs. Like Worden and McLean (2017), they 

found that the status of the citizen made a difference to the level of PJ displayed, as did the 

degree to which citizens resisted the police. One limitation they identified in their study was 

that a number of officer variables, including gender and length of service were not captured. 

These will be included in this study.  

Nawaz and Tankebe (2018) tracked PJ in stop and search encounters using footage from 

BWV cameras worn by police officers from Greater Manchester Police. A total of 100 
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encounters, averaging 12 minutes each, were selected at random from 601 records and 

coded according to the four elements of PJ based on a single coder’s judgement. Whilst this 

was seen as a strength of the study, having some of the interactions re-tested would have 

improved its reliability and is something included in the present study. Another limitation of 

Nawaz and Tankebe’s research was that they had to rely on whether the officer activated 

the camera or not, and if so at what stage of the interaction, meaning that there was an 

element of selection bias. 

Like McCluskey et al. (2019), Nawaz and Tankebe (2018) identified that the area of PJ 

requiring most attention was “trustworthy motives”, which is linked to showing care and 

concern for citizens, an indicator of which can be the degree of citizen compliance. Giving 

citizens voice scored highly, followed by treating them with dignity and respect and 

neutrality. They found that the level of PJ displayed varied with the time of day and overall 

was greater at night, as were the explanations given and the sense of neutrality. This study 

will capture the time of day of the custody suite encounter and whether this holds for 

suspects brought into custody too. Nawaz and Tankebe observed that sometimes the words 

and behaviour of the officer did not match, which is important for this researcher who will 

be commenting on the tone of voice and non-verbal communications used by CSOs. 

PJ and custody 

Custody suites are inspected and publicly reported on by HMICFRS and Her Majesty’s 

Inspectorate of Prisons (HMIP) on an unannounced basis to ensure that those running them 

comply with the 2003 UN Convention against Torture and other Cruel, Inhuman or 

Degrading Treatment or Punishment.  The only other insight citizens have into the world of 

police custody is through the Independent Custody Visitors (ICV) scheme, under the legal 
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framework of Section 51 of the Police Reform Act 2002 (as amended) (Home Office, 2013). 

This involves trained volunteers, working in pairs, being allowed access to speak to arrestees 

privately about detention conditions, whether they have been given their rights and 

entitlements under PACE and general wellbeing. They must submit their findings to the 

“officer in charge” and the Police and Crime Commissioner before they leave the custody 

suite. This insight is available to the wider public through an Annual Report. 

Beyond this, insight into police custody and research into the four elements of PJ is sparse - 

until this study. Skinns et al. (2015) explored how police authority is used in custody in their 

“Good police custody study.” An initial analysis was carried out by reviewing HMICFRS/HMIP 

inspection reports, which gave the researchers an idea of “how just police custody may be 

measured” (2015, p.368).  

In Phase 1 of the study, which consisted of three phases, custody managers in 40 of the 43 

police forces in England and Wales were surveyed. Questions included how the custody 

suite was managed and staffed, either by the police, privately or a mix of both, how busy 

they were and the manager’s assessment of whether they were “fit for purpose.”  

Based on the results from Phase 1,  three of Skinns et al’s (2015, p. 362) five main types of 

custody suites were identified. The three were: (i) “hard pressed public suite” (Suite B); (ii) 

the “hard pressed preserving public suite” (Suite C), both owned, managed and staffed by 

the police; and (iii) the unhurried hybrid (Suite A), owned by the private sector through a 

PFI, managed by the police and non-warranted civilians employed by the police.  Data 

collected from those three suites will be analysed to see if, as those researchers suggest, 

suspects forgo their “due process rights in order to leave the custody suite as quickly as 

possible” in non-hybrid/private suites (p.366).  
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Their opinion was that the unhurried hybrid best fits “the label of a ‘good’ custody suite due 

to the conditions of detention, suspect treatment and access to justice (p.368). Also, that 

privacy can be hard to maintain in a busy custody suite where detainees are expected to 

disclose personal information for risk assessment purposes in “a public setting” (p.364).  

The custody suites used in Phase 2 of the study were selected on the basis that they 

exemplified each type of custody suite identified in Phase 1. A total of 532 hours of 

observation and 97 interviews in four custody suites in four force areas then took place 

between March 2014 and May 2015. The researchers used 11 broad themes to analyse the 

data, finding that, when it came to “power and compliance”, custody staff used their 

authority “softly and innocuously” (Skinns et al., 2017, p.601). This was likened to PJ and 

was shown by the way staff built rapport with detainees, showed them respect and kept 

them informed about what was happening (2017, p.605). Rapport building was achieved in 

a number of ways, including the use of humour, the custody officer going out to the police 

van to meet the detainee and explain to them what their role was, giving them their rights 

immediately and asking what they could do to make them comply - which sometimes was 

simply providing them with a drink of water. Such compliance is necessary to obtain 

information from detainees to complete risk assessments so that they can be cared for 

appropriately whilst in custody. These risk assessments can even prevent potential deaths in 

police custody. The use of such tactics may also be observed in this study.  

Skinns and colleagues observed officers being polite to detainees, treating them as human 

beings and being non-judgemental. There are clear links with these behaviours and the PJ 

elements of dignity and respect and neutrality. They recognised that keeping detainees 
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informed was important to them, but not by giving them false promises - in PJ terms - the 

need to have trustworthy motives.  

The subsequent “Recommendations for Practice” (University of Sheffield, 2019), emphasise 

prioritising the dignity of suspects, treating them like human beings and showing respect in 

their capacity to make choices. This includes using risk assessments and up to date 

information to make decisions like whether belts and shoes need to be removed.  The 

“opportunity to humanise the police custody experience for detainees and to minimise the 

sense of routinisation” will be key in the observations of PJ in this study. 

In Phase 3 of Skinns research, data was collected from surveys of 371 detainees from 27 

custody suites in 13 police forces in England and Wales (2020). 44 items were used to 

examine perceptions of fairness and authority with other items examining custody 

conditions, “reactions to being detained”, governance and accountability, occupational 

culture, staff types, the purposes of police custody and risk.  

A weakness in this study was that respondents were not selected at random but in 

accordance with researcher and police-led criteria. This meant that potential respondents 

who were under 18 years old, vulnerable and likely to be harmed by the research or posed a 

risk to the researchers were excluded. This lowers the generalisability of the findings. 

Surveys were largely completed by the detainees themselves, but all were done whilst they 

were still in custody. 

The results showed that “feelings of equal worth” or whether someone was treated with 

respect were linked to trust in police processes, rapport building, meeting basic needs like 

giving access to personal possessions and a culture of decency. Favourable material 

conditions where welfare was looked after, and facilities were “fit for purpose” were also 
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judged to be important (p.14). These feelings were significantly more likely if detainees 

were white and “older” and felt like they had a degree of autonomy.  

Skinns et al., (2020, p.17) also suggested that “some aspects of PJ in police legitimacy may in 

fact be about different dimensions of dignity.” This they conceptualised into equal worth, 

autonomy (limiting feelings of helplessness and citizen participation in decision making) and 

public decency (laughing with, not at citizens and good quality material conditions) - some 

of which will fall out of scope for the present study. 

What will be in scope is the four elements of PJ which will be used to determine whether 

suspects in police custody are more likely to co-operate with the police if the quality of 

treatment and decision-making by custody officers is seen as fair (Tankebe & Mesko, 2015, 

p.74). 
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CHAPTER THREE: DATA COLLECTION, METHODS & DATA ANALYSIS 

Introduction 

This study uses quantitative and qualitative data to measure the level of procedural justice 

(PJ) shown by Custody Suite Officers (CSOs) at the beginning of an arrestee’s journey 

through custody - when detention is authorised - and they are booked into custody. The 

CSO is the key powerholder in this process as only they can authorise or refuse to authorise 

detention. (Detention & Custody Authorised Professional Practice). This stage of the process 

has been chosen because research shows PJ shapes reactions to decisions (Tyler, 2006, 

p.273), in this instance the decision to authorise detention.   

The researcher defined the arrestee-CSO encounter as beginning when the arrestee was 

presented to the CSO and ending when they left to go to a cell or for another custody 

procedures - and used this to view corresponding samples of custody CCTV footage. 

Wells and colleagues (2005, p.176) make the point that the encounter level is an “important 

unit of measurement because this is the level at which police services are provided.”  

This chapter will explain the research setting and how the three suites used in the study 

differ.  It will show how the unit of analysis, the arrestee-CSO encounter as captured on 

custody CCTV, was recorded, stored and retrieved for viewing. It will also include details of 

how the sample of encounters was selected, why the unobtrusive observational method of 

research used was appropriate and the process the researcher followed to measure 

procedural justice for each encounter. The chapter will conclude by referencing the ethical 

considerations and data protection concerns the researcher faced and how these were dealt 

with. 
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Research design 

This study is a correlation study, or observational study which simply observed “the size and 

direction” of the relationship between different variables (Shadish et al., 2002, p.12). This 

unique research used pre-recorded custody CCTV to unobtrusively observe and measure the 

level of PJ displayed in three custody suites.  

Observational research had its beginnings in the 1960s and 1970s, with Reiss and Black 

measuring what the police did in face-to-face encounters by using trained observers to code 

encounters according to a systematic protocol. This has been developed by applying 

systematic social observations (SSO) to the theoretical framework of PJ as a more 

predictable method of measuring these “encounters, the participants and the context” 

(McCluskey et al., 2019, p.216). These observations can either be carried out live time by 

observing officers directly as they work or by viewing recordings made of them. 

Direct, live time observation was discounted for this study as it would have been more 

intrusive and the effect of a senior officer watching CSOs would have skewed the outcomes. 

It would also have been practically impossible at the cramped Suite C custody suite where 

all the available space is needed for the staff working there.  

Unobtrusive observational research, like the research in this study, was carried out by 

Worden and McLean who used in-car footage and recorded interviews to conduct their 

“armchair observations” (2017, p.111). They found that this method removes the 

Hawthorne effect and is less onerous on the departments involved who do not have to 

facilitate having an observer in their working environment. In addition, officers are routinely 

recorded, know that the recordings are rarely viewed and are not generally “subject to 
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adverse consequences for them.” Similarly, custody staff are aware that CCTV is in 

operation and it is part of their normal working environment.  

Worden and Mclean also note that the observer is also not limited to the real-time event 

and can watch the footage over again if necessary. This was something this researcher did in 

order to double check things that had - or had not - been said or done. 

Previous researchers of police custody have used interviews and surveys, but not CCTV 

(Skinns et al., 2015).  The chosen approach has been found to be more reliable and to 

provide greater validity than using surveys, questionnaires or interviews – as the researcher 

can “describe, analyse and interpret what has been observed” (Nawaz & Tankebe, 2018, 

p.142).  

CSOs  could have been asked to answer a survey or questionnaire to measure the level of PJ 

displayed. Like the unobtrusive method used in this research, it would not have required 

any personal contact with the respondent (Ruane, 2005, p. 123). However, surveys are 

notorious for having low return rates, usually less than 30%, which then impacts on the 

generalisability of the findings.  This can be overcome through good survey design and 

supporting information for respondents, or even being present when asking people to 

complete them – but the mere presence of the researcher could sway the outcomes. How 

respondents answer questions may also be influenced by a desire to show themselves in a 

good light with this “social desirability bias” (Ruane, 2005, p.125) compounded by the 

perception that negative responses might be tantamount to admitting that they are not 

doing a very good job. 

