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Abstract of the Dissertation 

 

 

Procedural Justice as Organizational Legitimation: 

A Police Perspective 

 

This multiple case study research of three police agencies was designed to explore 

procedurally just policing (PJP) as an organizational legitimation strategy. The three 

cases were building legitimacy following a sentinel event or series thereof. While they 

did not refer to their legitimation strategy as PJP (Quattlebaum et al., 2018), their reform 

efforts had significant overlap with the four PJP pillars of transparency and public 

engagement, procedural justice within the organization, officer interactions with their 

communities, and procedural justice with particular groups.  

Through triangulated interviews, observations, website analysis, document 

review, and social media examination, this study focused on the primary research 

question: What are the multi-level organizational legitimation practices of PJP? It was 

also designed to explore the following supporting research question: How do police 

organizations employ these practices of PJP to build legitimacy? While the findings 

included nearly all of the 41 PJP principles, several themes from outside of the PJP 

framework emerged as critical to the legitimation efforts of these agencies. For example, 

competent leadership and supervision, accountability and self-assessment, managing 

power limits (use of force, de-escalation, and internal affairs), and crime reduction 

effectiveness were integral to the successful PJP legitimation strategy in all three cases. 

As such, the findings may benefit police executives seeking to build legitimacy following 

its loss. 
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This study contributes to the procedural justice (Tyler, 1990) literature, 

specifically confirming the role of effectiveness (Sunshine & Tyler, 2003) and boundary 

of authority (Trinkner & Tyler, 2016) in a procedural justice effort. The significance of 

institutional myths (Crank & Langworthy, 1992) and coercive isomorphism (DiMaggio 

& Powell, 1983) to reform efforts such as PJP was evident throughout this work. As such, 

this study highlights the relevance of the U.S. Department of Justice and state attorney 

general offices to the reform efforts of individual agencies, as well as the institution of 

policing as a whole. 

This research also brings to the fore the infinite paradoxical circumstances and 

state of continuous change in the policing environment. The nexus to leadership 

development (Day et al., 2014) emerged, as building social capital was essential to 

navigate the political and social milieu in these agencies. Networked relationships were 

critical as police leaders navigated paradox such as crime reduction and constitutional 

policing; political interference and democratic accountability; auditing processes and 

resource allocation; and disciplinary processes without adequate training, personnel, or 

facilities. This study, undertaken from a process philosophy lens (Whitehead, 1929/1978; 

Seibt, 2023), highlights continuous legitimation efforts rather than the achievement of a 

static state of legitimacy.  

 

Key Words: Procedurally just policing, legitimacy, police reform, consent decree, 

procedural justice, isomorphism, leadership development, process philosophy 
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CHAPTER 1: 

INTRODUCTION 

In a republic that honors the core of democracy, the greatest amount of power is 

given to those called Guardians. Only those with the most impeccable character 

are chosen to bear the responsibility of protecting democracy. —Plato 

Overview 

Over the last decade, widely publicized instances of police use of force in places 

like Ferguson (Maguire et al., 2017), New York City, Louisville, and Minneapolis 

(Stockman & Eligon, 2020) have strained police-community relations, giving rise to 

public outcry, rioting, and violence across the United States. Racial tensions and 

hostilities that have persisted since the inception of law enforcement (Walker, 1980; 

Williams & Murphy, 1990) have reached a crisis of historic proportions (White & 

Fradella, 2016), culminating in retaliatory assassinations of police officers in New York, 

Dallas, and Baton Rouge (Karimi et al., 2016; Mueller & Baker, 2014; Visser, 2016). The 

accompanying public scrutiny after these highly publicized deadly force incidents has 

propelled the police into a major legitimacy crisis (Maguire et al., 2017; Weitzer, 2015; 

Wolfe & Nix, 2016). A loss of police legitimacy is problematic, as it is a foundational 

element of democratic governance (Beetham, 1991) and the wellspring of greater citizen 

cooperation (Jackson et al., 2012; Tyler, 1990), willingness to defer to official authority 

(Braga et al., 2014), compliance with the law (Papachristos et al., 2012; Reisig et al., 

2014; Tyler & Huo, 2002), acceptance of police decisions (Wolfe et al., 2016; Wolfe & 

Nix, 2017), and consent to authority (Hamm et al., 2017; Tyler, 2009). 

In the wake of these events, policymakers have narrowed their focus on how the 

police might build legitimacy (President’s Task Force on 21st Century Policing, 2015) as 
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it impacts public trust in the police (Goldsmith, 2005). Procedurally just policing holds 

promise for building legitimacy (Reisig & Lloyd, 2009), as procedural justice (Tyler, 

1990) principles differ significantly from “absolute situational authority” and citizen 

control (Dai et al., 2011). Tyler’s (1990) procedural justice model has long been 

considered the conceptual touchstone for social psychological legitimacy. He posited that 

procedural justice consists of four elements: voice (participation in decision-making), 

impartiality (neutrality in decision-making), transparency (trust in motives), and fairness 

(dignity and respect) (Blader & Tyler, 2003; Tyler, 2004). President Obama’s Task Force 

on 21st Century Policing described legitimacy as the first pillar of policing, promoting 

procedurally just policies and practices to build legitimacy (Tyler, 2017).  

Law enforcement culture should embrace a guardian mindset to build public trust 

and legitimacy. Toward that end, police and sheriffs’ departments should adopt 

procedural justice as the guiding principle for internal and external policies and 

practices to guide their interactions with the citizens they serve. (President’s Task 

Force on 21st Century Policing, 2015, p. 11) 

The advantages of procedurally just policing are numerous, including greater 

public deference to the police during personal interactions (Reisig et al., 2004), reduced 

challenges to police authority (Sunshine & Tyler, 2003), increased compliance (Tyler, 

2006), higher cooperative efforts (Tyler & Fagan, 2008), greater trust and confidence in 

the police (Murphy et al., 2014), institutional support for police agencies (Mazerolle et 

al., 2012; Murphy & Tyler, 2017), the acceptance of intrusive but necessary police tactics 

(Tyler & Huo, 2002), and enhanced safety of both officers and citizens (Tyler, 1990). 

Procedurally just policing thus reinforces legitimacy even when officers use force, if 

delivered in a fair and equitable manner (Schulhofer et al., 2011).  
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Tyler (2011) spoke of the potential for every citizen interaction to build or 

undermine legitimacy judgments, calling them “teachable moments” (p. 753). As the 

predominant procedural justice scholarship has been focused on the micro level, or 

individual citizen perceptions of procedurally just (Tyler, 1990) policing, a practice 

theory lens can be leveraged to unpack these teachable moments within social, historical, 

and cultural contexts (Radburn & Stott, 2019). While procedurally just principles (voice, 

impartiality, transparency, and fairness) may be beneficial to organizations building 

legitimacy, there is currently a dearth of scholarship on these legitimation practices 

(Zelditch, 2001) and multi-level organizational strategies (Bitektine, 2011). 

Statement of the Problem 

For the government and its state agents to command respect, deference, and 

compliance, their words and actions must be infused (Weber, 1978) with legitimacy 

granted by the public and institutional stakeholders (Crank & Langworthy, 1992). Social 

scientists (Weber, 1978) have long recognized that legitimacy reflects the normative, 

moral, or ethical feeling of obligation to defer (Sunshine & Tyler, 2003; Tyler, 1990) to 

authority. It is a symbolic representation and collective evaluation of an institution 

(Hybels, 1995). Over the last decade, widely publicized instances of police use of force in 

places like Ferguson (Maguire et al., 2017), New York City, and Louisville have strained 

police-community relations, giving rise to public outcry, rioting, and violence across the 

United States. Against this backdrop, the events surrounding the death of George Floyd 

on May 25, 2020 (Stockman & Eligon, 2020) hurtled the police into a legitimacy crisis 

(Wolfe & Nix, 2016), giving rise to widespread protests and calls for police reform. Anti-

police sentiment has resulted in retaliatory attacks on police officers, patrol vehicles, and 



4 

precinct station houses, leaving police officers feeling under siege (Hutchinson, 2020). 

Despite the best efforts of police executives to build trust and legitimacy (Blumberg et 

al., 2018), longstanding tensions between the police and community are not improving 

(Tyler, 2017). The January 7, 2023 death of Tyree Nichols in Memphis, Tennessee 

(CBSnews.com) has furthered the divide. Although building legitimacy is fundamental to 

social organization (Zelditch, 2001), an understanding of the underlying legitimation 

practices remains elusive (Johnson et al., 2006). As police administrators respond to calls 

to “re-imagine” policing (Stockman & Eligon, 2020), the practices of procedurally just 

policing hold promise to build legitimacy.  

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to explore these organizational legitimation 

practices of procedurally just policing. Procedurally just policing holds promise for 

building both external (Suddaby & Greenwood, 2005) and internal (Bitektine, 2011; 

Drori & Honig, 2013) legitimacy. As legitimacy is socially constructed, subjectively 

created, and temporally produced via ongoing legitimation (Van Herck et al., 2020), an 

understanding of these practices can prove useful for police organizations answering the 

calls for reform. This study leveraged procedural justice theory (Tyler, 1990) and the 

legitimacy literature (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983; Meyer & Rowan, 1977) to answer a 

primary and supporting research question: What are the multi-level organizational 

legitimation practices of procedurally just policing? How do police organizations employ 

these practices of procedurally just policing to build legitimacy? 
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Statement of Potential Significance 

Procedural justice is not a project or program to be completed, nor a goal to be 

achieved; it is a comprehensive change to the ways in which police departments 

do business and a constant work in progress. (Quattlebaum et al., 2018, p. 7) 

Significance for Practice 

Procedurally just policing builds legitimacy by increasing voluntary deference to 

authority, motivating compliance with the law, and stimulating collective achievement of 

community goals such as the maintenance of social order (Tyler, 2017). As police 

practice outside of normative societal expectations can be the cause of legitimacy crisis 

and loss of trust, police executives focus a great deal of energy, time, and intensity on the 

legitimation strategies of officers (Tankebe & Meško, 2014). As agents of external 

legitimation, street-level officers are organizational “boundary workers” (Trice & Beyer, 

1993), actively persuading citizens of their legitimacy (Drori & Honig, 2013). These 

micro-level legitimation strategies can differ greatly from the meso-level approaches of 

corporate actors (Martin & Bradford, 2017) such as police executives, who lead change 

initiatives and establish organizational culture. While the individual police officer is 

relevant to the legitimacy conversation, it is the “corporate police voice” (Loader & 

Mulcahy, 2001a) of the police executive, grounded in institutional expectations (Crank, 

2003), that builds legitimacy with citizens, particularly during rapid change or crisis. To 

build legitimacy, the police executive can implement procedural justice as an 

organizational strategy through leadership, culture, agency directives, supervision, 

training, and communication with citizens. This organizational strategy can then be 

carried out by officers at all levels of the organization. The dynamic and relational 

practices (Van Herck et al., 2020) of procedurally just policing hold promise for police 
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administrators mobilizing a response to the contemporary legitimacy crisis, by aligning 

institutional expectations and organizational strategy with street-level practice and shared 

societal values (Beetham, 1991; Coicaud, 2002).  

Significance for the Literature 

This multi-level organizational approach also extends the literature on 

procedurally just policing (Murphy & Tyler, 2017; Quattlebaum et al., 2018). This 

predominant social-psychological legitimacy scholarship was focused on micro-level or 

individual perceptions of procedural justice (Tyler, 1990) and their relationship to 

legitimacy judgments. These micro-level perceptions reflected the propriety (Dornbusch 

et al., 1975; Suchman, 1995) of police organizations as behavior deemed congruent with 

socially accepted norms. While early institutional theory research focused too much on 

these micro-level socio-cognitive institutional characteristics (Berger & Luckmann, 1966; 

Zucker, 1987), research in the early 2000s shifted to organizational and systems-level 

analysis (Powell & Colyvas, 2008; Schneiberg & Clemens, 2006). Organizational 

literature is focused on legitimation strategies (Suchman, 1995; Suddaby & Greenwood, 

2005), the institutionalization of new practices (Greenwood & Suddaby, 2006; Tolbert & 

Zucker, 1983), and deinstitutionalization of old practices (Maguire et al., 2004; Sine & 

David, 2003), but there remains a dearth of literature on police organizations.  

With the contemporary ‘micro-foundation’ movement in institutional theory 

(Felin et al., 2015) and organizational strategy research, micro-level measures of social 

judgments and multi-level theory development have materialized as the central 

organizational research agenda (Bitektine et al., 2020). An emergent stream of the 

organizational literature is focused on these multi-levels (Bitektine & Haack, 2015) and 
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micro-processes (Bitektine et al., 2020) of legitimation. As legitimacy judgments are 

rendered by both individual and collective evaluators, legitimacy is a fundamentally 

multi-level concept consisting of individual-level propriety and collective-level validity 

(Bitektine & Haack, 2015; Dornbusch et al., 1975; Johnson et al., 2006; Tost, 2011; 

Zelditch, 2011). As individual judgments are institutionalized, their validity increases, 

influencing conformity and isomorphism in collective legitimacy judgments (Bitektine & 

Haack, 2015). Macro-level, or collective, judgments of legitimacy (Bitektine, 2011) in 

turn emerge through complex interactions with micro-level elements (Kozlowski & 

Klein, 2000). There is a dearth of policing literature that has considered the micro-level 

legitimacy judgments embedded in the macro context of policing systems. As socially 

constructed judgments of legitimacy involve both macro- and micro-institutional 

processes (Berger et al., 1998; Bitektine, 2011), a multi-level analysis will facilitate 

consideration of the organizational legitimation practices of procedurally just policing.  

Theoretical Foundation 

The theoretical foundation for this study rests on the procedural justice work of 

Tom Tyler (1990), whose process-based research underscored the ability of the police to 

activate feelings of obligation and responsibility (Sunshine & Tyler, 2003) in the citizens 

they serve through procedurally just practices. He posited that citizens would render 

legitimacy judgments when they believed procedures were fairly administered and 

officials were trustworthy. Tyler’s (1990) procedural justice model consists of four 

interrelated conceptual components: voice (participation in decision-making), impartiality 

(neutrality in decision-making), fairness (dignity and respect), and transparency (trust in 

motives). These components correspond to legitimacy judgments when citizens are 
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afforded an opportunity to tell their side of the story; believe authority decisions are 

grounded in fact; are treated with dignity and respect; and trust the motives of authorities 

who take their concerns into account (Worden & McLean, 2017). A substantial body of 

research has followed, with studies suggesting that procedurally just interactions impact 

police legitimacy outcomes such as perceptions of police effectiveness (Bradford, 2014), 

compliance, cooperation, and empowerment (Tyler & Huo, 2002), trust in the police 

(Gau, 2013), positive perceptions of the police (Elliot et al., 2012), and satisfaction with 

the police (Hinds & Murphy, 2007).  

Organizational legitimacy scholars (Berger et al., 1998; Suchman, 1995) similarly 

proposed that legitimacy is composed of subjective individual perceptions (Bitektine, 

2011; Tost, 2011), aggregated and objectified (Berger & Luckmann, 1966) at the 

collective level. In light of collective approval (Johnson, 2004; Johnson et al., 2006), 

legitimacy could be considered an organizational resource, independent of individual 

endorsement (Bitektine & Haack, 2015; Golant & Sillince, 2007). Ashforth and Gibbs 

(1990) and Pfeffer and Salancik (1978) defined legitimacy as status conferred by 

collective social actors. Legitimacy was therefore a product of persuasion and strategic 

process (Suchman, 1995). Legitimation strategies could be leveraged by organizations to 

justify their existence (Maurer, 1971) within the superordinate system. The 

interdependence between these external legitimation efforts and internal organizational 

processes was the focus of the organizational justice literature.  

Procedural justice within police organizations, or organizational justice, was 

empirically linked to procedurally fair treatment of citizens (Van Craen & Skogan, 2017), 

lower incidence of police misconduct (Wolfe & Piquero, 2011), community policing 
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(Myhill & Bradford, 2013), organizational trust (Wolfe & Nix, 2017), and organizational 

identification (Bradford, Quinton, et al., 2014; Donner et al., 2015). Van Craen (2016) 

termed this strategy “fair policing from the inside out” in his work relations framework, 

wherein fair treatment inside the police organization translated to fair treatment of 

citizens. This body of work was focused on the police officer-supervisor relationship, the 

subject of a multitude of police practitioner publications.  

The practitioner literature also informed this study, as building trust and 

legitimacy was the first pillar of the President’s Task Force on 21st Century Policing 

(2015). The task force asserted that “the public confers legitimacy only on those whom 

they believe are acting in procedurally just ways” (p. 1). Organizational strategies for 

implementing procedurally just policing were proposed by Quattlebaum and colleagues 

(2018) in their Principles of Procedurally Just Policing report. Their four pillars of 

procedurally just policing (transparency and public engagement, procedural justice within 

the department, officer interactions within their communities, and practicing procedural 

justice with particular groups) paralleled Tyler’s (1990) procedural justice principles of 

voice, impartiality, transparency, and fairness. The pillars were further divided into 41 

principles of practice. While a small body of work followed, examining police officer 

training as a vehicle for implementation of procedurally just policing (Skogan et al., 

2015; Wood et al., 2020), there has been no holistic organizational focus on the multi-

level practices of procedurally just policing. This study leveraged the literature on 

procedural justice (Tyler, 1990), institutional theory (Suchman, 1995), organizational 

justice (Bradford, Quinton, et al., 2014), and organizational legitimacy (Aldrich & Fiol, 

1994), as well as practitioner literature (President’s Task Force on 21st Century Policing, 
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2015), to answer the research questions: What are the multi-level organizational 

legitimation practices of procedurally just policing? How do police organizations employ 

these practices of procedurally just policing to build legitimacy? 

Conceptual Framework 

The conceptual framework is grounded in procedurally just policing 

(Quattlebaum et al., 2018; Tyler, 1990) as an organizational legitimation strategy (Figure 

1.1). Legitimacy has long been considered a fundamental social process (Zelditch, 2001), 

mediating the relationship between power and authority (Berger et al., 1998; Habermas, 

1975). Building trust and legitimacy was recognized as a foundational principle of the 

President’s Task Force on 21st Century Policing (2015) yet understanding legitimation 

processes remains a burdensome and lasting problem (Johnson et al., 2006). How 

legitimacy emerges and evolves within organizations, and the relationship between 

internal and external legitimacy, remains largely underexplored (Drori & Honig, 2013). 

As the public confers legitimacy upon the police when they behave in procedurally just 

ways (President’s Task Force on 21st Century Policing, 2015, p.1), it is essential to 

understand the organizational strategies for procedurally just policing from a multi-level 

perspective.  

Procedurally just policing begins with command-level leadership exemplifying 

the guiding principles of procedural justice and building a culture of procedural justice 

throughout the organization. The President’s Task Force on 21st Century Policing (2015) 

recommended that “law enforcement culture should embrace a guardian mindset to build 

public trust and legitimacy” (p. 10), wisely noting that culture “eats policy for lunch.” 

Procedural justice can also be motivated by police supervisors who exemplify 
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Figure 1.1 

Procedurally Just Policing Conceptual Framework 

 

 

 

personify procedural fairness as an expectation and intended norm of the organization. 

These supervisors can reinforce procedurally just behavior daily, as employees learn how 

to conduct themselves by observing and imitating others in the workplace (Weiss, 1977), 

especially those with status, competence, or power, like their supervisors. This was 

termed “supervisor modeling” in the procedural justice literature (Van Craen & Skogan, 

2017), derived from Bandura’s (1971) social learning theory. Officers can also learn 

procedural justice strategies (Skogan et al., 2015) through training programs like 

Chicago’s Quality Interaction Program for police recruits. This program, implemented in 
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2010, focused on procedural justice, interpersonal communication, decision-making, 

cultural awareness, and stress management during encounters with the public. 

As the organization implements procedurally just policing, it is reconciled against 

macro-level influences such as institutional performance, social capital, neighborhood 

cohesion, and community norms, as well as micro-level influences of past police 

interaction, attitude stability, and negativity bias. How legitimacy emerges and evolves 

within organizations, and the relationship between internal and external legitimacy, 

remains largely underexplored (Drori & Honig, 2013). There is also a dearth of literature 

exploring organizational legitimation practices of procedurally just policing. The purpose 

of this study then was to explore these and other practices to answer the research 

questions: What are the multi-level organizational legitimation practices of procedurally 

just policing? How do police organizations employ these practices of procedurally just 

policing to build legitimacy? 

Summary of Methodology 

To explore the organizational legitimation practices (Johnson et al., 2006) of 

procedurally just policing, a multiple case study approach (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016) was 

utilized. Case study is an empirical inquiry designed to investigate contemporary 

phenomena (Yin, 2018) in their real-life context, especially when boundaries between the 

phenomenon and the context are blurred. As the boundaries between police organizations 

and legitimating agents are unclear, the design was inductive and emergent. For that 

reason, data were collected from multiple levels (Creswell, 2013) to interpret the meaning 

and understanding of the participants and their role in legitimation practices. A weakness 

of single case study research is the degree to which the findings are generalizable 
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(Lowrey-Kinberg & Buker, 2017). For this reason, this research study was conducted 

across three police organizations, to understand the differences and similarities between 

them (Baxter & Jack, 2008; Stake, 2005). Data collection for this research study 

consisted of semi-structured interviews, on-site (physical environment) and online (social 

media, website) observations, as well as physical document analysis (policies, training 

programs, independent task force reports, and quarterly consent decree reports).  

Semi-Structured Interviews 

To explore micro-level procedurally just legitimation strategies of street-level 

police officers, data were collected through semi-structured interviews (Creswell & 

Creswell, 2017). Officers from specialized police functions (detectives, traffic safety, 

community policing) were interviewed to explore differences in legitimation strategies 

with officers at the police-citizen interface. Supervisors of various levels (sergeants, 

lieutenants, captains) were interviewed to understand their role in both internal and 

external legitimation actions. As the chief law enforcement officer is the “corporate 

police voice” (Loader & Mulcahy, 2001b) representing the agency to institutional actors, 

citizens, and their own officers, the chief/director/commissioner or members of the 

executive team were interviewed. These semi-structured interviews were complemented 

by on-site observations while at police headquarters or individual precincts and online 

observations of agency websites and social media posts.  

Observations 

Observations provided context for the study, illustrated specific incidents, and 

offered insight into the interactions among the officers and with their supervisors. The 
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researcher took note of the external and internal physical setting, participants, activities 

and interactions, conversations, and the researcher’s influence on these settings. The 

researcher attended command and staff meetings, roll call sessions, and training sessions. 

The researcher intended to attend a town-hall style meeting between the police 

department and the community, but none occurred during the data collection phase. This 

was due in part to considerations of the worldwide COVID pandemic, which altered 

police-community interactions for nearly 3 years. Observations of the structures, design, 

and layout of the police facilities (headquarters and individual precincts) were 

documented, along with wall displays, signs, police vehicles, and equipment. Physical 

settings, persons present, activities that were ongoing, and conversations occurring were 

noted, as they were relevant to the overall culture of the organization. The researcher’s 

observer role while on site was “observer as participant” (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016), as 

activities were known to the group, and participation was secondary to gathering 

information.  

As social media is an “institutionally rich indicator” of collective population-level 

legitimacy, the current study explored social media as a platform for legitimation. 

Publicly accessible social media conversations between the Big City Police Department 

(BCPD) and the Large Suburban Police Department (LSPD) and the public (Twitter, 

Facebook, Instagram, Nextdoor) were monitored for 60 days from the start of on-site 

activities, transcribed, and anonymized for data analysis. As the Small City Police 

Department (SCPD) had no social media presence, no social media conversations were 

included in this research.  
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Documents 

 In addition to semi-structured interviews, observations, and social media posts, 

the researcher examined the police agency website. Police websites are often the 

preliminary stop for citizens who have a question, want to file a report, or need assistance 

with a problem. They serve as a representation of what is most important to the police 

agency. The choices made in the construction of their websites can facilitate procedurally 

just policing. For example, citizen voice can be encouraged through the use of citizen 

contact surveys, community surveys, or a simple means for citizens to ask questions. 

These surveys can indicate which legitimation strategies worked, which did not, and 

other important relevant information. Transparency can be fostered by posting use-of-

force data, results of internal affairs investigations, and body-worn camera videos from 

critical incidents, similar to Chicago’s Civilian Office of Police Accountability website 

(https://www.chicagocopa.org). Impartiality can be displayed via the police agency 

mission statement, core values, and directives concerning the fair treatment of citizens. 

Fairness can be encouraged by providing resources for citizens to utilize during 

interactions with officers, such as the Newark Police Division in New Jersey, which 

provides a link on its main page entitled “What to do if you’re stopped by the police” 

(https://npd.newarkpublicsafety.org/stoppedbypolice). These are but a few of the 

strategies that might be employed by police agencies building legitimacy through 

procedurally just policing.  

Limitations and Delimitations 

The limitations for this study included considerations of organizational 

boundaries, as the concept of the organizational ‘in here’ and ‘out there’ (Hernes, 2007) 

https://www.chicagocopa.org/
https://npd.newarkpublicsafety.org/stoppedbypolice
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is socially constructed. Police organizations are entangled in a world of institutional, 

organizational, and citizen stakeholders, to include accreditation agencies, chiefs of 

police associations, and legal institutions (Supreme Court, attorneys general) upon whose 

perceptions of legitimacy they rely. The nature of those perceptions, which stakeholders 

were relevant (Meyer & Scott, 1992), and what role they served in legitimation practices 

varied between the cases. Procedurally just policing strategies as well were dependent on 

the agency’s adjustment of its legitimation strategies to local circumstances. For example, 

only the BCPD was under federal consent decree, which mandated the “transformational 

institutional change” (7th Consent Decree Report, 2022, p. 4) and reform effort that 

paralleled procedurally just policing. 

Access to police organizations was another significant limitation in this study. 

During times of stable organizational legitimacy, social order recursively reproduces 

itself (Giddens, 1984) and police agencies may not be “on guard” against researchers. 

After major environmental jolts (Greenwood et al., 2002), such as the current legitimacy 

crisis, the institutional environment was tumultuous, with shifting social norms, values, 

and judgments (Bitektine & Haack, 2015). Research site recruitment through both the 

International Association of Chiefs of Police and the Major Cities Chiefs Association was 

wholly ineffective. Only through support of the New Jersey State Association of Chiefs 

of Police were the sites recruited. This organization, which historically has been 

extremely supportive of police research, assisted in the recruiting of the LSPD and 

BCPD. Access to the BCPD was facilitated via a professional relationship with a 

dissertation committee member. A concern at the outset of the research was difficulty of 

interviewing police executives, supervisors, and officers in the midst of a legitimacy 
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crisis, due to political, promotional, and contractual concerns. This concern was 

unfounded, as interview participants from all three agencies were supportive, 

enthusiastic, and forthcoming in their responses to the interview questions. While these 

agencies were vastly different from one another, the researcher’s shared experience as a 

veteran police officer and experienced commander was fundamental to establishing trust, 

comfort, and honest communication. To bolster the truth value, participant reliability, and 

meaning of the interview data (Creswell & Creswell, 2017), member checking and peer 

examination were utilized during the within- and cross-case analysis.  

Reflexivity Statement 

 As a recent graduate of the Federal Bureau of Investigation National Academy—

Class 283, I have built relationships with fellow law enforcement leaders from across this 

nation and the globe. Their collective insight and experience helped shape my analysis 

and interpretations of the findings herein. As a 28-year police veteran, I have held patrol 

officer, sergeant (first-line supervisor), lieutenant (middle manager), and captain 

(executive command) roles in operational, administrative, and investigative capacities. As 

a SWAT team leader, I trained SWAT operators and instructors, conducted mission 

planning, and supervised SWAT operations in the field. As a supervising firearms 

instructor, I was responsible for both instructor and curriculum development for use of 

force, police pursuit, de-escalation, and use of energy devices (Taser) and firearms. I 

have arrested actively resisting subjects, utilized force, and de-escalated the use of force. 

As a police supervisor, I have conducted in excess of 100 internal affairs investigations or 

administrative reviews of incidents involving use of force, police pursuit, demeanor 

complaints, and police procedure violations. These investigations were integral to three 
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of the four procedural justice tenets: impartiality, transparency, and fairness during 

police-citizen interactions. The results of these investigations were published annually to 

the public, ensuring transparency.  

During these investigations, I have noted that officer facilitation of citizen voice, 

more than any other procedural justice factor, promotes willing compliance and 

cooperation, even in the midst of violent and dangerous encounters. This is particularly 

true when officers respond honestly to questions about reasons for their actions, allowing 

participation in decisions affecting final outcomes. For these reasons, I have actively 

promoted procedurally just policing within my agency and was anxious to see how other 

organizations do the same. This assumption—that procedurally just policing is a means to 

build trust and legitimacy—was based on my years of experience as a law enforcement 

supervisor and my doctoral research on the topic. To account for this supposition, I 

consulted with my Federal Bureau of Investigation National Academy classmates during 

data collection and analysis. I also leveraged the experience of a dissertation committee 

member, who has consulted with several large U.S. cities during their legitimation 

processes. He also facilitated access to the BCPD, which was employing procedurally 

just policing for legitimation under federally mandated “pattern or practice” police 

reform (Chanin, 2017). 

The agency I work for is a medium-sized (100 to 249 sworn officers) police 

department located in central New Jersey. My emic perspective is that of an agency that 

promotes the procedural justice theory factors of voice, impartiality, transparency, and 

fairness at all levels and in all interactions with the public. The agency has achieved 

accreditation by both the New Jersey State Association of Chiefs of Police and the 
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Commission on Accreditation of Law Enforcement Agencies. Thanks to the work of 

Chief Raymond J. Hayducka, the department is well funded and maintains an extremely 

high level of discipline, supervision, and performance. He achieved this by building 

excellent working relationships with the Township Council, community members, 

business owners, and religious leaders. Through the Chief’s leadership at the New Jersey 

State Chiefs of Police Association, my department serves as an example of excellence 

and best practices for police departments throughout the state and beyond. We are 

adequately funded, fully staffed, and have state-of-the-art equipment, vehicles, uniforms, 

and training. Our personnel are well paid, and their benefits package is considerable. In 

my experience, there are few police departments that enjoy this repository of support, 

facilities, and equipment. Despite the national outcry to “re-imagine” policing, our 

community has overwhelmingly supported their police department.  

This perspective of my agency influenced my data collection, interpretation, and 

analysis. The data I collected were compared against the accredited best practices of my 

agency. While other accredited agencies have similar policies, procedures, and data 

management systems, their emphasis on procedurally just policing as a legitimation 

strategy may differ. These processes include communication between the institutional, 

organizational, and individual levels via memos, emails, and social media platforms. My 

interpretation of the collected data was grounded in 28 years of experience, including 13 

years as a police supervisor in a high-discipline environment of an accredited police 

department. This emic perspective was an advantage during data interpretation because I 

speak the police “language,” a rhetoric that gives meaning to the police experience 

(Waddington, 1999) and how officers view the world and their role in police culture. A 
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disadvantage of this disposition was the possibility of interpreting the data from the 

perspective of a veteran police officer, rather than a criminal justice or organizational 

researcher. To account for this disposition, I reviewed the data analysis with my 

committee chair, who has vast experience in the organizational development space, but 

not from a police perspective.  

Definition of Key Terms 

Audience legitimacy: A perceptual phenomenon guided both by the reality of 

governmental operations and a populace’s normative expectations about the 

characteristics and actions that define good governance (Gau & Paoline, 2021). 

Cognitive legitimacy: The classification of an organization as belonging to a certain 

category, defined by a set of recognizable features (Aldrich & Fiol, 1994; 

Bitektine et al., 2020; Meyer & Rowan, 1977; Suchman, 1995).  

External self-legitimacy: Legitimation of power holders founded on the beliefs of what 

the public thinks of them, or how it is reflected in the community (Bottoms & 

Tankebe, 2012). 

Institutional legitimacy: The degree of cultural support for an organization (Meyer & 

Scott, 1992), reflected in perceived congruence (Scott, 2014) with normative 

values within institutional cultural-cognitive frameworks (Worden & McLean, 

2017).  

Internal self-legitimacy: The legitimation of power holders manifested in the creation of 

an identity of “unique persons,” authorized and set apart to exercise their 

governmental powers and privileges (Barker, 2001). 
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Legitimacy: “Power that is acknowledged as rightful by relevant agents, who include 

powerholders and their staff, those subject to the power, and third parties whose 

support or recognition may help confirm it” (Beetham, 2013, p. 19). 

Legitimation: The “appraisal of action in terms of shared or common values in the 

context of the involvement of the action in the social system” (Parsons, 1960, 

p. 175). 

Organizational legitimacy: “A generalized perception or assumption that the actions of 

an entity are desirable, proper, or appropriate within some socially constructed 

system of norms, values, beliefs, and definitions” (Suchman, 1995, p. 574).  

Power holder: A person of “unique prestige, authorized in a manner that ordinary 

subjects are not, set apart to exercise the powers and privileges of government” 

(Barker, 2001, p. 41). 

Procedural justice: Composed of four tenets of voice (participation in decision-making), 

impartiality (neutrality in decision-making), transparency (trust in motives), and 

fairness (dignity and respect) (Blader & Tyler, 2003; Tyler, 2004). 

Procedurally just policing: A policing model based on the pillars of transparency and 

public engagement, procedural justice inside the agency, officer interactions with 

their communities, and procedural justice with particular groups (Quattlebaum et 

al., 2018).  

Self-legitimacy: An attempt by power holders to justify power to themselves and to 

create an identity of “unique prestige, as persons set apart to exercise the powers 

and privileges of government” (Barker, 2001, p. 41). 
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Socio-political legitimacy: Normative evaluation of organizational practices and 

outcomes (Aldrich & Fiol, 1994; Suchman, 1995). 

Social-psychological legitimacy: The belief that governmental institutions or authorities 

are conducting themselves in a fair manner, with citizens’ best interests in mind 

(Tyler, 2006), resulting in willing compliance (Reynolds et al., 2018). 
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CHAPTER 2: 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Introduction 

The purpose of this literature review is to comprehensively explore the procedural 

justice (Tyler, 1990) literature. The “legitimacy turn” over the last two decades included 

both quantitative (Tyler, 2017) and qualitative studies (Harkin, 2015) of public 

perceptions of criminal justice institutions in general, and policing in particular (Tankebe, 

2013). Grounded in Tom Tyler’s (1990) pioneering work Why People Obey the Law, this 

corpus of research offers an in-depth understanding of normative alignment with criminal 

justice authorities and institutions. Tyler’s (1990) procedural justice theory, long 

considered the conceptual touchstone for social-psychological legitimacy literature, 

comprises four elements: voice (participation in decision-making), impartiality (neutrality 

in decision-making), transparency (trust in motives), and fairness (dignity and respect) 

(Blader & Tyler, 2003; Tyler, 2004).  

The procedural justice literature is well established, with researchers drawing on 

surveys (Sunshine & Tyler, 2003; Tyler & Huo, 2002), interviews (Gau & Brunson, 

2010; Stoutland, 2001), observations (Jonathan-Zamir & Weisburd, 2013), and 

experimental methods (Mazerolle, Antrobus, et al., 2013). The predominant procedural 

justice scholarship focused on micro-level or individual perceptions of procedural justice 

(Tyler, 1990) and their relationship to legitimacy judgments. There is also an emergent 

literature stream considering the relationship between procedural justice inside the 

organization and procedural just treatment of citizens (Van Craen & Skogan, 2017). 

While these perspectives are integral to legitimation practices, there is a dearth of 
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policing literature that has considered these micro-level legitimacy judgments embedded 

in the macro context of policing systems.  

Police executives who implement a multi-level organizational strategy of 

procedurally just policing have the potential to build both external (Suddaby & 

Greenwood, 2005) and internal (Bitektine, 2011; Drori & Honig, 2013) legitimacy. This 

study addressed the dearth of scholarship on legitimation practices (Zelditch, 2001) and 

multi-level organizational strategies (Bitektine, 2011) for building legitimacy through 

procedurally just policing. This literature review explores the current state of the 

procedural justice theory literature, as the aim of this study was to answer two research 

questions: What are the multi-level organizational legitimation practices of procedurally 

just policing? How do police organizations employ these practices of procedurally just 

policing to build legitimacy? 

Definition of Legitimacy 

Prior to undertaking a research study of organizational legitimation practices of 

procedurally just policing, an integrated representative definition must be selected. 

Social-psychological, power holder, dialogic, organizational, and institutional legitimacy 

literature scholars have approached legitimacy from diverse perspectives. Despite these 

conceptual variations, definitions across the literature streams share common 

characteristics. First, scholars concur that legitimacy is socially constructed and 

consistent with cultural beliefs, norms, and values shared locally and more broadly. Next, 

although legitimacy is an individual perception, it is aggregated and objectified (Berger 

& Luckmann, 1966) at the collective level (Bitektine & Haack, 2015). Third, collective 

legitimacy depends upon consensus of the majority of citizens reliant on that source of 
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legitimacy (i.e., the police). Citizen behaviors endorse the social order, and “what is” 

becomes “what is right.” Finally, the collective construction of legitimacy has cognitive, 

objective, and normative dimensions (Johnson et al., 2006). The most commonly cited 

definition of organizational legitimacy is that which was put forth by Suchman (1995): 

Organizational legitimacy is a generalized perception or assumption that the 

actions of an entity are desirable, proper, or appropriate within some constructed 

system of norms, values, beliefs, and definitions. (p. 574) 

Methods of Literature Review 

To review the procedural justice legitimacy literature, the Web of Science 

database was accessed on April 7, 2021. A title search for the key terms “legitimacy” and 

“police or law enforcement or public” produced 131 results. The search was refined to 

exclude meeting abstracts, letters, news items, editorial material reviews, early access, 

proceedings papers, book reviews, book chapters, and books, resulting in peer-reviewed 

articles. Articles were included with a nexus to the current study. These included 

procedural justice as related to legitimacy (Reisig & Lloyd, 2009; Sunshine & Tyler, 

2003), social identity (Blader & Tyler, 2003; Lind & Tyler, 1988), procedural justice 

within organizations (Van Craen, 2016; Wolfe & Piquero), and procedural justice 

training (Skogan et al., 2015; Wood et al., 2020).  

Organization of Literature Review 

In this literature review, Tyler’s (1990) process-based model of procedural justice 

is explored in depth and conceptual components (respect, fair treatment, decision-

making, citizen voice, etc.) are explained. The empirical procedural justice literature 

(Bradford, 2014; Gau, 2013; Tyler & Wakslak, 2004) is reviewed and legitimacy 
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outcomes discussed. Procedurally just policing (Schulhofer et al., 2011) and its 

connections to legitimacy judgments are developed. Procedural justice within the 

workplace (Tyler & Lind, 1992), or organizational justice (De Cremer & Tyler, 2005), is 

introduced, as it is directly related to procedurally just police practice (Van Craen & 

Skogan, 2017). Tyler’s “invariance thesis,” asserting that procedural justice transcends 

cultural and individual differences (Tyler & Huo, 2002), is considered. The macro-level 

influences on procedural justice such as neighborhood context and community norms 

(Gau et al., 2012) are examined. Micro-level influences including experience with the 

police (Worden & McLean, 2017), attitude stability (Krosnick & Alwin, 1989), and 

negativity bias (Skogan, 2006) influences are explored as well.  

Procedural Justice Literature 

In their seminal work, Procedural Justice: A Psychological Analysis, Thibault and 

Walker (1975) introduced the pivotal concept of procedural justice. They proposed that 

criminal justice procedures affording citizen voice would be perceived as procedurally 

fair (Lind et al., 1997), even when decisions were made by authorities. Voice was central 

to their argument of process control, allowing citizens to embed themselves in a power 

relationship with the government, shaping the consequences of criminal procedure 

(Radburn & Stott, 2019). This approach was termed the “control model” of procedural 

justice, as it focused on decision-making and process control over outcomes (Blader & 

Tyler, 2003). Leventhal’s (1980) justice judgment model similarly emphasized the value 

of process control, introducing six rules for judging procedural fairness. Procedures were 

judged for consistency (across people and time), bias suppression (influence of self-

interest), accuracy (based on accurate information), correctability (opportunity to 
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overturn incorrect decisions), representativeness (reflecting views and concerns of all 

subgroups or individuals), and ethicality (moral and ethical alignment). Leventhal (1980) 

asserted that the application of these rules was selective, as individuals tended to follow 

different rules at different times depending on situational context (Radburn & Stott, 

2019). Tyler’s (1990) theory of procedural justice advanced concepts from both Thibault 

and Walker (1975) and Leventhal’s (1980) models, including “voice,” bias suppression 

(as impartiality), moral and ethical alignment (as fairness), and representativeness (as 

transparency). 

Tyler’s Procedural Justice Model 

Tyler’s (1990) procedural justice model consists of four interrelated conceptual 

components: voice (participation in decision-making), impartiality (neutrality in decision-

making), fairness (dignity and respect), and transparency (trust in motives). These 

components correspond to legitimacy judgments when citizens are afforded an 

opportunity to tell their side of the story; believe authority decisions are grounded in fact; 

are treated with dignity and respect; and trust the motives of authorities who take their 

concerns into account (Worden & McLean, 2017). Tyler’s research underscored the 

ability of the police to activate feelings of obligation and responsibility (Sunshine & 

Tyler, 2003) in the citizens they serve through procedurally just practices. He posited that 

citizens would render positive legitimacy judgments when they believed procedures were 

fairly administered and officials were trustworthy, regardless of outcome. Procedural 

justice thus provides a powerful link between police action and police legitimacy. This 

realization is significant, since regardless of their efforts, the police cannot control the 

crime rate (Sunshine & Tyler, 2003). They can, however, build legitimacy through 



28 

procedurally just policing, resulting in cooperation, compliance, and discretion to 

perform their duties. Tyler’s process-based corpus of police legitimacy research is 

considered the most significant criminological scholarship on the topic (Bottoms & 

Tankebe, 2012).  

