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Introduction

The most common pathway the police use 
to increase citizen perceptions of legitimacy 
is through the use of procedural justice.
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Introduction
Police require voluntary cooperation from the general public to be effective in controlling 
crime and maintaining order. Research shows that citizens are more likely to comply and 
cooperate with police and obey the law when they view the police as legitimate (Tyler 1990, 
1997; Tyler and Fagan 2008; Tyler and Huo). Tyler (2006, 375) defines legitimacy as “a 
psychological property of an authority, institution, or social arrangement that leads those 
connected to it to believe that it is appropriate, proper, and just.” The defining feature of a 
legitimate authority is that people feel obliged to voluntarily comply with that authority’s 
directive. This sense of obligation is distinct from compliance out of fear of punishment or 
expectations of reward (Tyler 2006). 

Citizen perceptions of police legitimacy encourage law-abiding behavior not only during an 
actual or potential police-citizen encounter but also outside of encounters, during everyday 
life (Sunshine and Tyler 2003; Tyler and Huo 2002). As Tyler (2004, 85) suggests, unless 
the police are “widely obeyed” by the public, the capacity of police to maintain order is 
compromised (see also Tyler 1990). 

Research shows that when people perceive the police as legitimate, they are more likely to 
report higher levels of satisfaction and confidence in the police (both for individual officers 
and the institution), perceive the police as effective in their crime-control efforts, and are more 
willing to assist police and accept the manifest outcomes of an interaction with police (Tyler 
2004). Police legitimacy thus engenders compliance, fosters cooperation, and improves citizen 
satisfaction with police, thus facilitating the capacity of police to maintain order and control 
crime.

The most common pathway the police use to increase citizen perceptions of legitimacy is 
through the use of procedural justice, which, as described in the literature, comprises four 
essential components: citizen participation in the proceedings prior to an authority reaching a 
decision (or voice), perceived neutrality of the authority in making the decision, whether the 
authority showed dignity and respect toward citizens throughout the interaction, and whether 
the authority conveyed trustworthy motives (Goodman-Delahunty 2010; Tyler 2008; Tyler 
and Huo 2002; Tyler and Murphy 2011).
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Bottoms and Tankebe (2012, 159–160) highlighted the importance of procedurally just 
“dialogue” during front-line police-citizen encounters in their argument that the dialogic 
character in policing cultivates perceptions of legitimacy. They argue that the consequences 
of ongoing claims to legitimacy from the power holders (i.e., front-line police) and iterative 
responses from citizens mean that “legitimacy needs to be perceived as always dialogic and 
relational in character” (Bottoms and Tankebe 2012, 129). Police departments throughout 
the world should be implicitly and explicitly weaving a dialogue incorporating these four 
principles of procedural justice into their operational policing programs and interventions.





Our objective was to provide a systematic review 
of the direct and indirect benefits of policing 
approaches that foster legitimacy in policing.

Summary of Systematic 
Review Methods
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Summary of Systematic Review Methods

Objectives

This systematic review synthesizes published and unpublished empirical evidence on the 
impact of interventions led by the public police to enhance citizen perceptions of police 
legitimacy. Our objective was to provide a systematic review of the direct and indirect 
benefits of policing approaches that foster legitimacy in policing.  Studies had to either state 
explicitly that the intervention sought to increase police legitimacy, or report that police 
applied at least one of the principles of procedural justice: participation, neutrality, dignity 
or respect, and trustworthy motives.

