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In 2017, Council for a Strong America (CSA) contracted with IMPAQ International to conduct an evaluation of 
the Fight Crime:  Invest in Kids Police Training Institute (PTI).  Launched in 2016, the program is designed to 
improve interactions between law enforcement and youth, especially minority youth, by teaching approaches 
that assist law enforcement in reducing negative encounters and outcomes. Having already conducted a study of 
the program’s implementation in two sites, CSA was interested in developing important information regarding 
the success of the program in achieving outcomes related to police behavior and attitudes.  This study involved 
police trainings conducted in Salt Lake City, UT; Dallas, TX; Sacramento, CA; and the Compton area of Los 
Angeles, CA, between October 2017 and April 2018. 

The remaining sections of this report are organized as follows.  In Section B, we provide a brief description of 
the PTI program components and the training sites.  In Section C, we describe IMPAQ’s approach for conducting 
the study, including research questions, the methodology and study limitations and cautions. In Section D we 
describe the study’s findings, and in Section E we provide discussion and recommendations 

	

	

	

	

PROGRAM	COMPONENTS			
The PTI program involves several key components involving both law enforcement and youth including:  
 
Pre-Training Visits: Before each training, PTI trainers and staff conduct pre-training site visits to become 
familiar with the law enforcement agency, patrol functions and unique aspects of the community. These visits 
include ride-along observations with the law enforcement agency and listening sessions with youth from our 
community partners. The LE field observations give PTI staff an opportunity to learn about the agency, 
understand their methodology and learn about issues from the perspective of officers in the field.  Our listening 
sessions are conducted to learn more about specific community issues from the youth and young adult 
perspective. 
 
Town Hall Meetings: In advance of the “Connecting Youth & Communities with Law Enforcement (CYCLE) 
training, PTI staff along with our community partners and the law enforcement agency host a town hall meeting. 
The Town Hall meetings provide opportunities for youth, law enforcement, and community members to have an 
open dialog about current community issues around police and community relations. The goal is to provide a 
safe environment for open communication, while simultaneously providing the PTI team with essential 
information to customize training for the local agencies and the communities they serve. 
 
Training: The CYCLE training curriculum includes a 16-hour law enforcement course that provides information 
on topics such as adolescent brain development, building rapport, contemporary issues, de-escalation, implicit 
bias, listening skills and trauma-informed response. During the second day of training, youth participate in a 
separate engagement, focusing on similar core topics that are covered in the law enforcement curriculum. The 
last four hours are spent allowing direct interaction between officers and youth by means of sharing a meal, 
participating in role-playing scenarios, and a meaningful question-and-answer period. 

Training Sites.   Trainings were held in Salt Lake City in October 2017, Dallas in March 2018, and in Compton 
and Sacramento in April 2018. A total of 73 law enforcement personnel participated in the trainings. Twenty-
nine percent were from Sacramento (n=21), 27% from Dallas (n=20), 26% from Salt Lake City (n=19), and 18% 
from Compton (n=13).  
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B.	PROGRAM	COMPONENTS	AND	TRAINING	SITES	

A.		INTRODUCTION	



	

	

	

	

RESEARCH	QUESTIONS			
CSA was interested in answering the following questions as a result of this research: 

§ Does law enforcement participation in the PTI program change the way that law enforcement perceive 
or understand youth behavior?  If so, in what ways?  

§ Does law enforcement participation in the PTI program change the way that law enforcement interact 
with youth?  If so, in what ways? 

§  Does youth participation in the PTI program change the way that youth perceive or understand law 
enforcement? If so, in what ways? 

§  Does youth participation in the PTI program change the way that youth interact with law 
enforcement?  If so, in what ways? 

§  What program components were thought to be most useful to program participants?  
 

DATA	COLLECTION		
The following data were collected to answer the research questions above. 
 
Surveys.  Survey data was collected only from participating officers.  Data was collected three times during 
the study period:  1) at baseline, before exposure to the PTI program (Time A), 2) 3 months after participation 
in the program (Time B), and 3) approximately 6 months after participation in the program (Time C). 
 