Empirical Procedural Justice Literature 

Tyler and various colleagues have since followed with a considerable body of 

empirical work (Sunshine & Tyler, 2003; Tyler, 2003, 2006, 2017; Tyler & Huo, 2002; 

Tyler & Jackson, 2014), extending this initial research. The research agenda for these 

empirical examinations was the relationship between procedurally just police-citizen 

interactions and judgments of police legitimacy (Bradford, 2014; Gau, 2013; Mazerolle, 

Antrobus, et al., 2013). Researchers explored this relationship via two primary means of 

data collection: community surveys of randomly selected residents and consumer surveys 

of residents with recent prior police interactions. A meta-review of these studies (Donner 

et al., 2015) suggested that procedurally just interactions generally improved police 

legitimacy judgments.  

A robust relationship was also identified between procedural justice and 

legitimacy outcomes such as perceptions of police effectiveness (Bradford, 2014), 

willingness to cooperate with the police (Mazerolle, Antrobus, et al., 2013; Murphy & 

Cherney, 2011; Reisig et al., 2007), trust in the police (Gau, 2013; Murphy et al., 2014; 

Sargeant et al., 2014), overall positive perceptions of the police (Elliot et al., 2012; Gau 

& Brunson, 2010; Maguire & Johnson, 2010; Sunshine & Tyler, 2003), and satisfaction 

with the police (Hinds & Murphy, 2007; Tyler & Wakslak, 2004). Perceptions of 

procedural justice were also linked to nonsupport for vigilante justice (Tankebe, 2009), 
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confidence in the criminal justice system as a whole (Salvatore et al., 2013), and reliance 

on police services (Hickman & Simpson, 2003). Nagin and Telep (2017) cautioned that 

although these studies exhibited strong correlations between procedurally just treatment, 

police legitimacy judgments, and legal compliance, a causal link has yet to be established 

(Tyler, 2017).  

Another key finding of the empirical research was the relationship between 

procedural justice and legitimacy across large metropolitan areas like New York City and 

Los Angeles (Tyler & Wakslak, 2004), medium-sized cities (Gau, 2013), and small 

suburban areas (Maguire & Johnson, 2010). Across the globe, similar results were 

identified in Australia (Hinds & Murphy, 2007), the United Kingdom (Bradford, 2014), 

Ghana (Tankebe, 2009), and Israel (Jonathan-Zamir & Weisburd, 2013). These results 

comport with Tyler’s (1990) invariance thesis, asserting that procedural justice 

transcends cultural, racial, socio-economic, and individual differences, influencing 

universal perceptions of legitimacy (Tyler & Huo, 2002).  

Procedural Justice Dimensions 

Research has also focused on the differentiation of the four procedural justice 

factors (voice, impartiality, transparency, and fairness) into distinguishable dimensions. 

Gau and colleagues (2012) referred to two dimensions: officer decision-making based on 

facts and reason, and perceptions of officers’ respectfulness and politeness. Lind and 

Tyler (1988) identified three dimensions: trustworthiness, neutrality, and standing. 

Trustworthiness encompasses acting on behalf of others in their best interest, neutrality 

refers to bias-free decision-making, and standing speaks to the respectful treatment of 

others (Bradford et al., 2009). Blader and Tyler (2009) developed two moderately 
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correlated but distinguishable dimensions of type of justice and source of justice. Type of 

justice encompasses justice of decision-making processes and justice of treatment, while 

source of justice includes organizational rules and specific organizational authorities. 

Trinkner and Tyler (2016) included a third dimension of procedural fairness: boundary of 

authority. They posited that procedural fairness also includes where and when 

interactions occur and how power is wielded (Hamm et al., 2017). Officers who act with 

ill intent are perceived as unjust and recognized as such by citizens (Gau & Brunson, 

2010). If power limits are violated, the police lose legitimacy despite interpersonal and 

decision-making components (Huq et al., 2017; Trinkner et al., 2016). When the police 

exercise procedurally just authority and power, they can vigorously enforce the law while 

maintaining public support. Bittner (1970) called this “the skill of policing,” where 

officers avoid use of force, instead relying on procedurally just methods to resolve 

conflict (Dai et al., 2011). Procedurally just policing therefore reinforces legitimacy even 

when officers use force, if delivered in a fair and equitable manner (Schulhofer et al., 

2011). This has contemporary implications for the legitimacy of American policing.  

Challenges to Procedural Justice Works 

Contemporary studies have challenged the timeless, placeless quality of earlier 

procedural justice research (Loader & Sparks, 2013, p. 110), which essentially bracketed 

off a “series of legal, constitutional, philosophical and political problems” of 

criminological questions (Martin & Bradford, 2017). The constructions of legitimacy 

variables (Jackson, 2018; Jackson & Bradford, 2019) and dynamics of legitimacy 

(Harkin, 2015) were questioned, as well as methods of measurement (Johnson et al., 

2014; Reisig et al., 2007). The centrality of procedural justice (Smith, 2007) to legitimacy 
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outcomes in all societies across time (Bottoms & Tankebe, 2012) has been disputed, 

challenging Tyler’s (1990) invariance thesis. While Wolfe and colleagues (2016) found 

evidence of invariance in the United States across gender, age, education level, contact 

with the police, and neighborhood conditions, research conducted in African countries 

(Bradford, Huq, et al., 2014), Trinidad and Tobago (Rinehart-Kochel et al., 2013), South 

Korea (Woo et al., 2018), and China (Sun et al., 2017) indicated that procedural justice 

was overshadowed by police effectiveness. Tankebe’s (2013) study in Ghana too 

indicated that effectiveness was critical to citizen compliance, willingness to report 

crime, and perceptions of police legitimacy. These results may be indicative of the 

vulnerable demographic position of these populations, evidenced by inadequate housing, 

education, and employment opportunities. For example, at the time of the study of 

Rinehart-Kochel and colleagues (2013), Trinidad and Tobago was fraught with crime and 

governmental corruption. The role of race in citizen legitimacy judgments has also been 

challenged in the United States, where African Americans consistently report lower 

levels of procedural justice than their White and Hispanic counterparts (Engel, 2005). 

Similar results have been found in Australia (Murphy & Cherney, 2011) for minority 

racial and ethnic groups. It was not clear, however, if these sentiments were due to 

historical relations with the police or individual encounters (Donner et al., 2015). Worden 

and McLean (2017) cautioned that procedural justice might not be intentional and could 

be attributed to individual officers’ behavior (officers who are respectful also allow 

citizens to have a voice), citizen legitimacy judgments (citizens who deem officers as 

respectful also believe them to be mindful of their needs), or a combination thereof. 
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As the focus of this research was procedural justice as an organizational 

legitimation strategy, it is important to note that some scholars (Epp et al., 2014; Vitale, 

2019) have raised concerns over procedural justice as “window dressing” for police 

agencies. Despite these concerns, there is currently no scholarship exploring the utility of 

procedural justice as a viable organizational strategy for building legitimacy. The vast 

procedural justice literature was grounded in citizen self-reports or perceptions of police 

legitimacy, as they experienced it (Sunshine & Tyler, 2003). These studies, however, 

were “thin” (Harkin, 2015) on historical context, the dynamic relationships between 

citizens and police, the variability of legitimacy judgments both within and outside of the 

police organization, and the specific considerations of immigrant populations within the 

community. For example, the procedurally just policing strategy of police executives may 

vary dramatically from the experiences of frontline officers. Immigrant populations may 

“import” views on police legitimacy from their home country. A qualitative study can 

extract “thicker” data, provide historical context, and explicate the current dynamic 

between the police organization and citizens. It is for these reasons that a qualitative 

approach was chosen for this study.  

Summary of Procedural Justice Works 

The foundation for procedural justice was laid down by Thibault and Walker 

(1975), who asserted that citizens perceive criminal justice procedures as procedurally 

fair when they are afforded voice during the process. Voice facilitates a power 

relationship with the government, impacting criminal justice outcomes. This was later 

termed the “control model” of procedural justice (Blader & Tyler, 2003). Leventhal 

(1980) expanded this model, introducing six rules of procedural fairness: consistency 
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(across people and time), bias suppression (influence of self-interest), accuracy (based on 

accurate information), correctability (opportunity to overturn incorrect decisions), 

representativeness (reflecting views and concerns of all subgroups or individuals), and 

ethicality (moral and ethical alignment). Tyler’s (1990) procedural justice model built 

upon these models, with four principal components: voice (participation in decision-

making), impartiality (neutrality in decision-making), fairness (dignity and respect), and 

transparency (trust in motives). These were later grouped into the dimensions (Blader & 

Tyler, 2009) of type of justice and source of justice. Trinkner and Tyler (2016) later 

included a third dimension, boundary of authority, in which a violation of power limits 

negates the other procedural justice dimensions, resulting in a loss of legitimacy. 

Boundary of authority is a poignant and recurring contemporary source of public concern 

resulting in a loss of both legitimacy and effectiveness (Bottoms & Tankebe, 2012).  

Tyler’s procedural justice theory was expanded by researchers, who examined the 

relationship between procedurally just policing and legitimacy judgments (Bradford, 

2014; Gau, 2013). To do so, they relied on surveys (Sunshine & Tyler, 2003; Tyler & 

Huo, 2002), interviews (Gau & Brunson, 2010; Stoutland, 2001), observations (Jonathan-

Zamir & Weisburd, 2013), and experimental methods (Mazerolle, Bennett, et al., 2013). 

As Sunshine and Tyler (2003) reported: “The beginning point of our analysis is the self-

reports of community residents—policing as they experience it” (p. 528). These studies 

suggest that procedurally just interactions generally improve police legitimacy outcomes 

such as perceptions of police effectiveness, willingness to cooperate with the police 

(Bradford, 2014), trust in the police (Gau, 2013), overall positive perceptions of the 

police (Elliot et al., 2012), and satisfaction with the police (Hinds & Murphy, 2007). This 
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focus on perceptions after the fact has left the legitimation practices of procedurally just 

policing unexamined. 

Tyler’s invariance thesis states that procedural justice (grounded in voice, 

impartiality, transparency, and fairness) transcends cultural, racial, socio-economic, and 

individual differences, influencing universal perceptions of legitimacy (Tyler & Huo, 

2002). Through procedurally just policing, officers could influence legitimacy judgments 

(Bradford, 2014). The timeless, placeless quality of procedural justice (Loader & Sparks, 

2013, p. 110) was later challenged in empirical works (Engel, 2005; Murphy & Cherney, 

2011). In all of their forms, the procedural justice works, grounded in citizen perceptions 

of legitimacy, were silent on strategies for organizational legitimation via procedurally 

just policing. Organizational legitimation strategies for procedurally just policing are the 

focus of this study. Table 2.1 summarizes the major publications on procedural justice. 

 

Table 2.1 

Procedural Justice Literature Summary Table 

Author Year Constructs Findings 

Thibault & 

Walker  

1975 • Procedural justice 

*seminal work* 

• “Control model” of 

procedural justice 

• Voice 

• Process control 

• Voice embeds citizens in power relationship 

with authorities, shaping criminal 

procedure. 

• Decision-making and process control matter 

more than outcome. 

Leventhal 1980 • Justice judgment model 

• Consistency 

• Bias suppression 

• Accuracy 

• Correctability 

• Representativeness 

• Ethicality 

Procedural justice is grounded in: 

• Consistency across people and time 

• Suppression of self-interest 

• Accuracy of information 

• Opportunity to overturn incorrect decisions 

• Representative views 

• Moral and ethical alignment 

Lind & Tyler 1988 • Group value model of 

procedural justice 

• Seminal works were 

grounded in a self-

interest model of 

procedural justice 

• Group membership is a powerful aspect of 

social life. 

• Group procedures specify authority relations 

and social processes regulating group 

activity. 

• Procedural justice is the result of procedures 
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in accord with fundamental values of the 

group. 

• Procedural justice values and beliefs are 

instilled through socialization. 

• The exercise of police authority is central to 

group identity, communicating status and 

social category. 

• Procedural justifications are influential in 

changing attitudes. 

• Procedural justice has special importance 

for individuals uncertain of their group 

status. 

Group value model was contrasted with: 

• Self-interest model (Thibault & Walker, 

Leventhal) 

Procedural justice judgments are affected by: 

• Favorability of the procedure 

• Amount of control over outcomes 

• Fairness of outcomes 

• Consistency of application across people 

Tyler 1990 • Procedural justice 

model *seminal work* 

• Voice (participation in 

decision-making) 

• Impartiality (neutral 

decision-making) 

• Fairness (dignity and 

respect) 

• Transparency (trust in 

motives) 

• Citizens render positive legitimacy 

judgments when they believe procedures are 

fairly administered and officials are 

trustworthy, regardless of outcome. 

Lind, Tyler,  

& Huo 

1997 • Procedure fairness 

• Status recognition 

• Trust in benevolence 

• Neutrality in decision-

making 

• Perceived voice 

• Tyler’s theory of procedural justice can be 

generalized in dyadic relationships and 

across cultures (U.S., Germany, Hong 

Kong, Japan). 

• Trust in benevolence correlates more 

strongly with procedural judgments. 

• Stronger links were found between status 

recognition and procedural justice in the 

U.S. 

• Relational variables mediate the effect of 

voice on PJ judgments. 

Tyler & Huo 2002 • Procedural justice 

• Legitimacy 

• Process-based approach 

to voluntary decision 

acceptance 

• Regulation 

• Outcomes 

• Trust 

• Process-based policing and process-based 

problem-solving by the courts can promote 

willingness to cooperate and defer. 

• Strong views of police legitimacy promote 

self-regulation. 

• Behavior of individual authorities can gain 

voluntary acceptance of directives. 

• People show increased willingness to 

consent to authority when processes are 
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• Willingness to defer perceived as fair and motives as 

trustworthy. 

• People generalize their individual 

experiences with police and courts to the 

broader legal system. 

• Group and community identification shapes 

perceptions of legitimacy. 

• Perceptions of unfair treatment in minority 

populations lower willingness to defer. 

• Short- and long-term success of authorities 

is dependent on willing compliance and 

consent. 

Blader & 

Tyler 

2003 • Four-component model 

of procedural justice 

(with two dimensions) 

• Organizational justice 

• Fairness in work settings 

• Interactional justice 

Type of justice 

• Decision-making 

• Quality of treatment 

Source of justice 

• Formal  

• Informal  

Conceptual article 

Justice type: 

• Decision-making 

• Quality of treatment 

Justice source: 

• Formal 

• Informal 

• Procedures include more than just rules of 

how things are done or decisions are made. 

They include all processes and interactions 

that occur in the context of organizational 

life. 

Sunshine & 

Tyler 

2003 • Legitimacy 

• Procedural justice 

• Cooperation 

• Compliance 

• Willingness to empower 

the police 

• Distributive justice 

• Legitimacy perceptions and risk evaluations 

influence compliance. 

• Compliance is influenced by age, gender, 

and education. 

• Legitimacy perceptions and risk evaluations 

influence cooperation. 

• Legitimacy is based predominantly on 

procedural justice, rather than distributive 

justice or police performance. 

• Legitimacy impacts empowerment, 

cooperation, and compliance. 

Tyler 2003 • Process-based model 

Procedural elements 

• Quality of decision-

making 

• Quality of interpersonal 

treatment 

Process-based elements 

• Procedural justice 

• Motive-based trust 

• Legitimacy 

• Compliance 

• Cooperation 

empowerment 

• Racial profiling triggers negative responses 

whether experienced personally or 

vicariously. 

• Inferences of racial profiling are less likely 

when police procedures are fair, signifying 

the importance of interpersonal treatment.  

• Although quality of treatment (politeness, 

respect) and quality of decision-making are 

distinct, people tend not to treat them as 

distinct. 

• People evaluate the decisions of authorities 

and institutions through an ethical 

framework of procedural justice and 

interpersonal treatment. 
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• Acceptance of decisions 

• Racial profiling 

Hickman &  

Simpson 

2003 • Domestic violence 

reporting 

• Preferred outcomes 

• Previous experience with 

police 

• Process hypothesis 

• Outcome hypothesis  

• Victims are more likely to call the police if 

their previous interaction resulted in a 

preferred outcome, supporting the outcome 

hypothesis. 

• Victims are more likely to call the police for 

future incidents of domestic violence when 

they perceive treatment as unfair, 

contradicting the process hypothesis. 

• Both findings ran counter to procedural 

justice and distributive justice. 

• There are myriad factors impacting 

procedurally just policing, including socio-

economic and racial factors. 

Tyler &  

Wakslak 

2004 • Willingness to accept 

decisions 

• Satisfaction with police 

Procedural justice is positively related to: 

• Willingness to accept decisions 

• Expression of support for the police 

Reisig &  

Lloyd 

2009 • Legitimacy 

• Procedural justice 

• Willingness to report 

crime 

• Behavioral cooperation 

• Correlation between procedural justice 

judgments and police legitimacy is positive 

and statistically significant. 

• Correlation between police legitimacy and 

behavioral cooperation is positive but not 

statistically significant. 

Hinds &  

Murphy 

2007 • Satisfaction with the 

police 

• Perceptions of procedural justice are 

positively related to satisfaction with the 

police. This effect is mediated by 

perceptions of legitimacy. 

Tyler &  

Fagan 

2008 • Legitimacy 

• Procedural justice 

• Trust 

• Confidence 

• Cooperation 

• Compliance 

• Decision-making 

• Interpersonal treatment 

• Procedural justice is the central factor in 

citizen legitimacy judgments. 

• Procedural justice increases trust and 

confidence, independent of personal 

experience. 

• Legitimacy influences people’s willingness 

to cooperate and fight crime. 

Murphy 2009 • Trust in the police 

• Confidence in the police 

• Obligation to obey the 

law 

• Cooperation with the 

police 

Perceptions of procedural justice are positively 

associated with: 

• Trust in the police 

• Confidence in the police 

• Obligation to obey the law 

• Willingness to cooperate 

Tankebe 2009 • Public support for 

vigilantism 

• Willingness to cooperate is associated with 

perceived police effectiveness. 

• Perceptions of police legitimacy, prior 

experience with police corruption, perceived 

risk of victimization, prior police contact, 

gender, and education are NOT related to 

willingness to cooperate. 

• Poor police treatment of citizens weakens 
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moral identification with them. 

• Procedural just treatment is negatively 

associated with vigilantism. 

Gau &  

Brunson 

2010 • Legitimacy 

• Procedural justice 

• Stop and frisk 

• Zero tolerance policing 

• Order maintenance 

policing 

• Aggressive order maintenance policing 

(widespread stop and frisks) compromise 

procedural justice and undermine 

legitimacy. 

Murphy &  

Cherney 

2011 • Police legitimacy 

• Willingness to cooperate 

• Group identity 

• Group value model (Lind 

& Tyler, 1988) 

• Attitude stability 

• Prior contact with the 

police 

• Historical relations 

• Voice 

• Procedural justice predicts views of police 

legitimacy more so than instrumental factors 

for both minority and majority group 

members. 

• Ethnicity moderates the effect of procedural 

justice on cooperation. 

• Procedural justice is less effective for 

nurturing cooperation among ethnic 

minorities than majority group members. 

• Identification with an authority and the 

social group it represents matters, with 

procedural justice being potentially less 

effective for weak identification with 

mainstream groups and institutions. 

• Contact with police is processed in context 

of pre-existing cultural beliefs, and poor 

relations between police and ethnic 

minorities. 

• Attention to voice can empower groups with 

historically poor relations, enhancing 

legitimacy. 

• Police agencies should be open to input 

from communities regarding how they want 

their neighborhoods to be policed. 

Dai et al. 2011 • Procedural justice 

Dependent variables: 

• Citizen disrespect 

• Citizen noncompliance 

Independent variables: 

• Quality of interpersonal 

treatment 

• Police care, disrespect, 

and force 

• Quality of police 

decision-making: 

Accuracy, citizen voice, 

and consistency 

• Citizen capacity for 

rational judgments during 

interactions 

• Two types of procedurally fair behavior 

(demeanor and voice) are significant in 

promoting citizens’ cooperative behavior. 

• Police demeanor and consideration of 

citizen voice can reduce citizen disrespect 

and citizen noncompliance, respectively. 
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Schulhofer,  

Tyler, & Huq 

2011 • Procedural justice 

model of policing 

• Police professionalization 

movement 

• Zero-tolerance policing 

• Order maintenance 

policing 

• Community trust 

• Reconsideration of order maintenance and 

zero-tolerance policing to shift towards the 

procedural justice model of policing holds 

promise for building legitimacy and 

community trust across racial lines. 

• Reframing the goals of policing is a starting 

point to incorporate the procedural justice 

policing model. 

• Procedurally just policing provides a 

pathway to willing compliance and 

cooperation of citizens. 

Elliott et al. 2012 • Perceptions of police 

legitimacy 

• Fair treatment communicates the 

seriousness with which the police are 

treating citizen complaints. 

• Procedural justice is as important to victims 

as outcomes. 

Gau 2013 • Trust in the police 

• Willingness to obey 

• Perceptions of global and specific instances 

of procedural justice policing impact trust 

positively, and indirectly impact willingness 

to obey. 

Mazzerolle  

et al. 

2013 • Perceptions of police 

legitimacy 

• Cooperation with police 

• Procedural justice is positively related to 

legitimacy perceptions and willingness to 

cooperate. 

Sargeant  

et al. 

2013 • Trust in the police 

• Cooperation with police 

• Procedural justice is less effective in 

encouraging cooperation with police among 

Indian ancestral and Vietnamese groups as 

compared to main population. 

Salvatore,  

Markowitz,  

& Kelly 

2013 • Procedural injustice 

• Neighborhood-level 

perceptions 

• Confidence in the 

criminal justice system 

• Neighborhood-level perceptions of 

procedural injustice reduce confidence in 

the criminal justice system. 

Rinehart-

Kochel,  

Parks, &  

Mastrofski  

2013 • Process model 

• Rational-choice model 

• Willingness to report 

crime 

• Cooperation 

• Police effectiveness 

• Police legitimacy 

• Police effectiveness is not a factor 

influencing victims’ reporting decisions. 

• There is no indirect effect of procedural 

justice through legitimacy on cooperation. 

Tankebe 2013 • Police legitimacy 

• Procedural fairness 

• Distributive fairness 

• Lawfulness 

• Effectiveness 

• Feelings of obligation 

• Willingness to cooperate 

• Police legitimacy is composed of procedural 

fairness, distributive fairness, lawfulness, 

and effectiveness. 

• Legitimacy has a direct influence on 

cooperation (independent of obligation) and 

an indirect influence on obligation. 

Jonathan- 

Zamir &  

Weisburd 

2013 • Police legitimacy 

• Procedural justice 

• Policing terrorism 

• Assessments of police performance increase 

in importance in those communities under 

threat of violence. 

• Procedural justice remains the primary 
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antecedent for legitimacy whether 

communities are under threat or not. 

• There is no “zero sum” game between 

procedural justice and police performance. 

Bradford 2014 • Perceptions of police 

effectiveness 

• Cooperation 

• Legitimacy 

• Perceptions of procedural justice are 

positively related to perceptions of police 

effectiveness, cooperating with the police, 

and perceptions of legitimacy. 

Murphy,  

Mazzerolle,  

& Bennett 

2014 • Trust in the police 

• Confidence in the police 

• Feeling obliged to obey 

the law 

• Cooperation with the 

police 

• Perceptions of procedural justice are 

positively related to police trust, confidence 

in the police, obligation, and willingness to 

cooperate. 

Huq et al. 2016 • Contact with police 

• Procedural justice 

• Effectiveness in crime 

control 

• Distributive justice 

• Bounded authority 

• Individual privacy/ 

electronic surveillance 

• The police comply with shared norms of 

appropriate official conduct. 

• Perception of police ineffectiveness is not 

related to normative alignment. 

• Electronic surveillance does not affect 

legitimacy judgments. 

• Procedural fairness, distributive fairness, 

effectiveness, and lawfulness are predicates 

to legitimacy, rather than conceptual 

components. 

• Legitimacy can be defined along two 

dimensions: Citizen moral duty to obey; 

Officer behavior, which can motivate 

normatively appropriate conduct in citizens. 

Trinkner, 

Tyler, &  

Goff 

2016 • Organizational justice 

• Procedurally fair 

organizational climate 

• Organizational behavior 

• Commitment to 

democratic policing 

• Officer well-being 

• Officers working in a procedurally fair 

department are more likely to trust and feel 

obligated to obey supervisors, less likely to 

be psychologically and emotionally 

distressed, and less likely to be cynical and 

mistrustful about the communities they 

police. 

• These effects are associated with greater 

endorsement of democratic forms of 

policing, increased organizational 

efficiency, and officer well-being. 

Wolfe et al. 2016 • Legitimacy attitudes 

• Parental socialization 

• Procedural justice 

• Parents’ legitimacy attitudes play a central 

role in children’s orientations towards the 

legitimacy of criminal justice authority. 

• Perceptions of procedural justice (either 

global or contact-specific indicators) have 

the strongest effect on teenagers’ legitimacy 

attitudes. 

• Procedural justice during police contacts is 

significantly associated with adolescents’ 

legitimacy attitudes, but it does not mitigate 

the parental legitimacy effect. 
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Sun et al. 2017 • Internal procedural 

justice 

• External procedural 

justice 

• Moral alignment 

• Perceived trustworthiness 

• Fair supervision increases moral alignment 

between officers and supervisors and 

between officers and citizens, leading to 

stronger commitment to responsiveness and 

fair treatment of the public.  

• Internal procedural justice and moral 

alignment cultivate officers’ perceptions of 

public trustworthiness, strengthening 

officers’ response and fair treatment toward 

the public. 

Woo et al. 2018 • Procedural justice 

• Compliance 

• Cooperation 

• Obligation to obey 

• Procedural justice has a significant, positive 

direct effect on obligation to obey, but not 

on cooperation or compliance. 

• Procedural justice has a significant, positive 

indirect effect on cooperation via obligation 

to obey, but does not have a significant 

indirect effect on compliance. 

Quattlebaum,  

Meares  

& Tyler 

2018 • Principles of procedurally 

just policing 

Four principles of procedurally just 

policing: 

• Transparency and public engagement 

• Procedural justice within the department 

• Officer interactions with their communities 

• Practicing procedural justice with particular 

groups 

Radburn  

& Stott 

2019 • Procedural fairness 

• Police legitimacy 

• Normative compliance 

• Social identity 

• Crowd policing 

• By relying almost exclusively on cross-

sectional survey data, procedural justice 

theory work has uncoupled the dynamic 

relationship between cognitions about 

policing and the (changing) contexts within 

which these judgments are formed. 

• ‘Public’ perceptions of police ‘fairness’ and 

legitimacy are contextually specific 

judgments, shaped by the dynamic social 

processes and relationships within which 

they are embedded. 

 

Procedurally Just Policing 

Procedurally just policing is the actualization of procedural justice dimensions 

(type of justice, source of justice, and boundary or authority) (Blader & Tyler, 2009; 

Trinkner & Tyler, 2016) into a set of principles that guide officer actions at all levels of 

the organization (Quattlebaum et al., 2018). Since the police professionalization 

movement of the 19th century (Fogelson, 1977), police agencies have focused on 
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outcome-based assessments of police effectiveness in deterring crime and apprehending 

criminals to build legitimacy (Sunshine & Tyler, 2003). Police agencies seeking to 

achieve legitimacy would simply demonstrate and appeal to their effectiveness (Bottoms 

& Tankebe, 2012) at fighting crime. Procedurally just policing shifts this focus from 

traditional crime-fighting effectiveness and order maintenance to fair process during 

police encounters. This approach rests on three assumptions. First, citizen judgments of 

police legitimacy are more predictive of cooperation or obedience than judgments of 

police effectiveness. Next, citizen assessments of police legitimacy take precedence over 

the risk of being caught and punished for violating the law. Finally, citizen legitimacy 

judgments of the police are grounded in procedural fairness more than distributive 

fairness or instrumental concerns (Sunshine & Tyler, 2003). Tyler’s (2012) procedural 

justice model advanced every citizen contact as a “teachable moment” (p. 753) and 

opportunity to build or undermine legitimacy (Schulhofer et al., 2011).  

Procedurally just policing rests on four pillars of police practice: transparency and 

public engagement, procedural justice inside the department (organizational justice), 

officer interactions with their communities, and procedural justice with particular groups 

(Quattlebaum et al., 2018). In their publication Principles of Procedurally Just Policing, 

Quattlebaum and colleagues put forth 41 procedurally just policing principles based on 

these pillars. Transparency and public engagement include principles such as soliciting 

community input when making or revising policies (Principle 3), communicating reasons 

for policy decisions (Principle 4), and involving the community in body-worn and 

vehicle-mounted camera policy development (Principle 8). Internal procedural justice in 

the department involves promoting an ethic of respect (Principle 13), giving officers due 
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process and voice (Principle 14), and encouraging officers to act as guardians (Principle 

18). External procedural justice with the community involves such measures as 

employing procedural justice in all stops (Principle 29) and publicly debating vehicle 

pursuit policy (Principle 32). External procedural justice includes practicing procedural 

justice with particular groups, such as conducting outreach to the LGBTQIA+ community 

(Principle 35), promoting positive interactions between racial minorities and police 

officers (Principle 39), and engaging young people in the co-production of public safety 

(Principle 40). These principles reflect both the micro (Martin & Bradford, 2017) and 

macro level (Loader & Mulcahy, 2001a) legitimation practices of procedurally just 

policing, the focus of this study. A complete list of the procedural justice pillars is 

provided in Appendix L.  

Procedurally just policing affords many advantages to outcome and instrumental 

approaches including greater public deference to the police during personal interactions 

(Reisig et al., 2004), reduced challenges to police authority (Sunshine & Tyler, 2003), 

increased compliance (Tyler, 2006), higher cooperative efforts (Tyler & Fagan, 2008), 

greater trust and confidence in the police (Murphy et al., 2014), institutional support for 

police agencies (Mazerolle et al., 2012; Murphy & Tyler, 2017), the acceptance of 

intrusive but necessary police tactics (Tyler & Huo, 2002), reduction in overall crime rate 

(Tyler, 2017), lower levels of legal cynicism (Kaiser & Holtfreter, 2016), reduction in 

serious crimes such as murder, rape, robbery, and assault (Higginson & Mazerolle, 2014), 

and enhanced safety of both officers and citizens (Tyler, 1990). In direct contrast, 

procedural injustice predicted later offending (McLean & Wolfe, 2016), a relationship 

mediated in part by neutralization. While Augustyn (2015) concluded that procedural 
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justice and legitimacy were not significant predictors of offending for early onset 

offenders, Beijersbergen and colleagues (2015) found that procedural justice did have 

long-term effects on recidivism, even 18 months after release from prison. The overall 

finding from these studies was a strong connection between procedurally just or fair 

treatment and legitimacy (Tyler, 2017). This connection was realized as well in the works 

considering procedural justice within organizations, termed organizational justice. 

Organizational Justice 

Organizational justice, or procedural justice within organizations, plays an 

important role in social identity formation through structure and leader actions. As 

people’s identities reflect the organization or institution of which they are a part, 

organizational justice presents a potential avenue for change management (Tyler, 2017). 

This link between procedurally just police behaviors and interactions with citizens and 

internal organizational dynamics has been underexplored (Tankebe, 2011). In this 

emergent literature stream, organizational justice has been empirically linked to the 

incidence of police misconduct (Wolfe & Piquero, 2011), service orientation and 

alignment with community policing (Myhill & Bradford, 2013), organizational trust 

(Wolfe & Nix, 2017), and organizational identification (Bradford, Quinton, et al., 2014; 

Donner et al., 2015). Both the organizational trust and identification literature streams 

indicate that when dynamics within police organizations are perceived as fair, officers 

more strongly identify with the organization, viewing department policies and leaders as 

legitimate. As a result, they tend to comply with rules and regulations, display higher 

organizational commitment, remain with their organizations, and cooperate with 

supervisors (Trinkner et al., 2016; Tyler, 2017).  
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Fair Policing from the Inside Out 

As supervisor behavior signals organizational norms regarding behavior, 

organizations seeking to build legitimacy through procedurally just policing can do so by 

encouraging supervisors to model this behavior. In their 2012 theoretical work Beyond 

Procedural Justice: A Dialogic Approach to Legitimacy in Criminal Justice, Bottoms and 

Tankebe identified the relationship between officers (junior powers) and supervisors 

(senior power holders) as a critical focus of future research. Van Craen (2016) addressed 

this gap, identifying the link between internal and internal procedural justice as “fair 

policing from the inside out” (p. 290). In his “work relations framework,” he posited that 

trust in supervisors who treat employees fairly would manifest as trust in citizens and 

their fair treatment by police officers. Van Craen and Skogan (2017) extended this 

research with their supervisor modeling thesis, drawing on Bandura’s (1971) theory of 

social learning. They proposed that employees learn acceptable behaviors by observing 

and imitating others in the workplace (Weiss, 1977), especially those with high status, 

competence, or power like their supervisors.  

When police officers were treated fairly by supervisors, they in turn conducted 

themselves more fairly in their citizen interactions (Bradford, Murphy, et al., 2014; De 

Angelis & Kupchik, 2007; Wolfe & Piquero, 2011). This was due in part to lower stress 

levels experienced by officers working in organizations within a culture of procedural 

justice. Supervisors could thus reap a multitude of benefits by treating their officers with 

dignity and respect (Donner et al., 2015). Those cultures with lower levels of procedural 

justice were associated with higher levels of job-related stress, which has been associated 

with alcoholism, divorce, depression, and suicide (Robbins et al., 2012). Officers who 
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perceived their organizations as procedurally just felt more legitimate in their role 

(Bradford & Quinton, 2014), developed more positive relationships with the community 

(Trinkner et al., 2016), and were more supportive of democratic policing styles. A 

criticism of supervisor modeling is that it runs counter to the hierarchical model of the 

modern police agency, where supervisors’ orders are typically not explained or justified 

(Owens et al., 2018). Any organizational legitimation strategy that is grounded in 

procedurally just policing must overcome this limitation.  

Procedural Justice Training 

Despite a vast literature supporting the influence of procedural justice on police 

legitimacy, translating procedural justice pillars and principles (Quattlebaum et al., 2018) 

into practice has presented a longstanding challenge to police executives, who must 

reconcile scholarship with real-world police practice. Even when successful integration 

of theory and practice has been achieved, measuring the effectiveness of such programs 

has proven difficult (Wood et al., 2020). In 2015, Skogan and colleagues asserted that 

“virtually no research of any flavor had been done on procedural justice training” (p. 

321). Nagin and Telep (2017) noted that there was insufficient evidence to demonstrate 

the effectiveness of such training. This was due in part to the relatively few known 

procedurally just policing training programs.  

The largest documented procedural justice training was undertaken by the 

Chicago Police Department in 2012, as part of an organizational change strategy to 

improve public relations. From 2012 to 2016, the Chicago Police Department trained 

8,700 officers, 230 new recruits, department civilians, and community members in 

procedural justice. Two studies (Skogan et al., 2015; Wood et al., 2020) have explored 



47 

this effort. The training resulted in increased support for procedurally just policing—

specifically voice, respect, neutrality, and trust. Longer term, officers were supportive of 

voice, respect, and neutrality, but not likely to trust the public. One of Chicago’s training 

officers explained a practical reason for these findings: 

We’ve been taught to trust nobody, to show less emotion. . . . We come to see 

everything as bullshit—going to another domestic, going to a beat meeting, going 

to training. We come to see people as assholes. But in reality, there’s a big 

population we never come in contact with. It’s the rest of the world. (Skogan et 

al., 2015, p. 331) 

Despite this concern regarding trust, most Chicago police officers felt the training 

could be integrated into their daily police practice. Wood and colleagues (2020) later 

examined this training, finding a subsequent reduction in use of force incidents of 6.4% 

and citizen complaints by 10.0% over a 2-year timeframe. In their study, Skogan and 

colleagues (2015) noted that supervisors would benefit from procedural justice training, 

but for implementation within the organization.  

Owens and colleagues (2018) explored this role in their article “Can You Build a 

Better Cop?” In their experimental research, they explored what Peter Manning (1977) 

termed the “impossible mandate” for police officers, who must be “warriors” to 

aggressively apprehend criminals, while simultaneously acting as “guardians” to protect 

residents. Owens and colleagues (2018) developed procedural justice training for the 

Seattle Police Department focused on police supervisors, to facilitate “supervisor 

modeling” (Van Craen & Skogan, 2017) of this behavior. This was grounded in the 

assumption that officers treated fairly by supervisors would treat citizens fairly, in a form 

of “fair policing from the inside out” (Van Craen, 2016, p. 290). They found that 

relatively minor supervisor intervention could result in substantive changes in police-
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citizen outcomes. Six weeks following the training, officers were less likely to resolve 

incidents with an arrest or use of force, with the largest reduction in arrests occurring in 

precincts with the highest frequency of uses of force, officer injuries, and citizen 

complaints. 

Rosenbaum and Lawrence (2017) found similar results during the evaluation of 

Chicago’s Quality Interaction Program (QIP) for police recruits. The QIP, implemented 

in 2010, focused on procedural justice, interpersonal communication, decision-making, 

cultural awareness, and stress management during encounters with the public. It was the 

first training program in the United States to translate procedural justice theory into 

police training. Training was delivered via applied case studies, role-playing scenarios, 

multiple evolutions of the scenarios, and individualized feedback. While the pedagogical 

approach to the QIP (problem-based learning and experiential practice) was an innovative 

approach to police training, the results of this study that followed 142 police recruits had 

mixed results. Rosenbaum and Lawrence (2017) cited the relatively few opportunities for 

practice of newly acquired skills, modest exposure to the training (20 hours), and a 

socialization process favoring officer safety and “toughness” as contributory factors. A 

Chicago police academy instructor described it as an “identity crisis” at the academy: 

“On the one hand, we want engaging and innovative strategies that are student-centered, 

yet we hold on tight to a paramilitary model that stresses toughness and discipline above 

all else” (Rosenbaum & Lawrence, 2017, p. 313).  

Regardless of these limitations, the QIP became a launching pad for procedural 

justice training in the United States, Britain, Scotland, and Australia. In 2015, the 

National Initiative for Building Community Trust and Justice piloted this model in six 
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cities—Stockton, California; Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania; Gary, Indiana; Fort Worth, Texas; 

Birmingham, Alabama; and Minneapolis, Minnesota—following the President’s Task 

Force on 21st Century Policing (2015). At that time, Attorney General Eric Holder 

claimed that these cities would lead the nation confronting pressing issues in 

communities across the nation. The QIP was thereafter translated into a series of 

procedural justice training initiatives by the Office of Community-Oriented Policing and 

the Office of Justice Programs. Despite the widespread availability of this training, there 

is a dearth of literature addressing its effectiveness. This is a significant gap, as research 

on procedural justice training may shed light on its effectiveness as an organizational 

legitimation strategy. 

Summary of Procedurally Just Policing 

Procedurally just policing is grounded in three assumptions. First, citizen 

judgments of police legitimacy are more predictive of cooperation or obedience than 

judgments of police effectiveness. Next, police legitimacy supersedes the risk of capture 

and punishment for violating the law. Finally, citizen police legitimacy judgments are 

grounded in procedural fairness more than distributive fairness or instrumental concerns 

(Sunshine & Tyler, 2003). Quattlebaum and colleagues posited that procedurally just 

policing rested on three pillars of police practice: transparency and public engagement, 

“internal” procedural justice in the department (organizational justice), and “external” 

procedural justice with the community. Upon these pillars they constructed 41 principles 

of procedurally just policing, guiding sworn and civilian staff actions at all levels of the 

police organization. While the practitioner literature (President’s Task Force on 21st 

Century Policing, 2015; Quattlebaum et al., 2018) is comprehensive, it is prescriptive. 
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Until this point there has been no organizational exploration of procedurally just policing 

as a legitimation strategy. This study is designed to address this gap by answering the 

research questions: What are the multi-level organizational legitimation practices of 

procedurally just policing? How do police organizations employ these practices of 

procedurally just policing to build legitimacy? 

Macro- and Micro-Level Influences on Procedural Justice 

In their review of the procedural justice literature, Nagin and Telep (2017) 

indicated that while the link between procedurally just treatment and police legitimacy 

has been established, the causal link between them has not. Citizen perceptions of 

procedural justice are grounded in a host of macro-level influences, to include social 

capital, neighborhood context, and community norms, and micro-level influences such as 

past interactions with the police, attitude stability, and negativity bias. This section 

reviews these influences. 

Macro-Level Influences on Procedural Justice 

Institutional Performance Perspective 

Police legitimacy or trust in the police is rarely granted without commensurate 

legitimacy and trust in the federal, state, and local government. Belief in the legitimacy of 

the regulatory function of the government signals “the public’s level of willingness to 

support government proposals and decisions, follow directives of political leaders 

voluntarily and obey and cooperate with legal agencies” (Han et al., 2017, p. 380). This 

concept, referred to as the institutional performance perspective, posits that citizens’ 

perceptions of the police are shaped by their perception of the government in general (Wu 
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et al., 2012). Governmental regulatory functions (including the police) have significant 

positive or negative impact on societal trust, as they are the manifestation of control, 

deterrence, and even punishment. It is not surprising, then, that governments that have 

lost societal trust also struggle with police-community relations. For example, in both the 

United States and China, there has been a declining trend in the level of trust due to 

governmental corruption at the national level and violent law enforcement actions at the 

local level (Han et al., 2017).  

On the other hand, countries that have maintained a sustained level of legitimacy 

and trust (for example, Finland) enjoy cooperation with and trust in the police. Citizens 

in Finland and other Nordic countries report overall good experiences with their 

governments, of which the police are a part (Kaariainen, 2008). The experience is 

similar in Belgium and the Netherlands, where cultural values of democracy and 

transparency overshadow the composition of their national police force (Solakoglu, 

2016). Although both countries police in vastly different ways, their advanced 

democratic cultures positively impact police legitimacy, effectiveness, and public trust. 