Inclusion Criteria

To be eligible for the systematic review, studies had to conform to the following criteria:
•	 Involve the public police from any level of government (i.e., federal, state, or local 

law enforcement)

•	 Contain some type of training, directive, or organizational innovation that was 
provided to or by the police and that either was explicitly aimed at improving police 
legitimacy or that used at least one of the following elements of procedural justice: 
citizen participation, perceived neutrality of the police, police showing dignity and 
respect, or police demonstrating trustworthy motives

•	 Use an experimental (randomized) design, or use a quasi-experimental approach 
(including a time series or a pre/post design) where the treatment group is compared 
to a matched or unmatched control group

•	 Have been conducted from 1980 to 2009 in any geographic location
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Studies also had to report on at least one of the following direct or indirect outcomes:
•	 Direct outcomes

 — Perceived legitimacy
 — Procedural fairness
 — Willingness to cooperate with police
 — Trust/confidence in police
 — Social ties
 — Compliance
 — Satisfaction

•	 Indirect outcomes
 — Reduction in offending
 — Reduction in crime
 — Reduction in social disorder

To be eligible for meta-analysis, studies must have been reported in such a manner that 
effect sizes could be identified and/or calculated.

Selection of Studies

We used a database of documents identified during a systematic search of the police 
legitimacy literature conducted for the National Policing Improvement Agency (see 
Bennett et al. 2009). The research team identified studies by searching six electronic 
databases (CSA, Informit, Ingenta Connect, Ovid, Proquest, and Web of Knowledge) 
and two library catalogs (National Police Library, and Cambridge University and dependent 
libraries) using keywords to focus the search on the concepts of policing, legitimacy and 
procedural justice, and on our selected outcomes. The research team also searched the 
reference list of each eligible study and reviewed the biographies and publication lists of 
influential authors in the field of procedural justice and police legitimacy to determine if 
any relevant studies were not retrieved in the original search.





Meta-Analysis

Combining compliance and cooperation allowed us 
to retain all of these studies in the meta-analysis to 
ensure broad coverage and meaningful results.



12

Meta-Analysis
Data analysis was conducted using Comprehensive Meta-Analysis 2.0 (CMA), a statistical 
meta-analysis software package. We conducted separate meta-analyses using random effects 
models for each policing intervention outcome that at least two evaluations had measured. 
We obtained or calculated a single effect size per study per outcome, either a standardized 
mean difference for a continuous outcome or an odds ratio for outcomes reported as 
dichotomous.

We decided to consider several of the originally proposed outcomes as a single outcome 
because of the low number of eligible studies that could have been included in each of these 
outcomes if they were kept separate. We combined studies that measured citizen satisfaction 
with and confidence in police together in a single meta-analysis because the operational 
definitions of these two often overlap in literature on policing. We also combined outcomes 
that measured citizen compliance and cooperation with police because only two studies 
measured cooperation. Combining compliance and cooperation allowed us to retain all of 
these studies in the meta-analysis to ensure broad coverage and meaningful results.



The specific strategy used to influence citizen 
perceptions of police legitimacy differed between 
studies [but the] most common type…was 
community policing-type interventions. 

Findings
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Findings

The Systematic Review

Of the 20,600 records retrieved from the systematic search, we identified 963 unique 
documents on police legitimacy and/or procedural justice and policing, of which 933 were 
obtained. Of those, 163 documents reported on police-led interventions. A final set of 30 
documents, containing 41 independent evaluations, was eligible for meta-analysis.

Characteristics of Studies Included in the Meta-Analysis

The final 41 evaluations included in the meta-analysis differed according to their intervention 
strategies, components of procedural justice, and a number of other factors. The following 
section describes these differences, and a summary of study characteristics is included in the 
Appendix on page 36.

Intervention Strategies

The specific strategy used to influence citizen perceptions of police legitimacy differed 
between studies. The most common type of strategy was community policing-type 
interventions, where a closer partnership between the police and the community was 
established through community-oriented police training, the creation of special community-
oriented task forces, foot patrol officers, the provision of grants for community policing 
activities (e.g., “Weed and Seed”), or a combination of these. 