Similar considerations would apply to carrying out interviews or surveys of arrestees about 

their custody encounters. Surveys completed after the event would also only capture the 
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arrestee’s perceptions and may not reflect what the CSO did or did not do (Worden & 

McClean, 2017, p.101). Responses would be affected by “emotions, race and context” 

(McCluskey et al., 2019, p.215), as shown in research carried out by Wells et al. in 2005.  

They found that citizens who had been cited for an offence gave officers lower ratings than 

those who had been involved in a traffic accident or been a victim of crime.  The fact that 

the public image of the police is formulated by “a potpourri of other sources” further 

complicates things (Wells et al., 2005, p.175). 

Research setting 

Research was carried out in three custody suites used by one police force to regularly house 

their arrestees located in two rural counties. Their names are anonymised as Suite A, Suite B 

and Suite C and the police force will be referred to as Eastshire Constabulary. Suites B and C 

are both in Eastshire which has a population of about 650,000. Suite A is in a neighbouring 

county.  

The two suites in are staffed by CSOs from Eastshire Constabulary. There are 16 CSOs (all 

police sergeants) at Suite B supported by 16 civilian detention officers, who work shifts to 

cover 29 cells at Suite B.  Daily throughput amounts to 15 arrestees on average, with 

travelling time from the place a person was arrested to the custody suite averaging 38 

minutes. The average waiting time from arrival at the police station to detention being 

authorised is 24 minutes. This suite is attached to a police station built in the 1970s and 

includes two newer wings containing cells, shower facilities and interview rooms. 

There are eight CSOs at Suite C supported by eight detention officers to service 12 cells. The 

average number of detainees each day is nine.  Travelling time averages 46 minutes due to 

its City Centre location which often causes traffic delays, and the average waiting time is 26 
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minutes. This suite is also attached to a police station but was constructed in 1967 and has 

been modified over the years to reach appropriate standards. 

Suite A has eight cells and is staffed with 11 CSOs supported by 15 detention officers from 

Westshire Police who manage the facility. The average number of arrestees taken there is 

12 a day, with two a day from Eastshire. Travelling time is longer than for the other two 

suites, at an average of 50 minutes, but waiting times are much lower, averaging 13 

minutes. This is a purpose-built facility which opened in 2011. 

Police custody suites in England and Wales are subject to unannounced inspections by Her 

Majesty’s Inspectorate of Constabulary Fire and Rescue Services (HMICFRS) and Majesty’s 

Inspectorate of Prisons (HMIP) who check that arrestees are treated in accordance with 

Article 3 of the Human Rights Act 1988. This states that “no-one shall be subjected to 

torture or to inhuman or degrading treatment or punishment.” All three of the custody 

suites included in this study were assessed as “good” in 2018 when they were last 

inspected. 
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Recording, storage and retrieval of custody CCTV 

Eastshire Constabulary’s Corporate Performance Department (CPD) produced a monthly 

spreadsheet of data for the researcher. This identified all custody records for the three 

suites, the main offence a person was arrested for, the CSO who authorised detention and 

the time and date they did so for the months of June, July and August 2020.  

The researcher visited all three custody suites prior to commencing the research to 

ascertain how to view the CCTV, find out how long footage was kept and to check that the 

quality of the recordings was adequate for research purposes i.e. what was said could be 

clearly heard and the participants could be seen.  The times and dates shown on the CPD 

data was also checked against those shown on the CCTV and the Athena custody record 

system.  

Tests showed that there was a one-hour difference in the times recorded, presumably due 

to British Standard Time, which was taken into consideration when searching for footage. 

This search was made easier when the Athena record had a photograph of the arrestee on it 

which the researcher could use to check the correct encounter had been located. Where 

there was no photograph the description of the person as shown on Athena was used 

instead. 

At Suite B the CCTV was kept for 30 days with recordings taking place continuously, 

replacing previous footage. It could be viewed directly from the CCTV system and 

equipment in the Custody Inspector’s office at Suite B, with the option to record it if 

necessary. Some of the interactions were randomly selected and recorded onto the hard 

drive for re-test purposes.  



 33 

Cameras on the custody officer’s side of the booking-in desk recorded video and audio of 

the CSO and arrestee. There are three such desks at Suite B which are next to each other 

and a remote booking-in desk near the holding cells which does not have any audio 

attached to it. Occasionally another CSO or arrestee standing at an adjacent desk could be 

heard, particularly if they raised their voice(s) but this did not cause any issues when coding 

the encounters selected. 

At Suite C the CCTV could be viewed directly from the system but needed to be downloaded 

to pick up the audio. This was similarly kept for 30 days. All recordings were made onto 

memory sticks which also meant the re-tester could review any of the 50 recordings.  

The cameras are situated either side of the booking-in desk and because of the camera 

angles and large protective “Covid-19 screens” it was difficult to view both parties involved 

in the interaction at the same time.  The presence of the screens also meant that CSOs often 

shouted questions at the arrestees, often apologising for having to shout and explaining 

that they needed to because of the screens.  

There are two booking-in desks at Suite C which are side by side.  One of the encounters 

selected for coding had to be discarded. This was because two CSOs were booking arrestees 

in at the same time - one CSO was very loudly spoken and the other one could not be heard 

above him. This meant that the researcher used the next encounter listed on the 

spreadsheet instead.   

CCTV at Suite A can be viewed directly from the system using equipment in the Custody 

Inspector’s office and is kept for 60 days. There are cameras both sides of the booking-in 

desk with four booking-in areas next to each other. It was a time-consuming process to find 

which desk was being used for each encounter, but once this had been established the 
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encounters could be seen and heard - although if the arrestee stood very close to the desk 

and the microphone attached to it their voice was muffled. However, the researcher could 

still hear what was being said well enough to code these encounters.  

Some encounters were recorded for the researcher by staff at Suite A to reduce the 

researcher’s travelling time and ensure that footage was not recorded over before it had 

been viewed. These discs were also made available to the re-tester who randomly selected 

the ones they wanted to view. 

The researcher was confident that if the CCTV stopped working in any of the custody suites 

during the research period the problem would be rectified in a timely manner, given the 

importance of having workable CCTV in the custody environment. Fortunately, they did not 

have to contend with this issue and watched the CCTV over the planned period.  It took 18 

days to download, view and code the footage to have 150 complete records, 50 from each 

suite. This number of records was selected on the basis that the coding was carried out by 

one main researcher who had a limited amount of time to carry out the research imposed 

on them - not just because of the length of time records were kept but the constraints of 

carrying out the research whilst working full-time.  

Sampling of encounters 

Although the months selected for research purposes were chosen on the basis of 

convenience and the availability of the CCTV footage, the selection of the encounters during 

the months in question was based on a random sampling technique.  This strategy meant 

that each one had an equal chance of being included, thereby reducing bias and making it 

“possible to assume that all other things are equal” (Maxfield & Babbie, 2015, p.172) and 

improve the reliability and generalisability of the findings (Bachman & Shutt, 2017, p.53). 
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This random selection of encounters controlled for extraneous variables which could not be 

anticipated. This meant, for example, that the sample was not disproportionately affected 

by having suspects for more serious offences, less experienced CSOs or CSOs from one age 

group (Black, 2002, p.239). 

Unlike the research carried out by Nawaz and Tankebe (2018, p.141) which relied on body 

worn video cameras being activated by the officers, there was no selection bias in this study 

as custody CCTV is constantly recording. It does not rely on being activated for each 

encounter, meaning that the whole of the booking-in process interaction is captured. It was 

clear to the researcher from the conversations they heard that this was the case for the 

encounters they coded as they all began with the CSO asking for the circumstances of the 

arrest. However, interactions leading up to the arrestee being brought to the booking-in 

desk were not captured and the researcher was limited to viewing recordings from the CCTV 

cameras at the desk rather than the wider custody environment. 

To reduce sample bias, the data on the spreadsheet from CPD was used to randomly select 

records relating to all 35 CSOs using the “Rand” function in Excel.  The researcher ensured 

there was then an equal mix of male and female CSOs in the sample by manually checking 

the records and highlighting which were male and which were female. This was an 

important feature of the research as other studies have shown that gender can make a 

difference to the level of PJ displayed, with Nawaz & Tankebe (2018) showing that overall PJ 

was greater where a female citizen was present. 

The researcher prioritised viewing the oldest cases before they were recorded over. Despite 

this, some of the cases were still lost as they were deleted before the researcher had been 

able to view them. This was dealt with by selecting the “next on the list.” Similarly, if the 
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arrestee had been booked in by a detention officer or taken straight to a cell because they 

were violent, drunk, under the influence of drugs and unable or unwilling to communicate, 

those cases were not coded. 

34 of the 35 CSOs were picked up through this method of selection. Due to the low 

throughput of Eastshire arrestees at the PIC and the fact that only two of the CSOs are 

female, all of the records at Suite A with a female CSO for the three-month period were 

coded. 

The fact that an equal number of encounters were viewed from each custody suite meant 

that the three suites could be compared. In addition, changes in the custody shift pattern in 

Eastshire Constabulary before the research began meant that CSOs were not cross-covering 

the two suites. This mutual exclusivity improved the reliability of comparisons made.  

A strength of this study was that most of the testing was done by one researcher, which 

produced consistent results. However, a test re-test estimation of coding reliability was 

carried out by another Mst student who used the same measurement procedure to code 

ten encounters, selected at random from the recordings made onto disc and memory sticks. 

The coded results between the two researchers were similar with a small difference at less 

than 10%, indicating that the original coding was reliable (Ruane, 2005, p.67). 

Custody staff were aware of the intention to do the study using pre-recorded CCTV as they 

showed the researcher how to work the CCTV system. Unfortunately, there was therefore 

the chance of the results reflecting a “Hawthorne effect”; in other words, that the CSOs 

would change their behaviour because they knew their interactions were being evaluated.  

The researcher felt that if that did happen CSOs were likely to regress to their normal 
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behaviour during the course of the study, in much the same way as Wells et al.(2005) found 

attitudes towards citizens initially improved but wore off over time. 

Measuring Procedural Justice  

Measurement was only required in respect of the quantitative data collected and coded 

under the four elements of PJ as the qualitative data did not require transcribing or coding. 

Where the researcher felt that comments made by the CSO or arrestee were relevant they 

were recorded verbatim, in the same way as research carried out by Nawaz and Tankebe 

(2018). These comments give “a more nuanced picture of reality” (Bachman & Shutt, 2017, 

p.41), adding context and understanding to the encounters and supporting the coding given. 

The coding was carried out by an experienced police officer who applied theoretical 

constructs and prior procedural justice research to assess each encounter. The test re-test 

estimation of coding reliability of approximately 6% or ten encounters was done by another 

student on the Mst course. Both used a coding instrument based on Jonathan-Zamir’s 2015 

validated instrument for measuring PJ, with the help of the checklist the researcher had 

developed for this purpose (see Appendix A). This incorporated the four elements of PJ – 

voice, trustworthy motives, respect and neutrality.  

Officer gender, length of service, age when they joined the police and current age were 

recorded and whether any force was used. This included arrestees being presented at the 

booking-in desk in handcuffs. Other measures captured the location, duration of interaction, 

time of day (day or night) and the main offence for which the person was arrested. 