Police legitimacy, then, reflects far more than satisfaction with performance. It is 

representative of political trust and the broader economic, political, and cultural 

environment (Wu et al., 2012). Goldsmith (2005) referred to this as popular consent: the 

popular acceptance and acquiescence towards government actions within a democratic 

framework. “Policing by consent is a basic premise of U.S. law enforcement. Consent 

comes from the community as a whole, not from a single person” (Ellis, 2018, para. 2-

3). That community, grounded in national culture and influence, is integrated with local 

conditions at the neighborhood level, where the police and citizens interact. There is a 
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dearth of literature considering legitimacy from this perspective of neighborhood 

context (Gau et al., 2012; Tyler & Wakslak, 2004), where social capital and cohesion 

bring people together. 

Social Capital 

Social capital has been defined as the “web of cooperative relationships between 

citizens that facilitate resolution of collective actions problems” (Brehm & Rahn, 1997, p. 

999). Studies conducted in Ghana (Tankebe, 2013), Trinidad and Tobago (Rinehart-

Kochel et al., 2013), South Korea (Woo et al., 2018), and China (Sun et al., 2017) 

indicated that the vulnerable demographic position of certain populations, evidenced by 

inadequate housing, education, and employment opportunities, impacted assessments of 

procedural justice and legitimacy. Sampson and Bartusch (1998) as well found that a 

breakdown of social controls and cohesion in disadvantaged neighborhoods led to an 

overall cynical perception (Nix et al., 2015) and reluctance to perceive law enforcement 

efforts as procedurally fair. Similarly, MacDonald and Stokes (2006) found that lower 

degrees of social capital were accompanied by higher levels of distrust with the police. 

Stoutland (2001) indicated that where civil society was weak and social capital low, high 

levels of violence degraded the quality of life in poor urban neighborhoods, resulting in 

lowered citizen legitimacy perceptions of the police. In his study of social capital in the 

United States, Putnam (2001) too concluded that where social capital was deficient, lethal 

violence was endemic (Goldsmith, 2005). Social disorganization, or the inability to agree 

upon and work toward common neighborhood goals, was the cause of consistently high 

crime rates in those neighborhoods of racial heterogeneity, leading to more frequent and 

negative police-citizen interactions (Han et al., 2017, p. 383). On the contrary, those 
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cultures with strong networks and high social capital (Putnam, 2001) were more likely to 

trust the police and render legitimacy judgments.  

Consideration of the impact of police practice on the social fabric of urban 

communities (Armaline et al., 2014) was missing from the literature. Knowing how 

procedural justice can impact legitimacy for citizens “in the margins” has important 

implications for organizational legitimacy and policy implementation (Wolfe et al., 

2016), as the community as a whole benefits from the cooperation of its individual parts. 

When community members come together, the resultant social capital can be reinvested 

for social improvement. The degree to which they come together through community 

picnics, public entertainment, and community gatherings is referred to as neighborhood 

cohesion (Putnam, 2001).  

Neighborhood Cohesion 

Community perceptions of the police are formed predominantly at the 

neighborhood level, wherein social cohesion impacts police interactions. Social cohesion 

includes social interaction, personal identification, and value consensus (Smith, 1975). 

Buckner (1988) identified three core principles of neighborhood cohesion: a sense of 

community, the degree of interaction, and the degree of attraction. A neighborhood with 

strong cohesion is one where residents feel a strong sense of community, engage in 

neighborly acts, and are motivated to remain in the neighborhood (Buckner, 1988). It is 

an individual, social-psychological sense of fellowship. Neighborhoods are moral 

entities, characterized by a sense of belonging, shared values, community involvement, 

and normative expectations for police behavior. Researchers (Sampson & Bartusch, 

1998) have demonstrated that neighborhood characteristics and conditions exert 
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important influence on trust and legitimacy judgments, with neighborhood disadvantage, 

disorder, social cohesion, and collective efficacy strongly predictive of legitimacy 

perceptions (Martin & Bradford, 2017). Trust was widely recognized as integral to 

Tyler’s (2003) social-psychological process-based model of legitimacy, but its exact 

nature and role in the model are disputed (Jackson & Gau, 2016; Tyler, 2004; Tyler & 

Jackson, 2014).  

Willingness to trust is the “lubricant and glue” (Sloan & Oliver, 2013) of 

organization-stakeholder partnerships, as cooperation grounded in fear, powerlessness, or 

pragmatic acquiescence (Tankebe, 2013) is not legitimacy. For example, Han and 

colleagues (2017) found that neighborhood cohesion significantly influenced trust in the 

police. Cao (2015) found in a comparative study of three countries (Taiwan, Turkey, and 

USA) that higher degrees of in-group neighborhood trust (trust in your neighbors) 

correlated with greater levels of confidence in authorities in the U.S. Confidence was 

deemed an expression of legitimacy (Sunshine & Tyler, 2003; Tyler, 2001), enhancing 

willing cooperation and compliance. In the UK, stronger social cohesion and trust were 

associated with satisfaction with the police (Han et al., 2017). The cognitive perception of 

social cohesion was described as the “social-psychological landscape” (Nix et al., 2015), 

influencing collective legitimacy judgments and community orientation toward the 

police.  

Community Norms 

Social-psychological research indicates that our perceptions and behaviors 

(Cialdini et al., 1991) are influenced by others in our community, as self-esteem and 

positive social identity are derived from community approval (Baumeister, 1982; De 
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Cremer & Barker, 2003; Tyler & Lind, 1992). That approval is grounded in community 

norms, or socially shared beliefs that shape legitimacy perceptions (Antrobus et al., 

2015). As such, they vary according to community characteristics (Gau et al., 2012; 

Jackson & Bradford, 2009; Sampson & Bartusch, 1998). Those norms, whether 

descriptive or prescriptive, explicit or implicit, shape individuals’ attitudes, encouraging 

legitimacy judgments consistent with their neighbors. When neighbors in the community 

believe the police are legitimate, others also view them as legitimate, regardless of the 

propriety of their behavior (Antrobus et al., 2015; Johnson et al., 2006). Legitimacy can 

therefore be a by-product of social processes untethered to coincidental outcomes of 

police action (Martin & Bradford, 2017). Bradford, Jackson, and Stanko (2009) found 

that contextual neighborhood actors such as informal social control, fear of crime, and 

perception of crime were related to judgments of police fairness and effectiveness. 

Antrobus and colleagues (2015) found that membership in community groups, 

community perceptions of procedural justice, and shared beliefs in police legitimacy 

correlated with a duty to obey. These findings indicated that when people share a positive 

view of a socially cohesive community, they are more likely to view the police as 

legitimate (Bradford et al., 2009; Sunshine & Tyler, 2003).  

Micro-Level Influences on Procedural Justice 

Experience with the Police 

Tyler’s (1990) procedural justice model was conceptually centered on citizen 

perceptions of police conduct derived from social exchanges between them. Legitimacy 

was granted when that conduct was procedurally just, incorporating voice, fairness, 

dignity, and respect (Tyler, 1990). Both experimental and nonexperimental studies 



56 

supported the claim that experience with the police mattered to legitimacy judgments. 

For example, Paternoster et al. (1997) found that procedurally just policing during 

domestic violence incidents lowered recidivism rates. Papachristos and colleagues 

(2012) similarly found that procedurally just offender notification forums significantly 

lowered offender recidivism (Tyler, 2017). Nonexperimental studies supported the 

importance of even a single experience with the police on attitudes and behaviors (Bond 

& Gow, 1996; Dai et al., 2011; Hinds, 2009; Kochel, 2012; Stott et al., 2012; Tyler, 

1988; Tyler & Huo, 2002).  

Mazerolle, Bennett, and colleagues (2012) examined police stops during the 

Queensland Community Engagement Trial (QCET). In the QCET, officers were directed 

to follow a procedurally just protocol during motor vehicle stops for drunk driving, with 

drivers subsequently completing a procedural justice survey. While the response rate was 

low (13%), data support the link between procedurally just treatment and legitimacy 

judgments. Nagin and Telep (2017) cautioned that although police conduct during citizen 

contacts impacts perceived procedural justice, it is unclear whether those experiences are 

subsequently generalized to the broader police profession. The QCET experimental 

design has since been replicated in Scotland (MacQueen & Bradford, 2015) and Turkey 

(Sahin et al., 2017), with no significant crossover from single experiences to generalized 

police perceptions. Maguire and colleagues (2017) found that even vicarious experience 

with procedurally just policing contact (observing the videotape of a traffic stop) 

impacted willingness to cooperate, trust and confidence in the police, and perceived 

obligation to obey. Epp and colleagues (2014) found that investigatory stops, more than 
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traffic stops, were connected to feelings of procedural injustice, as they were linked to 

common violations of the law.  

Attitude Stability 

The “legitimacy turn” in the literature has included several quantitative (Tyler, 

2017) and qualitative studies (Harkin, 2015) considering perceptions of procedural justice 

and resultant outcomes. Missing from the literature, however, is the consideration of 

political socialization during childhood, incorporated into adult belief systems. Two 

perspectives delineated by Krosnick and Alwin (1989) address the high degree of attitude 

stability among adults. The first, the “impressionable years” hypothesis, holds that basic 

values, attitudes, and world views formed during childhood are unlikely to change 

thereafter. The second, the “increasing persistence” hypothesis, asserts that as people age, 

their flexibility gradually decreases. The “primacy principle” of political socialization 

(Searing et al., 1976) spoke to this inflexibility, based on three assumptions: political 

orientations are learned in childhood, childhood learning shapes modifications of these 

orientations in adulthood, and those modifications, if any, are small (Worden & McLean, 

2017). Peffley and Hurwitz (2010) also posited that citizens encountering new policies or 

actors in the criminal justice system are likely to interpret them against the backdrop of 

pre-existing beliefs and expectations (Worden & McLean, 2017). As these influences are 

unlikely to change over a lifetime, the potential for the police to “create” legitimacy 

through citizen contacts is limited.  

Negativity Bias 

Further inhibiting attempts to generate legitimacy was the tendency to focus on 

negative experiences, termed “negativity bias” (Skogan, 2006). The impression of 
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strained police-community relations can stimulate citizen disrespect, negatively 

influencing perceptions of procedurally just treatment (Dai & Nation, 2009). Levels of 

citizen disrespect have been positively associated with officer disrespect (Dai et al., 

2011), highlighting a feedback loop in police-citizen didactic encounters. Disrespect on 

one side adversely affects the other, resulting in perceived unfair treatment (Donner et al., 

2015). These negative perceptions of police-community relations can also be experienced 

vicariously through family members, friends, and neighbors, impacting legitimacy 

judgments irrespective of prior police contact (Worden & McLean, 2017). Vicarious 

experiences can even include the historical marginalization of underrepresented groups 

(ethnic minorities or immigrant communities), affecting political orientation independent 

of police contact (Weitzer & Tuch, 2006). The consideration of historical context and 

vicarious community experiences is a notable gap in the literature. This historical context 

of police-community relations has been brought to the fore subsequent to widely 

publicized incidents (Braga et al., 2014) of police use of force, such as the death of 

George Floyd in May of 2020. 

Summary of Macro- and Micro-Level Influences on Procedurally Just Policing 

Police-community relations are impacted by the macro influences of 

institutional performance, social capital, neighborhood cohesion, and community 

norms and the micro influences of past experience with the police, attitude stability, 

and negativity bias. At the macro level, those cultures with greater social capital 

(Putnam, 2001), or strong relationship networks, are more likely to render legitimacy 

judgments. Neighborhoods with strong cohesion and sense of community are 

predictive of positive legitimacy perceptions (Martin & Bradford, 2017). Community 
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norms of police legitimacy also tend to positively influence police legitimacy, 

regardless of behavior (Antrobus et al., 2015; Johnson et al., 2006). At the micro level, 

past experience with procedurally just policing tends to impact willingness to obey, 

trust, and confidence in the police (Maguire et al., 2017). The impression of strained 

police-community relations stimulates disrespect, influencing negative perceptions of 

procedurally just treatment (Dai & Nation, 2009). Krosnick and Alwin (1989) found 

that people brought stable attitudes into police-citizen interactions, developed during 

the “impressionable years” during childhood. This was exacerbated by a decreasing 

flexibility of attitude with age.  

The literature covering macro and micro influences of procedural justice paint a 

complex picture of social realities for police executives to consider. The literature is 

silent, however, on organizational legitimation strategies to account for these factors. 

The local situation for every police organization is unique, with large American cities 

like Chicago differing greatly from large rural counties in the United Kingdom. The 

purpose of this research was to explore these processes in situ with a police organization 

building legitimacy, in an attempt to address the gap between police practice and 

procedural justice scholarship. Police executives seeking to implement procedurally just 

policing may benefit from an exploration of these organizational legitimation practices, 

particularly when accounting for the micro and macro influences covered above. Table 

2.2 summarizes major studies on these influences. 
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Table 2.2 

Micro and Macro Influences Summary Table 

Author Year Concepts Findings 

Goldsmith 2005 • Police reform 

• Trust 

• Establishing trustworthy police in low-trust settings 

requires identification of reasons to trust. 

• Indicators of institutional trustworthiness must be 

developed, maintained, and preserved. 

• Accountability of the police is integral to trust, 

evidenced by organizational learning and policies and 

procedures. 

Skogan 2006 • Experience with 

the police 

• Negativity bias 

• The impact of having a bad experience with the police 

is 14 times as great as a positive experience. 

• Coefficients associated with a good experience are not 

statistically different from zero. 

Kaariainen 2008 • Social capital 

• Trust in the police 

• Individual experience of bad policing does not erode 

trust. 

• Trust in the police in Finland and other Nordic 

countries is related to citizens’ general experiences of 

a good system of government, of which the police is a 

part. 

Wu,  

Poteyeva, 

& Sun 

2012 • Social structural 

thesis 

• Institutional 

performance 

thesis 

• Cultural thesis 

• Chinese citizens have higher levels of trust than their 

Taiwanese counterparts, due to greater confidence in 

macroeconomic conditions and confidence in the 

Chinese government. 

Braga et 

al. 

2014 • Climate of police-

community 

relations 

• Social contextual 

framing factors 

• Understandings and perceptions that people bring to a 

situation are important determinants of their 

assessment of police fairness. 

• Police can positively influence citizen interpretations 

of police actions by striving to create a positive 

climate. 

Nix, 

Wolfe,  

Rojek &  

Kaminski 

2015 • Neighborhood 

context 

• Procedural justice 

• Trust 

• Procedural justice was a primary source of trust. 

• Cognitive orientation toward neighborhood context 

partially shapes this trust. 

Antrobus  

et al. 

2015 • Procedural justice 

• Community 

context 

• Perceived community norms about obeying the police 

are strongly associated with individuals’ own feelings 

of obligation to obey police. 

• Procedurally just policing has a greater effect on the 

obligation to those less obligated to obey the police. 

• Community context moderates the effect of procedural 

justice on the obligation to obey the police. 

Han, Sun  

& Hu 

2017 • Social trust 

• Neighborhood 

cohesion 

• Both generalized and particularized trust exert a 

significant positive effect on trust in the Chinese police.  

• Greater neighborhood cohesion also enhances public 

trust in the police.  

• The elderly, women, those who are less educated, and 

people with rural hukou and higher perceived social 

class were more likely to trust the police. 
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Summary of Literature Review 

The literature reviewed above is representative of a pathway from procedurally 

just policing to legitimacy. Procedural justice within the organization, or organizational 

justice (Tyler, 2017), has been shown in the literature to enhance procedurally just 

practices with the public (Tankebe, 2011). Van Craen (2016) termed this link between 

internal and internal procedural justice as “fair policing from the inside out” (p. 290). In 

his “work relations framework,” he posited that trust in supervisors who treat employees 

fairly manifests as trust in citizens and fair treatment by police officers. Fair and 

procedurally just police practices are conducted within the context of micro and macro 

influences such as social capital (Woo et al., 2018), neighborhood cohesion (Buckner, 

1988), experience with the police (Dai et al., 2011), and negativity bias (Skogan, 2006). 

Through procedurally just actions and demeanor (Blader & Tyler, 2009), officers can 

shape both the ‘objective’ (suspect, offender, prisoner) and ‘subjective’ identities 

(outsider, deviant) of those they encounter (Bradford, Murphy, et al., 2014). As citizens’ 

social identity is grounded in procedurally fair treatment, procedurally just policing can 

signal inclusion and belonging. The police represent superordinate identities of the 

nation, the community, and the “law-abiding majority” (Bradford, 2016), so intergroup 

identity dynamics between the police and citizens are critical to building legitimacy 

(Martin & Bradford, 2017). As the public confers legitimacy upon the police when they 

behave in procedurally just ways (President’s Task Force on 21st Century Policing, 2015, 

p. 1), it is essential to understand the organizational strategies for procedurally just 

policing from a multi-level perspective.  
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This study was thus focused on procedurally just policing as organizational 

legitimation via the primary research question: What are the multi-level organizational 

legitimation practices of procedurally just policing? It was also designed to explore the 

supporting research question: How do police organizations employ these practices of 

procedurally just policing to build legitimacy? In other words, which of the 41 

procedurally just policing (Quattlebaum et al., 2018) practices were present, and how 

were they being implemented?  
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CHAPTER 3: 

METHODOLOGY 

Overview 

Legitimacy has long been considered a fundamental social process (Zelditch, 

2001), mediating the relationship between power and authority (Berger et al., 1998; 

Habermas, 1975). Building trust and legitimacy was recognized as a foundational 

principle in the report of the President’s Task Force on 21st Century Policing (2015), yet 

understanding legitimation processes remains a burdensome and lasting problem 

(Johnson et al., 2006). How legitimacy emerges and evolves within organizations, and the 

relationship between internal and external legitimacy, remain largely underexplored 

(Drori & Honig, 2013). As the public confers legitimacy upon the police when they 

behave in procedurally just ways (President’s Task Force on 21st Century Policing, 2015, 

p. 1), it is essential to understand the organizational strategies for procedurally just 

policing from a multi-level perspective. The purpose of this study was to explore these 

organizational legitimation practices of procedurally just policing. As procedurally just 

policing holds promise for building both external (Suddaby & Greenwood, 2005) and 

internal (Bitektine, 2011; Drori & Honig, 2013) legitimacy, the intent of this study was to 

inform police practice, as police executives respond to calls for police reform.  

This research was grounded in a multiple case exploration of three police agencies 

building legitimacy through procedurally just policing. This study leveraged procedural 

justice theory (Tyler, 1990) and the organizational legitimacy literature (DiMaggio & 

Powell, 1983; Meyer & Rowan, 1977) to answer the research questions: What are the 

multi-level organizational legitimation practices of procedurally just policing? How do 



64 

police organizations employ these practices of procedurally just policing to build 

legitimacy? This chapter begins with an overview of the research design, including the 

qualitative research approach (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016), process philosophy (Seibt, 

2023), procedural justice epistemology (Radburn & Stott, 2019), and multiple case study 

design (Yin, 2018). That is followed by details on the study’s methodology, including site 

selection and recruitment, data collection, data management, data analysis, 

trustworthiness, and ethical precautions for human subjects. 

Research Design 

Qualitative Research 

This qualitative research was undertaken to interpret the organizational 

legitimation practices of procedurally just policing. As the concept of legitimacy is 

formed in the dynamic processes between internal and external actors (Drori & Honig, 

2013), this research was conducted from an interpretive (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016) or 

social constructivist (Creswell, 2013) worldview. From this perspective, there is no single 

observable reality, as individuals develop subjective meanings of their experiences in the 

continuous pursuit of understanding. The meanings are varied (Creswell, 2013), with 

multiple interpretations of a single event, prompting the researcher to look for complexity 

and entanglement (Hernes, 2007) of views. Qualitative research occurs in the natural 

setting of participants (Creswell, 2013), where the researcher interprets meanings as 

individuals interpret the phenomena of interest. Using an emergent and inductive research 

design (Denzin & Lincoln, 2011), the researcher was the primary instrument of data 

collection and analysis. As such, this study included a reflexivity statement explaining 

biases, dispositions, and assumptions. These reflexive practices were integrated 
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throughout the data collection and analysis. Samples for the research were nonrandom, 

purposeful, and small to capture organizational legitimation practices of police 

executives, supervisors, and officers. To achieve a holistic account of police legitimation 

practices, data were collected from multiple sources at the micro and meso level (Martin 

& Bradford, 2017) until the point of saturation (Lincoln & Guba, 1985) was achieved.  

Ontology: Process Philosophy 

Process is fundamental: The river is not an object but an ever-changing flow; the 

sun is not a thing, but a flaming fire. Everything in nature is a matter of process, 

of activity, of change. (Rescher, 1996, p. 10) 

Process philosophy (Seibt, 2023) underscores the interrelatedness of things and 

how they transform one another. It emphasizes ‘becoming’ (Whitehead, 1929/1978), 

rather than static ‘being,’ highlighting the developmental nature of things in a perpetual 

state of change (Hernes, 2007). For this study, this meant a focus on the process of 

legitimation, rather than an end-state achievement of legitimacy. From this perspective, 

change was constitutive of reality (Tsoukas & Chia, 2002), just as the process (James, 

1977) of legitimation was constitutive of legitimacy. This shift in focus to process is 

crucial, as legitimacy is not achieved during change from one static organizational state 

to another, but rather is constituted, shaped, and emergent from process. Organizational 

legitimacy cannot be fixed to a binary dichotomy of legitimate or not (Glozer et al., 

2019). Rather, legitimacy is fluid and temporal, resulting from ongoing, never-ending 

legitimation and delegitimating processes (Van Herck et al., 2020). Legitimation is the 

process of “reweaving” of actors’ webs of belief (Tsoukas & Chia, 2002), relying on 

continuous communication between organizations and their audiences (Elsbach, 1994). 

From an internal locus or process perspective, the organizational “in-here” and “out-
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there” are socially constructed metaphors (Hernes, 2007). This ontological shift moves 

understanding of the organization to internal dynamics such as learning, acting, and 

communicating, critical to legitimation processes.  

In the world of policing, citizens and the police are strands of a tangled whole, 

entwined in an untidy mass with no discernible boundaries. As the mass unfolds and 

twists continuously, the strands experience a flow of infinite possibilities and open-ended 

interactions occurring over time (Tsoukas & Chia, 2002). The complexity of these 

tangled processes defies explanation, becoming ‘black boxes’ (Latour, 2000), or complex 

unities (Whitehead, 1929/1978). The police and citizens are thus producers and products 

of their circumstances (Hernes, 2007). A process philosophy lens highlights the socially 

co-constructed nature of police legitimacy through the exchanges between an 

organization and its various audiences (Ginzel et al., 2004). These exchanges include not 

just traditional discourse, but a variety of meaning-laden actions (Suchman, 1995) and 

nonverbal techniques and a keen awareness to those situations requiring a response.  

Epistemology: Procedural Justice and Legitimacy 

During these exchanges, the police and citizens continuously reweave patterns of 

comprehension (legitimation) into new systems of understanding (legitimacy). Bergson 

(1988) referred to process theory epistemology as a “gradually expanding rubber balloon, 

assuming at each moment unexpected forms” (p. 96). A true process view of procedurally 

just policing is not only theoretical, but epistemological, as the very identity of the police 

and policed change in form and content subsequent to their interactions (Radburn & Stott, 

2019). This idea that the actions of police officers can shape the social identity of citizens 

is grounded in symbolic interactionism by labelling theory scholars, who posited that 
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authorities could shape both the ‘objective’ (suspect, offender, prisoner) and ‘subjective’ 

identities (outsider, deviant) of those they encounter (Bradford, Murphy, et al., 2014). As 

Sunshine and Tyler (2003) reported: “The beginning point of our analysis is the self-

reports of community residents—policing as they experience it” (p. 528). This focus on 

perceptions after the fact has left cognitive processes during police-citizen exchanges 

unexamined. A multi-level process exploration of procedural justice theory and 

legitimacy can unpack these teachable moments (Tyler, 2003) within their social, 

historical, and cultural contexts (Radburn & Stott, 2019). Exploration of the phenomenon 

of legitimation within the context of police reform efforts dictated a research 

methodology inclusive of real-world contextual conditions (Yin & Davis, 2007) pertinent 

to the cases. It is for these reasons that a case study approach was selected.  

Case Study 

Case study research involves intensive analysis of an individual case (e.g., person, 

community, or organization) to promote an in-depth understanding (Baxter & Jack, 2008; 

Tellis, 1997) and holistic view of the research problem (Yin, 2018). The individual case 

in this research was the police organization. Case study research was ideally suited for 

the exploration of procedurally just policing as organizational legitimation, as these 

practices cannot be separated from the context (Yin, 2018) of policing at large. The 

nationwide police legitimacy crisis following the death of George Floyd (Stockman & 

Eligon, 2020) was significant to this research, as police executives continue to grapple 

with widespread calls for reform. What procedurally just policing practices they utilized, 

and how they implemented them to build trust and achieve legitimacy, was the focus of 
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this study. According to Yin (2018), case study is the preferred research method for 

“how” questions.  

Case study research can be undertaken prior to the formulation of research 

questions for theory building (exploratory), to investigate causal relationships 

(explanatory), or, as in this study, to describe characteristics of a phenomenon 

(descriptive). Case studies of police organizations have been conducted to evaluate 

adoption of innovative police programs such as specialized gang units (Katz, 2001), the 

Compstat model of crime management (Willis et al., 2007), and drunk driving 

enforcement (Worden & McLean, 2017). Thus far, researchers have not utilized case 

study research to explore organizational legitimation practices of procedurally just 

policing.  

This research was conducted according to an explicit research plan, contained 

herein. The researcher, as the primary instrument of data collection, collected data from 

multiple sources, developing codes and case-based themes (Creswell, 2013) to produce a 

rich description of this contemporary phenomenon (Yin, 2018). Until this study, there has 

been no policing research focusing on the dynamicity (Seibt, 2023) of becoming 

legitimate, or the legitimation process itself. In the context of an institution-wide 

legitimacy crisis, the phenomenon and the practice of legitimation are inseparable. To 

consider the institutional meaning of legitimation across realities, a multiple case study 

approach was utilized.  

Multiple Case Study 

While case study research is ideal for a contextual understanding of 

organizational legitimation practices, a weakness of single case studies is the degree to 
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which findings are transferable (Lowrey-Kinberg & Buker, 2017) to other cases. For this 

reason, this study was conducted across three police organizations, to understand the 

differences and similarities between them (Baxter & Jack, 2008; Stake, 2005). The 

analytic conclusions arising independently from the three cases was more powerful than 

from a single case (Yin, 2018), and data analysis from multiple cases was strong and 

reliable (Baxter & Jack, 2008). The advantage of data analysis within each case and 

across them facilitated exploration of similar and contrasting (Vannoni, 2015) results for 

meaning, value (Eisenhardt, 1991), and transferability to other cases. The data for each 

case were consolidated, reduced, and interpreted in a constant comparative method 

(Glaser & Strauss, 2017) between cases. This enhanced the “replication logic” (Yin, 

2018) of the individual cases, confirming or dispelling emerging concepts with data from 

multiple levels of three organizations. This in turn promoted wider exploration of the 

research questions, prompting theory evolution (Eisenhardt & Graebner, 2007) to 

advance the literature. 

In this study, a sequential, direct replication design (Hersen & Barlow, 1976) was 

utilized, in which the first case was completed before the second was undertaken. The 

second study was then completed and utilized to build upon and/or modify the findings 

from the first case. The third case study was then leveraged to build upon the first and 

second cases. Yin (2018) suggested that each case should be selected to either predict 

similar results (literal replication) or predict contrasting results for anticipated reasons. In 

this study, the three police organizations were selected for literal replication. This 

preplanned, programmatic research approach (Rosiek & Pratt, 2013) to in-depth analysis 
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of two bounded systems included triangulation of perspectives from within each case 

(Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). 

Research Site Selection and Recruitment 

Research site selection for this study included three police departments from 

diverse geographical and demographic policing environments, for maximum sampling 

variation (Creswell & Creswell, 2017). For this reason, the Big City Police Department 

(BCPD), representing a large metropolitan urban center, the Large Suburban Police 

Department (LSPD), representing a large suburban environment, and the Small City Police 

Department (SCPD), representing a small urban center and bustling college town (housing 

the state university) were selected. The police executives (commissioner, chief, and 

director, respectively) from each agency were supportive of the study and willing to allow 

their agencies to participate. Criterion-based sampling (LeCompte & Schensul, 2010) was 

employed to select police organizations who were actively building legitimacy through 

procedurally just policing principles. Initial research site recruitment included the six 

procedurally just policing cities piloted by the National Initiative for Building Community 

Trust and Justice (2015): Stockton, California; Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania; Gary, Indiana; 

Fort Worth, Texas; Birmingham, Alabama; and Minneapolis, Minnesota. Also in the initial 

sampling were police agencies currently under federally mandated police reform (as is the 

BCPD), via consent decree memoranda agreements (Chanin, 2014). Though the 

agreements are tailored to specific patterns or practices, the Department of Justice anchors 

them in procedurally just policing principles, including recommendations for policy review 

and revision, community engagement, and civilian oversight; officer training in stops, 

arrests, and searches; bias-free policing; use of force; internal affairs, discipline and early 
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warning systems; and transparency and accountability through body-worn and patrol-car 

cameras (Chanin, 2014; United States of America v. City of Newark, 2016). The research 

site selection protocol is found in Appendix C. 

Research site recruitment was conducted in three phases. In the first phase, broad 

outreach was conducted for maximum variation sampling of police agencies that fit the 

recruitment criteria found in Appendix C. Variation included the number of sworn 

officers, city demographics, and nature of the served community (rural/urban/mixed). 

First-phase outreach was via the listservs of the International Association of Chiefs of 

Police (IACP) and the Major Cities Chiefs Association (MCCA). Email recruitment for 

the IACP was sent to the director of the IACP/University of California Center for Police 

Research and Policy, Dr. Robin S. Engel, at engelrs@ucmail.uc.edu. Email recruitment 

for the MCCA was sent to the executive director, Laura Cooper, at 

cooper@majorcitieschiefs.com. For the listserv case recruitment communication, see 

Appendix A. The research study overview found in Appendix D was sent with the email 

communication. Follow-up emails were sent after 1 week, then at 2 weeks. Phone calls at 

the 3-week mark were targeted at introducing the research study and agency “fit” with 

procedurally just policing. Once potential sites were identified, individual emails were 

sent to each agency. For the individual case recruitment communication, see Appendix B.  

In the second phase, recruitment narrowed in focus, specifically on those agencies 

known to fit the recruitment criteria found in Appendix C. These include the six 

procedurally just policing pilot sites (Stockton, California; Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania; 

Gary, Indiana; Fort Worth, Texas; Birmingham, Alabama; and Minneapolis, Minnesota) 

as initiated by the National Initiative for Building Community Trust and Justice (2015), 

mailto:engelrs@ucmail.uc.edu
mailto:cooper@majorcitieschiefs.com
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and three agencies under U.S. Department of Justice federal consent decree mandated 

reform (Baltimore, Maryland; Chicago, Illinois; Albuquerque, New Mexico). For the 

individual case recruitment communication, see Appendix B. The initial message was 

followed up with emails after 1 week, then at 2 weeks. Phone calls at the 3-week mark 

were targeted at introducing the research study and agency “fit” with procedurally just 

policing. No data were collected during these phone calls, and they did not progress to 

recruitment until proposal approval by the dissertation committee and institutional review 

board (IRB) approval of the research study. It was during this phase that the three 

agencies were recruited. Those emails and phone calls resulting in agency interest 

culminated in site visits.  

The final stage of site recruitment was confirmation that the selected agencies 

were fully informed and granted access to the researcher. Each site provided written 

permission for data collection similar to the template in Appendix K. Site-specific 

conditions were shared with the dissertation chair and committee members and 

considered in the researcher’s final site selection, submitted to the IRB for approval.  

Data Collection 

Data collection for this research study consisted of semi-structured interviews, on-

site (physical environment) and online (social media) observations, as well as online  

(agency website) and physical (annual or quarterly reports) document analysis. Data for this 

study were nonprobabilistic and purposeful (Patton, 2015), selected for discovery, 

understanding, and insight (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016), resulting in an information-rich study. 

In a two-tiered process, the researcher first selected three appropriate police agencies (cases), 

then selected the persons, processes, and documents relevant to the research.  
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The size of the within-case samples was determined by informational 

considerations. When no new information was forthcoming from newly sampled persons, 

documents, or processes, saturation (Lincoln & Guba, 1985) was determined to have 

been achieved. Table 3.1 reviews the data collection protocol for this study. 

Table 3.1 

Data Collection Summary 

Data collection  

method Type Details 

Interviews Semi-structured 

45-90 minutes 

8 Executive command 

16 Middle managers 

13 Frontline supervisors 

24 Officers 

4 Civilian staff  

Observationsa 

 

On-site 

 

21 days for each case 

4 Headquarters/precincts 

3 Command or staff meetings 

5 Roll call or training sessions 

Observationsa Online 60 days monitoring of social media platforms 

(Facebook, Instagram, Twitter) 

Documentsb Online (website)  1 Crime trend dashboard 

4 Websites 

1 Consent decree quarterly report 

1 Citywide task force report 

1 Commissioner response to citywide task force report 

2 Annual reports 

3 Use of force annual reports 

3 Internal affairs annual reports 

1 Community policing plan 

27 Departmental policies 

12 Training curricula 

a Observation notes are cited in the text as Lombardo, 2022a (for Case 1), 2022b (for Case 2), and 

2022c (for Case 3). 
aSome of these documents are cited in general terms in the text but they are not listed in the 

reference list to retain site anonymity. 

 

Semi-Structured Interviews 

As opposed to structured interviews, involving predefined questions, limited 

response categories, and an established coding scheme (Miles & Huberman, 1994), semi-
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structured interviews are more flexible, allowing the researcher to refocus questions and 

prompt for more information. The interview protocols for this study were developed 

based on the instruments utilized in the procedural justice literature reviewed in Chapter 

2, as adapted to qualitative case study research. The semi-structured interviews were 

crafted to probe the participants’ experience with procedurally just policing practices, to 

gain in-depth understanding of these practices within and across levels in the 

organization. Specifically, the questions were focused on the four procedurally just 

policing principles of transparency and public engagement, procedural justice within the 

organization, officer interactions with their communities, and procedural justice with 

particular groups. For example, questions regarding citizen voice for street-level officers 

were posed in the context of calls for service, as their understanding of effective 

legitimation strategies and how to implement them was vastly different from that of the 

executive command staff. Participants’ interpretations of the success or failure of these 

multi-level practices were also relevant to the practice impact of this study. The interview 

protocols were crafted as well to glean unrecognized sources of data, such as documents, 

practices, or additional interview participants.  

The interviews, 45 to 90 minutes in length, were audio recorded and transcribed 

verbatim. Analysis was inductive, beginning with themes emergent from early interviews 

(Worden & McLean, 2017) to provide a holistic view of procedurally just policing. 

Interviews were conducted until saturation was reached in each case, or no new 

information was forthcoming from newly sampled persons, documents, or practices 

(Lincoln & Guba, 1985). Saturation required between 18 and 25 interviews at each 

research site. A total of 65 interviews were conducted across the three sites (8 executive 
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command, 16 middle managers, 13 frontline supervisors, 24 officers, and 4 civilian staff). 

All participants were provided an informed consent form (Appendix E) which they read 

and demonstrated understanding of before providing verbal consent. The interview 

protocol in Appendix F contains a framework and questions for the semi-structured 

interviews but does not specify exact sequence or phrasing. For example, “legitimacy” 

was not a commonly used term in police practice, so the term “trust” was utilized along 

with it to facilitate context.  

The interview protocols were piloted prior to use in this study with three 

purposefully sampled (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016) professional policing informants, to 

which the researcher had collegial access at the Newark Police Division in New Jersey. 

The interviews from the pilot are included in this research study, as the interview 

protocols were modified and refined subsequent to the pilot.  

Interview Participant Sampling 

As this study focused on procedurally just policing as a multi-level organizational 

(Bitektine, 2011) legitimation strategy, the participants in this study were selected from 

various levels in the police organization. These levels included the executive command 

staff (deputy commissioners, majors), middle managers (captains, lieutenants), frontline 

supervisors (sergeants), and police officers (officers, detectives, training officers) and 

civilian staff. They were purposefully selected to provide information-rich samples of 

procedurally just policing practices. Note that in the LSPD and SCPD, captains were 

considered executive command staff, while at the BCPD, captains were considered 

middle managers. Each rank and job function had a unique perspective on the practices at 

their level and on the whole, as well as the perceived effectiveness of their efforts. Table 
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3.2 provides a complete listing of the organizational ranks and job functions (education 

and training, compliance, etc.) covered in this multi-level study.  

 

Table 3.2 

Participants’ Organizational Rank Structure and Job Functions 

Organizational level Rank Job function 

Executive command  

staff 

Chief 

Deputy chief 

Deputy commissioner 

Lieutenant colonel 

Major 

Captain (LSPD & SCPD) 

• Public integrity bureau 

• Compliance bureau 

• Operations 

• Education and training 

• Performance standards unit 

• Special operations 

• Community outreach 

• Administration 

• Investigations 

Middle managers Captain (BCPD) 

Lieutenant 
• Performance standards 

• Major crimes 

• Operations 

• Education and training 

• Internal affairs 

• Office of emergency management 

• Administration 

• Investigations 

Frontline  

supervisors 

Sergeant 

Detective sergeant 

Traffic safety sergeant 

 

• Crisis response team 

• Special investigations unit 

• Operations 

• District detective unit 

• Education and training 

• Traffic safety 

Officers Officer 

Detective 

Agent 

• Operations 

• Patrol 

• Investigations 

• Executive protection 

• Domestic violence unit 

• DARE 

Civilian staff  

members 

Director 

Member 
• Education and training 

• Consent decree implementation unit 

• Diversity, equity, inclusion & accessibility 
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The criteria for participant selection included being active employees during a 

procedural justice or legitimation initiative. Outreach was conducted via attendance at 

roll call sessions at the start of the officers’ shifts and at department meetings. The 

research overview and informed consent form found in Appendix E was provided to 

interested officers. Maximum variation sampling was employed to include participants 

not only from patrol, but from special assignments such as education and training, 

internal affairs, investigations, fatal accident unit, community policing, and motorcycle 

unit.  

Interview Participant Recruitment 

Following sampling, initial interview participants were contacted with the 

assistance of research site gatekeepers. Before the interview, each participant was 

provided the individual participant recruitment and informed consent form found in 

Appendix E. After reading and understanding the form, participants had the opportunity 

to decline participation or ask the researcher any clarifying questions. Once the 

participants read and understood the form, and agreed to participate, they were provided 

the informed consent to participate in the study consistent with the research ethics 

covered in detail below. It should be noted that in their policies, website, and documents, 

the BCPD referred to both sworn and civilian staff as “members.” This nomenclature 

remains in quoted content derived from these sources.  

The Police Executive and Executive Command Staff. As interpreters of social 

institutions, police executives possess the power to authorize, reinforce, or undermine 

elements of the wider police culture, framing relevant social issues with their individual 

and collective voice (Loader & Mulcahy, 2001a). As such, their choice of discourse, 
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images, and strategy reflects not only the organizational legitimation strategy, but the 

values of their audience (Weiner, 1981). Police chiefs who prioritize procedural justice 

throughout the organization and with the public are a valuable resource for other chiefs 

seeking to do the same. As there is only one chief, the research site selection criteria 

dictated the chiefs who were interviewed. Chiefs create a culture of procedural justice, 

train their officers, and ensure that training is reinforced by supervisors who embody 

procedural justice principles. These legitimation strategies are then communicated within 

the broader context of prevailing social issues (Loader & Mulcahy, 2001a). Through the 

agency website and social media such as Facebook, Instagram, and Twitter, police chiefs 

manage and defend (Lee & McGovern, 2013; Mawby, 2010) the corporate reputation or 

brand (Martin & Bradford, 2017). As such, Loader and Mulcahy (2001a) called police 

chiefs or chief constables “legitimate namers,” whose “authorized, public, official speech 

is spoken in the name of and to everyone” (Bourdieu, 1987, p. 838). Given their pivotal 

role in organizational legitimation practices, interview of the executive commanders 

close to the chief was critical to this research.  

Middle Managers. As the chief law enforcement officer is the “corporate police 

voice” (Loader & Mulcahy, 2001a) representing the agency to institutional stakeholders, 

citizens, and their own officers, the middle managers in the police organization (majors, 

captains, and lieutenants) are an extension of this authority. Although the police chief 

initiates legitimation efforts, middle managers are the linchpins (Huy, 2002) of 

organizational practices, operationalizing initiatives by aligning their direct reports with 

executive direction (Luscher & Lewis, 2008), linking strategic decision making with 

daily operations (Floyd & Wooldridge, 1997). In their hierarchical location between 
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frontline supervisors and the chief (Dutton & Ashford, 1993), middle managers operate in 

both worlds—the street and the bureaucracy. They understand that multiple logics are 

involved in social initiatives such as procedurally just policing and are close enough to 

the street to understand the contradictions between planning and practice. Reuss-Ianni 

and Ianni (1983) referred to this as the “management culture,” contrasted from the “street 

cop culture.” There is a dearth of literature examining police middle managers (majors, 

captains, and lieutenants) who provide insight into organizational climate, change 

resistance, effective leadership, and the manner in which organizational mission, roles, 

values, and policies are transmitted up and down the police hierarchy (Terrill et al., 

2016).  

Frontline Supervisors. The most valuable resource for the implementation of 

procedurally just policing legitimation practices is the frontline supervisor. As they work 

alongside their officers, frontline supervisors can mentor, train, and provide on-the-spot 

corrective action. As covered above, officers can be motivated by police supervisors who 

personify procedural fairness as an expectation and intended norm of the organization. 

Frontline supervisors can reinforce procedurally just behavior daily, as employees tend to 

“model” their supervisors (Van Craen & Skogan, 2017). Frontline supervisors are the 

“transmission belt” of the agency, translating policy into action, which is especially 

critical when implementing reform efforts (Skogan, 2008). When not in the field, they 

can also review reports, body camera footage, motor vehicle stop or arrest data, and 

civilian complaints to monitor patterns and trends. “Supervisors must be adequately 

prepared to review data and, as with traditional performance evaluations, conduct 

appropriate interventions and follow-up with the employee” (U.S. Department of Justice, 
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2009, p. 9). Frontline supervisors can utilize data to develop personalized training and 

performance improvement plans to ensure procedurally just behavior.  