Twenty documents evaluated some type of community policing strategy. Within these 20, two 
defined the intervention as reassurance policing, which differs from community policing in its 
specific target of fear of crime (Singer 2004; Tuffin, Morris, and Poole 2006), nine documents 
evaluated a specific set of community policing grants known as Weed and Seed (Dunworth 
and Mills 1999a-h; Zevitz et al. 1997), and one identified its intervention explicitly as beat 
policing (Bond and Gow 1997). Although many of the interventions we screened used 
neighborhood watch strategies, only one evaluation of this type (Hall 1987) was eligible for 
meta-analysis. The other seven community policing documents evaluated a range of activities 
defined as “community policing” (Dai 2007; Eckert 2009; Murphy, Hinds, and Fleming 2008; 
Panetta 2000; Ren et al. 2005; Robinson and Chandek 2000; Skogan and Steiner 2004). 
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Of the remaining 10 documents, three evaluated alternatives to traditional police 
complaints procedures, one using an informal resolution process (Holland 1996), one 
using an explicitly restorative-justice-based procedure (Young et al. 2005), and one using 
an explicitly procedural-justice-based procedure (Kerstetter and Rasinski 1994). Three 
documents (Shapland et al. 2007; Shapland et al. 2008; Sherman et al. 1998) evaluated 
police-led restorative-justice conferencing, an alternative to court proceedings in which 
victims and offenders attended a police-facilitated meeting to discuss the offence and 
possible reparations, and three documents used problem-oriented policing strategies 
(Hartstone and Richetelli 2003; McGarrell and Chermak 2004; Weisburd, Morris, and 
Ready 2008). Finally, one document evaluated an informal contact intervention between 
police officers and school-age children (Hinds 2009).

Research Design and Data Collection Methods

The evaluations had differing comparison conditions. Four documents described 
randomized controlled-field experiments, including one problem-oriented policing study 
(Weisburd, Morris, and Ready 2008) and three restorative justice conferencing studies 
(Shapland et al. 2007; Shapland et al. 2008; Sherman et al. 1998). Fifteen documents 
described pre/post only designs (Bond and Gow 1997; Dunworth and Mills 1999a-h; 
Eckert 2009; Hartstone and Richetelli 2003; Hinds 2009; Kerstetter and Rasinski 1994; 
Murphy, Hinds, and Fleming 2008; Singer 2004), and eleven documents described other 
nonrandomized designs (Dai 2007; Hall 1987; Holland 1996; McGarrell and Chermak 
2004; Panetta 2000; Ren et al. 2005; Robinson and Chandek 2000; Skogan and Steiner 
2004; Tuffin, Morris, and Poole 2006; Young et al. 2005; Zevitz et al. 1997). 

Studies were required to use “business as usual,” or a police intervention that did not 
include legitimacy-enhancing dialogue, as the comparison. The absence of randomized 
allocation to intervention and control conditions may have introduced bias into the results 
of some primary studies. Where possible, we tried to identify any effects of primary study 
methodology through moderator analysis (see Mazerolle et al. 2013).
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Targeted Population

The evaluations differed with respect to their target populations, often according to the 
intervention strategy. Thus, the conferencing interventions targeted offenders and victims 
(Shapland et al. 2007; Shapland et al. 2008; Sherman et al. 1998); the community policing, 
reassurance policing, and neighborhood watch interventions targeted community members 
generally (Bond and Gow 1997; Dai 2007; Dunworth and Mills 1999a–h; Eckert 2009; 
Hall 1987; Murphy, Hinds, and Fleming 2008; Panetta 2000; Singer 2004; Skogan and 
Steiner 2004; Tuffin, Morris, and Poole 2006; Zevitz et al. 1997); the alternative complaints 
procedures targeted citizens with a complaint (Holland 1996; Kerstetter and Rasinski 1994; 
Young et al. 2005); and the informal interactions intervention targeted school-age children 
(Hinds 2009). 