Binary measures were given to the gender of the CSO and arrestee and ethnicity of the 

arrestee – recorded as 0 for “White British” and 1 for “other”. Ethnicity was included as 

previous research has shown that “procedural injustice is lower when the citizen is black” 
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(Worden & McClean, 2017, p.128). Both of these scores were established through 

observation and, for ethnicity, by checking the answers arrestees gave to the CSO when 

being booked-in. Given that the degree of resistance by a citizen has been found to make a 

difference to the level of PJ displayed (McCluskey et al., 2019) use of force and arrestee 

compliance were recorded and given binary scores. 

Most elements of PJ were also coded as binary measures, including a number of elements 

for voice, trustworthy motives and neutrality and were given a measure of 1 (yes) or 0 (no). 

Some elements were coded on a Likert-type scale to provide greater depth of the quality of 

those aspects, with a range of 0-3 given to aspects of “voice” and “respect”. 

Voice 

Previous research shows that “voice” is a substantial contributor to the overall level of PJ 

(Nawaz & Tankebe, 2018, p.147). The five questions included in this element were designed 

to elicit whether the arrestee had been allowed to express their views (Jonathan-Zamir et 

al., 2015) by being asked for information, being allowed to respond without being 

interrupted or rushed and whether the CSO appeared to be interested in what they had to 

say. The researcher was mindful of the fact that a suspect must not be questioned about the 

offence they have been arrested for prior to interview (PACE 1984), and before they have 

been able to exercise their right to legal advice (Mazerolle et al., 2013, p.57).  

When coding for “the officer gave the arrestee a chance to ask questions” this was only 

coded “yes” if the CSO asked the arrestee if they had any questions. This was because most 

of the booking-in process involves the CSO asking for yes or no responses to complete a risk 

assessment. A CSO saying, “let me know if you have any questions, I know it can be a bit 

daunting” was scored “yes”.  
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Trustworthy motives 

Answers to the seven questions in the element, “trustworthy motives”, showed whether the 

CSO was motivated to do what was good for the person (Jonathan-Zamir et al., 2015). This 

included the CSO explaining why they were authorising detention and explaining the 

purpose of the custody process, supported by comments made like, “we will look after you.” 

One of the first questions CSOs tended to ask an arrestee was whether they had been in 

custody before. If the answer was “yes” or they recognised the arrestee, these explanations 

were likely to be missed.  

If the CSO did not state that they were authorising detention and why this was coded “no”. 

The researcher observed that where there was banter between the CSO and arrestee, whilst 

this showed good rapport building it sometimes distracted the CSO from the booking-in 

process and influenced the coding given, particularly for “trustworthy motives”. 

Respect 

The “respect” and dignity element (Jonathan-Zamir et al.2015, Skinns et al., 2015) 

comprised six questions, including questions about whether the CSO was polite and 

courteous and used words and a tone which were respectful. Answers to these questions 

were coded on a Likert-type scale using the coder’s judgement. The researcher observed a 

“parent-child” relationship in some of the encounters, influenced by the behaviour of the 

arrestee. This reinforced the position of the CSO as the powerholder.  

Neutrality 

“Neutrality” contained five questions and was the most difficult element to code as it relied 

on the researcher observing subtle differences in treatment to confirm that decisions 

comply with the rules and are reasoned and objective (Skogan et al., 2014). The researcher 
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observed a CSO recommending that arrestees exercise their right to have a solicitor and 

saying, “I’m not just saying this to you, I say that to everyone.” One of the constructs for 

neutrality stated, “the officer used protocols/rules in a consistent way for every arrestee.” 

As this could not be scored until the CSO had been observed at least once it was later 

excluded from the combined PJ score for this element. 

It took the researcher approximately 30 minutes to systematically review and code each 

encounter into  the four key elements of PJ – voice, trustworthy motives, respect and 

neutrality and capture the additional qualitative data.  

The coding process 

Coding was entered directly onto an Excel spreadsheet kept on a password-protected police 

laptop as it included sensitive data including the custody record number and the name of 

the CSO. These two fields of data were removed prior to analysis, with each encounter given 

a URN relating to the original record. The sanitised coded data was transferred onto a 

separate Excel spreadsheet and then into the IBM Statistical Package for Social Science 

(SPSS). A manual check was then carried out to ensure that the data had been migrated 

correctly before calculating a formative index of PJ for each dimension and overall. 

This formative approach, which combined the different elements coded by the researcher, 

provided an overall assessment of fairness and legitimacy for these encounters (Jonathan-

Zamir, et.al. 2015, p.851).  Like Jonathan-Zamir the researcher gave no special weight to any 

specific item or component, treating them all as equally important.  

This involved re-coding some of the data into a binary score where this had not been done 

originally. For example, if an officer was dismissive, inattentive or passive they were given a 

0 score, and 1 if they showed an active interest in what the arrestee had to say.  Four of the 
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constructs for “respect” were coded 0 for “not at all” and 1 if respect was shown some, 

most or nearly all of the time. In addition, some of the binary measures had to be altered 

prior to analysis so that they were consistent. For example, “the officer gave the arrestee a 

chance to ask questions” 0 = no, 1 = yes and “the officer rushed or interrupted the arrestee” 

was changed so that 0 = yes and 1 = no. 

There was a mix of offences for which the arrestees were detained. These were given a 

score using the latest Cambridge Crime Harm Index (CCHI) data for custodial and non-

custodial offences. Where a person was arrested for more than one offence the main 

reason for arrest was used for scoring purposes. Where a person was arrested for a “fail to 

appear” warrant the case was scored on the basis of the original offence they were due to 

go to court for. The researcher was unable to score six cases, four for breach of bail which is 

not given a score and two cases of “prison recall”, as the researcher was unable to ascertain 

the original offence the person had been sentenced for. This lack of transparency on the full 

details of the reason for the arrest is of concern. 

Data analysis 

A number of descriptive tests were then carried out on the coded data to identify the 

means.  Analytical tests were used to ascertain whether there was a positive or negative 

and statistically significant correlation between the combined elements of PJ and the 

variables relating to the CSO and arrestee, offence as measured by the CCHI, location and 

use of force. Tests involving ordinal scale data were carried out using Kendall’s tau rather 

than Pearson correlation. 
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Data Challenges 

Human Resources Departments in Westshire Police and Eastshire Constabulary provided the 

researcher with information relating to the CSO’s length of service in the role, age they 

joined their current police force, total length of service in this police force and current age. 

Due to data migration issues from a legacy system the information about some of the 

Eastshire CSOs was incorrect. This was rectified by the researcher cross checking the 

information with old records retained from when they were Head of Custody for Eastshire 

Constabulary.  

The amount of time it took to get this information through also meant that the researcher 

had to exclude four encounters they had coded as the booking-in had been carried out by a 

resilience sergeant rather than someone who was a full time CSO.  

Ethical considerations 

It was important to consider the ethics of this research given that it reviewed the behaviour 

of people. The researcher had concerns that some ethical dilemmas could have arisen from 

watching the footage and agreed beforehand that these would be raised with her tutor if 

necessary. Had any inappropriate behaviour been identified that constituted a crime, the 

researcher would have had to report it to the relevant Professional Standards Department. 

Police Officers are also bound by a Code of Ethics which outlines the standards of behaviour 

expected of them, including the need to act professionally.  

The potential psychological harm of doing this research included seeing unwell arrestees 

who were under the influence of drink or drugs, injured or violent, seeing force being used 

to control arrestees and situations and arrestees who were upset or vulnerable. As an 

experienced police officer, the risk of harm to the researcher was deemed to be low but it 
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was noted that there were various support mechanisms available if needed.  There was also 

the option to stop watching the footage if it was upsetting and return to it later. As the 

researcher had access to the Athena custody record, they were able to check whether any 

cases were potentially going to be distressing to watch beforehand. There were a few 

encounters which were upsetting to watch, including when a female arrestee’s jewellery 

had to be forcibly removed and an elderly male kept repeating again and again, “I just want 

to go home.” However, the researcher judged that the CSOs and officers involved had 

behaved appropriately and no support for the researcher was required. 

As this study used personal data, a Data Protection Impact Assessment (DPIA) was 

submitted to the Information Security Management Department (ISMD) for approval. This 

was given, with a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) agreed between the researcher 

and the Chief Constable. Measures were put in place to maintain security and the 

anonymity of the CSOs and arrestees. These included limiting access to the CCTV downloads 

to the second researcher, keeping them in a secure police station and agreeing to destroy 

them once the research was complete. Data relating to the basic characteristics of the CSO 

were transcribed and anonymised to prevent any personal details such as length of service 

being traced back to them. In addition, none of the comments made or observations can be 

attributed to an individual. 

As previously indicated, some CSOs knew about the research. This led to one of the Custody 

Inspectors asking whether the researcher needed their consent to carry it out. The advice 

from ISMD was that it was not, given that the original data extracted for coding - which 

included the name of the CSO - was to be kept strictly confidential and not shared, as they 

do have a right to privacy (Ruane, 2005, p.22).  
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CHAPTER FOUR: RESULTS 

Introduction 

This chapter will seek to answer the following research question: how closely do custody 

suite encounters between arrestees and Custody Suite Officers (CSOs) match the procedural 

justice (PJ) standards for decision-makers treating persons who are subject to their 

authority? To what degree does measurement of PJ displayed by CSOs vary across arrestees, 

CSOs and custody suites? Sub-questions included: how does PJ measured by CCTV coding 

relate to use of force at the level of each encounter, in an iterative manner, in which more 

defiant offenders may receive less PJ and may become more compliant, and receive more 

force? What correlation, if any, is there between PJ scores and the fact of either the CSO or 

the arrestee being female compared to cases in which both CSO and arrestee are male? 

What correlation, if any, is there between PJ scores and CSO length of service in that role, 

age at which the CSO was hired, total length of service in policing and the current age of the 

CSO. Based on all the evidence, what benefit might be gained from providing training in PJ 

to CSOs, in terms of either PJ itself or more specific outcomes such as reducing assaults 

against officers in custody suites?  
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The Custody Suite Officers  

I start the analysis with a description of the demographic characteristics of the officers 

studied. As shown in Table 1, 48% of the officers were aged between 38 and 47 years at the 

time of the study; 31.3% were slightly older, aged between 48 and 57 years, while a fifth 

were aged between 28 and 37 years. In England and Wales, a person must attain the age of 

18 to join the police service. The data presented in Table 1 show that 54.7% of the CSOs 

were between the ages of 23 and 27 when they joined the service. This reflects the view 

that police officers should have some life experience before joining the police. The data also 

show that about 1 in 4 CSOs (24.7%) were between the ages of 18 and 22 years at the point 

of being hired.  

Next, I review the level of experience of the officers in the police service and in their CSO 

role. The data suggest a highly experienced cohort of officers, with 67.3% having served for 

at least 15 years as police officers. Being a custody officer requires the ability to carry out 

risk assessments and deal with complex issues, which is likely to develop with this 

experience. However, time in the role varied; 46% had up to 25 months and 44.6% had 

between 26 and 100 months in the role.  
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Table 1. Characteristics of the CSOs used in the study 

Age hired Frequency Percent 

18-22 37 24.7 

23-27 82 54.7 

28-32 27 18 

33-37 2 1.3 

38 or more 2 1.3 

Current age 
  

28-37 31 20.7 

38-47 72 48 

48-57 47 31.3 

Years of service 
  

0-14 49 32.7 

15-24 75 50 

25-34 26 17.3 

Months as CSO 
 

0-25 69 46 

26-50 23 15.3 

51-75 26 17.3 

76-100 18 12 

101-125 9 6 

126-150 5 3.3 

 

Characteristics of the arrestees in this study 

The only characteristics of arrestees recorded in this study were their gender and whether 

they were White British or not.  