Officers. Procedural justice research involving police officers has been conducted 

predominantly to explore their impressions of fair treatment in the workplace, or 

organizational justice. The procedural justice literature has been focused on citizens’ 

perspectives of the fairness with which officers treat them (Sunshine & Tyler, 2003). 

Police officers’ own views of how they should treat the public, however, have been left 

largely unexplored. This is a critical omission, as street-level officers are organizational 

“boundary workers” (Trice & Beyer, 1993) and agents of external legitimation, actively 

persuading citizens of their legitimacy (Drori & Honig, 2013). This interview protocol 

was designed to explore the officers’ views of procedurally just policing, and the impact 

of organizational justice on these behaviors. Van Craen (2016) referred to this as “fair 

policing from the inside out.” 

Civilian Staff. The legitimation effort of police organizations involved the efforts 

of the sworn personnel above, but also included critical staff in civilian positions to 

administer, support, and in some cases professionalize this effort. For example, the BCPD 

employed a team of subject-matter experts in the Consent Decree Implementation Unit, 

who oversaw the implementation of this organizational effort. As the largest agency in 

this study, the BCPD also employed a myriad of technical and professional staff to 

support the consent decree effort, as well as specialists in diversity, equity, inclusion, and 

accessibility, education, finance, and technology. The interviewees fitting these 

descriptions are identified as “civilian staff” in this study.  
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Interview Data Saturation 

The number of persons interviewed at each level was based on the achievement of 

saturation (Lincoln & Guba, 1985) or redundancy. This study adhered to the Merriam and 

Tisdell (2016) definition of saturation as “the point at which gathering fresh data no 

longer sparks new insights or reveals new properties” (p. 186). They argued that 

saturation depends on the type of qualitative research but can vary between 3 and 10 (for 

phenomenology) and 20 to 30 (for grounded theory). Between 18 and 25 interviews were 

required at each research site to achieve saturation. Data collection at each site took 

approximately 21 days, allowing ample time for scheduling of interviews, with follow up 

visits as needed.  

Observations 

On-Site Observations 

As the purpose of this research was to explore multi-level organizational 

legitimation practices of procedurally just policing, observations of the organization at 

work were critical to gain understanding. This type of data collection is unique, in that 

the researcher simultaneously participates in daily activities of the organization, while 

maintaining a professional distance (Fetterman, 2019). The researcher took note of the 

external and internal physical setting, participants, activities and interactions, 

conversations, and the researcher’s influence on these settings over a 21-day period for 

each agency. As an “observer as participant” (Creswell & Creswell, 2017), the 

researcher’s role was known to the group, with participation subordinate to information 

gathering. The observations provided context for the study, triangulating findings from 

the semi-structured interviews and document examination (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). 



82 

The researcher attended staff meetings, roll call sessions, and training sessions as 

available over the course of the 21-day observation period for each agency. There were 

no town hall–style police-community meetings while doing the casework, as the agencies 

were in the process of relieving COVID-19 pandemic restrictions. Observations of the 

structures, design, and layout of police facilities (headquarters and individual precincts) 

were documented, along with wall displays, signs, police vehicles, and equipment. 

Photographs were taken to capture context, settings, and artifacts of organizational 

communication. The perpetual commotion of banter between colleagues, informal 

meetings, and seemingly endless radio transmissions in the workplace provided audible 

context for life in the police precinct. Who spoke to whom, who listened, and 

accompanying nonverbal behavior were as important as conversational content.  

Highly descriptive field notes were taken to document the research setting, as well 

as the researcher’s feelings, hunches, initial interpretations, speculations, and working 

hypotheses (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). A fieldwork journal was utilized to document 

both on-site observations and reflexive field notes. These notes served as both a starting 

point for observation analysis and as reference points for subsequent interviews. This 

inductive process was referred to as “anchored interviewing,” as the interviews were 

“anchored” to what was heard and observed (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). Early 

impressions grounded in the context of the research questions framed the emergent 

direction of this study. Journal entries served not only as documentation, but as ongoing 

experiential learning during the research process. An observation protocol is provided in 

Appendix G. 
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Online Observations 

Social media plays a dual role in legitimation, as both a granting authority and 

source of legitimacy. As indicated by Powell (1995), the media are an “institutionally 

rich indicator” of collective population-level legitimacy, commonly leveraged to measure 

public legitimacy judgments (Deephouse, 1996). Informed by this role of the media, the 

current study explored social media as a platform for legitimation. Marketing and 

communication scholars have examined online service interactions from the perspective 

of equity and justice theory (Orsinger, 2010) and attribution theory (Lee & Song, 2010). 

Linguistic scholars have adopted a discourse-pragmatic approach to investigate online 

interactions, focusing on rapport management (Ho, 2017), humor (Orthaber, 2019), and 

power dynamics (Lillqvist et al., 2016). Little is known, however, about how 

organizations leverage social media platforms for legitimation or how customers respond 

to these legitimacy claims. While one study (Lowrey-Kinberg & Buker, 2017) examined 

procedural justice as a legitimation strategy in an encounter between a state trooper and 

motorist, it has not been examined from the organizational perspective. Understanding 

these communications may assist police executives seeking to build legitimacy via those 

platforms (Van Herck et al., 2020).  

Publicly accessible social media conversations between the police agency and the 

public (Twitter, Facebook, Instagram, Nextdoor) were monitored for 60 days from the 

start of on-site activities. Transcripts of those communications relevant to procedural 

justice principles (voice, impartiality, transparency, and fairness) were selected, with 

names and addresses removed. The anonymized transcripts were then loaded into the 

Atlas.ti software.  



84 

Documents 

In addition to semi-structured interviews, observations, and social media posts, 

the researcher examined the police agency website. The contents of the website, from 

drop-down menus to banners, photos, and statistical information, reflected choices of 

organizational legitimation strategy. Reports from independent investigating bodies, 

crime trends (BCPD), and news releases (LSPD) were centrally located here, indicative 

of the progress of legitimation efforts. Annual reports (LSPD and SCPD) also contributed 

to this “in process” assessment. Policies, training programs (BCPD), and community 

policing efforts were also showcased here. These were representative of each 

organization’s self-image, as their contents were carefully designed to earn public 

approval, trust, and legitimacy (Drori & Honig, 2013). They were also reflective of 

institutional legitimation practices, derived from prevailing beliefs constituting social 

reality (Hybels, 1995) and “idealized cultural accounts” of how organizations should 

operate (Hallett, 2010). These institutional “myths” (Hybels, 1995) conferred legitimacy 

regardless of organizational effectiveness or performance (Worden & McLean, 2017). 

Bitektine and Haack (2015) referred to these practices as the “institutional stability loop,” 

resulting in institutional isomorphism and greater organizational stability. Relevant 

documents were anonymized and then uploaded into the Atlas.ti software. A document 

protocol is provided in Appendix H. 

Data Management 

The data collected from the semi-structured interviews, observations, and 

documentation were carefully protected by the researcher to ensure privacy and 

confidentiality. After transcription, the voice recordings were deleted from the Otter.ai 
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transcription service database. The transcriptions and all other collected data were stored 

on a password-protected MacBook Pro, accessible only to the researcher and dissertation 

chair. The data were backed up to a 2-terabyte password-protected external hard drive 

each time data were added, or after each data analysis session, with the MacBook Pro. 

Hard copy materials were stored in a fireproof safe until they were reviewed, analyzed, 

and deleted.  

Semi-Structured Interview Data Management 

Semi-structured interviews were recorded and transcribed as noted above to 

ensure participant privacy and confidentiality. While a transcription service (Otter.ai) was 

used to convert the audio data into text, transcriptions were anonymized, with no 

identifying participant information included in the transcripts. The transcripts were 

member checked by each participant before uploading to the Atlas.ti software.  

Field Observation Data Management 

As discussed in the “on-site observation” section, following organizational (case 

level) consent, the researcher took notes and photographs where appropriate during field 

observations. Photographs taken by the researcher were converted to a written 

description, fully describing, and documenting the photographic observation. Once the 

written description of each photograph was complete, the photograph was deleted from 

the camera. The field notes and written descriptions of the photographs were then 

developed into rich, thick descriptions (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016) and uploaded into the 

Atlas.ti software program for data analysis. Once field-related digital photographs were 

uploaded into Atlas.ti and backed up with confirmation, they were deleted from the 
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digital camera. Written field notes were maintained in a Moleskine Classic notebook and 

stored in the firesafe described above.  

Documentation Data Management 

Documentation for this research included documents, photos, quarterly and 

annual reports, policies, and training programs. Once converted to written description 

through researcher-created analytic memos (Saldana, 2016), all data were uploaded to the 

Atlas.ti program installed on the MacBook Pro. During analysis and management, all 

data were backed up to the external hard drive according to the criteria described above.  

Data Analysis 

The goal of qualitative data analysis is to explore answers to the research 

questions through meaning-making (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). As qualitative case study 

research is inductive and emergent, the data collection and analysis for this study was 

conducted simultaneously to classify and interpret the material (Flick, 2014). The 

researcher did not know at the outset every participant or question to be posed, as 

qualitative case study design is inductive and recursive. Flick (2014) described data 

analysis as “the classification and interpretation of linguistic or visual material to make 

statements about implicit and explicit dimensions and structures of meaning-making in 

the material and what is represented in it” (p. 5). 

Data analysis continued beyond data collection as well, to continuously refine the 

framing strategy (Saldana, 2016) for the study (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). Atlas.ti 

software was utilized throughout the process to consolidate, reduce, and interpret data.  
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On the first read of the data, the researcher was open to any units of data or 

“codes” that proved useful, termed “open coding” by Merriam and Tisdell (2016). These 

“units” met two criteria according to Lincoln and Guba (1985). First, they were heuristic, 

revealing thought-provoking information relevant to the research. Second, they were “the 

smallest piece of information that can stand by itself” (Lincoln & Guba, 1985, p. 345). 

These codes were interpreted and reflected upon for meaning in an analytic coding 

(Richards, 2015) process. Emergent codes and codes of conceptual interest were also 

noted, as reliance solely on predetermined codes such as the four procedurally just 

policing factors—transparency and public engagement, officer interactions with their 

communities, procedural justice inside the organization, and procedural justice with 

particular groups (Quattlebaum et al., 2018)—would create bias (Gray, 2014) in the data 

analysis. Transcripts of semi-structured interviews were checked for code drift (Gibbs, 

2007), or shift in meaning of the codes during the coding process (Creswell & Creswell, 

2017).  

Categories (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016) or themes (Creswell & Creswell, 2017) 

were then constructed from the recurring codes or patterns that cut across the data. 

Marshall and Rossman (2014) referred to these as buckets or baskets into which segments 

of text are placed (p. 224) that are responsive to the research questions. These categories 

were assigned folders in the MacBook Pro Microsoft Word program, for application 

against the ongoing data collection. In an inductive process, these categories were tested 

and retested against the data and research problem in a constant comparative method of 

data analysis (Glaser & Strauss, 2017), with recurring codes identified. While 

construction of the categories was recurring and inductive, once finalized the codes were 
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exhaustive (inclusive of all relevant data), sensitizing (as specific as possible), mutually 

exclusive (all data fitting into only one category), and conceptually congruent (same level 

of abstraction) (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016).  

Case Study Database 

To begin analysis after data collection, a “systematic archive” (Yin, 2018) of all 

data relevant to each case was compiled into a “case study database.” The database 

included the interview transcripts, researcher notes, and documents such as policies and 

quarterly reports. The items in the database were categorized, indexed, and cross-

referenced to facilitate easy retrieval. The database assisted the researcher in the 

development of an audit trail from data collection to conclusions. The audit trail was 

useful in connecting the research questions to the case study protocol, supporting data, 

and analysis of the same. It also contributed to the reliability of this research.  

Cross-Case Analysis 

In this study, a sequential, direct replication design (Hersen & Barlow, 1976) was 

utilized, in which data collection and analysis in the first case was completed before the 

second, and the second case completed before the third. These findings from each 

successive case were then utilized to frame collection and analysis in the subsequent 

cases. In this study, the three police organizations were selected for literal replication, or 

to predict similar results (Yin, 2018). This preplanned, programmatic research approach 

(Rosiek & Pratt, 2013) and in-depth analysis of two bounded systems included 

triangulation of perspectives from within each case (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). Each case 

took approximately 45 days for collection and analysis, for a total of 135 days.  
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Cross-case analysis was “case-based” (Byrne, 2009), retaining the integrity of 

each case in its entirety. This “case-based” analysis began with identification of within-

case patterns and then continued with comparison across the cases. Discussion of both 

common findings and marked differences was included in the cross-case analysis, to 

develop strong, fair, and plausible arguments (Yin, 2018) concerning procedurally just 

policing as a legitimation strategy. These arguments were compared and contrasted with 

the prevailing theory and discourse concerning procedural justice and legitimation. This 

cross-case analysis took approximately 60 days to complete.  

Trustworthiness 

For the emergent legitimation strategies to be useful to police practice, this study 

had to be rigorously and ethically conducted to ensure trustworthiness (Merriam & 

Tisdell, 2016). Trustworthiness can be achieved via credibility, transferability, 

dependability, and confirmability (Guba, 1981). Credibility concerns the congruence of 

the findings with reality. Transferability speaks to the relevance of the findings to 

practitioners in that space. Dependability touches on the repeatability of the research 

processes by another researcher. And confirmability highlights the nexus of findings to 

the experience of the participants, rather than that of the researcher (Shenton, 2004). The 

following sections describe each of these trustworthiness concepts in detail. 

Credibility 

Lincoln and Guba (1985) posited that credibility is critical to establishing 

trustworthiness, as it speaks to the accurate description of the phenomena under study. To 

establish credibility, the researcher utilized well-established qualitative research methods 
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appropriate (Yin, 2018) for exploring procedurally just policing. As highlighted above, 

these methods included semi-structured interviews, observations, and document analysis. 

Through “prolonged engagement” with participants (Lincoln & Guba, 1985), the 

researcher developed in-depth familiarity with each organization’s culture. Triangulation 

of multiple data sources (interviews, observations, and documents) was leveraged for the 

development of converging lines of inquiry (Yin, 2018). Site triangulation between the 

cases was employed, as parallel results indicate a more stable view of “reality” (Dervin, 

1998) from the broad multiple case study base. Participants were encouraged to provide 

open and honest answers reflecting their lived experiences, with the assurance of 

confidentiality and voluntary participation. Frequent debriefing sessions between the 

researcher and dissertation chair facilitated discussion of alternative approaches and 

exposed flaws in proposed courses of action or researcher biases. Fellow colleagues and 

peers in policing were invited frequently to scrutinize the project and challenge 

assumptions, refine methods, and strengthen arguments. A reflective commentary was 

utilized to record initial impressions, emerging patterns, and developing theories. This 

played a vital role in monitoring the researcher’s emergent constructions or “progressive 

subjectivity” (Guba & Lincoln, 1989). The background, qualifications, and experience of 

the researcher also spoke to the credibility of this study and were documented in the 

Chapter 1 reflexivity section. “Member checking” of participants was employed 

(Merriam & Tisdell, 2016) to ensure that participants felt that their recorded words 

matched what they intended to say. The final credibility measure employed was rich, 

thick descriptions of observations. It was the researcher’s responsibility to document 

sufficient contextual information (Firestone, 1993) so that practitioners could relate 
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research findings to their own organizations. This congruence of research findings to 

practitioner reality is known as transferability.  

Transferability 

While experiments are generalizable to populations, case studies are generalizable 

to theoretical propositions. Lincoln and Guba (1985) acknowledged this methodological 

delineation, as well as the interpretive consequences for multiple case study research: 

“Can our co-created constructions be trusted to provide some purchase on some 

important human interpretation?” (p. 121). Those co-created constructions were based on 

the number of organizations in the study, any restrictions on the type of data or 

participants selected, the number of participants, the data collection methods, and the 

time of engagement with the organization (Marchionini & Teague, 1987). Through 

multiple case studies, understanding of the legitimation processes of procedurally just 

policing was gained incrementally. This understanding may prove useful to police 

executives seeking to restore trust and legitimacy with their communities.  

Dependability 

That understanding was gleaned from a dynamic social world that is based on 

multiple contextual dimensions. Human behavior is not static, nor is the interpretation of 

the researcher or experience of the participants in the study. Findings from case study 

research are a product both of the skill of the researcher and the emergent study design. 

Since there can be multiple interpretations of the same data, the more important test in 

qualitative research is not reliability in the positivist sense, but whether the results are 

consistent with the data collected (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). Means to achieve this were 
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the utilization of a case study protocol and a case study database (covered above). The 

case study protocol contributed to standardization of the research through an overview, 

field procedures, and guiding questions.  

Confirmability 

Case study protocols helped ensure that findings were a product of the 

experiences of the participants, rather than the researcher’s experiences. In qualitative 

research, this is known as “confirmability” (Miles et al., 2014). A key criterion for 

confirmability was consideration of how the researcher’s position influences and is 

influenced by the research process (Creswell & Creswell, 2017). A reflexivity statement 

has been provided in Chapter 1 and includes the researcher’s past professional experience 

and how it may shape participation in the research (bias clarification). The continuous 

“reflective commentary” (Miles & Huberman, 1994) included recording the researcher’s 

personal experiences during the study and how they influenced the results. These notes 

also contained reasons for selecting one data collection method over another, as well as 

any weaknesses discovered during selection. Preliminary theories not manifested from 

the data were also discussed.  

Human Participants and Ethics Precautions 

This study was conducted under the guidelines set forth and administered by the 

George Washington University IRB. Ethical considerations for this study include respect 

for humans, beneficence, and justice (Orb et al., 2001).  
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Respect for Humans 

In accordance with respect for humans, the purpose of this study and methods 

were provided to the police organizations and individual participants ahead of time. 

Verbal consent to access the selected police agencies was secured from the chief law 

enforcement officer. Verbal consent was secured by the chief law enforcement officer or 

her designee to access staff meetings, roll call sessions, and available training sessions. In 

these meetings, verbal consent was secured from each participant. A written consent form 

was provided to all participants before being interviewed, which contained assurances of 

confidentiality in writing.  

Beneficence 

After verbal consent, participants were anonymized, with any reference to agency, 

years of service, rank, and age of participant excluded from reporting results. Participants 

were thereafter identified solely through a participant ID number. Confidentiality was 

maintained for participants in department meetings, training, and roll call sessions, with 

all involved parties anonymized by excluding reference to time, date, or location. As 

Twitter comments are traceable, the wording was paraphrased to ensure nontraceability 

(Glozer et al., 2019; Markham, 2012). This did not affect text interpretation, as this study 

focused on the discursive characteristics of social media data and not word choice itself 

(Van Herck et al., 2020). Documents such as quarterly and annual reports were utilized 

without reference to agency name or any other identifying information. As referenced 

above, all audio and video recordings were deleted after transcription, with transcriptions 

stored on a password-protected MacBook Pro. All data were accessible to the researcher 

and dissertation chair only.  
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Justice 

As discussed above in the participant recruitment section, both recruitment and 

selection were conducted in a manner that promotes justice. Criterion-based purposeful 

sampling was utilized to provide participants the opportunity to participate through 

informed consent. A diversity of officers from multiple levels in the organizations and 

varied assignments was selected, to provide a comprehensive view of procedurally just 

policing as an organizational legitimation strategy.  
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CHAPTER 4: 

FINDINGS AND INTERPRETATIONS 

Introduction 

This study was designed to explore procedurally just policing (PJP) (Quattlebaum 

et al., 2018) as an organizational strategy for legitimation (Van Herck et al., 2020). PJP 

rests on four pillars of transparency and public engagement, officer interactions with their 

communities, procedural justice inside the department, and procedural justice with 

particular groups. These are further broken down into 41 PJP principles or practices, 

which were the focus of this research. Grounded in procedural justice theory (Tyler, 

1990) and the legitimacy literature (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983; Meyer & Rowan, 1977), 

this multiple case study research was focused on the primary research question (PRQ): 

What are the multi-level organizational legitimation practices of PJP? It was also 

designed to explore the following supporting research question (SRQ): How do police 

organizations employ these practices of PJP to build legitimacy?  

This chapter begins with a brief overview of the three cases and why they were 

selected for this study. Next is a comprehensive review of the findings from the cases 

(police agencies) and their PJP practices (PRQ) employed to build organizational 

legitimacy (Deephouse & Suchman, 2008). This includes an analysis of how (SRQ) the 

agencies implemented those practices in the context of their own unique social, political, 

and economic realities. A review of the rank structure and job functions of the interview 

participants is included in Table 4.1 for reader convenience.  
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Table 4.1 

Organizational Rank Structure and Job Functions 

Organizational level Ranks Job functions 

Executive  

command staff 

Chief 

Deputy chief 

Deputy commissioner 

Lieutenant colonel 

Major 

Captain (LSPD & 

SCPD) 

• Public integrity bureau 

• Compliance bureau 

• Operations 

• Education and training 

• Performance standards unit 

• Special operations 

• Community outreach 

• Administration 

• Investigations 

Middle managers Captain (BCPD) 

Lieutenant 
• Performance standards 

• Major crimes 

• Operations 

• Education and training 

• Internal affairs 

• Office of emergency management 

• Administration 

• Investigations 

Frontline  

supervisors 

Sergeant 

Detective sergeant 

Traffic safety sergeant 

 

• Crisis response team 

• Special investigations unit 

• Operations 

• District detective unit 

• Education and training 

• Traffic safety 

Officers Officer 

Detective 

Agent 

• Operations 

• Patrol 

• Investigations 

• Executive protection 

• Domestic violence unit 

• DARE 

Civilian staff 

members 

Director 

Member 
• Education and training 

• Consent decree implementation unit 

• Diversity, equity, inclusion and 

accessibility 

 

 

 

Contextual analysis was key to this research. While organizational legitimacy is 

perceived and interpreted at the individual level, it is socially constructed and aggregated 

at the collective level (Bitektine & Haack, 2015). As such, PJP practices were linked to 
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community norms, or socially shared beliefs (Antrobus et al., 2015) of the individual 

agencies and their cities. Those beliefs, while broadly cast in the societal expectations of 

police conduct, were inextricably linked to the police agency’s sentinel event that 

launched the organizational legitimation effort. As PJP is a “comprehensive change to the 

ways in which police departments do business and a constant work in progress” 

(Quattlebaum et al., 2018), the data were indicative of unique organizational priorities, 

such as accountability and self-assessment (Case 1), regulation of police “side work”1 

(Case 2), and a credible internal affairs (IA) process (Case 3).  

Next in this chapter is a synthesis section, highlighting themes not only integral to 

procedurally just policing, but those external to the PJP framework (Quattlebaum et al., 

2018). For example, leadership and supervision, accountability and self-assessment, and 

the police-citizen interface emerged as overarching themes in the legitimation strategies 

of these cases. Woven throughout the chapter are findings that inform the study’s 

research questions, from agency websites, reviewed documents, on-site observations, and 

participant interviews. The chapter concludes with interpretation of these results as they 

relate to the research questions and overall organizational legitimation strategy. 

Throughout the chapter, emergent themes in alignment with the PJP pillars are 

emphasized with italics.  

The Cases 

 The three police agency cases represent three distinct policing environments. Case 

1 is a large metropolitan center (population 576,000) in the South Atlantic region with 

 
1 Police “side work” includes police functions such as traffic control and security performed outside of 

regular duties, for entities other than the police department. Pay is often hourly and is over and above 

officer salaries.  
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2,160 officers, referred to herein as Big City Police Department, or BCPD. Case 2 

represents a large suburb (population 100,000) in the Mid-Atlantic region with 185 

officers, referred to herein as Large Suburban Police Department, or LSPD. Case 3 is a 

small city (population 55,000) in the Mid-Atlantic region with 130 officers, referred to 

herein as Small City Police Department, or SCPD. These sites were selected for their 

efforts to build legitimacy following a significant event or series thereof that induced a 

loss of legitimacy. These events included violations of boundary of authority (Trinkner & 

Tyler, 2016), such as excessive use of force and failed IA processes, fraudulent overtime 

claims, and leadership failures to identify or correct them. Specifically, while there were 

findings for nearly all of the 41 PJP principles, the context of this dissertation does not 

allow for detailed presentation of the data in its entirety. Only those principles with rich, 

triangulated data from multiple sources are presented, as specifically and contextually 

related to each case. The remaining data are presented in Table 4.2 later in this chapter, 

with a complete list of the 41 PJP principles also included in Appendix L.  

Case 1: Big City Police Department 

BCPD is situated in a metropolitan urban center plagued by violence, with 332 

homicides, 5,400 aggravated assaults, 2,700 robberies, 687 shootings, and 634 

carjackings occurring in 2022. These statistics were a mere snapshot of decades of 

violence and its systemic impact on every facet of the city, including its formerly thriving 

tourist center. A BCPD interview participant (executive command) encapsulated the 

consequences of the violence on tourism and the city economy:  

It’s sad what’s happened to the waterfront. We had problems every weekend 

where like huge, huge roving packs of juveniles come downtown and just 

completely go crazy. I mean, they jump on cars, block traffic, ride dirt bikes, 
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scooters, throw stuff into the harbor, beat people up, robberies, and it’s like we 

have to dump a ton of resources down there just to kind of keep it at bay. And the 

shooting down there on Memorial Day did not help with all those social media 

videos. Every weekend there is a new hashtag—#Cityincrisis. Nobody wants to 

go down there anymore, and it’s caused the businesses to be like, all right, we’re 

done.  

Under overwhelming pressure from both the community and city officials to 

reduce the crime, the BCPD had waged a “war on crime” that resulted in several high-

profile scandals, including the death of a prisoner during police transport. This incident 

prompted an investigation by the Civil Rights Division of the U.S. Department of Justice 

(DOJ), who concluded that the BCPD had adopted a pattern or practice of 

unconstitutional policing, including excessive use of force, infringement of First 

Amendment freedoms, and violations of the Fourth Amendment stop, search, and seizure 

conditions regarding race (7th Consent Decree Report, 2022). To resolve this litigation 

(USA vs. BCPD), the parties agreed to enter into a consent decree agreement, or federal 

court order to promote fair and constitutional policing, ensure public safety, and rebuild 

relationships with the many communities of this city. The mission statement of the BCPD 

incorporates these objectives: 

The Police Department is dedicated to upholding the Constitution and enforcing 

laws in a fair, impartial, and ethical manner. We commit to creating and 

maintaining a culture of service that builds trust and legitimacy in all 

communities, values the sanctity of human life, and provides for the safety and 

well-being of all. [Italics in interview quotes added for emphasis throughout] 

As a result, the BCPD is undergoing “transformational institutional change” (7th 

Consent Decree Report) by way of federally mandated consent decree reform, which has 

significant overlap with the pillars of PJP (Quattlebaum et al., 2018). To ensure consent 

decree mandates are translated into desired changes at the police-citizen interface, the 
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BCPD implemented comprehensive supervision, auditing, and inspection systems. 

Accountability of these processes was ensured through a professional and transparent IA 

process, reformulated as the PIB. In other words, every level and facet of police 

operations in the BCPD was influenced by the consent decree. This omnipresence of the 

decree was documented in the researcher’s observation field notes: 

The consent decree is everywhere. It has touched every single aspect of this 

organization. Between the policies, training, supervision, equipment, and 

restructuring of the organization, it is a constant, daily work in progress. There 

was not one interview participant who did not refer to the consent decree. It is 

more than reform—it has become their organizational culture. (Lombardo, 2022c, 

p. 7) 

Shortly after the reform effort was under way, seven officers from a citywide task 

force were arrested and indicted on charges of racketeering, robbery, extortion, and 

overtime fraud (BCPD Task Force Report, 2022). This scandal, in the midst of a 

comprehensive reform effort, brought accountability of citywide units, and establishment 

of a credible IA process, to the forefront of organizational priorities. These priorities were 

evident in the findings of this study, which had significant overlap with the four pillars of 

PJP (Quattlebaum et al., 2018), including transparency and public engagement (policies, 

use of force investigations, and the “blue team” early warning system), officer 

interactions with their communities (establishing a credible IA unit), procedural justice 

inside the department (restructuring promotion processes), and procedural justice with 

particular groups (interactions with persons with behavioral health disabilities or in 

crisis). The “transformational institutional change” (7th Consent Decree Report) was 

showcased via the agency website and posts across three social media platforms: 

Facebook, Instagram, and Twitter, with links to Facebook and Twitter on the BCPD 

website. This included the groundbreaking SMART policing initiative (Strategic 
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Management & Alternative Response Tactics) designed to provide alternatives for 

dispatching police officers, including diversion to the telephone reporting unit and online 

reports; reduction of false alarm responses; and traffic crash reduction. These measures 

were designed to increase officers’ available time to investigate high-priority crimes and 

participate in community engagement. The data from these reforms are presented later in 

this chapter, under their respective PJP pillars.  

Case 2: Large Suburban Police Department 

The LSPD is recovering from a series of high-profile incidents of police 

misconduct, including attempted murder, conspiracy, racketeering, official misconduct, 

witness tampering, and tax evasion. Officers from this agency have been imprisoned for 

offenses such as bank robbery, arson, and sexual assault. An interview participant 

(officer) recounted:  

I went to the academy and there was a rape that broke in the press, where one of 

our guys went to prison. Got another guy since I’ve been here who went to prison 

for a bank robbery. We had, you know, we’ve had a string of these things. What is 

going on? 

These incidents of misconduct were due in part to bitter political infighting and a 

“grinding civil war” that dragged on for years, destroying morale, eroding the 

department’s legitimacy, and costing taxpayers millions in lawsuits. An interview 

participant described the organizational impact of this civil war: 

I’ve learned a lot about politics in my 23-year career. Politicians did not like this 

person, let’s call him the chief. And they butted heads and they decided they were 

going to start dismantling the police department. And one day the mayor just did 

away with the community policing unit—gone. And because of politics, the 

program ended and, you know, you start to realize that you’re trying to make a 

difference for people but there’s higher powers in place. 
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The long-tenured police chief of 17 years was determined to fight those “higher 

powers” that had hamstrung the agency. His resolve to “clean house” after decades of 

police misconduct was the stimulus for an organizational culture shift paralleling the PJP 

pillars (Quattlebaum et al., 2018). He has worked diligently to remove “cancerous 

officers,” with more than 30 having been fired or resigning abruptly while under 

investigation for inappropriate or illegal conduct. PJP efforts have included strides in 

transparency and public engagement (body-worn cameras and an early warning system), 

procedural justice inside the department (restructuring of the IA unit), officer interactions 

with their communities (de-escalation), and procedural justice with particular groups 

(investigator interactions with victims). The recruiting, hiring, and promotional processes 

were also revamped to minimize outside political interference. These efforts have been 

undertaken in a transparent manner, with the agency utilizing Instagram, Facebook, and 

the department website. There was also a myriad of community meetings and activities in 

each of the neighborhoods to increase positive exposure and broadcast the message of 

change. While not referred to by LSPD officers as PJP, the reform effort has been under 

way since the chief took office. The data from these reforms are presented later in this 

chapter, under their respective PJP pillars.  

Case 3: Small City Police Department 

The SCPD underwent a similar organizational reform after a series of notorious 

incidents in 2011, beginning with the arrest of a city police sergeant for “moonlighting” 

(working an extra-duty assignment) while he was on duty. In February of the same year, 

officers were recorded holding down a local college student while another officer 

repeatedly punched him in the head. In April 2011, a police lieutenant was indicted for 
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voter fraud, having voted in several city elections without living there. In August 2011, 

the IA commander resigned after it was discovered that between 2003 and 2007, he 

mishandled or failed to investigate 81 IA complaints. The commander was later 

criminally charged, just 2 weeks after SCPD officers shot and killed an unarmed man in 

September 2011, leading to social unrest and political turmoil. An interview participant 

(middle manager) summarized the journey: 

The shooting that occurred here 11 years ago—that’s something that seemed like 

a seminal event. Like it made everybody say, hey, maybe we need to change. So 

really the IA scandal and if you want to call it that, and the officer-involved 

shooting was in a similar time frame. It was kind of like, alright, now’s the time 

we got to revamp everything. Because the community kind of lost the trust, we 

got to build it back. So there was a change in the IA, then accreditation, all those 

things came about after that. 

The former police director was called to return to office in June of 2011 after a 

brief retirement. He set out immediately reforming the department to build back 

organizational legitimacy and community partnership. An interview participant 

(executive command) from SCPD summarized the director’s commitment: 

When it got bad, he came back, put his feet, boots on the ground. He didn’t run. 

And through his leadership, we are the department we are today. We are a 

professional department. 

While the police director’s reforms were not termed PJP by interview participants, 

his initiatives were in alignment with PJP principles. For example, he spearheaded 

initiatives in transparency and public engagement (use-of-force guidelines and the 

“Guardian Tracking” early warning system), procedural justice inside the department 

(integrity of the IA process), officer interactions with their communities (de-escalation 

training), and procedural justice with particular groups (domestic violence detectives and 
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advocates). The rebuilding effort has been under way since 2011, with specific data 

presented later in this chapter, organized according to the PJP pillars.  

Findings 

What follows are the findings of the study organized according to the four pillars 

of PJP: transparency and public engagement, procedural justice inside the department, 

officer interactions with their communities, and procedural justice with particular groups 

(Quattlebaum et al., 2018). Applicable principles from the PJP framework are referenced 

throughout. Findings supporting the framework address the PRQ: What are the multi-

level organizational legitimation practices of PJP? Data from Case 1, the BCPD, anchor 

the findings, as they were the richest, most comprehensive, independently verified, and 

triangulated data of the three cases. In Case 1, independent investigation of the citywide 

task force and mandates from the federal consent decree monitoring team were compared 

with data from the BCPD website, publicly available policies, training courses, published 

progress reports, the city’s crime trend “dashboard,” and social media posts.  

These sources were also compared with data from Case 2 (LSPD) and Case 3 

(SCPD) for construct validity (Yin, 2018), providing depth and breadth to the findings. 

While evidence of nearly all PJP principles was identified in these cases, only those with 

the most robust data, triangulated from multiple sources (interviews, website analysis, 

and document review), are discussed below. As the findings from the procedural justice 

with particular groups pillar varied widely in the three cases, they are included in Table 

4.2 only. Contextual analysis of how each agency implemented the PJP practices is 

included, together with connections to the seminal events that prompted specific 

practices.  
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Table 4.2  

Procedurally Just Policing Principles: Findings 

 

Principle 
BCPD LSPD SCPD 

1. Make policies publicly available ✓  ✓ 

2. Subject policies likely to substantially impact community members 

to intensive public review 
✓   

3. Solicit community input when making or revising policies ✓   

4. Communicate reasons for policy decisions ✓   

5. Draft specific and comprehensive use-of-force guidelines ✓ ✓ ✓ 

6. Make policies and data publicly available  ✓   

7. Employ sentinel event reviews and early warning systems ✓ ✓ ✓ 

8. Involve the community in body-worn and vehicle-mounted camera 

policymaking 
✓   

9. Develop clear guidelines for body-worn camera activation ✓ ✓ ✓ 

10. Develop clear guidelines for vehicle-mounted camera activation ✓ ✓ ✓ 

11. Develop clear guidelines for film retention ✓ ✓ ✓ 

12. Employ a presumption in favor of film release ✓   

13. Promote an ethic of respect ✓ ✓ ✓ 

14. Give officers due process and voice ✓ ✓ ✓ 

15. Accommodate officers’ needs and preferences    

16. Provide employees with support ✓ ✓ ✓ 

17. Recognize employees’ contributions  ✓  

18. Encourage officers to act as guardians ✓   

19. Track and prioritize community trust ✓   

20. Reward procedural justice ✓   

21. Encourage a growth mindset    

22. Make performance metrics transparent to the public ✓ ✓ ✓ 

23. Model procedural justice at all levels of the department    

24. Provide supplemental training to 911 dispatchers    

25. Incorporate the best available data and technology ✓ ✓ ✓ 

26. Employ and expand alternative call systems and responses ✓   

27. Limit investigatory stops to appropriate circumstances ✓   

28. Limit traffic stops to appropriate circumstances ✓   

29. Employ procedural justice in all stops ✓   
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Principle 
BCPD LSPD SCPD 

30. Use de-escalation techniques in all encounters ✓ ✓ ✓ 

31. Give officers de-escalation training ✓ ✓ ✓ 

32. Publicly debate vehicle pursuit policy ✓   

33. Treat all people with respect ✓ ✓ ✓ 

34. Ensure the safety of all people ✓ ✓ ✓ 

35. Conduct outreach to LGBTQI organizations ✓   

36. Decouple federal immigration enforcement from local policing ✓ ✓ ✓ 

37. Adopt inclusive and welcoming attitude toward immigrant 

members of the community 
✓  ✓ 

38. Develop training programs and policies that reduce the potential for 

racial biases to affect decision-making 
✓ ✓ ✓ 

39. Promote positive interactions between racial minorities and police 

officers 
✓   

40. Engage young people in the co-production of public safety  ✓   

41. Employ procedural justice in interactions with young people ✓ ✓ ✓ 

 

 

Transparency and Public Engagement 

The BCPD integrated transparency and public engagement into every aspect of its 

reform process, including policy creation based on community feedback, public hearings 

on reform, administrative hearings for the discipline process, and publishing of consent 

decree and citywide task force reports. The central clearinghouse for this information was 

the department website, with prominent main page links corresponding with 

organizational priorities. They included Transforming the BCPD: Reform Update, Re-

imagining Policing, and Recruiting a New Generation. Under these links was the 

heading, Build a Better Police Department, with links to the community policing plan, 

crime plan, policies, and the consent decree. A “transparency” link was front and center 
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on the main webpage, with the following commitment to accountability displayed on the 

transparency page: 

The Police Department is committed to transparency in its operations and 

administration and seeks opportunities to publicly share its mechanisms for 

holding officers, supervisors, and commanders accountable for their conduct and 

performance. Accordingly, we have posted the policies and procedures that guide 

the conduct of all police personnel, as well as information on other topics, 

including audits and inspections, the consent decree and community policing. 

While all three agencies utilized their agency website to showcase their reform efforts, 

the BCPD and LSPD also made full use of their social media platforms: Facebook, 

Instagram, and Twitter.  

Social Media 

The BCPD maintained continuous community engagement via all three platforms, 

with 235,000 Facebook followers, 21,900 Instagram followers, and 302,000 Twitter 

followers. They posted daily communications regarding citywide gun and drug seizures, 

reform efforts like SMART (Strategic Management and Alternative Response Tactics) 

policing, and community events. To ensure updated and consistent information, links to 

Facebook and Twitter were embedded in the agency website.  

The LSPD also utilized Twitter (2,050 followers), Instagram (2,389 followers), 

and Facebook (9,746 followers). Daily posts pertained to community events, ongoing 

investigations, retirements, and recognition for officers’ efforts. During the LSPD 

casework, there were countless posts on the department Instagram page recognizing 

officers who “went the extra mile” during citizen interactions. An example: 

Today I had to visit the police station to file a report. I would like to give a shout 

out and acknowledge the help of Police Officer B. Not only was she incredibly 

helpful, but she was pleasant and professional. She needs to be recognized for her 

admirable representation of all women and men in blue! Thank you, Officer B! 
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Officer B happened to be an interview participant a short time after this post and 

said it “meant the world to her” that the citizen recognized her. She was proud to have 

taken extra time with this elderly citizen to explain the report-making process. 

Recognizing what this meant to their officers, LSPD staff encouraged residents to let 

them know when officers went “above and beyond.” In response to posts on Instagram 

such as this one, they replied:  

We encourage our residents to tag us on our social media platforms when they 

receive excellent service from our hardworking employees! Our Police 

Department works tirelessly around the clock to protect our residents and those 

passing through our Township. A simple acknowledgment goes a long way! 

Instagram was thus a virtual police-community interface that proved valuable to the 

citizens, meaningful to the officers, and important for the LSPD. The number and type of 

posts became a metric by which they measured the progress of their legitimation efforts.  

Transparency Versus Tactics 

Interestingly, the physical police-community interface at LSPD police 

headquarters was not as facilitative: 

When you enter the building and go through the double doors, there’s no one to 

greet you. There is no police officer visible in the police station. In the center of 

this large lobby is a metal detector, which is not attended by an officer. A paper 

sign says, “Walk through the metal detector.” There’s a booth past this in the 

lobby center with heavily tinted glass, so you can’t see if there’s an officer inside. 

I wonder if security and safety have eclipsed a sense of community. (Lombardo, 

2022a, p. 1) 

This tension was also visible on the LSPD website, with the vision for community-

oriented policing juxtaposed with photos of the chief in tactical gear, training with the 

SWAT team (of which he is the commander). Tactical dress extended to officers as well, 
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with many wearing a military-style nylon vest, with magazine pouches, radio holder, and 

Taser. An excerpt from the researcher’s field observation notes: 

As I approached police headquarters, I saw one officer exiting his car and he 

looked like he was wearing full tactical gear. I thought maybe that was a SWAT 

officer. But it wasn’t. It was an officer on regular duty—in full tactical vest with 

all of his equipment hanging off his chest. I don’t know how that impacts 

relationships with the community or trust building, but I was kind of surprised to 

see that he wasn’t the only one. All the patrol officers were similarly dressed. 

(Lombardo, 2022a, p. 2) 

The priority of community and trust building was evident elsewhere on the 

website, with main page links for the Civilian Police Academy, the Safe and Sound 

Program,2 diversity in hiring and recruitment, the Law Enforcement Torch Run,3 use-of-

force annual report, community policing initiatives, and the body-worn camera program. 

Significantly, there were no links to policies, procedures, or training on the website. 