Focus Groups.  Two focus groups - one with law enforcement and one with youth - were conducted at each 
site, between about 10 to 14 weeks after program participation 
 
ANALYSIS		
Demographic characteristics were analyzed for the entire Time A participant group (N=73). A pre/post 
approach was used to assess perception and behavioral changes of law enforcement program participants over 
time. In order to compare the same groups of officers over time, longitudinal analyses were run for a sub-group 
of officers who completed both the Time A and Time C surveys (N=19). We chose not to present findings that 
include Time B data, as this would further limit the sample size (N=13). Demographic characteristics were 
compared between the longitudinal group and the remaining 54 officers who responded at Time A. 
	
STUDY	LIMITATIONS	AND	CAUTIONS	 
There were several factors which limited the research team’s ability to conduct a rigorous study of program 
impacts.  These included:  
 

§ The low number of officers participating in the training at each site (N=18, on average) and low survey 
response at Times B and C, based on already low N size (on average, 47% at Time B and 27% at Time 
C). This prevented the use of statistical methods, such as regression analyses, significance testing as 
well as the ability to conduct any subgroup analyses. 
 

§ Variation in the already low number of individuals responding to each round of surveys makes it 
difficult to generally assess trends in survey responses across time. This is because changes presented 
as a proportion of all officers responding to the survey question can vary widely with just small changes 
in the overall number of survey respondents. In these cases, observed changes may largely be driven by 
the denominator.                  2  
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§ Because officers were not required to respond to the survey, survey responses may be biased. Since 
responding officers may be motivated (either for positive or negative reasons) to complete the survey, 
the group of officers responding in Times B and/or Time C are not necessarily representative of the 
entire group who filled out the Time A survey. They may have certain characteristics that distinguish 
them from the entire group, so it is hard to assume that differences over time are due to the PTI, rather 
than simply reflecting already-existing differences in the groups of officers who responded. 

 
§ Surveys were administered to law enforcement and youth participants. Youth survey results were used 

internally by PTI and their survey responses are not included in this report Therefore, questions seeking 
a law enforcement perspective can be answered using both survey data and focus group data. However, 
questions seeking a youth perspective can only be answered using data collected through focus groups. 
Like the surveys, focus groups were voluntary. It should be noted that because the number of 
participants in each focus group was low, the topics discussed may not be representative of all 
participant perceptions. 

 
Because of these reasons, it is recommended that the study results, especially changes over time, be 
interpreted with caution. In particular, changes in participant perceptions and/or behaviors cannot be 
attributed exclusively to the program. While the program may have contributed to these changes, other 
factors may also have played a role. Further, changes in participant responses may be driven by the small 
sample size overall and the fluctuation in the number of respondents across each round of the survey. It 
is recommended, therefore, that users consider only the general patterns revealed by the study results.   
 
 
 

	

	

	
 
In this section we present the analysis of the survey data for two groups of respondents. The first group includes 
all those who participated in the PTI training (N=73) across the four study sites – Salt Lake City, Dallas, 
Compton and Sacramento. The second group, the “longitudinal group” includes those officers responding to the 
survey at both Time A (conducted at baseline) and Time C (the second follow-up survey, conducted 
approximately 6 months after the training). Below we present demographic information for both groups. 
However, we use only the longitudinal group to examine changes in respondent perceptions and behaviors 
between Time A and Time C. While examining survey responses among this longitudinal group limits the overall 
number of respondents in the analysis sample (N=19), it generally increases the rigor of our analysis by allowing 
us to examine changes in respondent perceptions and behaviors across time using the same group of officers. 
We examine survey responses only at Times A and C, to prevent further limiting the size of the longitudinal 
group. It should be noted, however, the frequencies of survey items from all responding officers in Times A, B, 
and C can be found in Appendix A. 
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D.	FINDINGS	



	

	

	
	
	

	
DEMOGRAPHIC	CHARACTERISTICS	OF	PROGRAM	PARTICIPANTS	AT	TIME	A	
Seventy-three law enforcement personnel participated in the program and all of them completed a baseline 
survey (Time A).* Fewer than one in four respondents described themselves as white, non-Hispanic (23%, 
n=14). One third described themselves as Hispanic (n=20), 28% as Black/African American (n=17), 11% as 
Multiracial or “Other” (n=7), 3% as Asian (n=2), and 2% as Native American (n=1). Most responding officers 
were male (72%, n= 48), reported an average of 9.6 years of experience in law enforcement, and were between 
the ages of 26 and 45 (75%, n=55). Responding officers reported a variety of ranks, but most were officers (59%, 
n=43), deputies (12%, n=9), or detectives (11%, n=8). Most respondents reported assignment to a unit involving 
youth or young adults, such as School Resource Officer (27%, n=19), Campus Services (17%, n=12), and Youth 
Services (8%, n=6). Many also described their unit as Patrol (18%, n=13).   
 