There were 119 male arrestees and 31 female arrestees in the sample studied, with males 

comprising 79.3% and females 20.7% of the 150 encounters. This suggests a slight over 
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representation of female arrestees who comprised 13% of the population of arrestees 

during the study period of June to August 2020.   

A total of 97 of the arrestees were “White British”, comprising 64.7% of the sample with 53 

or 35.3% categorised as having other ethnic backgrounds. The researcher established 

ethnicity through observation and by answers arrestees gave when being booked-in. 

Unfortunately, readily available data reported by CPD does not separately categorise “White 

British” and only has the wider category of “White”. This data shows that where ethnicity 

was recorded white arrestees accounted for 45% of arrests for the period June to August 

2020, with 46.8% recorded as ethnicity “not stated”, making it impossible to confirm 

whether this was a representative sample. 

CSO Characteristics & PJ Scores  

In this section, I explore variations in PJ scores across the ages and experience of the 

officers. The results are presented in Table 2. The mean score for voice was highest for 

those who joined the service at a relatively younger age of 18-22, and the lowest score was 

for CSOs hired when over 38 years old.  This was reversed for trustworthy motives, with 

those over 38 years old when hired scoring highest and 18-22 years the lowest. For 

neutrality, the mean scores for CSOs hired at 33 years or older was 4.5 compared with 4.72 

for those hired at 18-22 years and 4.8 for those hired at 23-27 years. However, in the case of 

respect, no noticeable differences in mean scores were observable.  
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Table 2. Age hired & corresponding PJ scores for each element 

Age 
Hired 

 
Voice Trustworthy 

motives 
Neutrality Respect 

18-22 Mean 3.70 5.14 4.73 5.97 
 

N 37 37 37 37 
 

Std. deviation 0.78 0.98 0.45 0.16 

23-27 Mean 3.39 5.40 4.80 5.98 
 

N 82 82 82 82 
 

Std. deviation 0.58 0.84 0.40 0.16 

28-32 Mean 3.59 5.19 4.70 5.96 
 

N 27 27 27 27 
 

Std. deviation 0.75 1.21 0.47 0.19 

33-37 Mean 3.50 6.00 4.50 6.00 
 

N 2 2 2 2 
 

Std. deviation 0.71 0 0.71 0 

38 or 
more 

Mean 2.50 6.50 4.50 6.00 

 
N 2 2 2 2 

 
Std. deviation 0.71 0.71 0.43 0 

 

Table 3 shows distributions of mean scores for procedural justice dimensions across the 

current ages of the CSOs. The average score for voice was highest for CSOs aged between 

38-47 years old (3.54) and lowest for CSOs who were between 28-37 years old (3.41). 

However, those aged between 28-37 years old scored highest for trustworthy motives 

(5.77); for neutrality, the lowest mean was among officers aged 48-57 years old (4.72). In 

the case of respect, no noticeable differences in mean scores were observable.  
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Table 3. Current age of CSO & corresponding PJ scores for each element 

Age of CSO 
 

Voice Trustworthy 
motives 

Neutrality Respect 

28-37 Mean 3.41 5.77 4.81 5.93 
 

N 31 31 31 31 
 

Std. deviation 0.50 0.43 0.40 0.25 

38-47 Mean 3.54 5.26 4.76 5.99 
 

N 72 72 72 72 
 

Std. deviation 0.75 0.95 0.43 0.12 

48-57 Mean 3.47 5.11 4.72 
 

5.98 
 

N 47 47 47 47 
 

Std. deviation 0.69 1.13 0.45 0.15 

 

In Table 4, I explore possible variations in procedural justice scores according to the level of 

experience of the officers. The data show that the mean score for voice was highest for 

those with 15-24 years of service and lowest for CSOs with under 15 years. It further 

emerged that officers with under 15 years of service scored highest for trustworthy motives 

while officers with the most service scored the least.  
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Table 4. PJ Scores by length of service (in years) 

Length 
of 
service 

 Voice Trustworthy 
motives 

Neutrality Respect 

0-14 Mean 3.37 5.69 4.78 5.96 
 

N 49 49 49 49 
 

Std. deviation 0.60 0.74 0.42 0.20 

15-24 Mean 3.61 5.25 4.79 5.97 
 

N 75 75 75 75 
 

Std. deviation 0.75 0.89 0.41 0.16 

25-34 Mean 3.38 4.81 4.65 6.00 
 

N 26 26 26 6 
 

Std. deviation 0.57 1.23 0.49 0.00 

 

Table 5 shows procedural justice scores by officer length of service as a CSO. It shows that 

the mean score for voice was lowest for CSOs with the most months of service in the CSO 

role.  The group that scored highest for trustworthy motives was those newest in the role, 

possibly because they are keen to do well and meet the challenge of adapting to being a 

custody sergeant.  
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Table 5. PJ Scores by length of service in CSO role (in months)  

Length 
of 
service 
as CSO 

 Voice Trustworthy 
motives 

Neutrality Respect 

0-25 Mean 3.55 5.61 4.75 5.96 

 
 

N 69 69 69 69 
 

Std. deviation 0.72 0.83 0.43 0.21 

26-50 Mean 3.39 4.87 4.70 6.00 
 

N 23 23 23 23 
 

Std. deviation 0.72 1.058 0.47 0.00 

51-75 Mean 3.54 5.23 4.81 6.00 
 

N 26 26 26 26 
 

Std. deviation 0.58 0.99 0.40 0.00 

76-100 Mean 3.44 5.17 4.78 6.00 
 

N 18 18 18 18 
 

Std. deviation 0.70 1.15 0.43 0.00 

101-125 Mean 3.56 5.00 4.78 5.89 
 

N 9 9 9 9 
 

Std. deviation 0.53 0.87 0.44 0.33 

126-150 Mean 3.00 5.00 4.80 6.00 
 

N 5 5 5 5 
 

Std. deviation 0.71 0.00 0.45 0.00 

 

The raw entries for officer current age, joining age and length of service were used to 

examine correlations between each of them and individual elements of procedural justice. 

The results are presented in Table 6. First, trustworthiness was the only element of 

procedural justice to show a consistent correlation with CSO demographics; specifically, as 

experience with the organisation increased, trustworthy motives decreased (r = -.24, p< 

0.01) and as experience as CSO increased, trustworthy motives decreased (r = -.24, p< 0.01). 
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There was also a statistically significant correlation between voice and neutrality (r = 0.30, 

p< 0.01). Officers who are neutral are more likely to offer arrestees a chance to be heard 

and give them the opportunity to ask questions.  

Table 6. Correlation between CSO Characteristics and PJ scores  

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

1. Age CSO 
hired 1.00        

 
2. Current Age 0.41** 1.00        

 
3. Total length 
of service -0.02 0.62** 1.00      

 

 
4. Length of 
service in CSO 
role 

0.03 0.36** 0.45** 1.00     
 

 

5. Voice -0.07 -0.01 0.05 -0.07 1.00    
 

 
6. Trustworthy 
motives 0.12 -0.12 -0.24** -0.24** 0.13 1.00    

 

7. Neutrality -0.01 -0.07 -0.06 0.01 0.30** 0.14 1.00   
 

8. Respect 0.01 0.09 0.08 0.08 -0.04 0.08 -0.09 1.00  
 

*p<0.05 level (2-tailed) 
**p<0.01 level (2-tailed) 

 

Duration of the encounter 

The mean duration of the interaction between the CSO and the arrestee across all three 

custody suites was 20.83 minutes but this ranged from five to 45 minutes. As shown in 

Figure 1, Suite A CSOs took the least time to book arrestees in (17.98 minutes) and Suite C 

CSOs took the most time (24.46 minutes).  
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Figure 1. Duration of encounter 

 

There was also a statistically significant difference in the duration of the encounters 

between custody suites (r=.34, p<.001). This may be because, as a “hard-pressed 

persevering” custody suite, Suite C is felt to be unfit for purpose by those managing them 

(Skinns et al., 2015, p. 362). Consequently, staff might have sought to compensate for the 

poor standard of facility by taking more time to engage with the arrestee at their point of 

entry into the suite. 

Figure 2 shows that trustworthy motives improved slightly as the length of the interaction 

increased. Respect showed some marginal improvement, with neutrality reducing slightly as 

the length of the interaction increased, but all three of these elements were consistently 

high. Voice achieved the highest score for interactions that lasted between 16 and 30 

minutes. However, there was no clear pattern indicating that time spent with an arrestee 

made a difference to the level of PJ displayed. 
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Figure 2. Duration of interaction & PJ Scores 

 

Volume and Time of CSO-Arrestee Encounters  

In this section, I explore two broad issues: first, the number of encounters for each of the 

officers, and second, the time of these encounters. On the first, and as previously indicated 

in Chapter 3, 150 encounters were coded from arrests made in June, July and August 2020. 

Table 7 shows that the minimum number of encounters for all three suites was one, with a 

CSO at Suite C having the maximum number of encounters at 16. The mean number of 
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Table 7. Number of encounters for each CSO in the study 

Custody suite Mean Minimum Maximum 

Suite A 4.54 1.00 14.00 

Suite B 4.16 1.00 14.00 

Suite C 5.00 1.00 16.00 

 

The second issue explored was time of day of the encounter. Research by Nawaz and 

Tankebe (2018) found that the level of PJ displayed was greater at night, including the 

explanations officers gave and the feeling of neutrality. In the current study, 78 of the coded 

encounters took place in the daytime, defined as being between the hours of 0700 and 

1900, and 72 were carried out at night. Table 8 shows that there was a statistically 

significant correlation between time of day, and respect and neutrality. The correlation 

between respect and the time of day was negative, suggesting that as the day wore on 

respectful treatment of arrestees decreased (r = -.17, p<.05). The opposite was true in the 

case of neutrality: as the day wore on, the level of neutrality exhibited increased (r = .18, 

p<.05). There was also a significant correlation between voice and neutrality (r = .32, p<.01). 

Table 8. Correlation between time of day and PJ Scores 
 

 
1 2 3 4 5 

1. Time of 
day  1.00     

2. Voice  .15 1.00    

3. Trust 0.08 0.13 1.00   

4. Neutrality 0.18* 0.32** 0.13 1.00  

5. Respect -0.17* -0.06 0.06 -0.09 1.00 

*p<0.05 level (2-tailed) 
** p<0.01 level (2-tailed) 
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Overall rating on dimensions of PJ  

This section has two broad aims: first, to present the total scores for each of the four 

dimensions of procedural justice – voice, trustworthy motives, neutrality and respect – and 

to explore how these vary across the three custody suites. It also explores overall 

procedural justice scores for the suites. The second aim is to strengthen the quantitative 

data by drawing on qualitative data to discuss each of the procedural justice dimensions. 

To achieve the first aim, a score was computed for each of the dimensions. Voice and 

neutrality had a maximum score of five, respect had a maximum score of six, and 

trustworthy motives had a maximum score of seven. The mean for each element was 

calculated as a percentage of the total possible score. Figure 3 shows that neutrality was the 

highest scoring element, followed closely by respect. Trustworthy motives and voice 

attracted lower scores, but the lowest scoring element still achieved a score of almost 70%. 