The SCPD, as well, utilized its department website to showcase legitimation 

efforts. On the agency main page were links to police department divisions, community 

outreach, crime mapping, body-worn cameras, policies and procedures, records, and the 

agency mission statement. Unique to the SCPD mission was the organizational priority of 

effective law enforcement. Effective law enforcement was also stressed on the agency 

criminal investigations division webpage: 

The city, as a multicultural, multi-lingual, factionalized city maintains a diverse 

investigative team highly committed to solving crimes in combination with the 

desire to unify and prevent future incidents. We don’t rest until our cases are 

solved and peace is restored to our neighborhoods. 

 
2 The civilian police academy is a 10-week program for community adults to learn about the functions of 

the police department. The Safe and Sound Program is designed to assist individuals who may have trouble 

communicating, such as individuals with autism, Down syndrome, and Alzheimer’s.  
3 The Law Enforcement Torch Run is a public awareness vehicle and grassroots fundraiser for Special 

Olympics. 
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Crime fighting and its relationship to legitimation are covered below in the 

synthesis section of the chapter. Unique to the SCPD in this casework is a lack of a social 

media presence of any kind. An excerpt from the researcher’s observation field notes 

spoke to this unique characteristic: 

It is interesting that the agency is not on any social media. Officers I spoke to 

stated that the city is divided into many geographic, cultural, and political factions 

and that social media posts supporting one could set off another. For that reason, 

the mayor and police director prefer not to proactively post. (Lombardo, 2022b, 

p. 4) 

An SCPD interview participant (middle manager) spoke to the agency’s decision 

not to utilize social media, affirming:  

We are a unique police department. We are over 200 years old and pretty set in 

our ways, because they work. The director can’t risk posting something for one 

faction that might set off another. We do everything face to face—there’s no 

misunderstandings there. 

The lack of social media presence did not seem to hinder legitimation or 

transparency efforts. A key component of their legitimation strategy and prominent feature 

via the website was the policies and procedures page, which showcased 112 state attorney 

general directive compliant policies.  

Policies 

In fact, all three police agency cases grounded their legitimation strategies in 

police policies mandated by either the DOJ (BCPD) or State Attorney General (LSPD 

and SCPD). To ensure transparency and professionalism, the LSPD and SCPD also chose 

to be accredited through their State Chiefs’ Associations, which provided “standards” 

governing police practice. For the BCPD, these mandates were in the form of consent 

decree, or court-approved settlement, entered into with the Civil Rights Division of the 
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DOJ, to correct a pattern or practice of unconstitutional policing. The consent decree 

mandated “transformational institutional change” in critical areas overlapping with PJP 

principles, such as “community engagement; stops, searches, arrests; impartial policing; 

interacting with people with behavioral health disabilities and in crisis; use of force; 

supervision; misconduct investigations; and promotions” (7th Consent Decree Report, 

2022, p. 3) 

An excerpt from the researcher’s observation field notes noted this overlap: 

“While the BCPD was executing a comprehensive reform grounded in PJP, they did not 

speak of it as such.” A BCPD interview participant (middle manager) explained: 

So if I’m honest with you, there’s probably a lot of officers who can’t even tell 

you what the consent decree is. I know that you have changes that are happening. 

And officers will probably think these changes are just natural, but they’re 

actually happening because of the consent decree. I don’t think it’s hurt us in any 

way, shape, or form. I actually think it’s made a lot of improvements, the different 

technologies that we have, different communities and resources that we have that 

we didn’t have before the consent decree. But if you asked an officer in today’s 

climate, what exactly is it or what we had to read? Probably not. 

When asked specifically about PJP, officers and civilian staff referred to BCPD 

Policy 325 (Procedural Justice in Interactions) (Lombardo, 2022c, p. 5). An excerpt from 

the policy: “Throughout encounters with the public, members shall demonstrate the 

principles of Procedural Justice whenever possible to increase the likelihood of a positive 

interaction and build police legitimacy.” The principles in the policy included fairness, 

respect, voice, transparency, impartiality, and trustworthiness.  

 Public Review and Community Input. The BCPD made this policy and all 

others publicly available (Principle 1) on the agency website with their requisite training 

and subjected those “likely to substantially impact community members” to intensive 

public review (Principle 2). This was accomplished through an iterative process of 
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posting draft policies and training modules on the BCPD “Policies and Training” page for 

community review and input (Principle 3) via the “let’s hear your feedback” button. For 

each policy or training module, the feedback portal was open for a 30-day revision 

window (Figure 4.1).  

 

Figure 4.1  

Policy and Training Development Process, Big City Police Department 

 

 

For example, on the date of access to the BCPD Policies and Training materials 

page (November 14, 2022), there were draft training materials for child abuse 

investigations e-learning, in-service training for community policing and misconduct/ 

discipline, and a newly developed crisis intervention program. The search engine to find 

individual policies, and search within them for specific topics, was exceptional. An 
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interview participant (middle manager) highlighted the value of input from both citizens 

and officers:  

So sometimes it’s, you know, an officer or somebody in the community says, 

“Hey, this policy doesn’t look right”. They’re like, “These two might clash with 

our state’s requirement. It doesn’t match up with this other policy or a supervisor 

manual.” I think it’s such a big win when you have officers, sergeants, 

lieutenants, they look at a policy, then compare it to a different policy.  

That interview participant admitted, however, that this type of feedback from 

street-level officers was infrequent, as it was difficult to motivate them to engage in the 

policy review process. Sadly, without the input of officers at the police-citizen interface, 

the agency had lost the reconciliation of policy with practice. Patrol supervisors 

explained that unless officers were given sufficient time outside of their patrol duties to 

complete surveys and review policies, they would not do them. This was unfortunate, as 

interview participant officers expressed frustration that many policies did not reflect 

actual police practice. An LSPD interview participant (officer) remarked:  

Okay, the administration who sits inside, with all the respect I have for them, they 

do all the behind-the-scenes work. No matter if they write a new policy or 

procedure, we’re the ones that are going and fulfilling it. They can make the 

change in the books but at the end of the day, they’re still upstairs. Well, when the 

books hit us, and we reviewed the new policy, the new procedure, we’re the ones 

implementing it on the street. I think we are the ones that will ultimately change 

or alter that perspective of the community. 

A BCPD interview participant (officer) agreed, relating that unless policy and 

practice were reconciled, it would hinder efforts to build legitimacy with the community:  

There’s obstacles every single day in patrol that have not been solved and won’t 

get solved until people that are making policies are sitting there in the car next to 

you to say, “Okay, I see the problem they’re having. And let’s see if we can find a 

real way around the solution rather than a scenario that doesn’t have an ending.” 
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Time for administrators to ride along with officers was limited, as they were 

burdened with their own administrative tasks. So without these interactions, most policies 

were released in their final form without input from officers. They were then uploaded to 

the BCPD website, with reasons for policy decisions discussed in community meetings 

(Principle 4). Approved policies were then sent to the education and training section for 

development into training modules.  

Policy Training. After each policy was approved, the consent decree mandated 

training for policies “likely to substantially impact community members” such as use of 

force (Policy 1115) or interactions with LGBTQ+ individuals (Policy 720). An interview 

participant (executive command) remarked: 

So, once we entered into the consent decree, there’s a couple of things that 

immediately the decree required us to do. Provide consent decree–related training 

before the policy is activated. Stops and arrest, we can’t just push out that policy. 

We have to deliver training. You know, how we developed that training, how we 

facilitated that training, where we gave that training, all had to be changed 

because of the consent decree. 

All training for the BCPD was developed and approved by a team of people 

including the education and training section, the consent decree implementation unit, the 

DOJ consent decree monitors, subject-matter experts, and an academic director. Officers 

and civilian staff of the education and training section described training development as 

an iterative process of writing, rewriting, piloting, and auditing. Once training was 

approved, it was delivered to the 2,100 BCPD officers, 50 per session, in 45 evolutions. 

This was an extremely costly and time-consuming process. While conducting this 

research, the education and training section was delivering a 2-day training for BCPD 

Policy 1202: Juveniles: Consensual, Non-Custodial Contacts and Custody Procedures, 
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which the researcher was invited to observe. An excerpt from the researcher’s 

observation field notes described the training: 

The training here is of a quality I have not seen in my 28 years of policing. It is an 

excellent blend of adult education, case law, constitutional law, policies and 

procedures, and the realities of working street patrol. The instructors were 

captivating, the officers (50 of them from across the city) were engaged, asking 

questions, and actually seemed happy to be there. 

Once officers were trained, the policies were released to PowerDMS, a learning 

management software utilized to distribute and track officer receipt of policies and 

training. The PowerDMS system was in fact utilized in all three cases. BCPD managers 

and commanders related that the combination of in-person training with PowerDMS 

tracking improved officers’ understanding of the policies and training modules. 

 Tensions Between Policy and Practice. Officers, however, lamented that the 

sheer volume of policy changes actually inhibited understanding. One interview 

participant (officer) related that it was difficult to read every policy, especially when they 

were released “six and eight at a time at 4:00 in the morning” to PowerDMS. An 

interview participant from the LSPD (middle manager) recognized how this was 

problematic:  

Number one, end of story, policy and procedure. It’s a constant battle to update—

looking at new policy considerations. If you asked me 20-plus years ago about 

policy and procedure, I would never fathom that we would have as many as we 

do. That they are so detailed, and we are always adding more. No way the cop on 

the street can remember them all.  

Policies, De-policing, and Officer Safety. This disconnect, and the potential for 

disciplinary action for deviations from policy, had the unintended consequence of 

eliminating practice altogether. An SCPD interview participant (officer) related: 
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Man, if I don’t follow these steps perfectly, which is damn near impossible out 

here. I feel like, at this point, the backing that we have is, I don’t know, I feel like 

the departments are almost seemingly more willing to say, “We’ll let him go and 

we’ll just train up somebody else. We’ll let this 10-year veteran go because he’s a 

liability.” 

For example, when the attorney general’s office banned police pursuit for stolen 

vehicles in 2021, then reversed the directive shortly thereafter, officers remained hesitant 

to initiate any pursuit. An interview participant (middle manager) offered:  

Nobody’s gonna chase a stolen car. Even though they changed the policy back, 

there’s still a lot of stuff in the policy. To chase a stolen car leads to nothing but a 

crash, injury, or death. For a stolen car? It’s just—who cares? I can see suburban 

guys letting it go a little bit, but this is a city. There’s people crossing. There’s 

kids. Pedestrians, all over here. And guys have gotten disciplined for pursuits. It’s 

not one of those things you want to do. 

Managers from all three agencies agreed that this “paralysis by analysis” was 

counterproductive to the police mission, as it had negatively impacted officer safety. An 

LSPD interview participant (middle manager) offered: 

We’re so policy and procedure oriented, so rule oriented. All the AG [attorney 

general] guidelines that are coming down, sometimes we forget the officer safety 

piece. Like with the new officers, I think we might have paralyzed them with the 

fear of it all.  

An SCPD interview participant (middle manager) agreed, noting how the dozens 

of “25-page policies” had negatively impacted officer safety, as officers were hesitating 

to act in serious circumstances: 

In the beginning, I was kind of afraid of them doing or saying something stupid or 

getting baited. But that’s kind of diminishing because this generation of officers 

are like the nicest, most cordial, respectful people. It has kind of transitioned to 

now my biggest fear is, are any of them gonna get hurt because of inaction or 

hesitation. For example, on our first night in we had a 5-minute battle on a car 

stop with six cops on one dude who was fighting like he’s going back to jail for 

20 years, which he is, who had a gun in his waistband. So one cop on each of his 

arms, one cop pinning him down. One cop holding onto the gun, trying to get it 
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out of his waistband. Another cop trying to get him in cuffs. And it was I think 

there’s a sixth officer. Years ago, we would have neutralized that immediately. 

This was a guy with a gun for god’s sakes. They eventually sprayed him (pepper 

spray) and it was over immediately.  

 

Back at headquarters I spoke to one of the officers about the godawful tactics out 

there. He was like, “I wanted to punch the dude in the face just to end it, but I 

didn’t want to get in trouble.” I was like, “You are more than justified to punch 

him in the face. He had a gun.” I said: “Punch him in the face. Punch in the face 

five times if you have to. It’s completely justified.” But that right there scares me 

because he was afraid to do it. 

This concern for officer safety was voiced by supervisors and commanders from 

all three agencies. Instituting comprehensive policies for “best practices” had negatively 

impacted street-level practice and in some cases eliminated practice altogether.  

Accreditation. Setting “best practices” was also the mission of accrediting bodies 

such as the State Chiefs of Police Association. As such, accreditation provided a 

voluntary path to legitimacy, chosen by both the LSPD and SCPD. An SPCD interview 

participant (middle manager) explained: 

So, the accreditation, it’s like a performance standard, some sort of gold standard 

that you have to adhere by, which as long as the public buys in and understands, 

they feel like it’s a start of some legitimacy to the place, and where like there’s a 

set of rules and standards that you have to go by. So, I think that was a critical 

step to kind of get the community to kind of buy back in, so to speak. 

The SCPD and LSPD accreditation included compliance with 112 standards, 

including those related to IA (drug screening, disciplinary system, racially influenced 

policing), training (field training for new officers, training of supervisors, tactical team 

training), and operations (promotions, recruitment, search and seizure, use of force, 

investigative procedures, and arrests). The SCPD published the list of these standards on 

their website, but without links to the actual documents. On the policies and procedure 

page, however, there were four published standards (Principle 1) covering drug testing of 
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law enforcement officers, bias incident investigation, use of force (Principle 6), and the 

early warning system (Principle 7), all grounded in state attorney general directives.  

State Attorney General Directives. For both the LSPD and SCPD, police 

procedures were governed by the state attorney general’s office, who mandated directives 

for critical topics such as bias crimes, domestic violence, police pursuit, use of force, and 

conducted energy devices. Differing from accreditation, the state attorney general 

required adoption of policies in compliance with these directives, provided training, and 

ensured compliance. The directives were updated regularly and focused on contemporary 

law enforcement issues. For example, Directive 2022-14 entitled “Transparency in 

Internal Affairs Investigations” was published during the casework for this study. It 

stated in part that “transparency regarding law enforcement IA investigations is necessary 

to foster strong police-community relationships and public trust” (state attorney general 

website).  

Use of Force 

To that end, the directive mandated public disclosure of any incident involving 

differential treatment or excessive use of force. In compliance with state attorney general 

directives, both the LSPD and SCPD published annual reports for those matters for which 

“the need for accountability and deterrence necessitated disclosure” (Attorney General 

Directive 2022-14). These included IA and use of force, sources of the most robust data 

of this research. An example from the LSPD is shown in Figure 4.2 below.  
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Figure 4.2 

Excerpt from Large Suburban Police Department Annual Use of Force Report 

 

 

To bolster both transparency and legitimacy, the LSPD cross-referenced 

applicable attorney general directive on its website for each transformational change 

effort. The SCPD incorporated compliance with attorney general directives in its policies. 

An excerpt from the SCPD use of force policy: 

The purpose of this policy is to maintain compliance with guidelines and 

directives promulgated by the Attorney General, the Prosecutor’s Office, and 

existing statutory and case law. It is the policy of the Police Department that 

officers hold the highest regard for the dignity and liberty of all persons and place 

minimal reliance upon the use of force. This department respects and values the 

sanctity of human life and the application of deadly force is a measure to be 

employed only in the most extreme circumstances. 

The sanctity of human life and use of force as a last resort were recurring themes 

in this research. For example, the use of force policy (Principle 5) for the LSPD set forth 
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a comprehensive framework to reduce officer use of force and to “protect the life, liberty, 

and dignity of residents in every encounter.” It was grounded in seven principles: (1) the 

sanctity of human life and serving the community; (2) force as a last resort and duty to 

de-escalate; (3) the duty to use only objectively reasonable, necessary, and proportional 

force; (4) the duty to use deadly force only as an absolute last resort and duty to avoid 

actions that create a substantial risk of death or serious bodily injury; (5) the duty to 

intervene and report; (6) the duty to render medical assistance; and (7) the duty to report 

and review uses of force. At the LSPD, use-of-force incidents triggered a meaningful 

review by multiple levels of command, including the police chief.  

Sentinel Event Reviews. The BCPD implemented a comprehensive review 

process for use-of-force events (Principle 7), including the officer’s sergeant, lieutenant, 

captain, and commanding officer. BCPD use-of-force investigations were exhaustive, 

including statements from involved and witness officers, independent witnesses, and the 

arrestee; video surveillance, photographs, and body-worn camera footage; and medical 

records. An interview participant (middle manager) described his approach to use-of-

force investigations:  

When I do my investigation of use of force, I ask all the questions. I take a really 

detailed statement from whoever’s making the allegations, and I’ll lock them into 

a good statement, and put everything into a report to send to our internal affairs 

division. Officers at first were very uncomfortable because they thought I was 

trying to “jam them up.” That’s not the case. If I don’t get a good statement and 

do a proper investigation, they’re going to be the recipient of whatever comes 

from that. 

This reference to officers thinking that command staff were trying to “jam them 

up” was a recurring theme throughout the officer participant interviews, as the culture 

regarding use of force had changed dramatically. According to an interview participant 



121 

(middle manager), in the past, supervisors would do all they could to reduce or minimize 

use-of-force incidents. As one BCPD interview participant (middle manager) related, “I 

think there was a culture for a very long time that when somebody had an excessive force 

case, of finding a way to not have it be excessive force. We’re getting away from that.” 

The culture at the time of this research was to investigate every use of force including 

lowest-level events. If nothing of concern was identified at the district command level, 

the use-of-force review remained there.  

For more serious use-of-force events, such as conducted energy devices (Taser), 

less lethal munitions (bean bag rounds), or pepper spray deployments, the completed 

district command investigation was sent to the audits and inspections division—use of 

force assessment unit. This unit reviewed the district-level investigation to determine 

investigative quality and completeness. Additionally, the performance review board, 

composed of officers of various ranks from patrol, criminal investigations, legal affairs, 

education and training, public integrity, and audits and inspections, reviewed a sample of 

these events for compliance with BCPD policy and training requirements. Additionally, 

the civilian review board reviewed any allegations of excessive use of force. An 

interview participant (middle manager) from the performance review board spoke about 

the BCPD investigative approach to use of force: 

Specifically, we’re requiring our employees to identify what the level of 

resistance or level of aggression is, and we have certain options available to us 

based on that. So really the argument when we’re trying to determine, is this 

active aggression or aggravated aggression? Or, you know, is it active or passive 

resistance?  

Uses of force resulting in death were automatically investigated by the special 

investigations response team, a group of specially trained and experienced investigators. 
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These also resulted in a professional integrity bureau (PIB) investigation, subject to 

review for criminal investigation or prosecution by the Office of the State’s Attorney.  

The importance of leadership and supervision in the BCPD use-of-force program 

was highlighted by the consent decree monitoring team. They noted that for 

comprehensive reform (and to ensure procedurally just interactions), supervisors had to 

reinforce the sound decision-making, de-escalation tactics, and reasonableness standards 

of use of force. The consent decree team encouraged use-of-force reviews that included 

commendations for officers who utilized proper tactics and followed the policy, and 

accountability for those who did not. They insisted that quality control of use-of-force 

reviews had to be undertaken by commanders. In other words, “No one in command can 

simply rubber stamp what a subordinate has done” (7th Consent Decree Report, 2022, 

p. 53).  

The SCPD as well implemented a multilayered review of sentinel events, as 

mandated by the state attorney general. Its review process began with the watch 

commander (lieutenant in charge of the shift) who first reviewed body-worn camera 

recordings and examined reports for accuracy and completeness. Issues pertaining to 

policy changes, training, weapons, equipment, or discipline were then thoroughly 

documented and forwarded up the chain of command. This documentation then 

proceeded through several more levels of review, up to and including the executive 

command staff. An interview participant (executive command) described the 

administrative review process and its role in accountability and professionalism: 

We started the administrative review of all use-of-force incidents, motor vehicle 

pursuits, officer-involved crashes. If there was some sort of officer performance 

issue, you know, we document it and send it up. If it’s more egregious, it can turn 

into an IA [investigation]. If it’s like a minor training issue or policy failure that 



123 

we have to clean up, maybe the officer just needs retraining. Maybe he’s just not 

grasping the concept or something like that. All this stuff wasn’t there before. So, 

this oversight, levels of checks and balances, kind of brings us to this next level of 

performance, I guess you could say.  

Oversight, or accountability, to ensure performance was a recurring theme 

throughout the research. One way to ensure accountability of street-level police work was 

through body-worn cameras, the fifth category under the transparency and public 

engagement pillar. 

Body-Worn Cameras  

Transparency was highlighted on the SCPD website, with body-worn cameras 

central to this effort. During the SCPD case work, the terms “trust” and “respect” were 

utilized interchangeably with “legitimacy.” An excerpt from the website page highlighted 

their role in the SCPD efforts to ensure transparency, legitimacy, and accountability:  

By deploying Body Worn Cameras the Police Department will continue to 

maintain and increase the trust and respect of the community. The cameras will 

capture the daily interactions with the community and allow the public to see 

firsthand the excellent work the police officers do every day. The cameras will 

also allow for the periodic review of the officer’s interactions with the public to 

ensure the highest level of police services are continued. [italics added] 

Body-worn camera recordings of police-citizen interactions (Principle 8) at the 

LSPD also played “an important role in maintaining the highest confidence that the 

public holds for the professionalism of the Police Department and its members” (LSPD 

website). Recordings from the body-worn cameras were uploaded to a secure evidence 

management system (57,000 since 2017), where they were retained in accordance with 

attorney general directives (Principle 11). According to LSPD commanders, recordings 

from body-worn and vehicle-mounted cameras have assisted with the recording of safe 

prisoner transports, criminal investigations, officer safety training, and IA investigations. 
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An LSPD interview participant (executive command) described their importance 

in transparent IA investigations. The commander described how they invited citizen 

complainants to view body-worn camera recordings along with the IA investigator. 

We’ve had body-worn cameras and fleet cameras for 20 years now. If there’s a 

complaint, we say, “Hey, come on in, sit down,” you know, it’s not voodoo. It’s 

not witchcraft, you know. “What’s the complaint? Okay, well, let’s take a look at 

it.” That line of communication allows us to address that problem before it 

develops or continues to kind of expand or become worse. 

For officers, the deployment of body-worn cameras reflected the current state of 

policing, as influenced by national events. They were keenly aware that the transparency 

of body-worn cameras was critical to influencing the collective judgment of members of 

the public. An interview participant (officer) explained the impact on new officers: 

I don’t think I was even on the road for like 2 months and I already had a body 

camera, okay. I think a lot of the policies are changing lately because of national 

events, okay. Which you know, somebody such as me who’s not really set in 

certain ways, okay. Maybe whereas in years past, a lot of older guys might not 

adjust to new policies. Where, you know, I don’t know any other way. 

SCPD officers spoke of the influence of body-worn cameras on street-level 

practice, especially regarding suspect interviews. The body-worn camera recording of all 

police-citizen contacts (mandated by both SCPD policy and state attorney general 

guidelines) at times presented an obstacle to those interviews, forcing them to change 

interview strategies. An interview participant (officer) described his experience:  

I think the daily changes of the laws, I mean, we have body-worn cameras. I’m a 

huge fan of body-worn cameras. Our department has them, everyone wears them. 

But it used to be that when we went back to HQ, we talked to suspects for 2 hours 

off tape and never had to worry about nothing. When it was time to take the 

official statement, you pushed the record button, and it was over and done with. 

That conversation prior to that never existed. Now that you’re wearing a body-

worn camera, that conversation is changing. 
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The conversation was changing for victims and witnesses as well, who were 

keenly aware that body-worn cameras recordings could be presented in court, or worse, 

be viewed by the accused prior to trial. Due to the factionalized nature of Small City, the 

anonymity of victims and witnesses was critical to their safety. Certain neighborhoods 

relied on the SCPD to protect their anonymity, as violent retribution was commonplace 

between factions. An interview participant (middle manager) offered: “That’s the newest 

obstacle at hand to these body-worn cameras. There are always unintended consequences 

to what they roll out.” An interview participant (executive command) spoke of the great 

lengths the SCPD took to ensure the anonymity and safety of citizens: 

That’s a huge way, you know, we keep things anonymous to build their trust. We 

don’t want to violate that. We don’t want to violate that. Even though you’re a 

police officer, they saw something happen. They want to help you, but they have 

to trust you. People call up all the time, make complaints or report something 

that’s going on. They know they will be kept anonymous. They want to trust you. 

Even when they have the Crimewatch meetings, we don’t let anybody come in 

other than the people who come in from the community. We’ve had some of the 

dealers come in and try to see what they were complaining about. And since we 

know who they were, we kicked them right out.  

This sense of responsibility to protect citizen anonymity was derived from the 

SCPD mission to “extend the utmost courtesy and respect to all residents, visitors and 

employees within the city” (SCPD website). The two-part mission statement also asserted 

that the SCPD would “be accountable for the actions of its members at all times.” 

Accountability was a recurring theme in the research, and central to the legitimation 

efforts of all three agencies. A failed process for accountability and IA investigations was 

inextricably linked to the loss of legitimacy in each case. How all three agencies rebuilt 

this function to bolster accountability is the focus of the next section.  
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Procedural Justice Inside the Department 

Fair treatment during the IA process was a pervasive source of concern for the 

interview participant officers in this study, having significant impact on officer morale. 

I believe morale is a big part of any organization, law enforcement or not. If you 

have officers that are treated fairly and are coming to work happy being part of 

this organization and doing their jobs, I truly believe that transcends into their 

daily lives, in how they deal with others. If you have a miserable cop, who hates 

coming to work, they’re going to transfer that miserableness to anybody that they 

encounter, including the public. (BCPD interview participant, manager) 

The PJP framework literature (Quattlebaum et al., 2018) incorporates 11 

principles for procedural justice inside the department. While there were data supporting 

these principles, the most robust data were identified under Principles 14 (give officers 

due process and voice) and 18 (encourage officers to act as guardians). Recommended 

specifically in Principle 14 was the establishment of procedures for grievances and 

disciplinary proceedings. Agencies were advised to treat employee complaints seriously, 

follow all established procedures for evaluating such complaints, and clarify or revise 

procedures that were ambiguous or unmanageable. Recommended specifically in 

Principle 18 was the adoption of an accountability system based on department values 

and standards that was aligned with PJP principles. The practices selected to meet these 

recommendations, and how they were implemented, is covered in this section.  

BCPD Internal Affairs  

The restructuring and reform of the BCPD IA function into a PIB was essential 

for the organization, the city, and particularly the officers themselves. They had lost faith 

in an IA unit that selectively investigated certain officers, while allowing others to 

operate with impunity. In the early 2000s, the IA function at the BCPD was in complete 
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disarray, with a massive backlog of investigations and an ailing system for investigating 

complaints and administering discipline. The indictment of seven officers from the BCPD 

citywide task force on charges of racketeering (false affidavits and police reports), 

robbery (committed during street stops, traffic stops, and residential searches), extortion, 

and overtime fraud from 2015 to 2016 stemmed from “a shifting constellation of corrupt 

officers” fighting the “war on crime.” After years without accountability, the citywide 

task force had turned the entire BCPD into a racketeering enterprise (BCPD Task Force 

Report, 2022, p. i). A failed IA function was central to the perpetuation of the corruption, 

as highlighted in the BCPD Task Force Report: 

The internal affairs function within BCPD has historically been deprived of the 

resources, talent, and leadership required to effectively deter and detect 

misconduct. The caseloads have frequently been overwhelming, the number of 

investigators has never been commensurate with those caseloads, and the efforts 

to improve IA have been sporadic and inconsistent. (p. xxvii) 

As a result, IA was “reviled and distrusted” by BCPD officers, who refused to 

cooperate with investigators for fear of “snitching” and retaliation in a process that lacked 

proper operational security for these sensitive investigations. At the core of this lack of 

accountability was a failure to recruit, train, and supervise competent investigators. Once 

in the IA unit, investigators had no standard operating procedures to guide their 

investigative processes, resulting in lackluster case preparation for administrative trial 

boards. The trial boards were also unqualified, failing to understand, or claiming to 

misunderstand, how to properly apply the preponderance of evidence standards for IA 

investigations. Trial boards were viewed by BCPD officers as a “flawed vehicle for 

achieving justice,” frequently returning judgments contrary to the presented evidence 

(BCPD Task Force Report, 2022, p. xxvii). One interview participant (middle manager) 
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related: “I mean, there were times when you could bring a case that just had all sorts of 

evidence, and they would just look for that one small window to find somebody not 

sustained.” BCPD officers had resigned themselves to the fact that trial board outcomes 

depended more on “who you knew than what you did.” Recognizing the need to bolster 

the administrative trial board process, citywide task force investigators recommended a 

vetting process for sworn officers and civilian staff serving on administrative trial boards, 

bolstered by periodic training concerning preponderance of evidence standards in IA 

investigations. 

The myriad of IA problems did not end with the trial boards. A strained 

relationship with the state’s attorney’s office resulted in the office frequently declining to 

prosecute due to lackluster case preparation, or investigations “timing out” after 

exceeding state-mandated time limits. “Simply put, the system that existed to deter, 

detect, and punish misconduct lacked credibility and both internal and external 

legitimacy” (BCPD Task Force Report, 2022, p. viii). As a result of this longstanding 

dysfunction and loss of legitimacy, when the BCPD task force scandal surfaced, the 

police commissioner asked for assistance from the Federal Bureau of Investigation in 

investigating the corruption and criminal activity of these officers. The resulting BCPD 

Task Force Report (2022) was a bracing reminder of the importance of accountability 

systems from frontline supervisors up to and including the highest levels of command.  

Recognizing the urgency of IA reform to the overall consent decree process, the 

police commissioner ordered a top-down overhaul of the IA function, reformulated into 

the PIB. He recruited a veteran Federal Bureau of Investigation corruption investigator to 

lead the unit as deputy commissioner. To begin, the PIB adopted a best-in class intake 
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system and investigation manual. It also adopted an electronic filing system (IA Pro) to 

eliminate paper files, enhancing investigation security. PIB investigators received 

specialized IA training, which was refreshed annually. To fast-track the disposition of 

minor misconduct like lost or damaged equipment, the BCPD permitted division 

commanders, rather than PIB investigators, to negotiate prompt resolutions if the officer 

admitted responsibility. As one interview participant related, “There is a now a belief that 

IA is doing a more thorough job with their investigations, whereas for a time it was not 

considered a legitimate function.” To incentivize the most qualified candidates, the 

BCPD incorporated service in the PIB as a “plus factor” in the promotional process (7th 

Consent Decree Report, 2022, p. 12). This adjustment has resulted in more interest in PIB 

assignments, with increased applications by candidates with the skills, intelligence, and 

ethics necessary to conduct sensitive, high-stakes investigations.  

For this reason, BCPD officers now had faith in an IA process that ensured them 

due process, voice, and a fair investigation. As one interview participant (middle 

manager) remarked, it reduced officers’ fear of sergeants or lieutenants “weaponizing the 

complaint process by writing up an officer with a really heated, nasty, internal 

complaint.” Together, sweeping changes to the IA at BCPD have contributed to 

procedural justice inside the department. Officers now have the confidence that if they 

violate a policy or procedure, it will be investigated thoroughly, by competent 

investigators, who will maintain investigative integrity and confidentiality through the 

process. With avenues for informal resolution at the district level, minor infractions will 

not have the same impact as a serious rule or policy violation. The officers are also 
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protected from vindictive and unfair charges by supervisors who are operating outside of 

the IA guidelines. 

LSPD Internal Affairs  

Development of a credible and transparent IA was also central to the 

“transformational change” efforts of the LSPD, as the previous unit had failed to 

intervene in the agency’s storied history of misconduct, including the arrest and 

imprisonment of its officers. Rather than assuring accountability and disciplinary 

proceedings, the IA unit was embroiled in a “grinding civil war” between the chief and 

mayors. IA investigators gathered information on politicians, officers’ families, and 

civilians rather than investigating allegations of improper or criminal conduct. After an 

LSPD officer firebombed his captain’s home with his family inside, the state’s attorney 

general’s office sought to assume the IA function. While this takeover was ineffective, 

the county prosecutor’s office assumed the IA unit until it was rebuilt from the ground 

up. The vision for the IA unit included a holistic organizational approach of misconduct 

identification, policy examination, and preventative measures. The IA mission statement 

reflected this vision: 

The overall goals of the IA function are to ensure the public trust and improve 

agency performance through specific and general deterrence to misconduct, and 

to identify operational deficiencies in the department. Our department is 

committed to providing policing services that are fair, effective, and impartially 

applied. Toward that end, employees of all ranks and assignments are held to the 

highest standards of official conduct and are demanded to respect the rights of all 

citizens and co-workers. (LSPD website, italics added) 

SCPD Internal Affairs 

The mission statement of the SCPD IA unit similarly incorporated the 

procedurally just principle of fairness, stating in part: 
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Our goal is to ensure that the integrity of this agency is maintained using a system 

of internal discipline where an impartial and objective investigation will make 

certain that fairness and justice will be served to both the Officer and the 

complainant. [italics added] 

Depending on the complaint, IA investigations were conducted by supervisors, 

division commanders, or IA investigators themselves. Interview participants from each of 

these ranks recounted how a fair and just outcome for the involved officer was paramount 

to the integrity of the process, the investigator, and the officer. An interview participant 

(middle manager) suggested: 

We know he’s violated these three policies or whatever. But when you look at it, 

was it a mistake of the mind, mistake of the heart, with intention, or not with 

intention? What is the officer’s history? What were all the factors that led up to 

the interaction? You’ve got to evaluate all the factors and then explain it to the 

cop: Hey, listen, man, we were on this disciplinary scale. Although the guideline 

says a schedule of penalties, there is a range within that schedule. It’s not 

automatically a counseling or suspension, and the cop needs to know that. You 

know, these are things that helped you; these are the things that didn’t quite help 

you.  

This consideration of the totality of circumstances was cited by multiple 

supervisors and managers as critical to a complete and impartial investigation. Once the 

investigation was concluded, they also insisted that they couldn’t just hand out penalties 

and close out the case. Both the officer and complainant deserved explanations for 

decision-making and imposed penalties. An interview participant (executive command) 

offered:  

Because once you’re given the reprimand, or the suspension, now you’ve got to 

sit with the guy and explain it to him, to get him to understand why he’s getting 

what he’s getting. I think that explanation and the evaluation of all the factors 

gives you transparency in your investigation. Without giving him the actual report 

but explaining what went into your decision-making process. Explain that to the 

complainant. Explain it to the cop. They appreciate you going the extra mile. 
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Explanations to the officer and complainant were but one part of IA transparency, 

which included monthly and annual reports posted on the SCPD website. An interview 

participant (executive command) suggested: 

One of the things from the IA point that we started was a monthly review of IA 

cases taken in and the dispositions of those cases and the categories of those 

cases. The racial demographic of the complainants and the officers involved, so 

that we put out a monthly report on our agency’s website. There’s obviously no 

officer names, no complainant names. It’s a strictly statistical kind of thing. 

In accordance with the state attorney general guidelines, the monthly report 

included a public synopsis of disciplinary action reporting suspensions. In the sampled 

month, one officer was suspended for 8 days for Civil Service Rule 4A:2-2.2—Conduct 

Unbecoming a Public Employee, specifically by engaging in intoxicated behavior that 

resulted in property damage. An excerpt from that monthly report is shown in Table 4.3. 

 

Table 4.3 

Small City Police Department February 2022 Monthly Internal Affairs Statistics 
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The SCPD also published an annual report on major discipline (suspension 

exceeding 10 days), in accordance with the state attorney general requirements. The 

sampled report included major discipline for two officers, with their names and ranks 

included. One officer received a 64-day suspension for inability to perform duties and 

conduct unbecoming a public employee, specifically due to his conduct during an off-

duty incident, and another officer received a 12-day suspension for neglect of duty and 

inefficiency for failure to perform duties, specifically for failing to provide the 

appropriate response to an incident and failing to complete a police report in a timely 

manner. 

Officers understandably were opposed to the public notice of their major 

disciplinary records, especially with regard to their identification. But after the series of 

events in 2011 that included an IA scandal, the SCPD was committed to ensuring 

transparency in its IA processes. The state attorney general’s office would ensure that 

they continue to do so, on behalf of the citizens in their state. This includes publishing the 

monthly and annual reports described above. To build legitimacy with the community, 

the SCPD has chosen the needs of the organization and the community over the needs of 

the individual officers.  

Officer Interactions with Their Communities 

 While the PJP framework literature (Quattlebaum et al., 2018) incorporated nine 

principles under the pillar of officer interactions with their communities, the most robust 

data were identified under Principle 30 (use de-escalation techniques in all encounters) 

and Principle 31 (give officers de-escalation training). The objectives of these principles, 

grounded in the sanctity of human life, were to eliminate force if possible and minimize 
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the level of force when necessary. The following excerpt from the PJP framework 

(Quattlebaum et al., 2018) is illustrative of these objectives: 

The primary duty of all police officers is to preserve human life. Only the amount 

of force necessary to protect life or to effectuate an arrest should be used by an 

officer. Excessive force will not be tolerated. An officer’s goal is always to 

attempt to de-escalate a situation where force may become necessary. In the event 

force becomes unavoidable, officers should use the minimal amount of force 

necessary to overcome an immediate threat or effectuate an arrest. (p. 41) 

These goals were incorporated into the mission statement, use-of-force policy, and 

organizational reform strategy of all three cases in this research.  

BCPD De-escalation  

The de-escalation principles offered specific techniques to minimize force, 

including verbal strategies (giving people voice—allowing them to tell their side of the 

story) and physical tactics (creating distance and communicating from a position of 

safety). The BCPD De-escalation Policy 1107 incorporated these concepts. An excerpt: 

The goal of de-escalation is to gain the voluntary compliance of subjects, when 

feasible, and thereby reduce or eliminate the necessity to use physical force. 

Members shall not do or say anything that escalates an encounter unless necessary 

to achieve a lawful purpose. . . . Techniques used to minimize the need to use 

force and increase the likelihood of voluntary compliance include, but are not 

limited to, persuasion, warnings, creating space, use of physical barriers, slowing 

down the pace of an incident and requesting additional resources. (pp. 1, 2; italics 

added) 

Training on Policy 1107 was incorporated into a 2-day use-of-force training, with 

building legitimacy as a primary goal (Use of Force Lesson Plan, p. 53). In fact, Lesson 1 

of the training was entitled “Use of Force and Police Legitimacy Case Studies Analysis.” 

The training was comprehensive, with communication at the forefront, broken down into 

verbal persuasion, listening, providing explanations, and avoiding taunts. BCPD officers 
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also were trained in excessive use-of-force intervention through the Ethical Policing Is 

Courageous (EPIC) program. According to BCPD commanders, the training was 

working. Officers were talking their way out of situations and not “using force for the 

sake of using force.” According to one interview participant (middle manager), officers 

were helping each other look for the “least intrusive way to get to where they need to be.” 

He explained: 

If we had the ability to quantify it, I would say that the amount of force we use 

has reduced drastically, due in part to the de-escalation training. I mean, watching 

videos of newer officers de-escalating situations, I’m incredibly impressed with 

their ability to do so, because I will be sitting there watching the video and think 

to myself, like, oh my god, I think I would have done A, B, or C.  

The inability to quantify use of force was a technological issue, with 

implementation of the Axon brand records management system in its early phases. As of 

the time of this writing (December 2022), use-of-force forms were not yet cloud-based 

for ease of review, categorizing, and quantifying. This and other technologies are covered 

in the “Technology for Accountability and Self-Assessment” section below.  

 Like other aspects of the reform process, a key component of the de-escalation 

strategy was audits and inspections, in this case conducted by the performance review 

board, mentioned above in the use-of-force section. Performance review board Policy 

722 included review categories for de-escalation, tactics, supervision, policy, training, 

communications, and supervisory review up the chain of command. There were 15 

performance review board meetings in the 6 months prior to the 7th Consent Decree 

Report released during this casework, during which 34 incidents were evaluated. These 

meetings resulted in numerous recommendations to improve BCPD operations and 

officer performance (7th Consent Decree Report, 2022, p. 52). The effectiveness of the 
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performance review board in evaluating de-escalation during critical incidents was 

indicative of the BCPD’s increasing ability to self-assess and self-correct to improve 

performance, minimize force, and build legitimacy. It was also representative of the 

BPCD mission of a “culture of service that builds trust and legitimacy.”  

That culture of service included a comprehensive organizational effort to de-

escalate persons in behavioral health crisis. These crises often brought complex and fluid 

circumstances surrounding the use of force, fair treatment, and de-escalation of conflict. 

Principle 30 (de-escalation of conflict) offered specific guidelines for interactions with 

persons with behavioral health disabilities or in crisis.  

Officers should call and wait for more officers to assist if a threat of physical 

harm to others appears likely to materialize, or if the officer otherwise feels that 

additional assistance would decrease the likelihood of harm to any party or overall 

force used against any party. Officers should call CIT officers [officers trained in 

responding to people with mental illnesses] or social/mental health assistance 

when appropriate. (p. 42) 

The BCPD has developed extensive policies, training, and special services 

partnerships to reduce force, respect constitutional rights, and defer persons with 

behavioral health disabilities or in crisis from the criminal justice system. As one 

interview participant (middle manager) exclaimed: 

It’s one of those things, mental health. You’re not going to arrest your way out of 

that problem. You can enter them into the criminal justice system, but you’re not 

fixing their problem.  

Persons with Behavioral Health Disabilities or in Crisis. The goal of the city’s 

behavioral health system was to handle persons with “behavioral health disabilities or in 

crisis in a manner that respects individuals’ civil rights and contributes to their overall 

health and welfare,” reduces use of force, and diverts individuals from the criminal 
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justice system (7th Consent Decree Report, p. 60). To accomplish these goals, in 

conjunction with city and regional partners, BCPD implemented a behavioral health call 

center; same day walk-in services for persons in crisis; and community outreach to 

publicize these services (4th Quarter GBRICS Report, p. 1).  