COMPARING	DEMOGRAPHIC	CHARACTERISTICS	OF	LONGITUDINAL	AND	NON-
LONGITUDINAL	GROUPS	AT	TIME	A	
In this section we compare the longitudinal group (i.e., those respondents completing the survey at both Time A 
and Time C) to other respondents, who did not respond at both times. The longitudinal group reported slightly 
more years in law enforcement (10.2 vs. 9.4). Additionally, the longitudinal group had a higher percentage of 
males than the other group (84% vs. 69%). 
 
The longitudinal group and non-longitudinal groups had similar percentages of Black/African American 
respondents (29% vs. 27%), Asian respondents (6% vs. 2%), and Native American respondents (6% vs. 0%). 
The longitudinal group was less likely than other respondents to describe themselves as Hispanic (24% vs. 36%) 
or Multiracial/Other (0% vs. 16%), and more likely to describe themselves as White, Non-Hispanic (18% vs. 
35%). The longitudinal group was slightly older than other respondents. Twenty-six percent (n=5) of those in 
the longitudinal group were over age 45 compared to 20% (n=11) in the non-longitudinal group. 
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Demographic	Characteristics	

*N’s vary throughout depending on the number of individuals who completed each question. Fewer than 73 officers answered 
questions related to race/ethnicity and gender. Officers were not asked about race/ethnicity and gender at Time A in the Salt Lake 
City cohort. Some of this information was determined from Time C.  



	

	

	
	

Officers reviewed a series of statements about their thoughts, beliefs, and behaviors. On a scale of 1-5, they rated 
each statement as one of the following: 1 Never, 2 Almost Never, 3 Sometimes, 4 Almost Always, or 5 Always. 
Seven categories were identified to align with modules taught during the CYCLE training. For each category, 
an average score was derived at Time A and Time C, from appropriately grouped survey items designed to reflect 
knowledge or behavior related to those categories (see Appendix B for a table showing how each survey item 
maps onto the categories).* 
 
LISTENING	SKILLS	AND	RAPPORT	BUILDING	WERE	HIGHEST	&	DID	NOT	CHANGE 

During both time periods, respondents reported higher levels of Rapport Building, compared to other categories. 
Other categories with particularly high scores at both time periods were Listening Skills and Implicit Bias. 
Respondents also reported high levels for De-escalation and Trauma Informed Response. Respondents had 
moderate knowledge of Adolescent Brain Development and Contemporary Issues. Many of these categories had 
slight changes of .2 between Times A and C; however, small fluctuations are expected in any self-report 
measures, such as this, especially with small sample sizes. These changes over time were not meaningful.  
	
	 	 	 	 	 	

	

RAPPORT	BUILDING:	Reflects how often officers are able to create an 
open climate when communicating,  
	 	 	 	 	 	
LISTENING	SKILLS:	Measures officers’ skills in active listening. These 
questions touch on how often officers ask questions, their awareness of 
non-verbal communication, ability to screen out background noise, and 
how much they value others’ backgrounds and views. 
	
IMPLICIT	BIAS:	 	Measures degree to which officers try to go into 
situations with an open mind, how observant they are, how well they 
relate to others, and how well they try to keep biases in check.  
	
DE-ESCALATION:	Measures the likelihood that officers will have 
views and behaviors that could escalate a tense situation, and the 
extent to which they report using de-escalation techniques that 
diffuse situations. 
	
TRAUMA-INFORMED	 RESPONSE:	 Reflects the degree of 
awareness of trauma in self and others, and an understanding of how 
trauma impacts behavior. 
	
ADOLESCENT	BRAIN	DEVELOPMENT:	Reflects the extent to which 
officers understand adolescent brain development. 
	
CONTEMPORARY	ISSUES:	Examines how officers relate to 
complex contemporary issues, such as how the community 
perceives law enforcement, and how worried they are for their 
safety. 
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Time	A	and	Time	C	Responses	among	Longitudinal	Group:		
The	CYCLE	Training	Modules	
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3.8	 4.0	 

3.7	 3.8	 

3.6	 3.8	 

3.6	 3.8	 

3.5	 3.7	 

Time	A 

3.2	 3.2	 
*This measure has not undergone any rigorous validation testing to ensure that it is adequately measuring these seven categories. Validation testing 
would require a large sample size. 