 

Figure 3. Distribution score for each PJ element 
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Figure 4 presents the scores for PJ elements across the three custody suites. The data show 

that CSOs at Suite A scored lowest for trustworthy motives (72.60%). Those at Suite B had 

the lowest score for voice (64.80%). There was only a marginal difference between the level 

of respect and neutrality shown at each of the three custody suites. This is likely to be due 

to the requirement of CSOs to comply with PACE Codes of Practice in relation to giving a 

detainee their rights and entitlements - which featured in the factors that made up those 

elements. 

 

Figure 4. PJ Score by Custody Suite 
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Figure 5. Combined PJ score 
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arrestee very little time to respond to them. One arrestee said, “How long am I going to be 

here for?” and was told to “shush.” These negative interactions were observed more 

frequently at Suite B than at the other two suites, with nine such comments recorded 

compared with five at Suite A and three at Suite C.  

Trustworthy motives 

There was clear evidence that over half the CSOs observed were motivated to do what was 

good for the arrestee and displayed trustworthy motives,  particularly at Suite C and Suite B. 

This reflected the results of the coding, which showed CSOs at Suite A scoring lower for 

trustworthy motives. Officers made comments to show that the arrestee was going to be 

cared for during their time in custody: "We'll look after you," "If you start to feel unwell 

you'll need to let us know." Another said, "We will make this as quick as possible," asking, 

"When did you last get any sleep?" In one instance, an arrestee asked, "If I feel anxiety in 

your cell what do I do?" The CSO replied: "You need to tell us." Another CSO took the time 

to ask an immigration detainee how long he had been travelling from his home country, 

reassuring him that he would be placed in a cell, but would be safe. 

Where arrestees were claustrophobic or anxious about being placed in a cell, CSOs arranged 

for them to have someone sit with them or to go into a cell with a glass door. There were 

good explanations about how things worked, like cell buzzers if an arrestee needed 

something and explanations about what would happen to them: "When you are sober you 

will be able to go back to your Mum - if we get you sobered up quickly you can leave." There 

was also ample evidence of CSOs getting medical help for arrestees when needed, with a 

CSO getting a medic to come to the desk to see someone who said they felt unwell. Another 
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asked what happened to an arrestee’s eye and if it hurt and got a medic to check it straight 

away, which resulted in the person going to hospital.  

One CSO said to a man who had been arrested for an alleged sexual assault: "These are not 

very nice allegations to have said about you, I would be feeling devastated too," and when 

asking if the arrestee had taken any drugs in the last 24 hours said, "I'm not trying to trick 

you." They explained, "What will happen now is my colleague will do your hand swabs and 

then we will get you a drink and make you as comfortable as we can." 

Less positive interactions sometimes took place where there was a history between the CSO 

and the arrestee. One CSO told the arrestee to get back from the desk, saying, "Last time we 

ended up putting you on the floor, you're the making of your own issues really."  

There was a good use of humour between CSOs and arrestees, particularly at Suite C.  This 

can help build rapport and encourage compliance (Skinns et al., 2015). This included a CSO 

saying, "nice day for it too" when an arrestee said that he had consumed five pints. Another 

said, "Don’t be telling me stuff I'll have to keep writing," and another, "We're not going to 

lock you up and then go and have dinner, we will process you as quickly as possible, I can 

promise you that." One CSO explained to an arrestee who spoke limited English that they 

would go to a virtual court, by saying, "Tomorrow morning, TV court here." Another CSO 

said, "It's not as exciting as the telly is it?" 

When asking arrestees their personal details one said, “6ft 4 in his best heels he is," and 

another, "Your eyes, they are red!" when checking their eye colour and "Poor you" when 

the arrestee said that he was living in Wisbech. 
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Neutrality 

Fewer observations were recorded for the element of neutrality, which scores for subtle 

differences in treatment. A CSO at Suite A explained that he always advised arrestees to 

have a solicitor as it was in their best interests: “I'm not just saying this to you, I say that to 

everyone,” a fact which was observed in other encounters involving him. Other CSOs made 

it clear that they were impartial: “Just because you are here doesn’t mean you are guilty, 

and I won't look at you like that.” When an arrestee said, "I'm really sorry guys," the CSO 

replied, "I'm not here to judge you." The researcher observed one CSO saying, “it doesn’t 

sound like a lot has happened” to someone who had been arrested for a common assault 

and, “It will be a shame if you are over the limit, you seem like a really nice guy,” to 

someone detained for driving with excess alcohol.   

Generally, CSOs remained calm during the booking-in process, even where the arrestee was 

agitated and shouting. This was seen with a CSO at Suite A and a woman who was in custody 

to prevent a breach of the peace. The CSO explained she would be staying until she calmed 

down.  Occasionally a CSO reached the end of their tether. One CSO said, "I'm not calling 

anyone, you had your chance," and ignored the arrestee who had also been arrested to 

prevent a breach of the peace, when he said he could go to his daughter's. This arrestee 

stood with his back to the CSO some of the time, prompting them to say, “Turn round, I’m 

talking to you.”  

This sort of “parent-child” interaction was observed in other encounters. A CSO said, "You 

were only arrested a few days ago for theft of a motor vehicle," and proceeded to fold her 

arms when explaining why he had been arrested. As the arrestee kept pulling his face mask 

down even when he was not speaking, the CSO told him to keep it on, saying, "I am wearing 
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mine." A similar relationship was observed with a CSO and a man arrested for failing to 

appear at court when required to do so, with the CSO saying, “You could have just turned up 

at court, don't blame us, it sounds like you are.” “I ask you a straight question, I expect a 

straight answer, are you listening to me," and when they asked to make a phone call 

responding with, "not right now, I'm booking you in."  Another CSO said, "You haven’t 

learnt, have you?" to someone who had been arrested for drink driving a second time. This 

arrestee also stood with his back to the CSO, with his hands in his pockets and head down 

when answering the risk assessment questions. 

Respect 

There was some good evidence of CSOs showing respect to arrestees and their rights, 

making sure they had an appropriate adult if they needed one, as "A good safety net for 

yourself,"  and could understand their rights and entitlements under PACE if they had 

learning difficulties or did not understand English. When an arrestee said she had a hearing 

problem the CSO asked if she used sign language and said that he would arrange for an 

appropriate adult for them and go through their rights again when they were present.  

A CSO said, "Some of these questions are quite personal, they are not designed to cause you 

any embarrassment," and another arranged for a female arrestee to speak to a female 

officer away from the desk. A CSO at Suite A gave a good explanation of how a solicitor 

would be involved if an arrestee chose to have one, and another one took the time to 

explain the difference between being arrested on suspicion of an offence and being charged 

for one. Even when explaining that a particular right had been delayed, CSOs framed this in 

a way that was acceptable to arrestees, with one saying, "You get an extra right if you are a 
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non-UK National" but "The inspector has put a delay on your right to have someone told of 

your arrest, sorry about that.”  

Less positive observations of this PJ element included dismissive, sometimes rude 

comments like, "I've no idea what you are talking about," and "You're not making much 

sense about your pregnancy." One CSO asked, "Do you normally have an appropriate adult 

when you are here?", rattled through his rights and then when the arrestee asked him to 

explain them said, "They are written here," although the arrestee said he had difficulties 

reading. One CSO asked an arrestee if she could read or write. She said, “Not really,” and 

they replied, “You can get by though?” with no offer of arranging an appropriate adult for 

her. A couple of inappropriate comments were noted. One CSO said, "I'll tell you now being 

a twat is not going to help you in here," and "Just wind your neck in," but these comments 

were rare. 

The use of telephone interpreters was seen to be problematic at times. One CSO said, "A 

panic attack won't get you out of custody, the longer you stay here the longer you are going 

to be in custody, I'm going to hang up now". Another arrestee was denied his rights, with 

the CSO terminating the call with the interpreter and saying he (the arrestee) was not 

listening.  

Offences Processed at Custody Suites  

Figure 6 presents the kinds of offences that brought the arrestees to custody, divided into 

categories as shown in Appendix B. Due to the severity of the offence and CCHI scoring it is 

given, murder and attempt murder were put in a separate category.  

At Suite A, 19 of the 50 arrests were for offences against the person, with ten cases of 

assault occasioning actual bodily harm (ABH), six common assaults and three assaults on 
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emergency workers. There were seven arrests for criminal damage including two arsons, six 

arrests for traffic offences – five for driving with excess alcohol and one with excess drugs, 

and five arrests for a breach of the peace. There was a range of other offences including one 

rape. 

At Suite B, there was one arrest for murder, two for grievous bodily harm (GBH), three for 

ABH and seven for common assault. There were four arrests for sexual offences including 

one rape, four arrests for theft including one burglary, four for harassment including two for 

threats to kill and four traffic offences - which comprised three drug driving and one drink 

driving offence.  

There was one arrest for attempted murder at Suite C and 11 arrests for other offences 

against the person, with three for ABH, six for common assault and two for kidnapping. 

There were 11 arrests for sexual offences including four rapes, seven arrests for theft 

including three for robbery and two for burglary, eight for traffic offences including seven 

for driving whilst unfit through excess alcohol.  

 

Figure 6. Number of arrests by offence type at each custody suite 
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I also computed the Cambridge Crime Harm Index (CCHI) score for each of the three suites. 

Of the 150 encounters, 144 were given a score using CCHI. Where the starting point for 

an offence is a set prison sentence the score is based on the number of days 

imprisonment. For those where the starting point is either a community sentence or 

a fine, it is based on the number of hours needed to complete the unpaid work 

requirement of the community sentence or hours needed to work to pay off the fine, 

rounded to the nearest whole day (Cambridge Crime Harm Index, 2020). Six of the 

offences could not be scored as they do not appear on the CCHI - two for prison recall at 

Suite A, one for breach of post charge bail at Suite C and three for breach of post charge bail 

at Suite B. 

As shown in Table 9, the mean CCHI value was highest at Suite B (281.45 days) despite 

having three offences that could not be scored. The average CCHI score was lowest at Suite 

A (88.66) which only had three high scoring offences – rape of a female child under the age 

of 16 and arson endangering life x2. 

Table 9. Mean CCHI by Custody Suite 

Custody suite Mean (in days) N Std. Deviation 

Suite A 88.66 48 406.12 

Suite B 281.45 47 920.15 

Suite C 250.75 49 634.18 

All three suites 206.74 144 684.65 

 

Table 10 shows that Suite B was the harm spot for ‘offences against the person’ – 

comprising murder (5475 days) and two grievous bodily harm (1460 days) – with a total 

CCHI score of 8432 days. The score was also high at Suite C (4418 days) but significantly low 
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at Suite A (112 days). Suite B (2196 days) and Suite A (2218.75 days) were harm spots of 

criminal damage. Suite C was the harm spot for sexual violence (5571.25 days), theft 

(1129.75 days) and misuse of drugs (1095 days). In the category of sexual offences, it 

included three arrests for rape; for the misuse of drugs, the arrests included two for 

possession with intent to supply. The CCHI score for drug misuse at Suite B was 557.5 days 

while Suite A had no score at all. That custody suite also had the highest score for 

harassment (62 days) and public order (22.1 days). The overall picture that emerged was 

that, in comparison with Suite B and Suite C, Suite A was a relatively low-harm custody 

suite.   