To enhance these partnerships, the consent decree mandated training for all BCPD 

personnel for persons with behavioral health disabilities and in crisis, specialized crisis 

intervention training for officers and dispatch personnel, data collection for the nearly 

65,000 behavioral health calls for service in the city, and the establishment of a crisis 

intervention team (CIT). The CIT was staffed by officers whose full-time duty was 

responding to behavioral health emergencies. At the time of the research (July 2022), 42 

patrol officers and 40 SWAT officers had attended the 40-hour CIT in-service training 

(7th Consent Decree Report, 2022, p. 62). According to BCPD commanders, the training 

has led to positive results. An interview participant (executive commander) noted: 

“Officers who weren’t as well trained haven’t recognized signs that the person is in need 

of, you know, professional help, and not a police baton.” CIT team officers have also 

been trained in hostage negotiation. An interview participant (CIT officer) explained 

why: 

All of us were trained in hostage negotiation because there’s that de-escalation 

dynamic. Whereas our people don’t always necessarily have a hostage, but they 

could, right? And sometimes we can get there before hostage negotiations and 

their clinician can get there. 

To document CIT efforts, a crisis data form was developed and added to the Axon 

records management system, so that CIT officers could complete forms in the field on 

their laptops. The city also established a pilot program for diverting certain 911 calls to 

City Crisis Response, Inc., the city-authorized behavioral health partner. Calls considered 
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for diversion included individuals with suicidal ideation but without weapons or plans to 

act on those thoughts. Those types of calls represented approximately 10% of the 13,000 

behavioral health calls that the city’s 911 service received annually. For those calls that 

could not be diverted, BCPD utilized a three-tiered response, beginning with district 

officers, progressing to CIT-trained officers, and then advancing to the full-time CIT 

team.  

An interview participant and CIT frontline supervisor explained the role of the 

team in building legitimacy and trust with the community: 

People that call 911 for a specific person who may have been episodic, or you 

know, acting up, they see us come in and we’re not throwing punches. We’re not 

doing forceful takedowns. We’re not using handcuffs if we can avoid it, and 

we’re helping. So we’re BCPD in a “helping only” mode. So when people see 

that, you can’t even put a price on that. So I’ve seen firsthand how we really build 

some inroads with the community.  

The BCPD CIT officers do not wear a typical police uniform, instead wearing 

business casual dress, minimizing the potential for their appearance to escalate situations. 

A BCPD interview participant (CIT officer) related: 

When I’m on the street, I’m in a polo and khakis with a modified gun belt. I keep 

the minimal amount of Batman accessories that I need to be following our 

policies, because you have to have two less lethal means plus your service 

weapon. Officers love all the gizmos, you know. It’s very minimal. I find it’s a 

little bit more approachable. We have a nonenforcement mandate.  

The integrated behavioral health system and CIT were instrumental in de-

escalating situations involving persons with a behavioral health disability or in crisis. 

While the other two agencies in this research did not have the resources necessary for a 

full-time CIT, they did have comprehensive policies and training concerning de-

escalation. 
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LSPD De-escalation 

De-escalation was integral to the LSPD legitimation strategy and 

“transformational change” effort, as evidenced by its policies and training, grounded in 

the state attorney general’s use-of-force policy. As related above, that policy was based 

on the sanctity of human life, force as a last resort, and the duty to de-escalate. The LSPD 

adopted a use-of-force policy incorporating these principles and provided de-escalation 

training (Integrating Communication and Tactics, or ICAT) and excessive use-of-force 

intervention training (Active Bystander in Law Enforcement, or ABLE). These programs 

were mandated by the state attorney general’s office, with training completed just prior to 

this casework. LSPD officers seemed to have embraced this philosophy, as related by one 

interview participant (officer):  

It’s not up to us to deliver the punishment. It’s up to us to enforce whatever the 

existing thing was. Listen, sometimes you get on scene, you have to act now and 

forcefully and with 100% effort, you know. But the minute that’s done, sit them 

up, get them off the ground, get them talking. It’s done. You know what I mean? 

Others related that intimidating people or acting like “the big bad wolf” had no 

place in law enforcement. In alignment with the PJP framework de-escalation 

recommendations cited above, officers instead maintained that allowing people time to 

vent, taking a couple of deep breaths to calm themselves, and creating distance were 

effective de-escalation techniques. LSPD SWAT officers championed distance and 

positioning as critical elements to successful de-escalation. Not surprisingly, many 

officers noted that communication techniques were most important. One interview 

participant (officer) commented: 

So if everybody’s being compliant with what you’re telling them, going with the 

flow, listening to what you’re saying, you’ve determined the scene is safe, there’s 
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no reason to go and yell at people and treat them like garbage. What’s the point in 

that? A lot of guys when they get spoken to a certain way, they think “Oh, you 

can’t talk to me like that. I’m a cop.” So what’s gonna happen? Are we both 

gonna sit here and yell at each other? 

Communication was also a recurring theme in excessive use-of-force intervention. 

Officers acknowledged their duty to prevent fellow officers from allowing tense 

situations to influence sound decision making. As one interview participant (executive 

command) related: “Behind every uniform is a human being, who is called to interact 

with other human beings on their worst day, so tensions can be high on both sides.” 

Recognizing the human elements on both sides, the Active Bystander in Law 

Enforcement (ABLE) training provided to all officers of the LSPD incorporated a 

professional obligation to protect officers from themselves during critical situations. An 

interview participant (middle manager) explained: 

If you see a coworker, you know, going a little bit too beyond. If you’re going 

hands on, you know, do what you can, have them back off a little bit and take 

over. ABLE was the first step in trying to talk to fellow officers. Communicating 

with them effectively when you feel like they’re in a situation where they could 

hurt themselves or somebody else. Kind of bring them down and not feel like you 

were, you know, betraying a brother or something like that. You’re doing it for 

the right reasons.  

Referring to use-of-force statistics on the agency website, LSPD commanders said 

the de-escalation program was working. During the reporting period for 2021, there were 

only 0.5 uses of force per 1,000 police-citizen contacts, and 53.5 per 1,000 arrests. An 

interview participant (executive command) commented: 

I think now, when you look at the use-of-force reports for the entire department, 

you start to realize, oh, wow, it’s really low. Our guys are talking their way out of 

fights with people. I think we are able to communicate and get resources to 

people. And if you’d asked me that, you know, 10 years ago, I would have 

probably scoffed at it and said that it’s nonsense, but, you know, like I said, I’m 

older and smarter. 
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SCPD De-escalation 

SCPD officers as well recognized the value of de-escalation and communication. 

One interview participant (officer) expressed: “Like what impresses me the most is 

someone who can just de-escalate the situation because that’s harder than it looks. That 

impresses me the most, so I try to be that guy.” This quote from a veteran officer was 

representative of the culture shift at the SCPD from an “old school, heavy-handed” 

approach to one of patience and de-escalation. As excessive force contributed to the 

SCPD loss of legitimacy, de-escalation was integral to the organizational shift. An 

interview participant (middle manager) described: 

I think now they’re stressing more to be patient and give more time. Because I 

think a lot of cops lose their temper and they’re trying to hurry it up. That’s just 

not how it works. They stress more now: you’ve got to slow it down and just keep 

working with the person. I don’t remember one call that the sergeant made us 

hurry it up. I think they understand what we’re doing out there, especially us guys 

on days.  

Like the LSPD, all SCPD officers had been trained in Integrating Communication 

and Tactics (ICAT) and Active Bystander in Law Enforcement (ABLE). Officers seemed 

to have embraced these systems, adapting them in practice to commonly encountered 

situations. For example, patrol officers recognized that after an arrest, it helped calm 

things down if the arresting officer limited contact with the arrestee, as arrestees typically 

had negative feelings towards the arresting officer. An interview participant (officer) 

provided this example: 

Especially with the prisoners, like we’ll have a different car transport and then 

that person, you know, checks their property in, instead of having the same officer 

that arrested them bring them in and go through their belongings and stuff. We 

use those levels of separation when they’re available.  
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SCPD officers also were keenly aware of the time and place of arrests and how 

those factors influenced the potential for escalation and use of force. An interview 

participant (officer) gave an example from a typical Friday or Saturday night in the 

restaurant and bar area of the city: 

Same thing with, you know, if there’s a bar right out front. We teach guys not to 

make the car stop there if possible. Don’t make the arrest there. And if you have 

to make that arrest, get the prisoner in the car and remove them from the scene. 

Because you can incite a crowd, you know, I mean, especially nowadays. Those 

are the little things that we constantly remind our guys anyway to try and avoid 

those situations.  

Detectives related they also helped calm those situations, as they responded once 

the scene had been secured, ambulances had left the scene, and the commotion had 

lessened. This was a distinct advantage, as similar to the BCPD CIT officers, they were in 

plainclothes and could take time to speak to people about the case or the neighborhood. 

An interview participant (officer) explained: 

I think our patrol guys have a negative spotlight put on them because they’re in a 

uniform, so it’s different. They had to take control of what’s going out there. They 

might have had to fight with somebody. As detectives, we’re really not first on 

scene, so we can clean up the initial response. When we show up, we are dressed 

down, in a small unit, with unmarked police cars, so we’re not having all the 

negative spotlight on us. We’re able to speak at a different level than patrol. Most 

of the time, we’re just coming to secure the body, the shell casings, whatever the 

case may be. We can take the time to talk to victims or witnesses and just listen. 

The emergency is over.  

But like in any organization, there were officers who did not embrace this 

philosophy and seemed to escalate situations more often than not. An interview 

participant (officer) lamented the negative impact this had on tense situations.  

We have officers that go to a scene and everyone’s calm, but that one guy shows 

up for whatever reason, the look, the presence, the tone in their voice, that smirk 

on their face. Whatever it is, it sets everybody off. I mean like you can’t pinpoint 

it, but we have officers like that. Whatever they are doing, it sets the prisoner off, 
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it sets this guy off, and now you’re dealing with an irate person. Just because that 

guy showed up. 

Another interview participant (officer) gave a specific example: 

We had an example just the other day. If they had listened to the training, it would 

have worked out better and avoided the use of force. Had they, you know, given 

this new policy more time, homed in the visual cues or whatever, taken their time 

instead of getting hyped up. But that goes back to their FTO [field training 

officer] and the supervisor. 

The officers in these agencies seemed to embrace their de-escalation training, 

taking steps to avoid force and intervening, when necessary, on behalf of their fellow 

officers. The agencies in this casework had taken steps to implement comprehensive 

policies, train their officers, and take corrective action when necessary. As excessive use 

of force had led to the loss of legitimacy in all three cases, an effective de-escalation 

program was integral to “transformational organizational reform” and PJP. These efforts 

were particularly important when interacting with immigrant communities, LGBTQIA+ 

individuals, and racial minorities. These were the focus of the final pillar of the PJP 

framework, “Procedural Justice with Particular Groups,” covered briefly in the next 

section.  

Procedural Justice with Particular Groups 

The procedural justice with particular groups pillar consists of nine principles, 

organized under three broad categories: LGBTQIA+ individuals, immigrant 

communities, and racial minorities. While there was data from the individual cases 

specific to one or more principles, there was little cross-over or triangulation of the data. 

For example, the BCPD had implemented the Safe Place Initiative for LGBTQIA+ 

individuals (Principle 35, conduct outreach to LGBTQIA+ organizations), the LSPD 
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maintained a junior police academy program (Principle 40, engage young people in the 

co-production of public safety), and the SCPD took steps to advocate for their immigrant 

communities (Principle 37) through domestic violence detectives and advocates. While 

each of these efforts was successful in its own right, similar data were not identified 

across two or more cases. This is not to say that it did not exist, but triangulated data did 

not emerge during the casework. For these reasons, the results from this section are 

provided in Table 4.2. Data that emerged from across the cases, external to the PJP 

framework, are presented in the following synthesis section. It is presented and organized 

under the following themes: leadership and supervision, accountability and self-

assessment, and the police-citizen interface.  

Thematic Analysis/Synthesis 

While the four pillars and 41 principles of PJP were identified across the three 

cases, several themes emerged from the research that resided outside of the PJP 

framework. These findings address the supporting research question: How do police 

organizations employ these practices of PJP to build legitimacy? The themes included 

leadership and supervision, accountability and self-assessment, and the police-citizen 

interface.  

Leadership and Supervision 

That’s one of the biggest problems with our department, the supervision it lacks. 

The unqualified supervisors who were able to play the political game and 

capitalize on the department’s changes over the years. (BCPD interview 

participant—commander)  

The most prominent and recurring theme throughout this research was the 

importance of competent leadership and supervision. As leadership failures were 
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contributory to the loss of legitimacy in each case, conscientious and engaged 

supervisors, from the frontline to the police executive, were integral to successful 

legitimation. For example, at the BCPD, a lack of executive leadership continuity (seven 

commissioners in 10 years) resulted in frequently shifting promotion processes, 

supervisor selection, leadership training, and accountability systems. An interview 

participant (middle manager) noted the consequences of this “revolving door” at the 

police commissioner position: 

I can’t even tell you how many police commissioners we’ve had here in my 25-

year career. I’d have to walk over to the wall in the commissioner’s office and 

count all the pictures. I think consistent leadership definitely helps because you’re 

able to actually like put things into place and still be around to see if they’re either 

going to come to fruition or if they were bad ideas, and you can kind of tweak 

things.  

This reference to lack of follow-up or re-evaluation was due in part to immense 

pressure from the mayor, city officials, and the community on BCPD leadership to reduce 

crime. During the year of this research (2022), there were 332 homicides, 5,400 

aggravated assaults, 2,700 robberies, 687 shootings, and 634 carjackings. Police 

commissioners in the previous 10 years had implemented a variety of crime reduction 

strategies, including zero-tolerance policing (arresting subjects for minor offenses such as 

loitering), open-air drug markets (focusing on the known sections of the city with a high 

volume of drug activity), major drug traffickers (concentrating on the drug “kingpins”), 

violent offenders (aimed at arresting subjects known to commit shootings, robberies, and 

carjackings), and street-level buy-bust operations (targeting lower-level hand-to-hand 

drug transactions). Each was designed to reduce crime, with most having little to no 

impact, with the exception of zero-tolerance, which led to the pattern or practice of 
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unconstitutional policing that triggered the consent decree. An interview participant 

(middle manager) acknowledged the consequences of this approach: 

When I came on, we were at the tail end of what was “zero tolerance” in the city. 

They arrested like busloads of people for loitering on the sidewalk. We one year 

arrested one sixth of the population of the city, a sixth of our population. 

In response to the unrelenting pressure to reduce crime, the BCPD over time had 

adopted a culture of “crime-fighting at any cost.” The agency mission was to “win the 

war,” with BCPD officers acculturated as “warriors” in the fight against a violent 

criminal “enemy.” As early as their police academy training, officers referred to one 

another as “battle buddies” in the “war on crime.” An interview participant (middle 

manager) explained this mindset: 

Prior to really 2015, we were so focused on the warrior mentality—fighting crime 

and making arrests—it was kind of like get crime down by any means necessary. 

And so, the trust and relationship with the community was kind of an 

afterthought. 

The levels of violence and the “real and existential risks” faced by BCPD officers 

(Gun Trace Task Force Report, 2022, p. xxviii) led many to conceive of their jobs in 

terms of “us vs. them”—BCPD vs. the forces of crime and violence. In response to this 

pressure, officers adopted an “arrest first, charge later” mentality. One interview 

participant (middle manager) explained: 

There’s no one I couldn’t arrest. I could make any arrest lawful. Like I can 

write—it’s a big book, I’ll find something. But you have to do it lawfully. And I 

think sometimes most definitely people didn’t draw that connection in the war on 

crime. 

The overwhelming pressure to make arrests was felt by street-level officers, but 

the responsibility to reduce crime rested on the shoulders of district commanders. And the 
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consequences for failing to do so were swift and immediate. It was not uncommon for 

precinct commanders to be demoted in real time during monthly Compstat meetings. The 

BCPD utilized the Compstat model, designed and implemented by the New York Police 

Department, for statistical analysis of citizen complaints, crime, arrests, summonses, and 

district efforts to address these issues. They were compared with the previous months’ 

data and citywide data to discern crime trends and the impact of crime-fighting efforts. 

To reduce crime in their districts, and thereby positive district performance during 

Compstat meetings, commanders reduced supervision and accountability for patrol 

squads to generate arrest numbers. In a system where success was determined by 

numerical measures, more productive squads were granted more latitude to get even more 

results. The exclusion of conviction rates from those results, combined with inadequate 

training on arrest, search, and seizure, led to an incentive structure that rewarded an 

“arrest first, charge later” mentality. Over time, this resulted in unjustified stops and 

frisks, unlawful arrests, excessive use of force, and improper gun seizures (Gun Trace 

Task Force Report, 2022, p. ix). In other words, in the “war on crime,” the ends justified 

the means.  

The arrest and indictment of seven officers from a BCPD task force for 

racketeering, robbery, extortion, and overtime fraud (BCPD Task Force Report, 2022, 

p. i) brought to the fore the consequences of inadequate leadership, supervision, and 

accountability during the “war on crime.” In their report, BCPD task force investigators 

concluded that approaching the “community writ large as an adversary rather than an ally 

and partner” was not only dangerous, but counter to policing mandates to protect and 

serve. Officers of all ranks and assignments at the BCPD lamented that the high-profile 
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actions of what they described as “a handful of rogue officers” were responsible for the 

“blame.” But these were symptoms of an organizational culture that over time had 

rewarded unconstitutional conduct. The BCPD task force investigators concluded that to 

ensure constitutional policing, ethical leadership, audits and inspections, and robust 

systems of training, supervision, and accountability were necessary (BCPD Task Force 

Report, 2022, p. xxxv). These systems and functions were implemented by the BCPD 

through federally mandated consent decree reform. Their investigation underscored that 

dispensing with the Constitution to reduce crime corroded the culture and very fabric of 

the BCPD. The BCPD task force investigators identified a series of leadership failures 

that led to this “corrosion of culture”: 

1. Lack of supervisor experience 

2. Lack of leadership training, especially of frontline supervisors 

3. Failure to directly observe subordinates, establishing plausible deniability  

4. Inability or unwillingness to identify negative behavior or misconduct 

5. Failure to monitor officers who statistically outperformed their peers 

6. Failure to identify violations of police, state or federal law, or the Constitution 

7. Concealment of misconduct to protect their own career advancement 

8. Corrupt frontline supervisors, who perpetuated misconduct in their squad or unit 

(BCPD Task Force Report, 2022, p. xxv) 

 

Despite these leadership and supervision findings by the task force investigators, 

they did not represent every BCPD leader or supervisor. The BCPD had countless ethical 

and competent leaders at all levels of the organization, who were incensed at these 

consummate leadership failures. An interview participant (middle manager) exclaimed: 

A lot of those weak commanders are the reason why some of those patrol 

districts, why some of these specialized units got as far out of control as they did. 

We’ve had some of the worst commanders, I think, ever in the history of policing.  

It is not surprising, then, that when the BCPD signed the consent decree 

agreement with the DOJ, the first order of business was a complete overhaul of the 
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leadership structure. Selection of a new police commissioner was the first step in that 

process.  

Executive Leadership 

The new BCPD police commissioner was selected from outside of the agency for 

his consent decree experience and prior leadership of an urban, metropolitan police 

agency. He recognized that ethical leadership, audits and inspections, and robust systems 

of training, supervision, and accountability (BCPD Task Force Report, 2022, p. xxxv) 

were necessary to ensure successful reform. To assist him in this endeavor, he recruited 

deputy commissioners from outside the agency to lead the PIB (covered above) and 

compliance bureau (covered below). To lead their legitimation strategies, the LSPD 

instead promoted a chief from within, and the SCPD hired back a previous police 

director. A BCPD interview participant (executive command) highlighted the advantage 

of sweeping leadership change: 

So now you have a police commissioner from the outside who brought the vision 

and strategy. He made it a point that he would not come unless he had the 

freedom to make his own deputy commissioners. So he brought on new DCs to 

promote the mission. He brought in a new chief financial officer and new chief 

information officer. You know, because previously, everything was basically 

done on a “who you know” basis. There was a lot of nepotism, and promotions 

were made that had nothing to do with qualifications, or anything to do with, you 

know, your ability to do the job.  

Politics and Leadership 

Political interference in the promotion process was not unique to the BCPD. The 

LSPD as well suffered from a decades-long political struggle between the township’s 

mayors and police chief. As one interview participant exclaimed:  
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Politics. Like that’s the one thing I think destroys this job, and it is so blatant. It 

makes some people disheartened. It makes some people arrogant. It’s our biggest 

obstacle. 

LSPD officers lamented about concentric circles of nepotism and political 

interference, both internal and external. Externally, the promotion process had been 

usurped by mayors overextending their reach into police operations. Several interview 

participants recounted their demotions without cause when a new mayor was elected, 

only to be promoted back when the next one took office. An interview participant 

(executive command) offered: 

Yeah, I got promoted to lieutenant on that list after he lost the election. Then the 

incoming mayor demoted us for economic reasons. And then she promoted her 

own people but violated her own ordinance. We had a 5-year lawsuit over it. I got 

my back pay. I got my rank back. I lost seniority, though. 

While the chief fought to defend his department and supervisors, he himself was 

not immune to mayoral attacks on the LSPD. As one interview participant (executive 

command) voiced: “So, the chief went through all that. That was back when he was 

suspended. Like when we were demoted, that mayor was the one who suspended him.” 

The “grinding civil war” between opposing mayors and the chief had left the 

department in ruins, lacking the policies, supervision, or accountability systems necessary 

for PJP, either inside or outside of the department. To initiate the “transformational 

organizational change” effort, the LSPD chief surrounded himself with a command staff 

(also from inside the agency) that supported his efforts. As one LSPD interview 

participant (middle manager) related:  

Before he became chief, we had a bunch of captains that were old and crotchety 

and didn’t want to change. For a lot of years, we were close-minded. Now I think 

our command staff and lieutenants want to be here and want to make a difference. 

They don’t have to do it. They want to do it.  
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Internal Politics. Some LSPD officers did not agree, insisting that while external 

political interference with promotions may have been quelled, it continued on “inside the 

building.” They complained of the “barstool promotion,” where officers from the “A 

team” were favored over those on the “B team.” One interview participant (officer) 

commented: 

I will tell you that one of the most frustrating things for me was how, you know, 

the guy on the barstool next to them just kept going and going and going. And just 

because I might not toe the line, or I was worried about the street, I didn’t care 

about that stuff. I just never cared about politics. I never got the same love. And I 

was bitter about it, you know, and it was for a while I felt like that.  

Another interview participant (officer) complained that personnel in specialty 

units based in headquarters (traffic, investigations, community policing) were chosen 

over patrol officers: “Last round of promotions, we made 21 sergeants, and 17 came from 

inside the building.” 

These quotes from both the BCPD and LSPD described both external and internal 

political interference that contributed to supervision failures and misconduct that were 

“wholly contrary to the agency’s values and commitment to fair, impartial, and ethical 

law enforcement” (BCPD Task Force Report-Response, 2022, p. 1). It is not surprising, 

then, that both law enforcement executives’ highest priorities included the development 

of a promotional process, insulated from political interference, that would produce 

competent leaders. 

The Promotion Process 

 Recognizing the longstanding organizational impact of a failed promotional 

system, the BCPD police commissioner established a fair, open, and competitive process 

for promotion and selection to command positions. In fact, one of the commissioner’s 
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specific requests before agreeing to the BCPD commissioner job was no interference 

from the mayor’s office in the promotions process. As one interview participant (middle 

manager) described, that was “unheard of because up until that point, the mayor’s office 

was intimately involved in every promotion from lieutenant on up.” The commissioner 

rejected this political appointment process, believing that promotion to command 

positions should be based on an officer’s knowledge, skills, ability, service record, and 

overall merit (BCPD Task Force Report Response, 2022, p. 8). Officers from all three 

agencies felt this way as well. An LSPD interview participant (officer) related: 

What matters in our promotion process? Passing the test and politics. You know 

what doesn’t matter? Leadership or supervisory skills. There’s some guys here 

that would be great supervisors and they’ll pass a test. They might not get the 

highest score. But they would be great, great supervisors from their experience. 

But that doesn’t factor in.  

On the commissioner’s direction, the BCPD developed and implemented new 

processes for both commander (captain and major) and classified ranks (lieutenants and 

sergeants). One interview participant (executive command) explained the vast difference 

between the process before and after:  

The commissioner was like, I want a policy in place, something fair, that if 

somebody wants to be a captain, they’re going to apply for it, they’re going to 

submit writing samples, there’s going to be an interview process. Prior to that, it 

was the good-old-boy network kind of thing. It was who you knew to get yourself 

in. To get yourself moved up from lieutenant to captain, you know, you had to 

have a good endorsement and you moved up. There was no interview. There was 

no test.  

Commanders described the implementation of a robust promotion process as a 

“huge culture change” for the agency, as the new process included a stipulation wherein 

“highly recommended” candidates were selected from the top 25%. The “highly 

recommended” status was assigned to those candidates with a diverse background in the 
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BCPD, service in the PIB, and advanced education such as a master’s degree. The LSPD 

adopted similar standards for promotion to sergeant and lieutenant, as administered by an 

outside entity, the State Chiefs Association. The organizational goal of both agencies was 

to improve supervision and leadership quality in both the short and long term. As one 

BCPD interview participant (executive command) noted, “We’re putting those processes 

in place, so when we do leave, hopefully they will outlive our time here.” BCPD has 

since adopted a strategic framework for advancing equity to ensure the continued 

implementation and procedural improvements like the promotion process (BCPD Task 

Force Report Response, 2022). While the LSPD had made vast improvements in 

promotion processes, insulated from political influence, it did not have a similar initiative 

for long-term leadership performance and stability.  

Leadership Summary 

The sentinel events leading to a loss of legitimacy in all three cases exposed the 

critical place of leadership and supervision in a police organization. Ethical, strong, and 

stable leadership, insulated from political interference, was essential for accountability of 

police personnel and PJP. Two independent assessments of the BCPD, the 7th Consent 

Decree Report (2022, p. 39) and BCPD Task Force Report (2022, p. xv), offered several 

recommendations for effective leadership and supervision, which included: 

1. Promotion processes must include criteria that emphasize effective, 

constitutional, and community-oriented policing for supervisor candidates.  

2. Incoming supervisors to a new position should shadow the outgoing 

supervisor for a period of time, to ensure a proper transfer of command, 

including strengths and weaknesses of personnel in that unit.  

3. Commanders and Managers should follow the chain of command, to 

ensure that production needs or nepotism do not unduly influence their 

decisions. Orders should never be delivered directly from executives to 

frontline personnel.  
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4. Supervisors of plainclothes units should ensure that candidates undergo 

polygraphs, interviews, disciplinary reviews, and discretionary financial 

audits during their time in these positions. 

5. Supervisors should be advised when an officer under their supervision is 

the subject of a PIB investigation for serious misconduct, to include false 

testimony, constitutional violations, and theft. They should also be advised 

of the outcome of these investigations, and whether the findings impact 

the integrity or honesty of the officer.  

6. Supervisor performance evaluations must include assessments of ability 

and effectiveness of monitoring, deterring, and addressing misconduct by 

officers under their command. 

 

These prescriptive recommendations for effective leadership and supervision are 

merely a “prelude to compliance” (7th Consent Decree Report, 2022, p. 13). To ensure 

successful organizational legitimation in the long term, these agencies must ensure 

compliance through accountability systems such as audits and inspections. How they did 

so is the topic of the next section: accountability and self-assessment.  

Accountability and Self-Assessment 

After the three cases had implemented policies, conducted training, and 

reformulated their IA and promotion processes, they shifted focus from legitimation to 

self-assessment to demonstrate sustainability of PJP practices. To do so, each agency 

implemented compliance and accountability functions, with the BCPD having established 

the most robust audits and inspection function, under the newly formed performance 

standards unit. This unit was formed to ensure compliance with the consent decree, to 

consistently address and prevent violations of law and policy (7th Consent Decree 

Report, 2022). As one BCPD interview participant (executive command) offered: 

We’ve done the reform effort on the front end as far as the policy work and saying 

that we’re doing these things. I can’t tell you with confidence that we’re 

performing in that manner. The only time I find out is when there’s a complaint 

and it ends up in, you know, in internal affairs. For example, we told people to do 
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it and we trained them on procedural justice, but I had no idea if they were 

actually doing it.  

It is not surprising then that the performance standards unit concentrated on 

factors contributing to the loss of legitimacy: use-of-force incidents and de-escalation 

efforts; stops, searches, and weapons pat downs; arrests with proper legal justification 

and without discrimination; truthful report-writing without misrepresentations or material 

omissions; appropriate response to behavioral crises and incidents involving youth; and, 

significantly, proof of close, corrective supervision, timely and thorough IA 

investigations, and appropriate disciplinary measures for misconduct (7th Consent Decree 

Report, 2022). A BCPD interview participant (executive command) recounted the value 

of the audits and inspection function: 

We actually have to figure out ways and methods to prove what we’re doing. You 

can write all the policies you want. But you know, this whole reform process is 

truly about agencies becoming self-assessing, self-correcting. 

The LSPD and SCPD also focused self-assessment efforts around use-of-force 

incidents, de-escalation efforts, and IA processes, as mandated by state attorney general 

directives. As mentioned above, both agencies conducted “meaningful” multi-level 

reviews of every use-of-force incident. In compliance with accreditation standards, IA 

reports were also audited monthly and annually to ensure accountability of the IA process 

itself. Each layer of the command structure reviewed the work of the previous level, 

taking into consideration completeness, accuracy, and organizational concerns.  

Audits and Inspections 

At the BCPD, the performance standards unit employed teams of assessors to 

conduct audits utilizing transportation logs, police reports, body-worn camera videos, and 
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use-of-force reports, with a frequency schedule for each type of audit. For example, 

transportation audits were conducted two per district per month; warrant apprehension 

squad transports, two per month; and sexual assault cases, two founded and two 

unfounded cases per month per district. Spot checks were also performed, where 

performance standards unit auditors went to the location of prisoner transports, physically 

inspected the transport vehicle and the prisoner, and reviewed video of the transport. An 

interview participant (middle manager) noted that spot checks had the “dual value of 

having the officers physically see the fact that they’re being inspected randomly on a 

consistent basis, so that you know, word gets out that, look, BCPD takes this stuff 

seriously.” 

The auditing and spot check teams utilized a series of scorecards and checklists to 

evaluate and classify the officers’ performance, with strict parameters for referral to PIB. 

For example, if the auditors noted an act of unreported or excessive force while doing a 

procedural justice or transportation audit, the incident was automatically referred to the 

PIB. Failing to provide medical attention, turning off or failing to activate a body-worn 

camera, allegations of theft, and strip search violations were also automatic referrals. 

While the BCPD had personnel dedicated exclusively to this function, the SPCD and 

LSPD had similar practices in place, albeit on a smaller scale. In all three cases, these 

audits were the key to assessing gaps between policy and practice, as policy 

modifications at times had unintended impacts on street-level practice. An interview 

participant (middle manager) gave an example related to BCPD Policy 1013, Strip 

Searches and Body Cavity Searches: 

If a drug dealer with a big pack of drugs, you know, 30 pills of fentanyl and 

heroin mixed together, puts it down the front of his pants, the officer can’t 
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immediately recover that in the street anymore. They need to figure out a way to 

transport that prisoner to a private location such as a police station or some other 

location out of view of the public and then get a lieutenant’s approval to recover 

those drugs.  

Auditors considered these modifications to daily practice, as officers were 

continuously adapting to never-ending policy modifications. This required extra care, 

effort, and supervision, but frontline supervisors and middle managers from the 

performance standards unit believed they were ensuring fair and transparent assessment 

of BCPD officers, “upstream” of PIB investigations. As one interview participant 

(executive command) explained: 

I think our work product has a positive influence on the actions of the hard-

working men and women on the street. For the first time in my career, we now 

have mechanisms that look to measure levels of compliance. Whereas in the past, 

it would usually just be a citizen complaint to internal affairs, and that was really 

the only mechanism. 

In other words, transparently and proactively auditing and inspecting street-level 

practice ensured alignment with organizational priorities, through corrections prior to PIB 

or IA referral. The color-coded results of the performance standards unit audits were 

presented to BCPD commanders at weekly Compstat meetings, in a spreadsheet 

illustrating compliance (black) or noncompliance (red) trends. Commanders utilized that 

information to improve compliance in their districts. For example, a BCPD interview 

participant (executive command) noted the following from the previous month’s 

procedural justice audits: 

Those numbers are still in the red but in months past, they were deeper in the red. 

So they’re getting the message. They’re slowly improving. And this is a way that 

commanders can see how their district is doing. 
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If districts repeatedly failed audits, there was progressive discipline not only for 

officers, but for the commanders themselves. The BCPD was still determining how to 

approach this type of discipline, because as one interview participant (middle manager) 

stated: “We can’t enforce every word of every single sentence, of, you know, all 500 plus 

policies.” There were also technological limitations to the audits, as camera footage from 

vehicles was not immediately available, unlike that from body-worn cameras. Auditors 

had to travel to each precinct, remove the hard drives from patrol vehicles, and transport 

them to the information technology department, who then downloaded the video.  

Technology for Accountability and Self-Assessment 

These and other technological obstacles to self-assessment were a recurring theme 

throughout the research. Technology of all kinds was essential to the self-assessment 

functions of all three agencies. For example, at the BCPD, the “IA Pro” software was 

utilized to track IA cases with an early warning system function (“blue team”) for 

tracking use of force, initiating administrative investigations, and recognizing employees 

across commands and over time. In addition, BCPD purchased conducted energy devices 

(Tasers) for all officers, body cameras, vehicle-mounted cameras, and a new records 

management system. To ensure the interoperability of these systems, the BCPD 

purchased them all from one vendor, Axon. The Axon products came with an integrated 

cloud-based platform (Evidence.com) to access the data from Tasers, body cameras, 

vehicle-mounted cameras, and reports. This platform also allowed officers and victims 

alike to upload photos and videos. Officers hired after the consent decree was 

implemented had seamlessly integrated these systems into their daily activity. One 

interview participant (officer) noted: 
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One of the first things they issued us was our departmental phone and body-worn 

camera because they work in conjunction with each other so you can “tag” your 

videos. I mean, that’s kind of been our norm since we came along with the police 

department. 

This officer’s reference to “tagging” was a classification system for the videos, 

like use of force, citizen complaint, motor vehicle pursuit, etc. These classifications 

facilitated the audit and inspection function of video, photo, and documentary evidence. 

The consent decree monitoring team highlighted the value of these systems for data-

driven, evidence-based policing. A BCPD interview participant (middle manager) 

commented: 

So again, you know, we can do policy and training work, but it doesn’t matter if 

we can’t prove that those things are having the intended effect. We can’t do that 

without data. You can’t get the data without an actual system, with pieces that talk 

to each other. Up until recently, we were still doing everything on paper. 

For instance, at the time of this research, the BCPD was not yet fully capable of 

assessing the utilization of field-based reporting. Case management through the Axon 

records management system was not yet launched, as its implementation was behind 

schedule. Significant technology and infrastructure upgrades were required, as the BCPD 

and the city itself had not made improvements in these areas in quite some time. One 

interview participant (middle manager) described this as a tremendous advantage of the 

consent decree: 

The consent decree forced the city to invest where it needs to invest. I mean, 

when we got here, our training academy was in a condemned middle school. The 

heat didn’t work, the air-conditioning didn’t work. But you know, the consent 

decree forced the city to invest. And now we’re in the city university. 

The facility and technology upgrades in all three cases were linked to the sentinel 

event or series thereof that triggered the loss of legitimacy. While each case had specific 
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circumstances, there were cross-cutting themes or commonalities, including excessive 

use of force (covered above) and overtime or “side work” fraud.  

Overtime and Side Work. The mismanagement of side work and overtime had 

cost the cities in all three cases millions of dollars in taxpayer money. In the BCPD, the 

citywide task force investigation uncovered a case of massive overtime fraud, with 

officers lying for years about the hours they worked. Several indicted officers even 

admitted to submitting for overtime while they were out of town or on vacation. In the 

SCPD, the arrest of an officer for “moonlighting” (working a side job) while he was on 

duty was the first in a series of missteps that led to a loss of legitimacy. And in the LSPD, 

a complex scheme to defraud the department of “side work” compensation resulted in the 

indictment of four officers, with the case still ongoing at the time of this writing (March 

2023). In some cases, officers were paid for jobs they never worked. In other instances, 

officers called in sick for regular duty, but worked “extra duty” during those same hours. 

These officers received tens of thousands of dollars over and above their regular pay, 

with some on track to double their salaries at the time of the indictment. LSPD 

commanders realized that the old way of separately tracking regular duty, overtime, and 

“side work” was no longer effective. For accountability and to monitor the on-duty status 

of all employees, they implemented a new technology for integrated scheduling. An 

interview participant (executive command) explained: 

A big one for us was, you know, our management of our side work. For many 

years, it was bizarre. It was a lack of accountability for the most part. And of 

course, there was a time when certain people had a monopoly over certain types 

of jobs. The unions had a chokehold on it. We shifted over to a third-party vendor 

(ExtraDuty Solutions) for complete transparency and equal distribution of side 

work.  
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Equal distribution was but one advantage of the ExtraDuty Solutions system. 

Significantly, commanders could now see who was working “extra duty” from their 

desktop. An interview participant (executive command) commented: 

With the old system, I had no way of knowing who was working what at any 

given time. I’d have to go into the CAD [computer-aided dispatch] system, or I’d 

have to call and find out who was scheduled that day for different jobs. Now it’s 

as simple as clicking the link on my computer, and now I can look at every job 

today and who’s assigned to it. That is a nice feature. It’s very helpful. 

The next consideration for the LSPD was a consolidation of the CAD system, 

scheduling, and ExtraDuty Solutions system into a single, integrated system. This would 

allow commanders to see who was working regular duty, who was working extra duty, 

and who was scheduled off in one software program. This technological integration 

would facilitate transparency, accountability, and fairness, each integral to PJP and the 

legitimacy-building strategy of these cases.  

Accountability and Self-Assessment Summary 

The accountability systems and technologies described above were implemented 

to ensure that officers who were guided by sound policies, were well trained, and were 

properly supervised would build legitimacy during every police-citizen interaction. As 

the President’s Task Force on 21st Century Policing (2015) reported:  

Law enforcement culture should embrace a guardian mindset to build public trust 

and legitimacy. Toward that end, police and sheriffs’ departments should adopt 

procedural justice as the guiding principle for internal and external policies and 

practices to guide their interactions with the citizens they serve. (p. 11) 

The incalculable importance of these daily interactions emerged as a recurring 

theme across the three cases. As one interview participant (executive command) 

suggested: “The patrol officer, I think, is really the one that’s going to turn this place 
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around.” How the officers did so, at the police-citizen interface, is the focus of the next 

section.  

Police-Citizen Interface 

You’re the face, right? I’ve been answering the call as the face of this police 

department for 16 years, you know. And that’s how I try to carry myself every 

day. You know, even sitting here talking to you.  

Like this LSPD sergeant, officers from all three agencies embraced that 

responsibility, and its implications for policing as a whole. One interview participant 

(officer) commented that “in modern policing, we don’t want to inspire fear. We want to 

inspire voluntary cooperation.” Doing so could “set the tone” for future interactions, 

thereby helping both the community and their fellow officers. One interview participant 

(officer) recounted: 

If I have a negative reaction with a cop, I’m just going to assume my next 

interaction with a cop is going to be negative. It’s going to translate to the next 

guy. I’m gonna have my walls up when you pull me over: “Why did you stop 

me?” Because somebody else did something. If you do a good job, it can help the 

next guy—I promise you that.  

Managers and commanders agreed. While they recognized their critical role in 

guiding the organization, they were keenly aware that frontline officers and their 

supervisors were the “backbone of the department,” where policy was translated into 

practice. An SCPD interview participant (executive command) explained:  

People say you need more people in the community policing unit. No: Every 

officer should be doing community policing. You don’t need a unit for that. 

Everyone here has the ability to do community policing in some capacity. And the 

patrol guys that are out there, they’re the ones that are dealing with the 

community on a daily basis. Simple things like just being nice, you know. 
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Interestingly, this commander’s reference to “just be nice” was coined during one 

of the director’s first command meetings. In fact, for the longest time, there was a desk 

wedge with those words in the director’s office. This catchphrase encapsulated another 

recurring theme across the cases—treating people with respect.  

Respect 

As one interview participant (officer) commented, “A lot of these people don’t 

like police, but they may respect you. And in the street, respect matters.” To earn that 

respect, the BCPD community policing plan suggested specific procedural justice 

practices such as introducing yourself, explaining the reason for the contact as soon as 

possible, answering questions, ensuring the contact is no longer than reasonably 

necessary, providing an explanation at the conclusion of the interaction, and being 

professional and courteous throughout the interaction (BCPD website). As one interview 

participant exclaimed: “You gotta know how to talk to people.” One interview participant 

(officer) provided an example of how street-level respect actually defused tension during 

enforcement actions: 

It’s a different type of respect. Because, you know, they’re like, “Well, we talk to 

this officer all the time. You know, we talk to the sergeant all the time, and 

they’re usually cool—so if they’re locking you up, it’s for a reason.” 

How officers conducted those arrests also conveyed respect for the families 

impacted by crime, especially during domestic violence incidents. An interview 

participant (officer) provided an example of how a simple shift in police tactics could 

spare children the trauma of seeing their parent arrested: 

I mean, there’s plenty of times where we’ve handled domestics, and there are kids 

present. So if one of their parents has to get arrested, we’re like, “Hey look, we 

don’t want to put handcuffs on you in front of your kids.” Like we, you know, are 
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respectful and cooperative to walk at least down away from the room where the 

kids are; we’ll put the cuffs on and then we’ll leave. So we don’t at least give that 

respect to the family too. Which I always think is, you know, big high five to 

whoever offers that kind of family respect, because those kids are traumatized.  

That respect in the neighborhood was also earned by getting to know people, 

especially outside of official police interactions. An interview participant (officer) 

offered: 

In my old district, everybody knew me. I knew everybody. I had no problems 

with anybody. The new district, I’m trying to build the same relationships now. 

That takes time though. 