Time	C 
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At both Times A and C, most respondents reported no more than two encounters in the previous three months 
that resulted in youth arrests. Fifty-eight percent of respondents at Time A (n=11) and 79% at Time C (n=15) 
reported two or fewer of these encounters. The percentage of respondents who had no youth-involved arrests in 
the previous three months increased from 37% at Time A to 58% at Time C. Respondents who reported three or 
more youth arrests decreased by 21% between Time A and C.  This decrease in arrests is notable, given that the 
goal of the training to reduce negative interactions and outcomes between youth and law enforcement. The use 
of skills taught during the training, such as listening skills, rapport building, and de-escalation skills might result 
in a decrease in the number of youth-related arrests.  The data in this evaluation, however, cannot provide insight 
into the causes of the decrease in arrests. 
 

 
	

	

	
	
The majority of respondents reported that in the previous three months they had no encounters with youth that 
resulted in the use of force at Time A (63%; n=12) and Time C (68%; n=13). Thirty-seven percent of respondents 
at Time A and 32% at Time C reported the use of force one to two times with youth; no respondents reported 
higher amounts of force. Over time, there was little change in reported encounters with youth resulting in the 
use of force. Similar to encounters resulting in arrest, these findings may reflect that PTI training reinforces the 
skills needed to prevent use of force when law enforcement and youth interact. 
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Figure	1:		Reports	of	Encounters	with	Youth	Resulting	in	Arrests	in	Previous	3	Months	(N=19) 

THE	PERCENTAGE	OF	RESPONDENTS	REPORTING	ENCOUNTERS	WITH	YOUTH	
RESULTING	IN	3	OR	MORE	ARRESTS	DECREASED	BETWEEN	TIMES	A	AND	C 

REPORTS	OF	YOUTH	ENCOUNTERS	RESULTING	IN	USE	OF	FORCE 
IN	PREVIOUS	3	MONTHS	WERE	LOW	AND	REMAINED	STEADY 

Time	A	and	Time	C	Responses	Among	Longitudinal	Group:	
Officer	Behavior	

Figure	2:		Reports	of	Use	of	Force	with	Youth	in	Previous	3	Months	(N=19) 



	

	

	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

Overall, almost half of respondents did not believe that fatal encounters with people of color were part of a 
systemic issue. There were small changes in respondents’ views of fatal incidents involving people of color 
between Times A and C, ranging from 5-6%. Due to the small sample size, slight differences don’t necessarily 
mean that there was a change in participants’ beliefs and attitudes.  
	

	
	
	
	
	

	

100%	 believed	 more	 emphasis	 should	 be	 placed	 on	
educating	 law	 enforcement	 about	 various	 cultural	 and	
racial	groups.	(N=19)	 
	
Most	 believed	 that	 their	 agency	 adequately	 reflects	 the	
culture	and	diversity	of	the	community	they	serve.	(N=18)		
	
Most	 believed	 that	 they	 need	 more	 training	 about	
interacting	with	youth.	(N=19)	 
	
Most	believed	their	agency	provides	officers	with	training	
opportunities	designed	to	increase	awareness	and	growth,	
focused	on	better	understanding	and	communication	with	
the	community	they	serve.	(N=19)		
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Figure	4:		Perceptions	about	Agencies	and	Training	Needs 

Figure	3:		Perceptions	Related	to	Fatal	Police	Incidents	Involving	People	of	Color	(N=19) 

100%	 100%	 
Time	A Time	C 

Time	A	and	Time	C	Responses	among	Longitudinal	Group:	
Officer	Beliefs	and	Attitudes	

ALMOST	HALF	THOUGHT	THAT	FATAL	INCIDENTS	INVOLVING 
PEOPLE	OF	COLOR	ARE	ISOLATED	INCIDENTS 

MOST	RESPONDENTS	BELIEVED	MORE	TRAINING	IS	NEEDED	AT	BOTH	TIMES	A	&	C 

67%	 63%	 

84%	 79%	 

68%	 58%	 



	

	

	
	

	

	
	