 

Table 10. CCHI scores (in days) by offence category 

Offence Category Suite A Suite B Suite C Average 
harm by 
category 

Criminal damage (13 offences) 2218.75 2196 4 339.90 
Deception & Fraud (3 offences) 2 4 0 2 
Harassment (6 offences) 20 62 0 13.67 
Immigration (2 offences) 3 0 0 1.5 
Miscellaneous (11 offences) 13 37 26.75 6.98 
Misuse of drugs (5 offences) 0 557.5 1095 330.5 
Murder/attempt murder (2 offences) 0 5475 3285 4380 
Other offences against the person (42 offences) 112 2957 1133 100.05 
Public order (10 offences) 1.4 22.1 6 2.95 
Sexual offences (16 offences) 1825 1845 5571.25 577.58 
Theft (13 offences) 28.75 24.75 1129.75 91.02 
Traffic (18 offences) 18 12 26 3.11 
Weapon (2 offences) 18.75 0 18.75 18.75 
Witness intimidation (1 offence) 0 42 0 42 
TOTAL  4260.65 13192.35 12295.5  
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As shown in Table 11 below, there was no significant association between the level of PJ 

displayed for each of the four elements and the CCHI score, but as previously seen, there 

was a statistically significant correlation between neutrality and voice. 

Table 11. Correlation between the level of PJ displayed & the CCHI score 

 1 2 3 4 5 

1. CHI 1.00     

2. Voice -0.03 1.00    

3. Trustworthy 
motives 

0.13 0.13 1.00   

4. Neutrality 0.01 0.32** 0.13 1.00  

5. Respect 0.02 -0.06 0.06 -0.09 1.00 

** p<0.01 level (2-tailed) 

 

Arrestee Compliance and Use of Force 

Arrestees who were uncooperative or violent were not included in this study as it would not 

have been possible to code the four elements of PJ for them, with five such cases each 

noted at Suite A and Suite B and four at Suite C for the month of July. These were generally 

identified from custody record entries during the preparatory work for coding cases. This 

meant that most of the arrestees observed were compliant with no requirement for officers 

to use force against them, other than the use of handcuffs at the booking-in desk.  

Table 12 shows that there was a statistically significant correlation between compliance of 

an arrestee and PJ scores for respect (r = .37, p<.01) and trustworthy motives (r = .18, 

p<.05), with the significant association between neutrality and voice being a recurring 

theme. Compliance of arrestees was coded either yes or no, depending on whether the 
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arrestee answered the CSO’s questions and how they behaved. Fourteen arrestees (9.3%) in 

the sample were coded as being non-compliant. 

Table 12. Correlation between PJ scores and arrestee compliance 

 1 2 3 4 5 

1. Arrestee 
compliance 

1.00     

2. Voice -0.07 1.00    

3. Trustworthy 
motives 

0.18** 0.13 1.00   

4. Neutrality -0.07 0.32** 0.13 1.00  

5. Respect 0.37** -0.06 0.06 -0.09 1.00 

*p<0.05 level (2-tailed) 
** p<0.01 level (2-tailed) 

One non-compliant arrestee put the phone down on an interpreter and said she wanted a 

cigarette when asked if she had any medical conditions. A male arrestee stood with his back 

to the CSO some of the time. One CSO was observed to only show respect to a non-

compliant arrestee who was being booked in via an interpreter on the telephone some of 

the time,  saying, “We can waste many, many minutes of him telling me pointless things at 

the desk,” and “If he is not going to engage in the booking-in process as I want to do it we 

can stop it again and do it in 4-6 hours.” One arrestee was asked his name and replied “f**k 

you.” Another arrestee did not have a shirt on, was out of breath and agitated when first 

brought to the booking-in desk.  He had been sprayed with Pava and paced up and down 

and started crying when asked about self-harming but calmed down by the end of the 

booking-in process.  

There were more non-compliant arrestees at Suite A (9) than at Suite B (3) or Suite C (1). A 

Chi-square test showed that there was a significant relationship between compliance of an 
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arrestee and the custody suite (Χ2(2, N=150) = 7.72, p = .021). There were more non-

compliant non-white British arrestees 15% (8) than white British detainees 5% (5), but this 

was not statistically significant. However, there was a statistically significant correlation 

between the gender of the arrestee and whether they were compliant, (r = -.18, p<.05), with 

16% (5) female arrestees coded as non-compliant compared with 7% (8) of male arrestees. 

In terms of use of force, this was observed in 30 encounters. Only four of these were not 

linked to handcuffing. One involved a female detainee having her jewellery – necklace, rings 

and earrings - removed by force as she refused to give them to the CSO when her property 

was being booked-in. Another involved officers moving a female arrestee to keep her away 

from them and facing the desk. Two others involved the use of Pava prior to the arrestee 

arriving at the booking-in desk.  

Generally, handcuffs were removed early in the booking-in process once the CSO was 

satisfied that they were no longer necessary. On one occasion the researcher observed that 

they were not removed for about 14 minutes but the CSO then explained to the arrestee 

that hand swabs needed to be taken which was why they had been left on. As shown in 

Figure 7, there were more interactions involving use of force at Suite A than at Suite B or 

Suite C.  
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Figure 7. Use of force by custody suite 

 

A Mann Whitney U test was conducted to compare use of force and each of the four 

elements of PJ given that there were only 30 instances where use of force was noted. There 

was no statistical significance between any of the elements of PJ and the use of force.  

Arrestee and Officer Gender, and PJ 

This section explored whether the level of procedural justice displayed differed according to 

the gender of CSOs and arrestees. The results are summarised in Table 13, and they show 

that the influence of gender was limited to neutrality: firstly, where the CSO is female there 

was a positive and significant correlation in the PJ score for neutrality (r=.24, p<0.001), 

indicating female CSOs show more neutrality than their male colleagues. Secondly, there 

was no evidence that the gender of the arrestee made a difference to the level of 

procedural justice experienced. However, this was contingent on the gender of the CSO: 

where the CSO and the arrestee were of the same gender, the level of neutrality displayed 

was significantly higher (r = 0.17, p <0.05).  
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Table 13: Correlation between gender and PJ dimensions  

 CSO Gender Arrestee Gender CSO/Arrestee Gender 

Voice  0.11 -0.06 0.02 

Trustworthy motives -0.02 -0.03 -0.10 

Neutrality       0.24** 0.12    0.17* 

Respect -0.01 -0.02  0.09 

*p<0.05 level (2-tailed) 
** p<0.01 level (2-tailed) 

 
Arrestee ethnicity and PJ 

This final section explores the relationship, if any, between the PJ score and the arrestee 

being coded as Non-White British. As shown in Table 14, there was no evidence that the 

ethnicity of the arrestee shaped the level of procedural justice displayed in the encounters 

at the custody suites.   

Table 14. Correlation between arrestee ethnicity and PJ scores 

 1 2 3 4 5 

1. Arrestee ethnicity 1.00     

2. Voice 0.09 1.00    

3. Trustworthy motives 0.07 0.13 1.00   

4. Neutrality 0.08 0.32** 0.13 1.00  

5. Respect 0.14 -0.06 0.06 -0.09 1.00 

** p<0.01 level (2-tailed) 

 

These results will be discussed in the next chapter. 

  



 72 

CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION 

The importance of routine police-citizen encounters in building and sustaining legitimacy 

and confidence has been documented by criminologists. According to Tyler (2011) these 

encounters are ‘teachable moments,’ providing crucial information about police 

commitment to norms of fairness, impartiality and lawfulness (see also, Bottoms and 

Tankebe 2017). Police-citizen encounters are multifaceted and cover a range of domains: 

from stop-and-searches, detentions, interviews to arrests. This dissertation was concerned 

with those encounters that occurred at police custody suites. Its aim was to track the level 

of procedural justice shown in these suites. The study drew on data from CCTV records of 

interactions between custody officers and arrestees across three suites used to house 

Eastshire arrestees: Suite A; Suite B; and Suite C. As indicated in Chapter 1, these 

interactions are research worthy because of the history of poor treatment and care 

arrestees receive, with this poor care linked to deaths in custody.  

A number of interesting findings emerged from the data.  First, the overall level of 

procedural justice by custody officers towards arrestees did not vary across the three 

custody suites. However, a different picture emerged when procedural justice was split into 

its four main components of voice, trustworthy motives, neutrality and respect. Custody 

officers at all three suites showed high levels of neutrality and respect in their interactions 

with arrestees. This respectful treatment of citizens supports findings reported by Skinns 

and her colleagues (2017) who found that custody officers were polite and non-judgmental.   

A more complex picture emerged for two elements of procedural justice: voice and 

trustworthy motives. CSOs at the custody suites with the lowest throughput of arrestees 

were found to give arrestees a greater opportunity for voice than their counterparts at the 
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suite with the highest throughput of arrestees. However, the latter custody suite scored the 

highest for trustworthy motives. A possible explanation might be that the CSOs at this 

custody suite knew that they had to deal with each arrestee as quickly as possible and that if 

they gave good explanations to them this would reduce the need for arrestees to ask 

questions. These findings are consistent with those reported in studies of procedural justice 

in communities.  For example, analyzing data from systematic social observations in Los 

Angeles, McCluskey and his colleagues reported that the lowest procedural justice score 

was for trustworthy motives (2019, p. 224). Similarly, Nawaz and Tankebe (2018) reported 

that officers demonstrated low trustworthy motives during stop and searches. However, 

contrary to findings presented here, they reported high levels of voice. One reason might be 

that the processes involved in stop and searches require a citizen to account for things they 

may or may not have on them illegally. 

The reason trustworthy motives scored lower in custody suites may be because arrestees 

are often repeat offenders who have been into custody before, with CSOs assuming that 

they know how things work and do not need to be given explanations. There is also pressure 

on CSOs to process arrestees as quickly as possible to ensure that the officers who escort 

them into custody or subsequently process them can resume their other duties. This may 

account for voice being the lowest scoring element of PJ. The influence of the PACE clock, 

which generally means officers only have 24 hours to deal with an arrestee before they 

must be released or charged, also adds to this pressure.  PACE Codes of Practice and the 

Authorised Policing Practice (APP) on custody dictate the way that custody should operate, 

with much of this reflected in the question sets used by CSOs when booking arrestees into 

custody. This may account for the higher scores for neutrality and respect.  
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The second major finding concerns an understudied issue in procedural justice research, 

namely, the possibility of temporal effects: that is, whether the time of day a police-citizen 

interaction occurs affects the level of procedural justice displayed.  The only previous study 

to have examined the issue was Nawaz and Tankebe’s (2018) tracking of procedural justice 

in police stop and search practices in Manchester, UK. They reported that the level of PJ was 

greater at night, including the explanations officers gave and their neutrality. The current 

study found that the time of day affected neutrality and respect but not voice. This finding 

of the study has important policy implications, which are discussed below. However, a 

related temporal issue concerns the relationship between the length of the encounter and 

the level of PJ displayed. This study finds that the duration of encounters did not have any 

discernible influence on the quality of the interaction. In other words, arrestees whose 

interaction with custody officers lasted a few minutes were at no greater or lesser risk of 

being listened to, treated with respect, shown care for their wellbeing or receiving impartial 

treatment. This is an extremely important finding.  It shows that arguments that power 

holders do not have the time to treat people with PJ may be incorrect – what is important is 

what CSOs say and do during the time they spend with arrestees. 

The third major finding relates to the effects of demographic characteristics and offence 

severity. Do the levels of procedural justice vary according to CSO and arrestee personal 

characteristics? A key finding here was the negative association between officer age, 

experience as a police officer and experience in the role of CSO, and trustworthy motives: as 

officers aged and gained more experience, the level of care and concern shown for the 

wellbeing of arrestees declined. A possible explanation for this finding comes from the 

police subculture literature. It reports that police officers sometimes develop cynicism on 

the job, which affects the quality of their interactions with some sections of the community, 
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especially offenders (see, Reiner 2010). Another important finding about demographic 

effects concerns the arrestee ethnicity: there was no evidence, across custody suites and 

dimensions of procedural justice, of arrestees being treated differently due to their 

ethnicity.   