Integral to those relationships was the ability to communicate. Despite policies to 

the contrary, officers maintained that adopting “street slang” was necessary for effective 

policing in certain neighborhoods. A few BCPD officers actually cautioned that speaking 

in law enforcement terms worked against you “in the street,” as people found that both 

threatening and condescending. One officer said she never started a conversation in her 

district with “Sir,” or “Ma’am,” as it was ineffective. Another BCPD interview 

participant (officer) commented that residents wouldn’t listen if you “talk like a cop.”  

You’re not going to talk the same way you go and talk to a call for service or 

whatever. Talking to them in that way may not be related to them, so they will 

pay you no mind. So if you know the slang on the street, talk to them in a way 

where it’s not disrespectful, but it’s like okay, in the neighborhood they 

understand the lingo.  

Officers maintained that adapting communication was fundamental to building 

relationships because you could “meet people where they were, at a human level, 

whatever that might be.” Many of them related that a foundational principle to “the job,” 

was in fact, human beings helping other human beings. No matter how bad the 

interaction, no matter how serious the crime, officers asserted that you had to treat people 
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with respect, never taking their dignity—especially in front of family. An interview 

participant (executive command) voiced: 

You gotta give them their dignity, man; you can’t take a human’s dignity. You 

know, somebody takes your dignity, you’re gonna fight back, you know. You 

can’t talk to people like they’re not human. You know what’s right, you know 

what’s wrong. You stick to your morals and values, and you’ll be OK. I always 

tried to do the right thing, you know, even back in the day. The important stuff 

with these people is how you make them feel. They’re gonna remember that, not 

how you handled the call. 

Officers asserted that “how you made them feel” had the potential to change the 

hearts and minds of citizens who did not trust the police. They believed that it was their 

duty to change the collective judgment that the police were not legitimate. Officer after 

officer lamented that the bad behavior of a few officers, broadcast continuously in the 

news cycle, undid all of the good that the rest of them were doing. An interview 

participant (middle manager) recounted: 

I want everybody to understand how we are. I treat everyone professionally, like a 

person. We’re all human beings. We help you; we are professional. We’re not like 

those videos you see of guys on TV beating other people. They’re always 

showing the worst of us and not the best of us. You have to have good 

interactions to balance out the inevitable interactions the public’s gonna see 

poorly. Keep that in their mind. 

These words of wisdom were imparted by veteran officers to the officers they 

trained. An interview participant (officer) gave an example: 

I do try to remind, especially our younger officers, you know, when you’re a 

really young officer, they’re all interested, you know, this is their favorite job 

ever. And then they slowly get more jaded, right, but we try to catch them before 

they get too jaded. We keep reminding them that, hey, if somebody’s calling the 

police, it’s their worst day ever. It might be your Thursday, but you still have to 

treat it the way that they want it to be treated with the seriousness that they’re 

calling you for it.  
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In other words, they were building legitimacy, one interaction at a time, through 

PJP. By all accounts, after the agencies had implemented policies, trained the officers, 

created accountability systems, established credible IA processes, and became self-

assessing, it was, after all, in the daily police-citizen encounters that legitimacy would be 

built. 

They’re the ones pulling people over. They’re the ones responding to people’s 

domestics. They’re the ones that are having 90% of the face-to-face interaction 

with the community. You have the administration who can do more policy, but 

they don’t see us out there addressing the problem. The cops are out there with 

them. We’re the ones they talk to. We’re the ones they have to trust. (SCPD 

interview participant, officer) 

Police-Citizen Interface Summary 

The critical value of the police-citizen interface was an emergent finding from this 

research. The officers themselves recognized that they represented not only their 

department, but policing as a whole, setting the tone for future interactions. The SCPD 

director’s adage of “just be nice” encapsulated this approach to “earning” respect of the 

public, one interaction at a time. The officers reported that respect from the public could 

result in greater cooperation, citizen support, and reduced use of force. As the backbone 

of the department, every officer has the responsibility to police in partnership with the 

community. “Policing by consent is a basic premise of American law enforcement. . . . 

Consent comes from the community as a whole, not from a single person” (Ellis, 2018, 

paras. 3, 4).  

Chapter 4 Summary 

This chapter has covered in detail the PJP legitimation practices of three agencies: 

the BCPD, LSPD, and SCPD. The findings presented above indicated that while differing 
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in location, size, and resources, the three agencies utilized comparable legitimation 

strategies, derived from PJP principles. The agencies were briefly introduced in the first 

section of this chapter, which included contributory factors to the loss of legitimacy and 

the subsequent legitimation focus. The next section of the chapter focused on PHP 

practice (PRQ) findings in alignment with the PJP framework (Quattlebaum et al., 2018). 

As such, that section was organized according to the four PJP pillars: transparency and 

public engagement, procedural justice inside the department, officer interactions with 

their communities, and procedural justice with particular groups. The final section of the 

chapter was a synthesis of how (SRQ) the agencies implemented these practices. The 

strategies found to be most important to a successful PJP legitimation effort included 

leadership and supervision, accountability and self-assessment, and the police-citizen 

interface. The implications of these findings for research, theory, and practice are the 

subject of Chapter 5.  
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CHAPTER 5: 

CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS 

Introduction 

The purpose of this study was to explore the organizational legitimation practices 

of procedurally just policing (PJP). The study sought to inform police executives 

responding to legitimacy crises by exploring the alignment of institutional expectations 

and organizational strategy with street-level practice and shared societal values 

(Beetham, 1991; Coicaud, 2002). It also sought to contribute to the social-psychological 

legitimacy (Bottoms & Tankebe, 2012; Bradford, 2014; Tyler, 1990), organizational 

legitimacy (Bitektine et al., 2020), and PJP literature streams, specifically by exploring 

the procedural justice dimensions of voice, integrity, impartiality, fairness, effectiveness 

(Bottoms & Tankebe, 2012; Bradford, 2014; Tankebe, 2013), and boundary of authority 

(Trinkner & Tyler, 2016). The study was designed to fill the gap in the policing 

legitimacy literature by considering micro-level legitimacy judgments embedded in the 

macro context of policing systems. While the practitioner literature (President’s Task 

Force on 21st Century Policing, 2015; Quattlebaum et al., 2018) was comprehensive, it 

was prescriptive in nature. As socially constructed judgments of legitimacy involve both 

macro- and micro- institutional processes (Berger et al., 1998; Bitektine, 2011), this study 

facilitated consideration of the multi-level (Bitektine & Haack, 2015) organizational 

legitimation practices of PJP.  

This study’s primary research question (PRQ) was: What are the multi-level 

organizational legitimation practices of PJP? The supporting research question (SRQ) 

was: How do police organizations employ these practices of PJP to build legitimacy? 
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This multiple case study of three police agencies included triangulated data from 

independent investigations (7th Consent Decree Report, 2022); agency websites and 

social media posts; documents including policies, training courses, crime statistics, and 

published progress reports; participant interviews; and on-site observations. Data analysis 

revealed practices in alignment with the four PJP pillars (Quattlebaum et al., 2018) of 

transparency and public engagement, procedural justice inside the department, officer 

interactions with their communities, and procedural justice with particular groups. 

Emergent from the casework were also three multi-level (Bitektine, 2011) strategies for 

implementing these practices, including leadership and supervision, accountability and 

self-assessment, and strategies for frontline officers at the police-citizen interface. From 

these findings also emerged conclusions and implications for practice, theory, and 

research. The next section presents answers to the study’s primary and supporting 

research questions. That is followed by conclusions advanced by this research and by 

implications for practice, theory, and research. The chapter concludes with a summary of 

this research, including the theoretical lens, conceptual framework, methodology, 

findings, and brief summary of this chapter.  

Research Questions 

Primary Research Question  

What are the multi-level organizational legitimation practices of PJP?  

While the intent of this research was to explore multi-level organizational 

legitimation practices of PJP within these police organizations, the findings suggest a 

much broader institutional perspective. National-level directives aimed at 

institutionalizing police “best practices” were complemented by state-level mandates and 
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interpreted by city government officials, who allocated resources, provided support, and 

prioritized strategy. In some cases, the political reach of mayors extended to police 

practice and the agency structure itself. Police executives in turn set organizational 

policies and implemented middle management accountability systems for police practice 

executed at the street level.  

For example, at the national level, the U.S. Department of Justice consent decree 

mandated “transformational institutional change” (7th Consent Decree Report) for the 

Big City Police Department (BCPD), via directives for a wide array of police practices 

such as training; misconduct investigations and discipline; technology; staffing, 

performance evaluations, and promotions; stops, searches, arrests, and voluntary police-

citizen interactions; impartial policing; use of force; transportation of persons in custody; 

interactions with individuals with behavioral health disabilities and in crisis; first 

amendment-protected activities; interactions with youth; community policing and 

engagement; sexual assault investigations; recruitment, hiring, and retention; and officer 

assistance and support. For the Large Suburban Police Department (LSPD) and Small 

City Police Department (SCPD), national-level training programs such as Integrating 

Tactics and Communication (ICAT), Active Bystander in Law Enforcement (ABLE), and 

Ethical Policing Is Courageous (EPIC) were implemented to institutionalize best 

practices for de-escalation and excessive use-of-force intervention.  

At the state level, attorneys general for the LSPD and SCPD provided directives 

regarding internal affairs (IA), use of force, police pursuit, and the use of body-worn 

cameras. For the BCPD, the state department of public safety and correctional services 

dictated requirements for IA functions such as police accountability boards, 
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administrative charging committees, and the uniform disciplinary matrix. And at the city 

level, mayoral interference at both the LSPD and BCPD influenced organizational 

leadership, structure, and policy to such an extent that accountability over police practice 

was lost, along with legitimacy. 

At the organizational level, these agencies did not refer to their reform effort as a 

PJP initiative but implemented a variety of practices intersecting with the PJP 

(Quattlebaum et al., 2018) pillars of transparency and public engagement, procedural 

justice inside the department, officer interactions with their communities, and procedural 

justice with particular groups and their specific principles. First, the agencies established 

comprehensive policies and procedures (Principles 1–4) to prevent misconduct. These 

were either directed by federal (BCPD) or state mandate (LSPD and SCPD) or 

proactively implemented through accreditation (LSPD and SCPD). Not surprisingly, the 

most comprehensive policies were linked to the use of force (Principles 5 and 6) and 

supervisory practices to prevent excessive use of force. These included multi-level 

sentinel event reviews and early warning systems (Principle 7) such as “blue team,” 

utilized by BCPD. To facilitate use-of-force monitoring and to promote transparency, the 

agencies implemented body-worn cameras (Principles 8–12) and vehicle-mounted 

cameras. Furthering transparency efforts, the three agencies leveraged social media and 

agency websites to communicate with the public and solicit feedback.  

At the middle management level, a significant focus was the establishment of 

credible accountability and IA functions (Principles 14 and 18), as the sentinel events in 

each case were linked to a failure of IA. This effort involved recruiting new IA leadership 

and investigators, who were then trained and provided data management systems 
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necessary to work efficiently. An electronic filing system (IA Pro) was adopted to 

streamline the intake process, eliminate paper files, and enhance investigation security.  

At the street level, officers were trained in nationally recognized systems for de-

escalation such as Integrating Tactics and Communication (ICAT) (Principles 30–32) and 

excessive use-of-force intervention programs such as Ethical Policing Is Courageous 

(EPIC) and Active Bystander in Law Enforcement (ABLE). Use-of-force reduction 

included specialized training for persons with behavioral health disabilities and crises, 

with the BCPD having a dedicated full-time crisis intervention team. These agencies 

focused as well on other special populations or particular groups, including the 

LGBTQIA+ community (Principle 35), young people (Principle 40), and immigrant 

communities (Principle 37). 

Supporting Research Question 

How do police organizations employ these practices of PJP to build legitimacy? 

The three police agencies in this study implemented the PJP practices outlined 

above through competent and consistent leadership at all levels of the organization. At 

the executive level, they recruited executives from the outside (BCPD and SCPD), 

designed promotional processes free from political interference, and trained supervisors 

in the recognition and correction of misconduct. These newly recruited and promoted 

leaders were responsible for reconciling policy with practice and aligning organizational 

goals with societal expectations. At the middle management level, accountability 

systems, audits, and inspections were implemented for monitoring the use of force, police 

pursuits, transportation logs, and body-worn cameras. These accountability systems were 

the basis for organizational self-assessment, in which technology played an integral role. 
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Technology for learning management (PowerDMS), records management (Axon), and 

monitoring of extra duty or side work (ExtraDuty Solutions) was invaluable, as without 

readily accessible and verifiable data, leadership could neither assess their efforts nor 

make corrections when needed. Integration of technologies for high-liability areas such as 

IA (IA Pro, blue team) were necessary for an organizational-level view of factors at the 

police-citizen interface. At the street level, officers translated policy into practice, 

building relationships in their districts and earning the respect of the neighborhood. They 

did so by spending time with citizens, adapting their language to the neighborhoods they 

policed, and protecting the dignity of all persons. “How” these agencies employed PJP 

practices illustrated the true multi-level nature of a successful PJP strategy. 

Conclusions 

This study advances five conclusions for PJP practices (PRQ) and how (SRQ) 

they were implemented (see Table 5.1). 

 

Table 5.1  

Conclusions Summary 

Conclusion Narrative Summary 

Conclusion 1 Procedurally just policing requires competent, consistent leadership and 

supervision across all levels of the organization. 

Conclusion 2 Accountability and self-assessment systems are essential for aligning 

organizational strategy with street-level practice.  

Conclusion 3 Managing boundary of authority or power limits (use of force, de-escalation, 

internal affairs) is requisite to a successful procedurally just policing legitimation 

strategy. 

Conclusion 4 Procedurally just policing efforts must be effective, as crime rates influence 

legitimacy perceptions of the public and government power holders. 

Conclusion 5 Procedurally just policing policies generate tensions between organizational 

levels, resulting in conflicting perspectives concerning framework 

implementation and success of the procedurally just policing effort.  
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Conclusion 1 

Procedural just policing requires competent, consistent leadership and 

supervision across all levels of the organization. 

Procedural justice is not a project or program to be completed, nor a goal to be 

achieved; it is a comprehensive change to the ways in which police departments 

do business and a constant work in progress. (Quattlebaum et al., 2018, p. 7) 

This quote from the PJP framework expresses the truly comprehensive nature of 

PJP. As such, the efforts of all three agencies required competent, consistent supervision 

at every level of the organization. This began with a vision from the executive level, with 

clear guidelines for implementation. For the BCPD, this effort included searching for a 

leader from the outside, who could implement the sweeping reforms or “frame-bending 

change” (Tushman et al., 1986) required of the federal consent decree. Entering the 

organization with no ties to the existing executive team allowed the new police 

commissioner to dismantle deep structures (Gersick, 1991) that perpetuated the pattern or 

practice of unconstitutional policing. Critical to the effectiveness of the incoming leader 

was the replacement of all of his direct reports (Gersick, 1991). In fact, the incoming 

BCPD police commissioner insisted on this as a condition of employment, doing so 

immediately with external hires in critical roles such as the professional integrity bureau 

(PIB), compliance bureau, and the chief financial officer. The police commissioner was 

keenly aware that reducing the forces maintaining the status quo (Lewin, 1951) was more 

effective than increasing those who would support the change effort. To that end, the 

police commissioner mandated an overhaul of promotion criteria, to ensure that qualified 

supervisors and commanders of all levels would be promoted. A similar promotional 

redesign was instituted by the LSPD.  
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The reform effort in each of these cases was translated into encyclopedic policies 

mandated by federal (BCPD) or state (LSPD and SCPD) guidelines, as supplemented by 

accreditation standards (LSPD and SCPD). Input from the community was incorporated 

into the policies (BCPD), and training was conducted for all officers in the organization. 

To ensure the training was translated into street-level practice, frontline supervisors 

responded to and reviewed high-liability situations such as arrest, use of force, and police 

pursuits. As they cannot respond to every call for service, mid-level managers were 

recruited to conduct audits and inspections, or “meaningful multi-level review” (LSPD), 

to reconcile organizational policy with street-level practice. These accountability systems 

were the basis for organizational self-assessment and self-correction, a long-term goal of 

any reform effort. 

Conclusion 2 

Accountability and self-assessment systems are essential for aligning 

organizational strategy with street-level practice.  

As legitimation is a multi-level (Bitektine & Haack, 2015) organizational strategy, 

micro-level legitimation strategies of street-level officers can differ greatly from the 

meso-level approaches (Martin & Bradford, 2017) of police executives. Police conduct at 

the street level cannot be dictated by policies or procedures, as the task environment is 

ambiguous, turbulent, and uncertain (Thompson, 2003). As officers choose courses of 

action, they are faced with a myriad of environmental and situational factors that change 

with every encounter. These street-level bureaucrats (Lipsky, 2010) must use discretion 

in their citizen encounters, to uphold the law and maintain lawful cooperation (Worden & 

McLean, 2017). This discretion stems from a chronic shortage of resources, time, and 
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information combined with an inability to control the pace or outcome of their work. To 

gain control of their work environment, these street-level bureaucrats can develop 

patterns or practices that are antithetical to the goals of the organization, such as 

routinizing their work, conserving resources, and reconceptualizing citizens (Worden & 

McLean, 2017). 

Reconceptualizing citizens in the BCPD’s “war on crime” led to the pattern or 

practice of unconstitutional policing that resulted in a consent decree. As commanders 

and supervisors relaxed oversight of productive units such as the BCPD task force, there 

was no regular reconciliation of street-level practice against department policy. 

Compounding the lack of supervision was an overwhelmed and understaffed IA function, 

leading to the dismissal of hundreds of citizen complaints. It was no surprise that the 

incoming police commissioner restructured the IA function into a PIB and created a 

compliance bureau responsible for accountability and assessment metrics. Through 

audits, inspections, and scorecards for each, the BCPD utilized systemic technological 

upgrades to track trends in arrests, use of force, prisoner transports, and procedural 

justice. The results of these audits were then presented at monthly Compstat meetings, 

allowing the BCPD to self-assess whether policies were being translated into practice. 

While the SCPD and LSPD did not have the resources for a full-time compliance bureau, 

they implemented similar accountability and assessment functions via multi-level reviews 

of high-liability incidents such as use of force, pursuit, and IA. 
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Conclusion 3 

Managing boundary of authority or power limits (use of force, de-escalation, 

internal affairs) is requisite to a successful procedurally just policing legitimation 

strategy. 

 The social-psychological legitimacy scholars differentiated the four procedural 

justice factors (voice, impartiality, transparency, and fairness) into distinguishable 

dimensions. While Gau and colleagues (2012) specified two dimensions (decision 

making and respectfulness), Lind and Tyler (1988) identified three dimensions 

(trustworthiness, neutrality, and standing), with Blader and Tyler (2009) developing two 

dimensions (type of justice and source of justice). Only the model of Trinkner and Tyler 

(2016) addressed the use or abuse of power. They asserted that how, when, and where 

power was wielded (Hamm et al., 2017), or the “boundary of authority,” was relevant to 

legitimacy determinations. Legitimacy has long been acknowledged as a mediator 

between power and authority (Berger et al., 1998; Habermas, 1975). The findings from 

this study supported this assertion, as exceeding boundaries of authority (excessive use of 

force) and failures to control police power (lack of accountability, failed IA systems, and 

supervisor negligence) contributed to the loss of legitimacy in all three cases. It is not 

surprising that the PJP framework (Quattlebaum et al., 2018) and the reform efforts of all 

three agencies were focused on boundary of authority. For example, the agencies adopted 

use-of-force policies, trained their officers in de-escalation and excessive use-of-force 

intervention, overhauled their IA function, and implemented accountability systems for 

ensuring power management.  
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Conclusion 4 

Procedurally just policing efforts must be effective, as crime rates influence 

legitimacy perceptions of the public and government power holders. 

PJP rests on the assumption that procedural fairness matters more than 

distributive fairness or instrumental concerns (Sunshine & Tyler, 2003). Early works 

were in alignment with Tyler’s “invariance thesis” (Tyler & Huo, 2002), which asserted 

that procedural justice assessments were universal, regardless of cultural or individual 

differences (Tyler & Huo, 2002). In the United States, Wolfe and colleagues (2016) 

found invariance across gender, age, education level, contact with the police, and 

neighborhood conditions. A follow-up set of studies conducted in Trinidad and Tobago 

(Rinehart-Kochel et al., 2013), South Korea (Woo et al., 2018), Ghana (Tankebe, 2013), 

and China (Sun et al., 2017) challenged the invariance thesis, indicating that procedural 

justice was in fact overshadowed by police effectiveness.  

For the urban policing agencies in this study (BCPD and SCPD), effectiveness 

was integral to legitimacy judgments of citizens, as evidenced by organizational 

structure, resource allocation, and crime-fighting strategy. In fact, overwhelming pressure 

concerning persistently high crime led to the BCPD’s “war on crime.” Tactics utilized to 

wage that war resulted in the pattern or practice of unconstitutional policing that resulted 

in the federal consent decree. Despite the reform effort designed to eliminate the “old 

way” of policing (prior to the consent decree), residents lamented that the “old way” was 

more effective at keeping their neighborhoods safe. During the “zero-tolerance” crime 

control strategy at the BCPD, the city had the single lowest homicide rate in 20 years, 

dropping for the first time below 200. At the time of this writing (March 2023), in the 
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midst of the consent decree, the BCPD has already handled 601 robberies, 94 carjackings, 

60 homicides, and over 1,000 aggravated assaults. While these numbers are lower than 

the numbers from last year at this time, there is still overwhelming concern for the 

omnipresent violence. The BCPD posts weekly citywide gun and drug seizures on their 

Instagram feed to assure the community that they are working to reduce crime. The 

caption below every post stated: “These are just a few of the weapons that investigators 

seized from the streets over the last seven days.” The most recent post included an 

assortment of shotguns, rifles and handguns, and ammunition. How the BCPD addresses 

that violence, while ensuring procedurally just interactions, is a continuous work in 

progress.  

Conclusion 5 

Procedurally just policing policies generate tensions between organizational 

levels, resulting in conflicting perspectives concerning framework implementation 

and success of the procedurally just policing effort. 

 This multi-level examination of PJP revealed tensions and conflicting 

perspectives between organizational levels regarding PJP policies (PRQ) and how they 

were implemented (SRQ). For executive command staff, institutional guidance from 

either the Department of Justice (BCPD) or state attorneys general (LSPD and SCPD) 

created a tension between the demands of policy implementation (training, supervision, 

and accountability) and available organizational resources. For middle managers, PJP 

policies created tensions between prescriptive written guidelines and street-level practice. 

To reconcile policy with practice, middle managers maintained accountability systems 

such as audits, inspections, and spot checks. Integrating the results from these systems 
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into the evolving PJP effort was yet another tension. For frontline supervisors, PJP 

policies created ever-increasing demands for not only direct supervision of subordinates, 

but for administrative duties such as sentinel event reviews, use-of-force investigations, 

and statistical reporting. These administrative demands eroded time for the direct 

supervision of subordinates, their most critical task during a PJP effort. For street-level 

officers, the sheer volume of PJP policies (over 500 at the BCPD) created a tension 

between policy accountability and officer safety, as officers in some cases were 

“paralyzed by fear” of violating their encyclopedic content. And for civilian staff, policy 

development and implementation, particularly for the BCPD, created competing demands 

for personnel resources. For example, sworn officers assigned to assist the consent decree 

implementation unit were forced to cover road-based initiatives, conflicting with 

available time for writing policy and developing accountability systems. The 

organizations in this study were in a continuous process of managing these policy 

tensions as they evolved along with the PJP effort. Other implications for police practice 

are covered in the next section.  

Implications 

Implications for Practice  

As this research focused on the multi-level organizational practices of PJP, the 

findings may prove useful to stakeholders in the legitimation of police agencies, 

including police executives and command staff; those who dictate police institutional 

policy, including state attorneys general; and those responsible for police leader 

development. A summary of these implications is included in Table 5.2. 
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Table 5.2  

Summary of Practical Implications 

Practitioner Study implications of potential use to practitioners 

Police 

executives 
• Build relationships with governing bodies promoting democratic 

accountability and minimizing political interference 

• Build an executive team that supports the PJP legitimation effort 

• Develop promotional systems free that result in competent, qualified and 

ethical supervisors 

• Include service in IA as a “plus factor” for promotion to command-level 

positions 

• Implement accountability systems to reconcile organizational strategy with 

street-level practice 

• Institute compliance measures such as audits, inspections, and spot checks 

• Include in supervisor evaluations the ability to recognize misconduct and 

take corrective action  

• Prioritize staffing, training, and support of the IA function 

State attorneys  

general 

Provide police agency guidance for: 

• Community engagement and policing 

• Stops, searches, arrests, and voluntary police-community interactions 

Impartial policing. 

• Interacting with people with behavioral health disabilities and in crisis use 

of force 

• Youth engagement and inclusion 

• First Amendment protected activities. 

• Technology for evidence-based policing 

• Supervision 

• Misconduct investigations and discipline 

• Recruitment, hiring, and retention. 

• Officer assistance and support 

Those  

responsible for  

leader  

development 

Leadership training programs should include: 

• Proper training, support, and mentoring for new supervisors, especially 

during their first year. 

• Supervisor strategies for direct observation of officer behavior, especially 

those who statistically underperform or outperform their fellow officers 

• The myth of plausible deniability  

• Span of control considerations to ensure adequate supervision 

• Transfer of command procedures for all ranks, including a 1-week 

“shadowing” program 

• Meaningful reviews of high-liability incidents such as arrests, use of force, 

police pursuit, prisoner transports, and incidents involving persons with 

behavioral disabilities or in crisis 

• Development and maintenance of a credible internal affairs function 

• Compliance functions such as audits, inspections, and spot checks 

• Organizational self-assessment 

• Procedural justice training 
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Practitioner Study implications of potential use to practitioners 

 Leadership development should shift from the individual leader to 

organizational leadership capacity with a focus on: 

• Social processes 

• Leadership across levels and functions 

• Navigating paradox and complexity 

• Reconciling course content with the real world 

• Consideration of political influences 

• Organizational power dynamics  

• Leadership development integral to adult development 

 
 

Police Executives and Executive Command Staff 

Police executives responsible for organizations incurring a loss of legitimacy 

might find several findings valuable from this study. First and foremost, it was significant 

in the casework that interference from mayors and city councils contributed to the loss of 

legitimacy that prompted the reform or PJP effort. It was no surprise, then, that both the 

BCPD police commissioner and LSPD chief took steps to break free from political 

interference, including selecting their own direct reports and developing promotional 

systems free from mayoral interference. Eliminating illegitimate political interference 

while maintaining democratic accountability (Quattlebaum et al., 2018) was recognized 

by the authors of the PJP framework as a contemporary police problem. Incoming police 

executives might survey the political landscape, both inside and outside of the 

organization, to determine if mayors have unreasonable involvement in daily police 

operations and if command staff personnel are supportive of a sustained PJP effort. If not, 

they might include selection of their own direct reports as a condition of employment, as 

reducing forces maintaining the status quo (Lewin, 1951) is more effective than 

increasing support. Tenured police chiefs, as well, might consider if their direct reports 

are in alignment with organizational goals and make tough decisions as to their roles in 
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the PJP effort. Attrition through retirement was a strategy utilized by all three agencies to 

remove “old school” commanders, to make room for those embracing the PJP reform 

effort.  

Once the commanders are in place and the PJP effort is under way, police 

executives might implement accountability systems, to evaluate if policies and training 

are being translated into street-level practice. The casework revealed that police 

organizations that self-assess through a system of audits, inspections, early warning 

systems, and spot checks could reconcile policy with practice ahead of the IA process. 

Doing so need not exceed budgetary constraints, as two of the agencies (LSPD and 

SCPD) utilized simple Excel spreadsheets to track use-of-force events, police pursuits, 

and IA investigations. Significant in all three cases was the role in accountability 

processes of executive command staff and middle managers with the motivation and 

ability to identify problems and correct them. Accountability might include consideration 

of subordinate supervisor ability to take and document corrective action through training 

or counseling. Recognizing that lack of competent leadership and supervision contributed 

to the pattern or practice of unconstitutional policing, the BCPD revamped the promotion 

process and included service in the PIB as a “plus factor” for promotion. They also 

included in supervisor evaluations the supervisor’s ability to audit, inspect, and take 

disciplinary action. Police executives might consider adding these elements to their 

repertoire of self-assessing tools, as a promotional system that includes accountability 

metrics is good not only for the agency, but for the supervisors themselves.  

Despite sound accountability systems, some officer conduct inevitably ends up 

with IA for corrective action. As failure of the IA function in all three cases was central 
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to their loss of legitimacy, the police executives were forced to develop competent and 

transparent IA processes. For the BCPD, this meant a complete overhaul of the IA 

function into the PIB, with the adequate staffing, training, and resources to conduct 

thorough, timely investigations. In the LSPD and SCPD, the chiefs followed guidance 

from state attorney general directives to establish a credible IA function that ensured 

fairness, accountability, and transparency both inside and outside of the organization. 

Given the nexus to organizational accountability, police executives might prioritize 

staffing, training, and support of the IA function. A competent and credible IA function 

was pivotal to the PJP reform efforts in all three cases.  

State Attorney General Offices 

The most significant steps toward those reforms were achieved via governmental 

mandate, either from the U.S. Department of Justice (BCPD) or state attorneys general 

(LSPD and SCPD). While most agencies will not require Department of Justice 

oversight, the corrective actions implemented through the BCPD consent decree 

paralleled PJP closely. They included guidance for community engagement; community 

policing; stops, searches, arrests, and voluntary police-community interactions; impartial 

policing; interacting with people with behavioral health disabilities and in crisis; use of 

force; interactions with youth; First Amendment–protected activities; handling of reports 

of sexual assault; technology; supervision; misconduct investigations and discipline; 

recruitment, hiring, and retention; and officer assistance and support (7th Consent Decree 

Report, 2022). The LSPD and SCPD took similar steps toward PJP reform as mandated 

by their state attorney general directives. State attorney general offices without such 
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directives might consider implementing guidelines for police conduct in alignment with 

these PJP principles.  

Those Responsible for Police Leader Development 

The findings from this study might be useful for organizations responsible for 

police leader development, such as the International Association of Chiefs of Police, the 

Major Cities Chiefs Association, the Southern Police Institute, and the Federal Bureau of 

Investigation National Academy. These nationally recognized programs would benefit 

from inclusion of the following findings related to leadership and supervision.  

First and foremost, promotions must be derived from a process free from political 

interference, promoting competent, ethical, and conscientious supervisors who have the 

courage to take disciplinary action when necessary. Once promoted, new supervisors 

must be properly trained, supported, and mentored, especially during their first year of 

supervision. That training should include strategies for close examination of officer 

behavior, especially those who statistically underperform or outperform their fellow 

officers. Those strategies should be grounded in direct observation of subordinate 

officers, as supervisors cannot claim plausible deniability because they chose not to 

respond alongside their officers. Span of control should be considered, as supervisors 

cannot directly observe large numbers of reports, especially if they are geographically 

dispersed. Transfers of command from one supervisor to another should include 

shadowing for a 1-week period or longer if deemed necessary, with discussion of 

strengths and weaknesses of each person in the unit to ensure continuity of supervision.  

High-liability incidents such as arrests, use of force, police pursuit, prisoner 

transports, and incidents involving persons with behavioral disabilities or in crisis should 
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trigger a meaningful review that includes body camera recordings, reports, and 

interviews. A review should be conducted at each level of command, as no supervisor 

should “simply rubber-stamp” (Task Force Report, 2022) a subordinate supervisor’s 

review. Information gleaned from these reviews should be entered into early warning 

systems to track officer behavior over time, regardless of transfers, reassignment, or 

promotion. Problematic behavior should be addressed immediately by supervisors, who 

can take corrective action via documentation, training, performance improvement plans, 

and enhanced supervision. Behavior classified as misconduct should be addressed via a 

competent and transparent IA function, staffed by highly skilled investigators who are 

trained, supported, and technologically equipped to perform their job. To identify 

problematic behavior “upstream” of IA investigations, regular compliance audits and 

inspections of high-liability tasks can ensure accountability and reconciliation of 

organizational policy with street-level practice.  

Finally, training in PJP would be valuable, including the practices (PRQ) and 

strategies (SRQ) covered herein. Through a combination of these leadership and 

supervision strategies, the police organization can police in a procedurally just manner, 

become self-assessing and self-correcting, and build legitimacy with the community.  

A Shift from “Leader” Development to “Leadership” Development 

In the traditional organization—the organization of the last one hundred years—

the skeleton or internal structure was a combination of rank and power. In the 

emerging organization, it has to be mutual understanding and responsibility. 

This quote, from Peter Drucker’s Managing in a Time of Great Change (2009, p. 

xxvii), indicates a shift from traditional leader development programs focused on skills, 

personality traits, and behaviors, to a more global focus on organizational leadership 
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potential. As seen in the findings from this multiple case study research, leadership across 

levels and functions was critical to the PJP reform effort. The interview participant 

leaders were navigating unrelenting paradoxical circumstances, such as reducing crime 

while upholding constitutional policing; engaging in reform efforts while simultaneously 

staffing patrol functions; minimizing political interference while facilitating democratic 

accountability (Quattlebaum et al., 2018); holding officers accountable without 

technological systems; training officers without adequate facilities, staffing, or funding; 

conducting disciplinary investigations without sufficient staff, training, or organizational 

support; addressing neighborhood conditions fostering criminality without support from 

public and private partners; and most significantly, having crime-fighting efforts 

“undone” by prosecutorial decisions and legislative mandates to release repeat violent 

offenders back to the street.  

To better prepare police leaders for the ambiguity and complexity of the policing 

environment, perhaps a shift from leader development to leadership development is in 

order. Whereas traditional leader development is focused on individual leaders, 

leadership development is concentrated on leaders working in teams with their peers 

(Day et al., 2014) and is inherently multilevel and longitudinal (Day, 2011). While leader 

development is focused on self-awareness, self-regulation, and self-control, leadership 

development is focused on social and political awareness, empathy, and a team 

orientation. In other words, while leader development is directed at building human 

capital, leadership development is directed at building social capital and networked 

relationships among people, enhancing cooperation and resource exchange to increase 

organizational value (Bouty, 2000). This is in alignment with Kegan’s view of leader 
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development as a progression through stages of moral growth and individualization 

(Kegan, 1982; Kegan & Lahey, 2009).  

Despite validated theories and frameworks, academics and practitioners alike 

agree that leader development programs, by and large, fail to achieve their goals 

(Gurdjian et al., 2014). For example, 85% of human resource professionals in a 2015 

study were dissatisfied with their leadership pipeline (Sinar et al., 2015). This could be 

for a multitude of reasons, including the failure to consider cultural context, the rift 

between course content, reflection, and real-world application, and a lack of outcome 

measurements (Gurdjian et al., 2014). Kaiser and Murphy (2013) added confusion over a 

definition of leadership, reliance on individual development rather than team leadership, 

and a failure to consider the predominance of power relationships. Given the pace of 

change and complexity of the challenges faced by leaders (Petrie, 2014) in the policing 

environment, there may be a need to “move away from isolated methods and toward an 

interconnected process of personal and organizational discovery and learning” (Hanson, 

2013, p. 106). A shift from individual leadership to collective leadership and the 

leadership capacity of organizations is a promising direction for police organizations 

building legitimacy through PJP.  

Implications for Theory 

This study was grounded in the literature streams for procedural justice (Tyler, 

1990), PJP (Quattlebaum et al., 2018), and organizational legitimacy theory (Bitektine et 

al., 2020). The role of institutional mechanisms (Crank & Langworthy, 1992) was an 

emergent finding.  
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Implications for Procedural Justice 

Effectiveness. In his seminal work Why People Obey the Law, Tom Tyler (1990) 

asserted that citizens would grant legitimacy to authorities if they encouraged citizen 

voice and participation in decision-making, were impartial and neutral in their decision-

making, were transparent in their activities and motives, and treated citizens fairly, with 

dignity and respect. Subsequent procedural justice works (Sunshine & Tyler, 2003; Tyler, 

2003, 2006; Tyler & Huo, 2002) extended his work, reinforcing the connection between 

procedurally just police-citizen interactions and judgments of police legitimacy. 

While not considered in the original works, researchers later explored the 

relevance of effectiveness to procedural justice (Bradford, Huq, et al., 2014; Tankebe, 

2013; Woo et al., 2018), concluding that effectiveness was relevant to legitimacy 

judgments and in some cases even overshadowed procedural justice. The findings of this 

study supported these claims, indicating that to be legitimate, the police must first and 

foremost be effective. For example, demands from citizens and politicians to lower 

violent crime created formidable pressure for the BCPD, forcing an all-out “war on 

crime” that resulted in a pattern or practice of unconstitutional policing. Despite 

sweeping BCPD consent decree reforms, citizens called for a return to the “old way” of 

policing, as it made them feel safer. The BCPD and the other agencies in this study were 

faced with the duality of fighting crime while implementing procedural justice reforms. 

The two concepts are inseparable. While the PJP framework mentioned the word 

“effective” 29 times, it was prescriptive in nature, not considering proven PJP strategies 

to fight crime. This research may support further discourse regarding PJP and the role of 

effectiveness in police legitimacy.  
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Boundary of Authority. All three cases in this study suffered a legitimacy crisis, 

due at least in part to abuses of police power, or the “boundary of authority” (Trinkner & 

Tyler, 2016). They included excessive use of force, unconstitutional treatment of citizens, 

theft, extortion, and overtime fraud (BCPD Task Force Report, 2022). Supervisors knew 

about this conduct but did little to stop or limit it. IA units either refused to investigate 

these cases, purposefully prepared lackluster cases, or allowed IA investigations to “time 

out” and be discarded. The police agencies had failed to self-regulate the boundaries of 

authority via competent supervision, accountability systems, and credible IA functions. 

The rebuilding of these functions was critical to the PJP legitimation strategy across the 

board. This study thus bolsters the relevance of power and authority in the original 

procedural justice model (Trinkner & Tyler, 2016), as well as in a PJP effort.  

Implications for Procedurally Just Policing 

Accountability and Self-Assessment. As the seminal procedural justice work 

(Tyler, 1990) was focused on citizen legitimacy judgments grounded in procedural 

fairness, so did the PJP framework highlight police accountability to the community. The 

authors recommended an “accountability system based on department values and 

standards aligned to procedural justice practices” (Quattlebaum et al., 2018), specifically 

mentioning policy transparency and early warning systems for use of force. The findings 

revealed several such accountability systems, including multi-level supervisor reviews, 

scorecards, monthly reports, audits, inspections, and spot checks. These pertained to 

policies, use-of-force events, prisoner transports, IA, and persons with behavioral 

disabilities or in crisis. Sustained PJP efforts require agencies to utilize accountability 

systems such as these to become self-assessing and self-correcting. The findings from 
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this research thus support internal accountability for self-assessment as a path to 

transparency and accountability to the public.  

Implications for Institutional Theory 

While the PJP efforts of these agencies were grounded in theories of social-

psychological legitimacy (Bottoms & Tankebe, 2012; Bradford, 2014; Tyler, 1990), 

organizational legitimacy (Bitektine & Haack, 2015), and the PJP framework 

(Quattlebaum et al., 2018), they were not recognized as such. Instead, their organizational 

legitimation strategies reflected responses to powerful institutional (Crank & 

Langworthy, 1992) forces such as coercive (federal consent decree or state attorney 

general directives) and normative (accreditation) isomorphism (DiMaggio & Powell, 

1983). From the institutional perspective, legitimacy is the degree of cultural support for 

an organization, reflected in perceived congruence (Scott, 2014) with the normative 

values of institutional cultural-cognitive frameworks (Worden & McLean, 2017). Meyer 

et al. (1997) defined institutions as “cultural rules giving collective meaning and value to 

particular entities and activities, integrating them into the larger schemes” (p. 13). Police 

agencies are examples of institutionalized organizations, as they adopt idealized cultural 

accounts or institutional “myths” from constituencies on how organizations should 

operate (Hallett, 2010).  

All three cases adopted strategies, tactics, and goals to ‘look and act’ (Crank, 

2003) like police departments, driven by the powerful institutional “myths” that had a 

permanence and importance above and beyond societal influences (DiMaggio, 1988; 

Meyer & Rowan, 1977). These institutional myths were maintained not due to proven 

efficiency or effectiveness, but as indicators of institutional professionalism and resultant 
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legitimacy (Worden & McLean, 2017). For example, the BCPD was forced to adopt 

federal consent decree reform (coercive isomorphism), grounded in the “myth” that 

police observance of due process would actually produce justice. The LSPD and SCPD, 

as well, were forced to adopt state attorney general directives grounded in this same 

myth. Additionally, both the LSPD and SCPD selected to become accredited through 

their State Chiefs Association, adopting 112 directives for best police practice, grounded 

in the “myth” that only accredited police agencies are considered legitimate, or “real 

police” (Crank & Langworthy, 1992).  

From an institutional perspective, organizational legitimacy derives from the 

organization’s success in incorporating institutional “myths” into its formal structure and 

activities. However, it is possible for an organization to be faced with conflicting myths 

in its institutional environment. The organizational response to a legitimation conflict can 

be ceremonial: structures and policies are developed that display to sovereigns that the 

organization is responding to the conflict. Thus, aspects of organizational structure, 

policies, or procedures are developed as “treaties between contending legitimations” 

(Meyer & Scott, 1992) that flow from different sovereigns (Crank & Langworthy, 1992). 

For example, while the BCPD was mandated to conduct a wide range of reforms via the 

consent decree, and budgetary demands increased, sworn staff were consistently “pulled” 

from administrative reform efforts (policies, training, audits, inspections) in order to staff 

patrol positions. As they responded to political and societal demands to reduce crime, 

they simultaneously adopted new systems of accountability for procedurally just and 

constitutional policing. How these agencies navigated these “contending legitimations” 

brought to the fore the paradoxical demands of institutional forces.  
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Process philosophy (Seibt, 2023) provided a lens through which to view 

legitimation rather than a theoretical static state of legitimacy, allowing consideration of 

actors from oftentimes competing institutional positions. The findings from this study 

contribute to the institutional theory literature from this perspective. Future research 

might examine police agencies that are not under federal or state mandates or 

accreditation directives as they work to achieve legitimacy via PJP.  