	
Respondents ranked the level of impact the training had on their work and interactions with youth on a scale of 
1 No Impact, 2 A Little Bit, 3 Moderate Impact, 4 Somewhat Significant, 5 Significant Impact.  These rankings 
at each time point were averaged across respondents, who completed these questions at both Time B and Time 
C.*  
 
Respondents reported that the training had a somewhat significant impact on their work at Time B (3.8) and 
Time C (3.8).  Respondents also reported that the training had a somewhat significant impact on their interactions 
with youth at Time B (4.4) and Time C (4.1). There were no changes over time. 
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Time	B	and	Time	C	Responses	among	Longitudinal	Group:	
Participant	Perceptions	of	Training	

RESPONDENTS	REPORTED	THAT	THE	TRAINING	HAD	A	STRONG	IMPACT,	BUT	NO	
CHANGE	OVER	TIME	

“I	have	had	a	lot	of	similar	
training	through	my	

teaching/coaching	jobs	that	
deal	with	youth.” 

“I	can	relate	to	the	youth	
and	place	myself	in	their	

shoes	to	better	
communicate.” 

“PTI	shaped	the	direction	for	
a	lot	of	the	officers	in	what	
they	are	doing	and	projects	

they	want	to	take	on.” 

“I	now	interact	with	minors	
with	more	empathy.		I	

attempt	to	take	their	outside	
influences	and	issues	into	

consideration.”	 

Respondents	were	asked	to	explain	their	answers… 

*N=7 because we only included respondents who completed these items at both Times B and C. Several respondents skipped 
these questions. Note that this is a different sub-group than the longitudinal group that completed surveys at Times A and C. 



	

	

	

	

Respondents reported to what extent they use what they learned on a scale of 1 Not at All, 2 Very Little, 3 
Somewhat, 4 To a Great Extent. These rankings were averaged across respondents who completed these 
questions at both Time B and Time C. 

Respondents reported that they use what they learned moderately in talking with colleagues or others at Time B 
(3.4) and Time C (3.3). They also reported that they use what they learned to make a change in what they or 
their co-workers do at work moderately at Time B (3.3) and Time C (3.4). There were no changes between Time 
B and Time C. 
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“I	use	the	techniques,	
especially	the	de-

escalation	part	a	lot.” 

“To	a	great	extent	because	if	I	
feel	that	my	co-worker	isn't	
getting	anywhere	to	resolve	
the	issue,	I	step	in	and	try	in	
gain	a	rapport	in	order	to	
prevent	further	incident.” 

“This	class	was	a	great	
reminder	of	how	to	treat	

people.	Officers	typically	see	a	
lot	of	evil	and	people	at	their	
worst.	It’s	easy	to	be	hardened	
by	it.	This	class	brings	back	the	

human	side.” 

“After	the	training,	my	
colleagues	and	I	had	a	
lengthy	discussion	

(brainstorm	/	roundtable)	
about	bridging	the	gap	with	

youth.” 

Respondents	were	asked	to	explain	their	answers… 

RESPONDENTS	REPORTED	MODERATE	USE	OF	WHAT	THEY	LEARNED,	BUT	NO	
CHANGE	OVER	TIME	



	

	

PTI	STAFF	FOCUS	GROUP	SUMMARY	AND	STAFF	INPUT	

The program was created to improve relations with youth, and the curriculum was developed by subject matter 
experts.  The curriculum has evolved over time to reflect feedback and recommendations from officers at the 
first four sites that the training was delivered as part of Cohort 1 – Process Evaluation.  Each PTI CYCLE 
training is adapted to the local community through anecdotes told during the training and by PTI staff 
participating in pre-training listening sessions and ride-a-longs 4-6 weeks before the training is conducted.  
These provide trainers with a first-hand insight of “what is going on in the community.”   

The training has helped law enforcement participants be less ‘police-minded,’ as it provides a safe space where 
police can explore better ways to have successful encounters with youth. Role-playing scenarios are the most 
well-received of the training modules, with implicit bias being the least popular because police sometimes feel 
like “they are being accused of something.”   