The problem-oriented policing strategies varied in their orientation: one targeted offenders 
(McGarrell and Chermak 2004), and two targeted community members (Hartstone and 
Richetelli 2003; Weisburd, Morris, and Ready 2008). One community policing intervention 
specifically targeted victims of domestic violence (Robinson and Chandek 2000), and another 
targeted community volunteers (Ren et al. 2005). The interventions targeting volunteers and 
complainants were included with those targeting community members for the purpose of 
moderator analysis, in order to investigate whether interventions targeted at people directly 
involved in a crime—offenders and victims—produced different results to interventions 
targeted at people not involved in a crime—volunteers, complainants, and community 
members. School children were kept as a separate group for the moderator analysis because this 
population has key characteristics differentiating them from other community members, in 
particular, average age (see Mazerolle et al. 2013).
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Meta-Analysis

We conducted five separate meta-analyses for direct and indirect outcomes. All studies 
measured all of the outcomes at the micro level with data collected on individuals. At least two 
evaluations measured each outcome; other outcomes we searched for were either not measured 
in any eligible studies or were measured only in one study, rendering meta-analysis impossible. 
Specifically, the following outcomes were analyzed:

•	 Direct outcomes: Legitimacy, procedural justice, compliance/cooperation, and 
satisfaction/confidence

•	 Indirect outcomes: Reoffending or revictimization

The results of the meta-analysis indicate that legitimacy interventions have a reliable impact 
on some outcomes and a widely variable impact on others. The sensitivity analyses indicated 
that these results were generally not due to methodological decisions made by the reviewers. 
The moderator analyses did demonstrate that study-level variables, such as evaluation design, 
may have influenced the results for some outcomes. 

However, the fact that only a small number of studies were found that could be included in 
the meta-analysis somewhat limits the robustness of the moderator analysis. This means that 
the inclusion of additional effect sizes from new studies could substantively change the results 
of the moderator analysis for some outcomes. See Tables 1 and 2 on pages 19 and 21 for a 
summary of the results of the meta-analyses.

Direct Outcomes
Legitimacy

Four documents (Eckert 2009; Hinds 2009; Murphy, Hinds, and Fleming 2008; Sherman 
et al. 1998), comprising seven evaluations, measured legitimacy as an outcome of the 
intervention and provided an effect size for legitimacy. Six evaluations had an odds ratio 
(OR) greater than 1, indicating that for these studies the policing intervention was associated 
with an increase in perceptions of police legitimacy. However, only one of the evaluations 
with an OR greater than 1 was statistically significant. The weighted mean OR for the seven 
evaluations combined was 1.58 using the random effects model; however, the confidence 
interval (lower limit = 0.85, upper limit = 2.95) was very large and included 1, indicating a 
high degree of uncertainty in the estimate.
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Procedural Justice

Six documents (Murphy, Hinds, and Fleming 2008; Panetta 2000; Shapland et al. 2007; 
Sherman et al. 1998; Tuffin, Morris, and Poole 2006; Weisburd, Morris, and Ready 2008) 
provided outcome data on procedural justice, giving 14 independent effect sizes overall. Of 
these 14 evaluations, 13 had an OR greater than 1, indicating that for most included studies 
the policing intervention was associated with an increase in perceived procedural justice. Of 
the 13 evaluations with an OR greater than 1, five were statistically significant.

Overall, the interventions were associated with a large, significant increase in perceptions of 
procedural justice. The weighted mean OR for the 14 evaluations combined was 1.47 using 
the random effects model, and the 95 percent confidence interval did not include 1 (lower 
limit = 1.16, upper limit = 1.86), indicating a positive and very stable result.

Compliance and Cooperation

Five documents (Bond and Gow 1997; Dai 2007; Murphy, Hinds, and Fleming 2008; 
Robinson and Chandek 2000; Sherman et al. 1998) comprising eight evaluations reported 
compliance or cooperation as an outcome of the intervention. Seven of the eight evaluations 
had an OR greater than 1, indicating that for these studies the policing intervention was 
associated with an increase in compliance or cooperation. Of the seven evaluations with an 
OR greater than 1, three were statistically significant. Overall, the interventions had a large, 
significant, positive effect on this combined measure. The weighted mean OR for the eight 
evaluations was 1.62 using the random effects model, and the 95 percent confidence interval 
for the OR did not include 1 (lower limit = 1.13, upper limit = 2.32).
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Satisfaction and Confidence

The most commonly used outcome in our population of studies was some measure of 
satisfaction or confidence. Twenty-two documents (Bond and Gow 1997; Dunworth 
and Mills 1999a-h; Hall 1987; Holland 1996; Kerstetter and Rasinski 1994; McGarrell 
and Chermak 2004; Murphy, Hinds, and Fleming 2008; Ren et al. 2005; Shapland et al. 
2007; Sherman et al. 1998; Singer 2004; Skogan and Steiner 2004; Tuffin, Morris, and 
Poole 2006; Young et al. 2005; Zevitz et al. 1997), comprising 29 evaluations, reported 
satisfaction or confidence as an outcome of the intervention. We included both attitudinal 
measures in the one meta-analysis.