Implications for Organizational and Dialogic Legitimacy 

Organizational legitimacy scholars (Berger et al., 1998; Hannan et al., 1995; 

Suchman, 1995) have proposed that while legitimacy is composed of subjective 

individual perceptions (Bitektine, 2011; Tost, 2011), legitimacy judgments are 

aggregated and objectified (Berger & Luckmann, 1966) at the collective level. In light of 

collective approval (Johnson, 2004; Johnson et al., 2006), legitimacy is considered an 

organizational resource, independent of individual endorsement (Bitektine & Haack, 

2015; Golant & Sillince, 2007). Legitimacy can therefore be a product of persuasion and 

strategic process (Suchman, 1995). Legitimation approaches have traditionally included 

institutional (Meyer & Rowan, 1977) influences, concentrated on isomorphic adaptation 

to prevailing cognitive frames, and organizational strategies, focused on manipulation of 

the environment (Aldrich & Fiol, 1994). Institutional isomorphism (covered above) 

assumed an external locus of control, in which imitation, coercion, and mimetic 

organizational strategies were adopted to meet the standards, rules, and regulations 

imposed by the industry (Van Herck et al., 2020). Organizational or strategic legitimation 

assumed an internal locus of control, in which the organization did the selecting through 
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the internal dynamics of learning, acting, and communicating (Hernes, 2007) to influence 

perceptions of key actors and policymakers (Scherer et al., 2013).  

Key to organizational or strategic legitimation was the dialogic process (Bottoms 

& Tankebe, 2012), in which organizations participated in persuasive public discourse. 

Weber (1978) asserted that every “system of authority must attempt to establish and 

cultivate the belief in its legitimacy” (p. 325) on an ongoing basis. The organizations in 

this study engaged in public discourse through Twitter, Facebook, and Instagram to 

establish legitimacy. In their social media posts, they stressed community-police 

partnerships, crime-fighting effectiveness, and transparency in their reform efforts. 

Comments from the public were addressed in a reciprocal and iterative process of 

communication. The Bottoms and Tankebe (2012) claim and response model of dialogic 

legitimacy summarizes this process:  

Those in power (or seeking power) in a given context make a claim to be the 

legitimate ruler(s); then members of the audience respond to this claim; the 

powerholder might adjust the nature of the claim in light of the audience’s 

response; and this process repeats itself. It follows that legitimacy should not be 

viewed as a single transaction; it is more like a perpetual discussion. (p. 129) 

The Bottoms and Tankebe (2012) model, grounded in the “Weber-Raz view” 

(Raz, 2009; Weber, 1978) of continuous legitimation, was explored in Israel (Jonathan-

Zamir & Harpaz, 2014), the United States (Lowrey-Kinberg & Buker, 2017), and the UK 

(Robinson et al., 2017). To date, only the Lowrey-Kinberg and Buker study has used the 

Bottoms and Tankebe (2012) dialogic claim-response model and procedural justice 

theory (Tyler, 1990) to examine the negotiation of legitimacy between citizens and the 

police at the individual level. This study has advanced the scholarship on public discourse 

between organizations and the public, as part of legitimation efforts.  
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Implications for Future Research 

This multiple case study research produced preliminary findings concerning PJP 

as a legitimation strategy. From these findings, answers to the research questions, 

tentative conclusions, and implications for practice and theory were put forth. Since this 

was the first study of its kind, more research concerning police organizational 

legitimation might build upon the findings from this research. Specifically, the role of 

boundary of authority and power in policing legitimation efforts, and strategies for 

integrated crime reduction and PJP, are relevant to contemporary policing problems. The 

role of self-assessment through accountability systems may also be worthy of further 

study. 

This study focused on three agencies with distinct geographical and policing 

environments: BCPD as a large urban metroplex, SCPD as a small urban city, and LSPD 

as a large suburban township. Research with other categories of police agencies might 

confirm or dispel the findings from this study. For example, state police agencies, county 

sheriffs, rural police departments, transit authorities, and housing police each present 

unique policing environments, while facing similar calls for reform and demands to 

reduce crime.  

This qualitative research focused on PJP as an organizational legitimation 

strategy. As such, surveying or interviewing external stakeholders and city residents was 

not incorporated. A future study of PJP might incorporate interviews of citizens before, 

during, and after the PJP effort. This would facilitate an assessment of the legitimation 

effort and how it was realized by both the organization and the citizens it serves. The 

impact of these efforts within the organization (employee satisfaction, organization 
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identity) and for organizational stakeholders (trust, cooperation) are critical metrics with 

which to assess the PJP effort. As external stakeholders (U.S. Department of Justice, state 

attorney general, behavioral health partners) were also key to the reform efforts in all 

three cases, future research could incorporate quantitative and qualitative data from these 

sources. As time was a limitation in this dissertation research, a longitudinal study might 

be undertaken to explore the sustainability of the initial PJP legitimation effort.  

As the foundation of these PJP efforts rested upon comprehensive department 

policies, future research might focus on how the policies were developed, communicated, 

and implemented at each organizational level. Exploration of the complex network of 

internal and external stakeholders involved at each stage of the policy process might also 

prove useful to organizations undertaking a PJP legitimation effort in the future.  

Procedural Justice with Particular Groups 

As mentioned in Chapter 4, while there were data supporting procedural justice 

with particular groups, the findings could not be triangulated or bolstered by independent 

sources. Examples included the BCPD safe place initiative for LGBTQIA+ individuals 

(Principle 35, conduct outreach to LGBTQIA+ organizations), the LSPD junior police 

academy program (Principle 40, engage young people in the co-production of public 

safety), and the SCPD domestic violence advocate program for the Spanish-speaking 

immigrant communities (Principle 37) in their city. While each of the agencies had 

policies and training (Principle 38) for addressing implicit bias and promoting positive 

interactions between racial minorities and police officers (Principle 38), these were not 

emergent themes in this research. The interview participant officers (from different 

genders and ethnic, racial, and economic backgrounds, including the LGBTQIA+ 
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community) did not focus on issues of race, ethnicity, gender, or sexual orientation. They 

instead emphasized procedural justice inside the organization, specifically fairness and 

transparency (Tyler, 1990) in promotions, assignments, transfers, and IA investigations. 

Even those individuals responsible for diversity, equity, inclusion, and accessibility 

stressed the influence of politics and organizational hierarchy in their work over the role 

of particular groups (racial minorities, immigrant communities, LGBTQIA+ 

organizations, and young people) in a PJP effort.  

This could be a result of the PJP framework, the interview protocol, or the 

contemporary reform issues facing these agencies. These findings may also indicate that 

procedural justice inside the organization transcended cultural, racial, socio-economic, 

and individual differences (Tyler & Huo, 2002), supporting Tyler’s invariance thesis. 

Procedural justice inside the organization pervaded the thoughts of these interview 

participants, to the near exclusion of procedural justice with particular groups. Future 

research might focus on the role of racial minorities, immigrant communities, 

LGBTQIA+ organizations, and young people on a PJP legitimation effort.  

Summary 

This study was grounded in the procedural justice (Tyler, 1990) and 

organizational legitimacy (Bitektine & Haack, 2015; Suchman, 1995) literature, as well 

as the PJP framework (Quattlebaum et al., 2018). The conceptual framework for the 

study was grounded in PJP as an organizational legitimation strategy. The relevance of 

institutional theory (Crank & Langworthy, 1992) “myths” to organizational legitimation 

was an emergent theme during the casework. As legitimacy judgments are made during 

ongoing legitimating and delegitimating processes (Van Herck et al., 2020), this research 
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was conducted from an interpretive (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016) or social constructivist 

(Creswell, 2013) worldview. Multiple case study research was utilized, as findings from 

within and across (Baxter & Jack, 2008) the cases bolstered the meaning, value, and 

transferability (Yin, 2018).  

The data from Case 1, BCPD, anchored the findings, as it included investigations 

by two independent bodies, including the U.S. Department of Justice. These reports were 

triangulated with data from the BCPD website including policies, training courses, and 

progress reports from the consent decree monitoring team; social media posts, interviews, 

and on-site observations; and crime statistics from the city’s crime “dashboard.” These 

were strengthened by data from Case 2 (LSPD) and Case 3 (SCPD). Data analysis 

included a sequential, direct replication design (Hersen & Barlow, 1976), with data 

collection and analysis completed in the first case prior to the second, and so forth. 

Atlas.ti was utilized for coding and thematic analysis both within and across the cases. 

Cross-case analysis was “case-based” (Byrne, 2009), beginning with identification of 

patterns within the cases, extending then to comparison across them.  

Findings and interpretations suggested that there was evidence of the four pillars 

of PJP, and nearly all of the 41 principles. The conclusions asserted that (1) PJP requires 

competent, consistent leadership and supervision across all levels of the organization; (2) 

accountability and self-assessment systems are essential for aligning organizational 

strategy and street-level practice; (3) managing boundary of authority, or power limits 

(use of force, de-escalation, IA), is requisite to a successful PJP legitimation strategy; and 

(4) PJP efforts must be effective, as crime rates influence legitimacy perceptions of the 

public and government power holders.  
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Practical implications for this study might benefit police executives and their 

command staffs, as well as state attorneys general responsible for establishing police 

policy in their states. Theoretical implications include contributions to the seminal 

procedural justice works, specifically effectiveness and boundary of authority. This study 

also contributes to organizational legitimacy theory and the PJP framework. Additional 

research is needed to extend this research, particularly on the interrelationship of crime 

reduction and PJP. The emergent themes of self-assessing police organizations, 

accountability, and the consequence of competent leadership and supervision to police 

legitimacy are also considerations for future research. 
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APPENDIX A: 

LISTSERV CASE RECRUITMENT COMMUNICATION 

Dr. Engel/Executive Director Cooper, 

 

I am writing to request your assistance with my doctoral dissertation study, researching 

procedurally just policing as a strategy to build trust and legitimacy with the community. 

Procedurally just policing encompasses many measures that the Chiefs are working hard 

to implement, including transparency and public engagement, fairness inside the police 

department, de-escalation and other use of force reduction measures, and ensuring fair 

treatment of citizens by officers. While there is a large amount of research concerning 

how the Chiefs should do this, there is currently no research on how the Chiefs are 

actually doing it. For this reason, I am asking for your assistance with contacting the 

members on the IACP/MCCCA listserv. Specifically, I would like to send the Chiefs my 

research overview, which is attached. I would also request the chance to follow up at a 

State Chiefs meeting to discuss my research. I am looking for a police agency with 1000 

or more officers that is currently implementing these or other procedurally just policing 

measures. This is a chance for the Chiefs to contribute to the wider policing community 

and bolster their legacy during this historic time in policing. I have attached the research 

overview for dissemination.  

 

Please feel free to reach out with any questions, 

 

Frank Lombardo 

Lieutenant, South Brunswick Township Police 
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APPENDIX B: 

INDIVIDUAL CASE RECRUITMENT COMMUNICATION 

Dear Chief/Director/Commissioner, 

I am seeking your approval to conduct a no-cost research study with the _____________ police 

department. My name is Frank Lombardo, and I am an active-duty police lieutenant with South 

Brunswick Township Police Department in New Jersey, and a doctoral candidate at George 

Washington University studying Human and Organizational Learning.  

I am specifically requesting to conduct research in your agency because you are building trust and 

legitimacy with the community through the three pillars of procedurally just policing: 

transparency and public engagement, “internal” procedural justice in the department 

(organizational justice) and “external” procedural justice with the community. While much is 

known about procedural justice and legitimacy in the practitioner and scholarly literature, little is 

known about how organizations implement them. I am interested in the “how” of procedurally 

just policing.  

The efforts of your agency to build trust and legitimacy with the community are well documented 

and can serve as best practices for other agencies seeking to do the same. The obstacles, 

unintended consequences and lessons learned can serve other police executives as they set out on 

the same journey. And given the current state of affairs in policing, it is likely that an increasing 

number of Chiefs will need your guidance.  

With your approval to conduct this study, I would be on site initially for approximately a two-

week period, with follow up visits over time as needed. I would strive for my presence not to 

interfere with normal operations and emergency response requirements. I will sign any “hold 

harmless” agreements as would be normally required. 

I will provide for ethical treatment of the (city/jurisdiction) and police department in all regards. 

At your preference, I will use either the specific city name or anonymous general location 

information in my dissertation. This study is not focused on any past event but is rather oriented 

on best practices for building legitimacy that may help others. The final report will only reflect 

answers to the study’s research questions which are concerned with what your agency is doing to 

build trust and legitimacy, and how you are doing so.  

The data collection will involve interviews with members of the executive leadership team and 

officers from various divisions, attendance at roll call sessions, observance of a community 

meeting (if scheduled during the site visit), observations of three body cam videos of a successful 

de-escalation, and the review of quarterly or annual reports. All sources of data will be analyzed 

for strategies to build trust and legitimacy with the community.  

This is a unique opportunity to document your hard work and leave a legacy for other police 

executives to model.  

Sincerely, 

Frank J. Lombardo 

Lieutenant, South Brunswick Township Police 

Doctoral Candidate, The George Washington University 

flombardo260@gmail.com 

609.234.5799  

mailto:flombardo260@gmail.com
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APPENDIX C: 

RESEARCH SITE SELECTION 

Research site selection for this study will be three police departments from 

diverse geographical and demographic policing environments, for maximum sampling 

variation (Creswell & Creswell, 2017). Criterion-based sampling (LeCompte & Schensul, 

2010) will be employed to select police organizations who are actively building 

legitimacy through procedurally just policing principles. While the procedural justice 

pilot agencies and those under mandated federal consent decree reform fit this criterion 

by nature of Department of Justice intervention, they will be selected for individual case 

recruitment. 

 

Procedural Justice Pilot Agencies 

These include the six “Procedurally Just Policing” cities piloted by the National 

Institute for Building Trust in 2015: Stockton, California; Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania; Gary, 

Indiana; Fort Worth, Texas; Birmingham, Alabama; and Minneapolis, Minnesota. These 

agencies were specifically selected for the implementation of Procedurally Just Policing, 

which includes: 

1. Transparency and public engagement 

2. Organizational justice, or “internal” procedural justice  

3. Procedural justice with the community, or “external” procedural justice  

 

Federal Consent Decree Reform Agencies 

Also fitting the sampling criteria are those police agencies currently under 

federally mandated police reform, via consent decree memoranda agreements (Chanin, 

2014). Though the agreements are tailored to specific patterns or practices, the 

Department of Justice anchors them in procedurally just policing principles, including: 

recommendations for policy review and revision, community engagement and civilian 

oversight; officer training in stops, arrests and searches; bias-free policing; use of force; 

internal affairs, discipline and early warning systems; and transparency and 

accountability through body-worn and patrol-car cameras (Chanin, 2014; United States of 

America v. City of Newark, 2016). 

 

In all cases, the Chief/Director/Commissioner must consent to the research. 
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APPENDIX D: 

RESEARCH STUDY OVERVIEW 

TITLE:  

Procedural Justice as Legitimation: A Police Perspective 

 

SUMMARY:  

The events surrounding the death of George Floyd have hurtled the police into a 

legitimacy crisis, giving rise to widespread protests and calls for police reform. Anti-

police sentiment has resulted in retaliatory attacks on police officers, patrol vehicles and 

precinct station houses, leaving police officers feeling under siege. Despite the best 

efforts of police executives to build trust and legitimacy, longstanding tensions between 

the police and community are not improving. Procedurally just policing holds promise for 

police executives seeking to build trust and legitimacy with the community. It rests on 

three pillars of police practice: transparency and public engagement, “internal” 

procedural justice in the department (organizational justice) and “external” procedural 

justice with the community.  

 

OBJECTIVES:  

The purpose of this study is to explore the practices police organizations employ to build 

trust and legitimacy through procedurally just policing.  

 

STUDY:  

The study will analyze data collected from two large (1000 or more sworn) police 

organizations serving an urban center. The study will involve interviews of executive 

command staff, middle managers, frontline supervisors and police officers. It will also 

include observations of agency social media platforms, websites, and body camera 

videos. Quarterly and or annual reports will also be a source of data collection. This data 

will be analyzed for procedurally just policing principles, and the practices by which the 

organization employs it to build legitimacy and trust. Participant names, contact 

information and the name of their employers will not be asked during this study. 

Confidentiality of all participants will be maintained.  
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Data Collection Protocol 

Research Questions: 

What are the multi-level organizational legitimation practices of procedurally just 

policing? How do police organizations employ these practices of PJP to build legitimacy? 

Data collection  

method Type Results 

Interviews Semi-structured 

45-90 minutes 

8 Executive Command 

16 Middle Managers 

13 Frontline Supervisors 

24 Officers 

4 Civilian Staff  

 

Observations 

 

On-site 

 

21 days for each case 

4 Headquarters/Precincts 

3 Command or Staff Meetings 

5 Roll Call or Training Sessions 

 

Observations Online 60 days monitoring of 

Social Media Platforms 

(Facebook, Instagram, Twitter) 

 

Documents Online (website)  1 Crime Trend Dashboard 

4 Websites 

1 Consent decree quarterly report 

1 City-Wide Task Force Report 

1 Commissioner Response to City-Wide Task 

Force Report 

2 Annual Reports 

3 Use of Force Annual Reports 

3 Internal Affairs Annual Reports 

1 Community Policing Plan 

27 Departmental Policies 

12 Training Curricula 

 

CONTACT:  

For more information about this survey or the study overall, you may review this project 

overview and the following informed consent form. You may also reach out to the 

Principal Investigator, Dr. Ellen Scully-Russ (scullyru@gwu.edu) or Frank Lombardo 

(flombardo260@gwmail.gwu.edu, 609.234.5799).  

 

  

mailto:flombardo260@gwmail.gwu.edu
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APPENDIX E: 

INTERVIEW PARTICIPANT RECRUITMENT AND INFORMED CONSENT 

The purpose of this study is to explore the impact on your daily activities of the police 

department’s strategies to build trust and legitimacy with the community.  

You are invited to take part in a research study conducted by Dr. Ellen Scully-Russ and 

Frank Lombardo at George Washington University. You are being asked if you want to 

take part in this study because you work as a police officer in an organization that is 

currently building trust and legitimacy through procedurally just police practices. Please 

read this form and ask us any questions that will help you decide if you want to be in the 

study. Taking part is completely voluntary and even if you decide you want to, you can 

quit at any time.  

Your name and the name of your employer will not be asked during this study, so your 

employment status will not be affected in any way should you choose not to take part or 

to withdraw at any time.  

You must be at least 18 years old to take part in this study.  

You are one of at least 36 people taking part in this study of participants drawn from two 

separate large police organizations (1000 or more sworn) from urban centers in the 

United States. There are no direct services or benefits from this study.  

Total amount of time in the interview will vary between 45 and 90 minutes. It will be 

based on four to five general questions about your work experience. The interview will 

be recorded and transcribed, with any personal information redacted to maintain 

confidentiality. Following anonymized transcription, the interview recording will be 

deleted.  

The study has the following risks:  

• You may feel some emotional discomfort answering the survey questions. You 

are free to stop the interview at any point.  

• There is a small chance that someone not on our research team could find out that 

you took part in the study or somehow connect you with the information we 

collect about you; however, the following steps are being taken to reduce the risk:  

• Your name will not be collected as part of this study; 

• Your contact information may have been collected for recruitment 

purposes but will never be linked to your interview; 

• Your title, role, or work history will not be collected as part of this study;  

• Your employer will not be collected as part of this study;  

• Collected data will be stored in a separate secured location accessed only 

by the research team.  

The records of this study will be kept private. In any published articles or presentations, 

we will not include any information that will make it possible to identify you as a subject. 

Data from this study may be used for future research by the researcher. Records for the 
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study may be reviewed by George Washington University and by departments of the 

University responsible for overseeing research safety and compliance.  

Taking part in this research will not help you directly; however, the benefit to policing 

will be helping to understand the practices of procedurally just policing that build trust 

and legitimacy.  

Talk to the research team if you have questions, concerns, complaints or think you have 

been harmed. You can reach out to the Principal Investigator, Dr. Ellen Scully-Russ 

(scullyru@gwu.edu), or Frank Lombardo (flombardo260@gwmail.gwu.edu, 

609.234.5799). For questions regarding your rights as a participant in human research 

call the GWU Office of Human Research at 202-994-2715.  

 

  

mailto:flombardo260@gwmail.gwu.edu
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APPENDIX F: 

INTERVIEW PROTOCOL 

Administration: Researcher will establish verbal participant informed consent prior to 

commencing and recording the interview. 

Primary Research Question (PRQ): What are the multilevel organizational legitimation 

practices of procedurally just policing (PJP)?  

Supporting Research Question 1 (SRQ): How do police organizations employ these 

practices of PJP to build legitimacy? 

Opening: In this study I’m interested in your perspectives and insights on your 

department’s efforts to build trust and legitimacy with the community. Specifically, I will 

be exploring your role in organizational transparency and public engagement, “internal” 

procedural justice or fairness in the department and “external” procedural justice with the 

community (voice, integrity, fairness and transparency). Let’s begin with your 

background, how long you’ve served in the organization, any professional certifications 

or other credentials you’d like to share, and the positions you’ve held in policing leading 

up to and including your current role. 

Interview Questions 

How would you describe your experience as (Chief, major, lieutenant, sergeant, Officer, 

etc.) during this time in policing? (SRQ) 

Procedural Justice Questions 

How is the police department building trust or legitimacy with the community? (PRQ)  

● Possible probes:  

○ Transparency and public engagement 

○ Procedural justice and fairness within the organization 

○ External procedural justice with the community 

○ Impartiality 

Can you describe your role in the development and implementation of the legitimacy 

building program (e.g., consent decree, reform, procedurally just policing)? (SRQ) 

What training have you received during this program? (PRQ) 

Which level(s) in the organization have been instrumental to the program? Why? (PRQ) 

What are the greatest obstacles? (PRQ) 

● How are you working to overcome them? (SRQ) 

What are the greatest successes during implementation? (PRQ) 

● How are you achieving them? (SRQ) 
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What are some unintended consequences of implementation? (PRQ) 

● How are you navigating them? (SRQ) 

How do you ensure that citizen voices (questions, opinions, etc.) are heard? (SRQ) 

What is your role in ensuring fairness during interactions with citizens? (PRQ) 

● Possible probes:  

○ Reasons behind decisions 

○ Take time to explain your decisions 

○ Encourage discussion or input into decisions 

Is the plan tailored to specific areas or neighborhoods in the community? If so, why? 

(SRQ) 

Organizational Justice Questions 

What is your role in ensuring fairness inside the organization? (PRQ) 

● Possible probes:  

○ Reasons behind decisions 

○ Take time to explain your decisions 

○ Encourage discussion or input into decisions 

What do you feel is the relationship between fairness inside the organization and with 

citizens? (SRQ) 

What activities or documents do you recommend I observe to better understand the 

department’s efforts to build legitimacy? 

Who should I speak to next to understand what it has been like to navigate this process? 

Are there any other comments, thoughts, or reflections you would like to share about 

your department’s efforts to build trust and legitimacy?  

Closing Remarks: 

When we are finished here, I will be transcribing this interview into written format. If 

you are interested, I would like you to take a look at it for accuracy. You will remain 

anonymous in the transcripts. Thank you for participating. 
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APPENDIX G: 

OBSERVATION PROTOCOL 

1. Place: ______________________ Police Department/Police Bureau 

Procedurally Just Policing Practices 

The procedurally just policing practices observed include those both within the 

organization and those during interactions with the community. Such activities will 

include a command or staff meeting, a roll call session, a training session, and one 

meeting between the police department and the community. Observations of the 

structures, design, and layout of police facilities (headquarters and individual precincts) 

will be documented, along with wall displays, signs, police vehicles and equipment. 

Photographs will be taken to capture context, settings, and organizational displays. 

Online observations will include assessment of the police agency website, links for the 

community and social media interactions on platforms such as Facebook, Instagram, and 

Twitter. 

2. Selection Criteria of Field Activities to Observe: 

Organizational activities will be included that have the potential to reveal procedurally 

just policing practices such as transparency and public engagement, “internal” procedural 

justice in the department (organizational justice) and “external” procedural justice with 

the community (Quattlebaum et al., 2018).  

3. Purpose: 

To gain an understanding of the practices by which police organizations implement 

procedurally just policing programs to build legitimacy with the community. These 

observations will be combined with semi-structured interview data and documentation 

review data in order to triangulate perspectives to explore the research questions. 

4. Method: 

After establishing verbal informed consent by those present (continually adding any who 

join), the researcher will write field observations in a notebook and immediately update 

the notes after concluding the observations to capture a rich, thick description of the 

activities. Following the notetaking stage, the researcher will transcribe the field notes 

into digital observation memo form then upload them into Atlas.ti for data analysis.  
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APPENDIX H: 

DOCUMENT REVIEW PROTOCOL 

1. Place: ______________________ Police Department/Police Bureau 

Procedurally Just Policing Practices 

The units of analysis are the practices of procedurally just policing in each case, 

specifically transparency and public engagement, “internal” procedural justice in the 

department (organizational justice) and “external” procedural justice with the community 

(Quattlebaum et al., 2018).  

 

2. Selection Criteria of Documents to Review:  

The organizational documents anticipated to be reviewed will be gleaned from the agency 

website and include quarterly and annual reports, crime statistics, results of community 

and officer surveys. Selection is intended to support understanding of this study’s 

research questions.  

 

3. Purpose: 

To explore the practices of procedurally just policing as an organizational legitimation 

effort. Document reviews will be triangulated (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016) with semi-

structured interviews and observations to explore the research questions. 

 

4. Method: 

Following approval by the dissertation committee, The George Washington University’s 

Institutional Review Board approval, and each case access approval, the researcher will 

coordinate with case stakeholders to begin documentation collection, review, and 

determinations regarding inclusion. As the need for additional relevant documentation 

emerges from the initial collection process, semi-structured interviews, and field 

observations, they will be included in the study. They will then be uploaded into Atlas.ti 

for concurrent and subsequent analysis. All body cam videos, radio transmissions, and 

photographs will be captured in written form through researcher analytic memos. These 

memos will then be uploaded in Atlas.ti for data analysis. 

 

5. Guide to Analysis: 

The documents selected for review will help answer the research questions in two 

different ways. First, after uploaded into Atlas.ti, the documents will serve as a direct 

coding source. Next, the documents will become the source of analytic memos (Saldana, 

2016), which themselves will become a coding source for document analysis. Those 

analytic memos of body cam videos, radio transmissions and photographs will be of 

particular interest to the researcher during the data analysis phase. Documents will be 

sought after to support exploration of the research questions. Specifically, documents will 

be selected for their relevance to: 

1. Transparency and public engagement 

2. Organizational justice, or “internal” procedural justice within the department  

a. Voice 

b. Impartiality 
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c. Transparency 

d. Fairness 

3. Procedural justice with the community, or “external procedural justice” 

(Quattlebaum et al., 2018)  

a. Voice 

b. Impartiality 

c. Transparency 

d. Fairness 
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APPENDIX I: 

POLICE-COMMUNITY MEETING CONSENT 

Principal Investigator: Dr. Ellen Scully-Russ 

Doctoral Candidate: Frank J. Lombardo 

 

Key Information: 

You are being asked to take part in a research study about procedural justice as a way to 

build legitimacy and trust with the community. The purpose of this study is to explore the 

impact of your daily activities on the police department’s strategies to build trust and 

legitimacy with the community. The research involves interviews, observations, and 

document reviews. This consent form is requesting your consent to participate in the 

observational aspect of the research, as the researcher will be observing the meeting. 

Your participation is voluntary. If you have questions, you can contact the Principal 

Investigator, Dr. Ellen Scully-Russ (scullyru@gwu.edu), or Frank Lombardo 

(flombardo260@gwmail.gwu.edu, 609.234.5799). For questions regarding your rights as 

a participant in human research call the GWU Office of Human Research at 202-994-

2715. You might choose to participate in this study to further advance knowledge of 

police practices that contribute to procedurally just policing and how they are 

implemented in your organization. You might choose not to volunteer for this study if 

you feel that participation will make you feel uncomfortable or negatively impact your 

career in any way. This page will give you key information to help you decide whether or 

not you want to participate in this study. More detailed information can be found on the 

next pages. Ask the research team questions during the consent process and use the 

contact information on this form to ask questions later.  

 

Detailed Consent Form 

 

Purpose: 

The purpose of this study is to explore the impact of your daily activities on the police 

department’s strategies to build trust and legitimacy with the community. The events 

surrounding the death of George Floyd on May 25, 2020, have hurtled the police 

profession into a legitimacy crisis, giving rise to widespread protests and calls for police 

reform. Anti-police sentiment has resulted in retaliatory attacks on police officers, patrol 

vehicles and precinct station houses, leaving police officers feeling under siege.  

 

In the wake of these events, policymakers have narrowed their focus on how the police 

might build legitimacy. President Obama’s Task Force on 21st Century Policing 

described legitimacy as the first pillar of policing, promoting procedurally just policies 

and practices to build legitimacy (Tyler, 2017). Procedural justice consists of four 

elements: voice (participation in decision-making), impartiality (neutrality in decision-

making), transparency (trust in motives) and fairness (dignity and respect). The 

advantages of procedurally just policing are numerous, including greater public deference 

to the police during personal interactions, reduced challenges to police authority, 

increased compliance, higher cooperative efforts, greater trust and confidence in the 

mailto:flombardo260@gwmail.gwu.edu
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police, institutional support for police agencies, the acceptance of intrusive but necessary 

police tactics and enhanced safety of both officers and citizens (Tyler, 1988).  

 

Intent of this Study: 

By doing this study, we hope to explore the police practices that contribute to 

procedurally just policing and how they are implemented in your organization. The 

successes, challenges, and strategies to build legitimacy through procedurally just 

policing in your agency will be useful for other police agencies seeking to do the same.  

 

Why are you being invited to take part in this study? 

You are invited to take part in a research study conducted by Dr. Ellen Scully-Russ and 

Frank Lombardo at George Washington University. You are being asked if you want to 

take part in this study because you work as a police officer in an organization that is 

currently building trust and legitimacy through procedurally just police practices. Please 

read this form and ask us any questions that will help you decide if you want to be in the 

study. Taking part is completely voluntary and even if you decide you want to, you can 

quit at any time.  

Your name and the name of your employer will not be asked during this study, so your 

employment status will not be affected in any way should you choose not to take part or 

to withdraw at any time.  

You must be at least 18 years old to take part in this study.  

 

How many people are participating in this study? 

You are one of at least 50 people taking part in this study of participants drawn from two 

separate large police organizations responsible for the safety and security of a 

metropolitan or urban center in the United States. There are no direct services or benefits 

from this study.  

 

What am I being asked to do in this research? 

You are being asked to consent to the presence of the researcher while you participate in 

a meeting between the police and the community. The researcher will be observing 

interactions between community members and the police and taking notes in a fieldwork 

journal. The notes will be utilized to assess police practices that contribute to 

procedurally just policing.  

 

What are the risks of this study? 

• There is a small chance that someone not on our research team could find out that 

you took part in the study or somehow connect you with the information we 

collect about you. There is a small chance that your name, title, role, and 

employer name could be inadvertently recorded during the meeting observation. 

The following steps are being taken to reduce the risk:  

• In the event that one or more persons do not consent, this meeting will not 

be observed; 

• This meeting will only be observed following unanimous consent; 

• Your contact information may have been collected for recruitment 

purposes but will never be linked to your data; 



249 

• Your title, role, or work history will not be collected as part of this study;  

• Your employer will not be collected as part of this study;  

• Collected data will be stored in a separate secured location accessed only 

by the research team.  

The records of this study will be kept private. In any published articles or presentations, 

we will not include any information that will make it possible to identify you as a subject. 

Data from this study may be used for future research by the researcher. Records for the 

study may be reviewed by George Washington University and by departments of the 

University responsible for overseeing research safety and compliance.  

Taking part in this research will not help you directly; however, the benefit to policing 

will be helping to understand the processes of procedurally just policing that build trust 

and legitimacy.  

Talk to the research team if you have questions, concerns, complaints or think you have 

been harmed. You can reach out to the Principal Investigator, Dr. Ellen Scully-Russ 

(scullyru@gwu.edu), or Frank Lombardo (flombardo260@gwmail.gwu.edu, 

609.234.5799). For questions regarding your rights as a participant in human research 

call the GWU Office of Human Research at 202-994-2715.  

Your consent is implied if you proceed with the meeting, with the researcher in 

attendance.  

 

  

mailto:flombardo260@gwmail.gwu.edu
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APPENDIX J: 

ROLL CALL CONSENT FORM 

Principal Investigator: Dr. Ellen Scully-Russ 

Doctoral Candidate: Frank J. Lombardo 

 

Key Information: 

You are being asked to take part in a research study about procedural justice as a way to 

build legitimacy and trust with the community. The purpose of this study is to explore the 

impact of your daily activities on the police department’s strategies to build trust and 

legitimacy with the community. The research involves interviews, observations, and 

document reviews. This consent form is requesting your consent to participate in the 

observational aspect of the research, as the researcher will be observing the meeting. 

Your participation is voluntary. If you have questions, you can contact the Principal 

Investigator, Dr. Ellen Scully-Russ (scullyru@gwu.edu), or Frank Lombardo 

(flombardo260@gwmail.gwu.edu, 609.234.5799). For questions regarding your rights as 

a participant in human research call the GWU Office of Human Research at 202-994-

2715. You might choose to participate in this study to further advance knowledge of 

police practices that contribute to procedurally just policing and how they are 

implemented in your organization. You might choose not to volunteer for this study if 

you feel that participation will make you feel uncomfortable or negatively impact your 

career in any way. This page will give you key information to help you decide whether or 

not you want to participate in this study. More detailed information can be found on the 

next pages. Ask the research team questions during the consent process and use the 

contact information on this form to ask questions later.  

 

Detailed Consent Form 

 

Purpose: 

The purpose of this study is to explore the impact of your daily activities on the police 

department’s strategies to build trust and legitimacy with the community. The events 

surrounding the death of George Floyd on May 25, 2020, have hurtled the police 

profession into a legitimacy crisis, giving rise to widespread protests and calls for police 

reform. Anti-police sentiment has resulted in retaliatory attacks on police officers, patrol 

vehicles and precinct station houses, leaving police officers feeling under siege.  

 

In the wake of these events, policymakers have narrowed their focus on how the police 

might build legitimacy. President Obama’s Task Force on 21st Century Policing 

described legitimacy as the first pillar of policing, promoting procedurally just policies 

and practices to build legitimacy (Tyler, 2017). Procedural justice consists of four 

elements: voice (participation in decision-making), impartiality (neutrality in decision-

making), transparency (trust in motives) and fairness (dignity and respect). The 

advantages of procedurally just policing are numerous, including greater public deference 

to the police during personal interactions, reduced challenges to police authority, 

increased compliance, higher cooperative efforts, greater trust and confidence in the 

mailto:flombardo260@gwmail.gwu.edu
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police, institutional support for police agencies, the acceptance of intrusive but necessary 

police tactics and enhanced safety of both officers and citizens (Tyler, 1990).  

 

Intent of this Study: 

By doing this study, we hope to explore the police practices that contribute to 

procedurally just policing, and how they are implemented in your organization. The 

successes, challenges, and strategies to build legitimacy through procedurally just 

policing in your agency will be useful for other police agencies seeking to do the same.  

 

Why are you being invited to take part in this study? 

You are invited to take part in a research study conducted by Dr. Ellen Scully-Russ and 

Frank Lombardo at George Washington University. You are being asked if you want to 

take part in this study because you work as a police officer in an organization that is 

currently building trust and legitimacy through procedurally just police practices. Please 

read this form and ask us any questions that will help you decide if you want to be in the 

study. Taking part is completely voluntary and even if you decide you want to, you can 

quit at any time.  

Your name and the name of your employer will not be asked during this study, so your 

employment status will not be affected in any way should you choose not to take part or 

to withdraw at any time.  

You must be at least 18 years old to take part in this study.  

 

How many people are participating in this study? 

You are one of at least 50 people taking part in this study of participants drawn from two 

separate large police organizations responsible for the safety and security of a 

metropolitan or urban center in the United States. There are no direct services or benefits 

from this study.  

 

What am I being asked to do in this research? 

You are being asked to consent to the presence of the researcher while you participate in 

“roll call,” or briefing prior to your shift. During roll call, the researcher will be observing 

training, supervisor instructions and interactions among officers as you prepare for duty. 

Volunteers for the interview process will also be recruited at this time. The researcher, as 

an observer, will be taking notes in a fieldwork journal. The notes will be utilized to 

assess police practices that contribute to procedurally just policing.  

 

What are the risks of this study? 

• There is a small chance that someone not on our research team could find out that 

you took part in the study or somehow connect you with the information we 

collect about you. There is a small chance that your name, title, role, and 

employer name could be inadvertently recorded during the meeting observation. 

The following steps are being taken to reduce the risk:  

• In the event that one or more persons do not consent, this meeting will not 

be observed; 

• This meeting will only be observed following unanimous consent; 
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• Your contact information may have been collected for recruitment 

purposes but will never be linked to your data; 

• Your title, role, or work history will not be collected as part of this study;  

• Your employer will not be collected as part of this study;  

• Collected data will be stored in a separate secured location accessed only 

by the research team.  

 

The records of this study will be kept private. In any published articles or presentations, 

we will not include any information that will make it possible to identify you as a subject. 

Data from this study may be used for future research by the researcher. Records for the 

study may be reviewed by George Washington University and by departments of the 

University responsible for overseeing research safety and compliance.  

Taking part in this research will not help you directly; however, the benefit to policing 

will be helping to understand the processes of procedurally just policing that build trust 

and legitimacy.  

Talk to the research team if you have questions, concerns, complaints or think you have 

been harmed. You can reach out to the Principal Investigator, Dr. Ellen Scully-Russ 

(scullyru@gwu.edu), or Frank Lombardo (flombardo260@gwmail.gwu.edu, 

609.234.5799). For questions regarding your rights as a participant in human research 

call the GWU Office of Human Research at 202-994-2715.  

Your consent is implied if you proceed with the meeting, with the researcher in 

attendance.  
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APPENDIX K: 

CONSENT LETTER TEMPLATE 

Principal Investigator: Dr. Ellen Scully-Russ 

Doctoral Candidate: Frank J. Lombardo 

 

This agency is granting consent for Frank Lombardo, a doctoral candidate at The George 

Washington University, to conduct research for the IRB-approved study “Procedural 

Justice as Legitimation: A Police Perspective.” Specifically, consent is granted for the 

following data collection methods: 

 

• Interviews 

• Roll call session or staff meeting 

• Observations of physical settings, website, and social media (publicly available) 

• Police-community meeting (if held during site visit) 
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APPENDIX L: 

PROCEDURALLY JUST POLICING PILLARS AND PRINCIPLES 

Transparency and Public Engagement 

 

Policies 

Principle 1. Make Policies Publicly Available 

Principle 2. Subject Policies Likely to Substantially Impact Community Members to 

Intensive Public Review 

Principle 3. Solicit Community Input When Making or Revising Policies 

Principle 4. Communicate Reasons for Policy Decisions 

 

Use of Force 

Principle 5. Draft Specific and Comprehensive Use of Force Guidelines 

Principle 6. Make Policies and Data Publicly Available  

Principle 7. Employ Sentinel Event Reviews and Early Warning Systems 

 

Body-Worn Cameras 

Principle 8. Involve the Community in Body-Worn and Vehicle-Mounted Camera 

Policymaking 

Principle 9. Develop Clear Guidelines for Body-Worn Camera Activation 

Principle 10. Develop Clear Guidelines for Vehicle-Mounted Camera Activation 

Principle 11. Develop Clear Guidelines for Film Retention 

Principle 12. Employ a Presumption in Favor of Film Release 

 

Procedural Justice Inside the Department 

 

Model Policy for Workplace Procedural Justice 

Principle 13. Promote an Ethic of Respect 

Principle 14. Give Officers Due Process and Voice 

Principle 15. Accommodate Officers’ Needs and Preferences 

Principle 16. Provide Employees with Support 

Principle 17. Recognize Employees’ Contributions 

 

Model Policy for Performance Assessment in Procedurally Just Agencies 

Principle 18. Encourage Officers to Act as Guardians 

Principle 19. Track and Prioritize Community Trust 

Principle 20. Reward Procedural Justice 

Principle 21. Encourage a Growth Mindset 

Principle 22. Make Performance Metrics Transparent to the Public 

Principle 23. Model Procedural Justice at All Levels of the Department 
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Officer Interactions with Their Communities 

 

Model Policies for Police Dispatch Procedures 

Principle 24. Provide Supplemental Training to 911 Dispatchers 

Principle 25. Incorporate the Best Available Data and Technology 

Principle 26. Employ and Expand Alternative Call Systems and Responses 

 

Investigatory Stops and Traffic Stops 

Principle 27. Limit Investigatory Stops to Appropriate Circumstances 

Principle 28. Limit Traffic Stops to Appropriate Circumstances 

Principle 29. Employ Procedural Justice in all Stops 

 

De-escalation of Conflict 

Principle 30. Use De-escalation Techniques in All Encounters 

Principle 31. Give Officers De-Escalation Training 

Principle 32. Publicly Debate Vehicle Pursuit Policy 

 

Procedural Justice with Particular Groups 

 

LGBTQIA+ Individuals 

Principle 33. Treat All People with Respect 

Principle 34. Ensure the Safety of All People. 

Principle 35. Conduct Outreach to LGBTQI Organizations 

 

Immigrant Communities 

Principle 36. Decouple Federal Immigration Enforcement from Local Policing 

Principle 37. Adopt Inclusive and Welcoming Attitude Toward Immigrant Members of 

the Community 

 

Racial Minorities 

Principle 38. Developing Training Programs and Policies that Reduce the Potential for 

Racial Biases to Affect Decision-Making 

Principle 39. Promote Positive Interactions Between Racial Minorities and Police 

Officers 

Principle 40. Engage Young People in the Co-Production of Public Safety  

Principle 41. Employ Procedural Justice in Interactions with Young People 
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