Additional Trainer Input:  The team is working to make this training less accusatory and more proactive and 
interactive, to engage participants in positive ways.  Our instructors realize that officers often have many other 
things going on, both at work and in their personal lives. These outside influences may have an impact on their 
ability to fully participate in the training and absorb the materials.  
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The PTI program was designed to reduce negative encounters between law enforcement and youth.  Using 
the CYCLE curriculum, the program seeks to both provide new information and reinforce existing 
knowledge related to Adolescent Brain Development, De-escalation, Implicit/Explicit Bias and Trauma-
Informed Response as core topics that are supported by instruction in Contemporary Issues in Policing, 
Listening Skills, and Building Rapport. The purpose of this information is to teach positive approaches for 
successfully interacting with youth.  This evaluation focused on the implementation of the PTI program in 
Salt Lake City, Dallas, Compton, and Sacramento between October 2017 and April 2018.  The evaluation 
was designed to shed light on the effectiveness of the program in achieving outcomes related to police 
behavior and attitudes. 
 
Using a pre/post design, IMPAQ researchers attempted to collect survey data from law enforcement at 
baseline and at two follow-up points.  Survey data was designed to assess participant attitudes and 
behavior related to each of the training domains before and after PTI training.  In addition, IMPAQ 
conducted post-training focus groups with law enforcement and youth participants to qualitatively assess 
officer and youth beliefs about  
program effectiveness, satisfaction and changes in attitudes or behavior as a result of the training.    
  
The study faced several limitations with regard to developing rigorous evidence on program 
effectiveness.  This included 1) the relatively low numbers of law enforcement training participants in 
each of the four study sites (18, on average); 2) low follow-up survey response rates (47% on average at 
Time B and 27% on average at Time C) compounding the already low sample size; 3) low focus group 
participation at each site (25%, on average); and 4) lack of contextual information preventing us from 
exploring other factors that might explain changes in law enforcement behavior and attitudes over time 
(e.g.  police department culture and attitudes about the use of force, changes in police department 
policies or disciplinary actions, and criteria used for selecting PTI participants).   In addition, these factors 
likely differed from site to site, therefore preventing us from being able to generalize study results to 
trainings that might occur in other study sites. 
	
DISCUSSION	
While we caution the reader about attributing study findings exclusively to the PTI program, we may 
infer that some findings may be attributed to the program, as it is likely that the program has at least 
partially affected evaluation results. These inferences can be further understood in the context of our 
analysis of focus group data.  As such, the following general observations can be made: 
 
Prior	law	enforcement	training	may	have	more	commonly	addressed	some	skills	over	
others.		Respondents ranked their knowledge and behavior about Rapport Building, Listening Skills, 
Implicit Bias, De-Escalation, and Trauma Informed Response above Adolescent Brain Development and 
Contemporary Issues.  This may indicate that prior training was less likely to involve these lower scored 
skills. This was further confirmed through focus groups where officers indicated that while they enjoyed 
the training, they viewed it mostly as a refresher, rather than new information.  In particular, some said 
they often received training in de-escalation, implicit bias, and understanding the adolescent brain. Many 
officers believed that law enforcement, who do not specialize in youth, could use this training more than 
them because they do not receive as many youth-specific trainings, but still interface with youth 
frequently. 
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E.		DISCUSSION	



	

	

Encounters	with	youth	resulting	in	arrests	were	relatively	uncommon	and	decreased	
over	time.		Most survey respondents indicated that their encounters with youth in the previous three 
months resulted in 2 or fewer arrests. The percentage of responding officers indicating no arrests 
increased from 38% to 60% before and after PTI program attendance. The use of skills taught during the 
training, such as listening skills, rapport building, and de-escalation skills may account for the decrease in 
the number of youth-related arrests. However, additional research with an expanded sample would be 
necessary to confirm this trend and to assess the relationships between the training, usage of skills and 
increased rapport, and the decrease in youth arrests. 

In	the	last	3	months,	my	encounters	with	youth	have	resulted	in	
an	arrest______________	number	of	times		

Time	A	 Time	B	 Time	C	
(N	=	71)	 (N	=	34)	 (N	=	20)	
%	(n)	 %	(n)	 %	(n)	

		

0	times	 38%	(27)	 50%	(17)	 60%	(12)	
1-2	times	 35%	(25)	 35%	(12)	 20%	(4)	
3-4	times	 14%	(10)	 12%	(4)	 15%	(3)	
5+	times	 13%	(9)	 3%	(1)	 5%	(1)	

 
Most	responding	officers	reported	no	encounters	with	youth	involving	the	use	of	
force.			In addition, there was little change in this proportion over time (68% vs. 70%). As described 
above, this may indicate that officers were already employing critical tactics from prior trainings. Further, 
during focus groups, both officers and youth believed they benefited from training involving direct 
interactions with each other. 