Of the 29 included evaluations, 27 had an OR greater than 1, indicating that for these 
studies the policing intervention was associated with an increase in positive attitudes toward 
the police. Of the 27 evaluations with an OR greater than 1, 16 were statistically significant. 

Overall, the interventions resulted in a large, significant increase in positive perceptions of 
police. The weighted mean OR for the 29 evaluations combined was 1.75 using the random 
effects model, and the 95 percent confidence interval did not include 1 (lower limit = 1.54, 
upper limit = 1.99).

Table 1. Summary of results for direct outcomes: random effects model

Direct Outcome Number of 
Effect Sizes

Odds Ratio 
(OR) 95% CI Lower 95% CI Upper p

Legitimacy 7 1.58 0.85 2.95 .148

Procedural Justice 14 1.47 1.16 1.86 .001

Compliance & Cooperation 8 1.62 1.13 2.32 .009

Satisfaction & Confidence 29 1.75 1.54 1.99 <.001
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Indirect Outcomes

While our review sought to examine the direct outcomes of police efforts to improve 
legitimacy, we also coded what the academic research literature defines as the indirect 
benefits of police legitimacy. These indirect outcomes are articulated as reductions in crime 
and disorder as well as reductions in self-reported reoffending (or revictimization). These 
studies varied in their measurement of reoffending; some used self-reported or official police 
records of reoffending, and some used self-reported victimization.

Reoffending

Fifteen documents (Bond and Gow 1997; Dunworth and Mills 1999a–h; Hartstone and 
Richetelli 2003; McGarrell and Chermak 2004; Shapland et al. 2008; Sherman et al. 1998; 
Tuffin, Morris, and Poole 2006; Weisburd, Morris, and Ready 2008) measured reoffending 
as an outcome of the intervention, contributing a total of 26 effect sizes to the meta-
analysis. Because these outcomes were generally measured on a continuous scale, rather 
than dichotomously, we used the standardized mean difference (g) as the effect size. Of 
the 26 effect sizes, 20 had a negative g value, indicating that for these studies the policing 
intervention was associated with a decrease in reoffending. Of the 20 evaluations with a 
negative g value, two were statistically significant. 

Despite most individual studies showing a null effect for reoffending, the meta-analysis 
showed that the interventions overall resulted in a decrease in reoffending that was marginally 
significant at the .05 level. The weighted mean g for the 26 evaluations combined was 
−0.07 using the random effects model (see Table 2), and the 95 percent confidence interval 
included zero at the very upper limit (lower limit = −0.14, upper limit = 0.00). 
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Further analysis showed that studies measuring reoffending using official data recorded a 
null intervention effect overall, while studies measuring reoffending using victimization 
self-reports found a large and significant decrease in revictimization as a result of the 
interventions overall.

Table 2. Summary of results for indirect outcomes: random effects model

Indirect Outcome Number of 
Effect Sizes

Standardized Mean 
Difference (g) 95% CI Lower 95% CI Upper p

Reoffending/
Revictimization

26 −0.07 −0.14 0.00 0.053

Reoffending 10 0.03 −0.05 0.11 0.473

Revictimization 16 −0.13 −0.23 −0.05 0.001





Using the principles of procedural justice can also be 
an effective way to prevent crime from reoccurring.