Finally, the results of the study do indicate that arrestees are more likely to co-operate with 

the police if the quality of treatment and decisions made by CSOs are fair, with a statistically 

significant correlation between compliance of an arrestee and the elements of trustworthy 

motives and respect. Like Worden and McLean (2017), this study found that a lower level of 

PJ, procedural injustice, takes place where there is passive resistance to police authority – as 

opposed to active resistance, as shown in the findings of no statistical significance between 

any of the elements of PJ and use of force.  

Policy implications 

The findings reported show custody officers deliver high levels of respect and neutrality 

regardless of the custody suite they work in and with whom they interact but that the levels 

of these two elements were affected by the time of day. As the day wore on, the level of 

respect showed arrestees decreased. This could be that arrestees were more likely to be 

under the influence of drink or drugs and less compliant at night, or that CSOs were tired 

from working shifts and less tolerant. If the latter, policy makers should review the shift 

pattern worked in custody. The improvement in neutrality as the day wore on might be 

linked to the reduced throughput, meaning that CSOs tended to give arrestees more 

opportunity to have their say and are therefore seen as more impartial.   

There is need to improve the delivery on two dimensions of procedural justice: the 

opportunities to hear the voice of arrestees and the care shown for the wellbeing of 
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arrestees. Most people who go into custody are vulnerable and even if they have been 

arrested previously offering them an opportunity to be heard is an essential part of the 

quality of their experience. There is a clear need for procedural justice training for custody 

officers that focuses on improving trustworthy motives and giving arrestees a voice. The 

latter will involve going beyond, but not jettisoning, risk assessment questions which are 

vital to ensuring that arrestees can be properly cared for whilst in police custody. CSOs 

should also be encouraged to ask all arrestees if they have any questions about any aspects 

of the process.  

There is also a need for targeted procedural justice training for more experienced officers 

and to provide them with a checklist to act as reminders of good practice. As the evidence 

showed, these officers displayed less procedural justice towards arrestees. One possibility 

here is to create a procedural justice tracking standard for systematic random auditing of 

interactions.  This will aid continuous monitoring and identification of at-risk officers. There 

is also the possibility of mixing the gender of officers on each team.  

Limitations and future research 

The study was not without limitations. First, although the sample of 150 was randomly 

generated, the sampling frame covered three months of custody recordings. This limits the 

scope for generalising the findings to the much larger population of CSO-arrestee 

interactions in the year 2020. Future studies that sample from the entire population will 

help address the possibility of seasonal variations in the quality of interactions.  

Secondly, the CCTV recordings analysed represented one phase in the arrestees’ 

interactions with officers. The study had no data on interactions before or after the 

booking-in process, especially how the former might have influenced the custody 
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interactions. This could be addressed by tracking the experiences of arrestees from the 

point of contact with officers through to the time they are taken into custody suites. These 

could involve analysis of recordings from police body-worn cameras.  

Thirdly, officers do not always choose to be assigned to the custody role. Some do - but 

some are assigned to work in custody against their will. This raises an interesting question, 

with potentially important practical consequences: does the level of procedural justice 

delivered vary across these categories of officers. This was not a question addressed in this 

dissertation but there is a clear need for future studies to do so.  

Fourthly, the legitimacy literature suggests that procedural justice matters for people’s 

confidence in the police and compliance with the law. An interview with arrestees about 

their experiences and its effects on their view of the law and the police would help address 

this important issue. This could take the form of a randomised control trial in which some 

arrestees are randomly assigned to received enhanced fairness treatment. It could also be 

more correlational in design, tracking the long-term implications of varied experiences at 

custody suites.   

Fifthly, the effect of an arrestee being intoxicated or suffering from poor mental health on 

the level of PJ displayed was not assessed and could be included in future research.  

Notwithstanding these limitations, the dissertation has produced findings which have 

important practical implications. They raise the possibility for tracking procedural justice 

standards shown by CSOs to arrestees not only in Eastshire but nationally. As indicated 

earlier, this could form part of the auditing processes carried out by police custody 

inspectors and be used as evidence of good practice during HMICFRS/HMIP inspections of 

police custody. 



 78 

REFERENCES 

Bachman, R. & Shutt, R. (2017) The Practice of Research in Criminology and Criminal 
Justice, 6th ed. Thousand Oaks, California: Sage 

 
Beetham, D. (2013) The Legitimation of Power, 2nd ed., Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan 

Berne, E Transactional analysis in psychotherapy (1961) and Games people play (1964) 

Black, T.R. (2002) Understanding Social Science Research, 2nd ed., London: Sage 

Bottoms, A. (2002). ‘Morality, crime, compliance and public policy’, in A. Bottoms and M. 
Tonry (eds) Ideology, crime and criminal justice: A symposium in honour of Sir Leon 
Radzinowicz. Cullumpton, Willan. 20-55. 

Bottoms, A. and J. Tankebe (2012). Criminology: beyond procedural justice: a dialogic 
approach to legitimacy in criminology. Journal of Criminal Law and Criminology 102 119-
170. 

Bottoms, A. and J. Tankebe (2013). A Voice Within: Power-Holders Perspectives on 
Authority and Legitimacy: Oxford University Press. 

Bottoms, A. and von Hirsch, A. (2012) ‘The crime-preventive impact of penal sanctions’, in 
P. Crane and H.M. Kritzer (eds) Oxford Handbook of Empirical Legal Research, New York: 
Oxford University Press, pp. 96-124.  

Bottoms, A. E. and Tankebe, J. (2017) ‘Police Legitimacy and the Authority of the State’, in 
A. du Bois-Pedain, M. Ulväng and P. Asp, Criminal Law and the Authority of the State. 
Oxford: Hart Publishing.  

Bowling, B., Reiner, R. & Sheptycki, J.W.E. (2019) The Politics of the Police. 5th ed. Oxford: 
Oxford University Press 

Bradford, B., J. Jackson and E. A. Stanko (2009). Contact and confidence: revisiting the 
impact of public encounters with the police. Policing & Society 19(1) 20-46.  
  
Cambridge Crime Harm Index Retrieved 3 January 2021 from: https://www.cambridge-
ebp.co.uk/crime-harm-index  

Coding Evidence from Body-Worn Video Cameras. Cambridge Journal of Evidence Based 
Policing 2(3) 139-163. 

Detention & Custody Authorised Professional Practice Retrieved 16 August 2012 from: 
https://www.app.college.police.uk/app-content/detention-and-custody-2/response-
arrest-and-detention/ 

https://www.cambridge-ebp.co.uk/crime-harm-index
https://www.cambridge-ebp.co.uk/crime-harm-index


 79 

Donner, C., Maskaly, J., Fridell, L. and Jennings, W.G. (2015). Policing and procedural 
justice: a state-of-the-art review. Policing-an International Journal of Police Strategies & 
Management 38(1) 153-172.  

Harkin, D. (2015). Police legitimacy, ideology and qualitative methods: A critique of 
procedural justice theory. Criminology & Criminal Justice 15(5) 594-612. 

Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of Constabulary and Fire & Rescue Services (2018) State of 
Policing – The Annual Assessment of Policing in England & Wales 2018. Retrieved 18th 
January 2020 from http://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmicfrs/wp-
content/uploads/state-of-policing-2018.pdf 

Hirschi, T. (1971). Causes of delinquency Berkeley : University of California Press 

HMICFRS (2017). Report on an unannounced inspection visit to police custody suites in 
Eastshire Constabulary. 

HMICFRS Annual, all-force Inspections (PEEL) Retrieved 16th September 2020 from 
https://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmicfrs/our-work/article/peel-assessments/  

Home Office (2013) Code of Practice on Independent Custody Visiting. Retrieved 15th 
September 
fromhttps://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attach
ment_data/file/237395/Independent_custody_visitors_code_of_practice.pdf 

Home Office (2019) Revised  Code of Practice for the detention, treatment and 
questioning of persons by Police Officers.       
  
IPCC (2014) Investigation into police contact and response to calls for assistance by Mr 
Bijan Ebrahimi between Thursday 11th July 2013 and Sunday 14th July 2013 

Jackson, J., Bradford, B., Hough, M., Myhill, A., Quinton, P., Tyler, T.R. Why do People 
Comply with the Law? Legitimacy and the Influence of Legal Institutions, The British 
Journal of Criminology, Volume 52, Issue 6, November 2012, Pages 1051–
1071, https://doi.org/10.1093/bjc/azs032 

Jonathan-Zamir, T., S. D. Mastrofski and S. Moyal (2015). Measuring Procedural Justice in 
Police-Citizen Encounters. Justice Quarterly 32(5) 845-871. 

Laub, J. and R. Sampson (2001). Understanding Desistance from Crime. Crime and 
Justice 28 1-69. 

Laxminarayan, M., Bosmans, M., Porter, R & Sosa, L. (2013) Victim Satisfaction with 
Criminal Justice: A Systematic Review, Victims & Offenders, 8:2, 119-147, DOI: 
10.1080/15564886.2012.763198 

Lind, E.A. and Tyler, T.R. (1988) The Social Psychology of Procedural Justice. New York: 
Plenum Press  

http://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmicfrs/wp-content/uploads/state-of-policing-2018.pdf
http://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmicfrs/wp-content/uploads/state-of-policing-2018.pdf
https://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmicfrs/our-work/article/peel-assessments/
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/237395/Independent_custody_visitors_code_of_practice.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/237395/Independent_custody_visitors_code_of_practice.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1093/bjc/azs032


 80 

Lowrey-Kinberg, B. V. and G. S. Buker (2017). "I'm Giving You a Lawful Order": Dialogic 
Legitimacy in Sandra Bland's Traffic Stop. Law & Society Review 51(2) 379-412. 

Maguire, E. R., B. V. Lowrey and D. Johnson (2017). Evaluating the relative impact of 
positive and negative encounters with police: a randomized experiment. Journal of 
Experimental Criminology 13(3) 367-391. 

Maxfield, M. & Babbie, E. (2015) Research Methods for Criminal Justice and Criminology, 8th 
ed., Cengage Learning: IBSN 

Mazerolle, L., Bennett, S. Antrobus, E. and Eggins, E. (2012). Procedural justice, routine 
encounters and citizen perceptions of police: main findings from the Queensland 
Community Engagement Trial (QCET). Journal of Experimental Criminology 8(4) 343-367.
  
Mazerolle, L., Antrobus, E., Bennett, S. and Tyler, T.R. (2013). Shaping Citizen Perceptions 
of Police Legitimacy: A Randomized Field Trial of Procedural Justice. Criminology 51(1) 33-
63. 

McCluskey, J.D. (2003) Police Requests for Compliance: Coercive and Procedurally Just 
Tactics. New York: LFB Scholarly Publishing  

McCluskey, J. D., Uchida, C.D., Solomon, S.E., Wooditch, A., Connor, C and Revier, L. 
(2019). Assessing the effects of body-worn cameras on procedural justice in the Los 
Angeles Police Department. Criminology 57(2) 208-236. 

Murphy, K., L. Mazerolle and S. Bennett (2014). Promoting trust in police: findings from a 
randomised experimental field trial of procedural justice policing. Policing & Society 24(4) 
405-424. 