In	the	last	3	months,	my	encounters	with	youth	have	resulted	in	
a	use	of	force______________	number	of	times.		

Time	A	 Time	B	 Time	C	
(N	=	71)	 (N	=	34)	 (N	=	20)	
%	(n)	 %	(n)	 %	(n)	

		

0	times	 68%	(48)	 82%	(28)	 70%	(14)	
1-2	times	 28%	(20)	 18%	(6)	 30%	(6)	
3-4	times	 3%	(2)	 0%	(0)	 0%	(0)	
5+	times	 1%	(1)	 0%	(0)	 0%	(0)	

	
Responding	officers	believe	more	training	is	needed	to	address	cultural	and	racial	
diversity	and	interacting	with	youth.  Both before and after the PTI training, most, if not all, 
survey respondents felt more emphasis should be placed on educating law enforcement on differences 
between various cultural and racial groups and on interactions with youth. A smaller percentage believed 
their agencies adequately reflect the culture and diversity of the community and that their agencies 
provide officers with adequate training to facilitate understanding and communication with the 
community.   

Do	you	believe	enough	emphasis	is	placed	on	educating	law	
enforcement	about	differences	among	various	cultural	and	
racial	groups?	

Time	A	 Time	B	 Time	C	
(N	=	63)	 (N	=	33)	 (N	=	19)	
%	(n)	 %	(n)	 %	(n)	

		
We	definitely	need	additional	training	 92%	(58)	 97%	(32)	 100%	(19)	
Police	have	enough	to	learn	already	 8%	(5)	 3%	(1)	 0%	(0)	
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Do	you	believe	law	enforcement	receives	adequate	training	for	
interacting	with	youth?	

Time	A	 Time	B	 Time	C	
(N	=	70)	 (N	=	33)	 (N	=	20)	
%	(n)	 %	(n)	 %	(n)	

		

Yes	 13%	(9)	 21%	(7)	 25%	(5)	
No	 63%	(44)	 73%	(24)	 75%	(15)	

Unsure	 24%	(17)	 6%	(2)	 0%	(0)	
	

My	agency	adequately	reflects	the	culture	and	diversity	of	the	
community	we	serve.	

Time	A	 Time	B	 Time	C	
(N	=	67)	 (N	=	34)	 (N	=	20)	
%	(n)	 %	(n)	 %	(n)	

		

Agree	 60%	(40)	 65%	(22)	 65%	(13)	
Disagree	 28%	(19)	 26%	(9)	 30%	(6)	
Unsure	 12%	(8)	 9%	(3)	 5%	(1)	

	

My	agency	provides	officers	with	training	opportunities	designed	
to	increase	awareness	and	growth,	focused	on	better	
understanding	and	communication	with	the	community	we	serve	

		
Time	A	 Time	B	 Time	C	
(N	=	70)	 (N	=	33)	 (N	=	20)	
%	(n)	 %	(n)	 %	(n)	

		

Agree	 66%	(46)	 64%	(21)	 60%	(12)	
Disagree	 17%	(12)	 30%	(10)	 25%	(5)	
Unsure	 17%	(12)	 6%	(2)	 15%	(3)	

	

Officers	 report	 stronger	 impacts	of	 training	on	 interactions	with	youth	 than	 in	other	
contexts.		During both follow-up periods, officers reported that the training had a strong impact on their 
work and their interactions with youth. Officers also indicated that they moderately used what they learned 
through the training in the way that they spoke with colleagues or to make a change in what they do at 
work.  These findings may indicate – and logically so - that the greatest benefit of training is how officers 
apply what they learn to interactions with youth, rather than in other situations. During focus groups, 
many officers expressed that they do try to use the training (e.g., being aware of their body language, 
listening and understanding of adolescent brain). They expressed that it influences how they talk to youth 
and the importance of rapport building. 

Similarly, youth indicated during focus groups that, when interacting with officers outside the training, 
they were more likely to say “hi”, to interact rather than “turn the other way”, and to listen and not 
misinterpret what is happening in the situation. Several youth expressed how they used what they learned 
in other situations as well (e.g., de-escalating a situation on the football field; using what was learned about 
implicit bias in their interactions with youth of other races). 
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