Conclusion
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Conclusion
Our systematic review explored the direct and indirect outcomes of a range of police-led 
interventions that sought to enhance citizen perceptions of police legitimacy. We included 
studies that evaluated police approaches to crime prevention or crime control where the 
intervention explicitly sought to enhance legitimacy or comprised at least one of the four 
principles of procedural justice. 

We included any type of public police intervention (e.g., routine patrols, traffic stops, 
community policing, reassurance policing, problem-oriented policing, and conferencing) 
where there was a clear statement (articulated in the source material) that the intervention 
involved some type of training, directive, or organizational innovation that sought to 
increase “legitimacy.” We also included studies where the stated intervention (articulated in 
the source material) involved some type of training, directive, or organizational innovation 
that used at least one of the four core ingredients of procedural justice: police encouraging 
citizen participation, remaining neutral in their decision making, demonstrating dignity and 
respect throughout interactions, and conveying a sense of trustworthiness in their motives. 

Bottoms and Tankebe’s (2012) central thesis that legitimacy is dialogic in nature is 
consistent with our efforts to cast a wide net across the extant evaluation literature 
and gather as many different types of interventions that captured the essence of police 
legitimacy. For our review, we were more interested in the manner in which interventions 
were delivered rather than the mechanism or vehicle in which the engagement between 
police and citizens occurred. As such, we understood that a broad set of police interventions 
could potentially increase citizen perceptions of police legitimacy, as long as the 
interventions had common, legitimacy-enhancing dialogue.

The studies included in our meta-analysis also had to report at least one direct outcome 
measure that fell within the broader construct of legitimacy. These direct outcomes included 
measures of perceived legitimacy; perceived procedural justice; and citizen compliance, 
cooperation, confidence, and satisfaction with the police. We also included studies in 
our systematic review that reported a range of indirect outcomes of police efforts to foster 
legitimacy. From the outset, we expected these indirect outcomes to include changes, post 
intervention, in levels of reoffending, crime, and/or disorder. Overall, our search of the 
literature found a relatively small and diverse group of studies that met our review criteria. 
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Moreover, very few studies used quasi-experimental or experimental methods to explore the 
direct and indirect impacts of police legitimacy. 

Our review finds that police can use a variety of police-led interventions (including 
conferencing, community policing, problem-oriented policing, reassurance policing, 
informal police contact, and neighborhood watch) as vehicles for promoting and enhancing 
citizen satisfaction with and confidence in police, compliance and cooperation with police, 
and perceptions of procedural justice. 

We conclude, therefore, that the procedurally just features of the training, directive, or 
organizational innovation foster legitimacy rather than any specific type of strategy that 
leads to enhanced citizen perceptions of legitimacy. It is conceivable, therefore, that with 
some training or a clear directive, any type of police intervention could be used to facilitate 
legitimacy, as long as it includes an opportunity for police to engage in dialogue with 
citizens. From traffic stops to field contacts, we suggest that if police apply the principles of 
procedural justice during any of their encounters with citizens, they create opportunities to 
enhance perceptions of legitimacy.

We also find that police can enhance citizen perceptions and attitudes toward compliance, 
cooperation, satisfaction, and confidence with police when there is a directive, training, or 
organizational innovation involving at least one of the following ingredients of procedural 
justice: explicit efforts by the police to actively involve citizen participation during the 
encounter, clear efforts on behalf of the police to be neutral in their decision making 
during the encounter, police demonstrating dignity and respect toward the citizen during 
exchanges, or police working hard to communicate their trustworthy intentions. Even if 
just one of these components of procedural justice was a part of the intervention, our results 
suggest that the intervention is likely to increase citizens’ levels of compliance, cooperation, 
and satisfaction. Being polite during police-citizen interactions goes a long way. 

Our systematic review also sought to examine the indirect outcomes of legitimacy policing. 
In our review, we searched for studies that measured the impact of legitimacy policing 
on crime or revictimization/reoffending. We identified four eligible studies that captured 
revictimization and 11 eligible studies that measured reoffending. Conferencing, problem-
oriented policing, community policing, reassurance policing, and “risk-focused” policing 
were all featured in our meta-analysis examining reoffending and revicitimization. 
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Our analysis shows a marginally significant impact in a favorable direction of these 
legitimacy policing interventions. Self-reported revictimization was significantly reduced 
as an outcome of legitimacy policing. Thus, using the principles of procedural justice can 
also be an effective way to prevent crime from reoccurring.