Nagin, D. S. and C. W. Telep (2017). Procedural Justice and Legal Compliance. Annual 
Review of Law and Social Science, Vol 13 13 5-28. 

Nawaz, A. and J. Tankebe (2018). Tracking Procedural Justice in Stop and Search 
Encounters: Coding Evidence from Body-Worn Video Cameras. Cambridge Journal of 
Evidence Based Policing 2(3) 139-163. 

Paternoster, R., Brame, R., Bachman, R. & Sherman, L.W. (1997). Do fair procedures 
matter? The effect of procedural justice on spouse assault. Law & Society Review 31(1) 
163-204. 

Reiner, R. (2000). The Politics of the Police, 3rd ed., Oxford University Press  
  
Reiner, R. (2010) The Politics of the Police (4th edition) Oxford: Oxford University Press 

Ruane, J.M. (2005). Essentials of Research Methods A Guide to Social Science Research. 
Oxford: Blackwell Publishing 
 



 81 

Shadish, W.R., Cook, T.D. & Campbell, D.T., (2002) Experimental and Quasi-Experimental 
Designs for Generalised Causal Inference, Houghton Mifflin Company : IBSN 

Sheffield University (2019). Good Police Custody  Dignity, equal worth, autonomy, decency 
and legality. 

Skinns, L., A. Wooff and A. Sprawson (2015). Preliminary findings on police custody 
delivery in the twenty-first century: Is it "good' enough? Policing & Society 27(4) 358-371. 

Skinns, L., Rice, L., Sprawson, A. and Wooff, A. (2017). Police legitimacy in context: an 
exploration of "soft" power in police custody in England. Policing-an International Journal 
of Police Strategies & Management 40(3) 601-613. 

Skinns, L., Sorsby, A. and Rice, L. (2020). Treat them as a Human Being’: Dignity, Detention 
and its Implications for Police Custody. British Journal of Criminology   
  
Skogan, W., Craen., M. & Hennessy, C. (2014). Training police for procedural justice. 
Journal of Experimental Criminology 11(3) 319-334 

Tankebe, J. (2009) Policing procedural fairness and public behaviour: a review and critique. 
International Journal of Police Science & Management Vol.11(1), p.8-19 

 
Tankebe, J. (2013), Viewing Things Differently: The Dimensions of Public Perceptions of 
Police Legitimacy. Criminology, 51: 103-135.  

Tankebe, J., and Mesko, G. (2015) ‘Police self-legitimacy, use of force, and pro-
organizational behaviour in Slovenia’, in G. Mesko and J. Tankebe (eds) Trust and 
Legitimacy in Criminal Justice: European perspectives, New York: Springer, pp. 261-270 

Tyler, T.R and Folger, R. (1980). ‘Distributional and Procedural Aspects of Satisfaction with 
Citizen-Police Encounters’. Basic and Applied Social Psychology, 1:4, 281-292  

Tyler, T. R. and Lind, E.A. (1992). ‘A relational model of authority in groups’, in Zanna, M. P. 
(eds.). Advances in Experimental Social Psychology, Vol. 25. Academic Press, Inc.: San 
Diego, California, USA; London, England.       
  
Tyler, T.R. (2006) Why people obey the law. Princeton University Press. 

Tyler, T., Callaghan, P. and Frost, J. (2007). Armed and dangerous(?) motivating rule 
adherence among agents of social control. Law & Society Review 41(2) 457-492. 

Tyler, T. R. (2011). Trust and legitimacy: Policing in the USA and Europe. European Journal 
of Criminology 8(4) 254-266. 

Watson, G. (2020). Respect and criminal justice. Oxford: Oxford University Press 

Wells, W., Horney, J., & Maguire, E.R. (2005), ‘Patrol officer responses to citizen feedback: 
an experimental analysis’ in Police Quarterly Vol 8 No.2, June 2005, 171-205 



 82 

Worden, R. E. and S. J. McLean (2017). Mirage of Police Reform: Procedural Justice and 
Police Legitimacy. Oakland: University of California Press 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 83 

APPENDICES 

Appendix A Coding Sheet 

Tracking Procedural Justice in Processing Arrestees: Coding Evidence from CCTV Cameras 
in Three Custody Suites. 

A. Basic Characteristics  
 

1. Name of Custody Location __________ 
 

2. CSO length of service in that role ___________ 
 

3. Age at which the CSO was hired ___________ 
 

4. Total length of service in policing _________________ 
 

5. Current age of CSO ________________ 
 

6. Gender of officer ____________________ 
 

7. Ethnicity/race of the civilian – white British? 
a. 0 = No  1 = Yes 

 

8. Gender of the arrestee____________________ 
 

9. Duration of the interaction________________ 
 

10. Time of day:    1 = Day  2 = Night    
 

11. For what offence (s) was the person arrested? ______________________________ 
 

12. Was there any use of force?  
0 = No  1 = Yes 

 

B. VOICE [Allowing people to express their views] 
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1. The custody officer (henceforth, officer) asked the arrestee for information.  
0 = No  1 = Yes 

 

2. The officer showed interest in what the arrestee had to say.  
0 = dismissive   1 = inattentive         2 = passive   3 = active  

 

3. The officer gave the arrestee a chance to ask questions.  
0 = No  1 = Yes 

 

4. The officer rushed or interrupted the arrestee.  
0 = No  1 = Yes 

 

5. The office seemed to factor what the arrestee said into the process and decision making.  
0 = No  1 = Yes 

 

6. Any observations concerning this dimension of PJ? 

___________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________ 

C. TRUSTWORTHY MOTIVES [motivated to do what is good for the person] 
 

1. The officer explained why s/he was authorising their detention.  
0 = No  1 = Yes 

 

2. The officer showed care and concern for the well-being of the arrestee.  
0 = No  1 = Yes 

 

3. The officer explained the purpose of the process at the start.  
0 = No  1 = Yes 
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4. The officer appeared intimidating to the arrestee. (tone of voice / body language) 
0 = No  1 = Yes 

 

5. The officer explained why a particular decision has been made.  
0 = No  1 = Yes 

 

6. The officer asked if the arrestee needed any assistance.  
0 = No  1 = Yes 

 

7. Was the arrestee compliant 

0 = No  1 = Yes 

 

8. Any observations concerning this dimension of PJ? 

___________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________ 

 

D. RESPECT [right for a person’s rights and dignity] 
 

1. The officer showed respect to the arrestee. 
0 = Not at all 1 = Some of the time 2= Most of the time 3 = nearly all the time 

 

2. The officer was polite and courteous towards the arrestee.  
0 = Not at all 1 = Some of the time 2= Most of the time 3 = nearly all the time 

 

3. The words and tone of the officer were respectful.  
0 = Not at all 1 = Some of the time 2= Most of the time 3 = nearly all the time 
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4. The officer explained what will happen in ways that the arrestee can understand.  
0 = No  1 = Yes 

 

5. The officer appeared to take what the arrestee said seriously.  
0 = No  1 = Yes 

 

6. The officer showed respect for the rights of the arrestee.  
0 = Not at all 1 = Some of the time 2= Most of the time 3 = nearly all the time 

 

7. Any observations concerning this dimension of PJ? 

___________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________ 

E. NEUTRALITY [Acting in a transparent and impartial manner based on facts not prejudice] 
 

1. The officer indicated no decision until all information was gathered.  
0 = No  1 = Yes 

 

2. The officer appeared open-minded (had not already made up her/his mind about the 
arrestee). 
0 = No  1 = Yes 

 

3. The officer used protocols/rules in a consistent way for every arrestee.  
0 = No  1 = Yes 

 

4. The officer appeared open about why/how s/he made the decision s/he did.  
0 = No  1 = Yes 

 

5. The officer made decisions based on evidence rather than personal views.  
0 = No 1 = Yes 
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6. Any observations concerning this dimension of PJ? 

___________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________ 
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Appendix B Category of offences 

Offences against the person 

  Murder / attempt 

  Common assault and battery 

  Assault against an emergency worker 

  Assault occasioning actual bodily harm 

  Wounding or inflicting grievous bodily harm 

  

Wounding or causing grievous bodily harm with 
intent 

  Kidnapping 
Sexual offences Rape 

  Indecent images 

  Indecent exposure 

  Breach of non-molestation order 

  Breach of sexual offence order 

  Brothel 

  Sexual assault 
Theft  Theft 

  Robbery 

  Burglary 

  TWOC 
Deception and fraud Deception and fraud 

   
Criminal damage Criminal damage 

  Arson with intent to endanger life 
Offences against the administration of justice and public interest 

  Immigration 
Harassment, hostility & ASB 

  Witness intimidation 

  Harassment 

  Breach of restraining order 

  Threats to kill 
Public order & 
Terrorism Drunk & Disorderly 

  Breach of the peace 

  Section 4 

  Section 4a 

  Section 5 
Weapons  Possession of Offensive weapons 

   
   
Misuse of drugs Possession 

  Supply 
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Traffic  Driving with excess alcohol 

  Driving with excess drugs 

  Disqualified driving  
Miscellaneous  Breach of post charge bail 

  Warrant 

  Prison recall 
 


	CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION
	Outline of thesis

	CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW
	Legitimacy
	Teachable moments
	Procedural Justice
	Voice, trustworthy motives, respect and neutrality
	Testing PJ using systematic social observations (SSO)
	PJ and custody

	CHAPTER THREE: DATA COLLECTION, METHODS & DATA ANALYSIS
	Introduction
	Research design
	Research setting
	Recording, storage and retrieval of custody CCTV
	Sampling of encounters
	Measuring Procedural Justice
	Voice
	Trustworthy motives
	Respect
	Neutrality
	The coding process
	Data analysis
	Data Challenges
	Ethical considerations

	CHAPTER FOUR: RESULTS
	Introduction
	The Custody Suite Officers
	Table 1. Characteristics of the CSOs used in the study

	Characteristics of the arrestees in this study
	CSO Characteristics & PJ Scores
	Table 2. Age hired & corresponding PJ scores for each element
	Table 3. Current age of CSO & corresponding PJ scores for each element
	Table 4. PJ Scores by length of service (in years)
	Table 5. PJ Scores by length of service in CSO role (in months)
	Table 6. Correlation between CSO Characteristics and PJ scores

	Duration of the encounter
	Figure 1. Duration of encounter
	Figure 2. Duration of interaction & PJ Scores

	Volume and Time of CSO-Arrestee Encounters
	Table 7. Number of encounters for each CSO in the study
	Table 8. Correlation between time of day and PJ Scores

	Overall rating on dimensions of PJ
	Figure 3. Distribution score for each PJ element
	Figure 4. PJ Score by Custody Suite
	Figure 5. Combined PJ score

	Voice
	Trustworthy motives
	Neutrality
	Respect
	Offences Processed at Custody Suites
	Figure 6. Number of arrests by offence type at each custody suite
	Table 9. Mean CCHI by Custody Suite
	Table 10. CCHI scores (in days) by offence category
	Table 11. Correlation between the level of PJ displayed & the CCHI score

	Arrestee Compliance and Use of Force
	Table 12. Correlation between PJ scores and arrestee compliance
	Figure 7. Use of force by custody suite


	Arrestee and Officer Gender, and PJ
	Table 13: Correlation between gender and PJ dimensions

	Arrestee ethnicity and PJ
	Table 14. Correlation between arrestee ethnicity and PJ scores


	CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION
	Policy implications
	Limitations and future research

	REFERENCES
	APPENDICES
	Appendix A Coding Sheet
	Appendix B Category of offences