Overall, our study shows that the actual vehicle (or intervention mode) for police to 
engage with citizens is less important for fostering positive outcomes than the substantive 
content of the interaction itself (see Bottoms and Tankebe 2012). The police have many, 
varied opportunities to positively influence citizen perceptions, and there appears to be no 
downside for the police actively using the principles of procedural justice during any type 
of police activity. Thus, building an understanding and capacity to engage with citizens in a 
procedurally just manner is clearly important for police across all types of engagement: from 
responding to calls for service, to taking calls over the phone, to how police engage with all 
sectors of society during problem-solving and community-policing activities.



Studies Included in 
the Meta-Analysis
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Appendix: Summary of meta-analysis studies’ characteristics
Author(s) and Year  

of Publication  
(Specific Evaluation)

Outcomes Intervention Research 
Design Sample Sample 

Size

Bond and Gow 1997 Cooperation
Revictimization
Satisfaction

Community policing  
(Beat policing)

Pre/post only Community members 905

Dai 2007 Compliance Community policing Quasi-experimental Community members 818

Dunworth and Mills 1999a Revictimization
Satisfaction

Community policing  
(Weed and Seed)

Pre/post only Community members, 
Akron

457

Dunworth and Mills 1999b Revictimization
Satisfaction

Community policing  
(Weed and Seed)

Pre/post only Community members, 
Hartford

136

Dunworth and Mills 1999c Revictimization
Satisfaction

Community policing  
(Weed and Seed)

Pre/post only Community members, 
Las Vegas

546

Dunworth and Mills 1999d Revictimization
Satisfaction

Community policing  
(Weed and Seed)

Pre/post only Community members, 
Manatee

473

Dunworth and Mills 1999e Revictimization
Satisfaction

Community policing  
(Weed and Seed)

Pre/post only Community members, 
Pittsburgh

483

Dunworth and Mills 1999f Revictimization
Satisfaction

Community policing  
(Weed and Seed)

Pre/post only Community members, 
Salt Lake City

391

Dunworth and Mills 1999g Revictimization
Satisfaction

Community policing  
(Weed and Seed)

Pre/post only Community members, 
Seattle

633

Dunworth and Mills 1999h Revictimization
Satisfaction

Community policing  
(Weed and Seed)

Pre/post only Community members, 
Shreveport

407

Eckert 2009 Legitimacy Community policing Pre/post only Community members 636

Hall 1987 Effectiveness Community policing 
(Neighborhood watch)

Quasi-experimental Community members 118

Hartstone and Richetelli 2003 Revictimization Problem-oriented policing Pre/post only Community members 831

Hinds 2009 Legitimacy Informal contact  
(school-based)

Pre/post only School children 414

Holland 1996 Satisfaction Alternative complaints 
process

Quasi-experimental Complainants 384

Kerstetter and Rasinski 1994 Confidence Alternative complaints 
process

Pre/post only Complainants 199
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Author(s) and Year  
of Publication  

(Specific Evaluation)
Outcomes Intervention Research 

Design Sample Sample 
Size

McGarrell and Chermak 2004 Effectiveness
Reoffending

Problem-oriented policing Quasi-experimental Offenders 365

Murphy, Hinds,  
and Fleming 2008

Compliance 
Legitimacy
Procedural justice
Satisfaction

Community policing Pre/post only Community members 102

Panetta 2000 Procedural justice Community policing Quasi-experimental Community members 190

Ren et al. 2005 Confidence Community policing Quasi-experimental Volunteers 838

Robinson and Chandek 2000 Cooperation Community policing Quasi-experimental Victims 336

Shapland et al. 2007 
(London Burglary)

Procedural justice
Satisfaction

Restorative justice 
conferencing

Experimental Offenders and victims 186

Shapland et al. 2007 
(London Robbery)

Procedural justice
Satisfaction

Restorative justice 
conferencing

Experimental Offenders and victims 158

Shapland et al. 2007 
(Northumbria Assault)

Procedural justice
Satisfaction

Restorative justice 
conferencing

Experimental Offenders and victims 165

Shapland et al. 2007 
(Northumbria Property)

Procedural justice
Satisfaction

Restorative justice 
conferencing

Experimental Offenders and victims 105

Shapland et al. 2008 
(London Burglary)

Reoffending Restorative justice 
conferencing

Experimental Offenders and victims 186

Shapland et al. 2008 
(London Robbery)

Reoffending Restorative justice 
conferencing

Experimental Offenders and victims 158

Shapland et al. 2008 
(Northumbria Assault)

Reoffending Restorative justice 
conferencing

Experimental Offenders and victims 165

Shapland et al. 2008 
(Northumbria Property)

Reoffending Restorative justice 
conferencing

Experimental Offenders and victims 105
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Author(s) and Year  
of Publication  

(Specific Evaluation)
Outcomes Intervention Research 

Design Sample Sample 
Size

Sherman et al. 1998 (Drunk 
Driving)

Compliance
Legitimacy
Procedural justice
Reoffending

Restorative justice 
conferencing

Experimental Offenders and victims 900

Sherman et al. 1998 
(Juvenile–Personal 
Property)

Compliance
Legitimacy
Procedural justice
Reoffending
Satisfaction

Restorative justice 
conferencing

Experimental Offenders and victims 93

Sherman et al. 1998 
(Juvenile Property–
Shoplifting)

Compliance
Legitimacy
Procedural justice
Reoffending

Restorative justice 
conferencing

Experimental Offenders and victims 80

Sherman et al. 1998 (Youth 
Violence)

Compliance
Legitimacy
Procedural justice
Reoffending
Satisfaction

Restorative justice 
conferencing

Experimental Offenders and victims 80

Singer 2004 Satisfaction Community policing 
(Reassurance policing)

Pre/post only Community members 1205

Skogan and Steiner 2004 Satisfaction Community policing Quasi-experimental Community members ~540

Tuffin, Morris, and Poole 
2006 (Lancashire)

Confidence
Procedural justice
Reoffending

Community policing 
(Reassurance policing)

Quasi-experimental Community members 386

Tuffin, Morris, and Poole 
2006 (Leicestershire)

Confidence
Procedural justice
Reoffending

Community policing 
(Reassurance policing)

Quasi-experimental Community members 354

Tuffin, Morris, and Poole 
2006 (Manchester)

Confidence
Procedural justice
Reoffending

Community policing 
(Reassurance policing)

Quasi-experimental Community members 365

Tuffin, Morris, and Poole 
2006 (Metropolitan Police)

Confidence
Procedural justice
Reoffending

Community policing 
(Reassurance policing)

Quasi-experimental Community members 390
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Author(s) and Year  
of Publication  

(Specific Evaluation)
Outcomes Intervention Research 

Design Sample Sample 
Size

Tuffin, Morris, and Poole 
2006 (Surrey)

Confidence
Procedural justice
Reoffending

Community policing 
(Reassurance policing)

Quasi-experimental Community members 404

Tuffin, Morris, and Poole 
2006 (Thames Valley)

Confidence
Procedural justice
Reoffending

Community policing 
(Reassurance policing)

Quasi-experimental Community members 389

Weisburd, Morris, and Ready 
2008

Procedural justice
Reoffending

Problem-oriented policing Experimental Community members 800

Young et al. 2005 Satisfaction Alternative complaints 
process

Quasi-experimental Complainants 36

Zevitz et al. 1997  
(Avenues West)

Satisfaction Community policing  
(Weed and Seed)

Quasi-experimental Community members 530

Zevitz et al. 1997  
(Metcalfe Park)

Satisfaction Community policing  
(Weed and Seed)

Quasi-experimental Community members 772
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