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ABSTRACT
Police departments regularly conduct public opinion surveys to measure
attitudes towards the police. The results of these surveys can be used to
shape and evaluate policing policy and practice. Yet the extant evidence
base is hampered when people use different methods and when there is
no common data standard. In this paper we present a set of 13 core
national indicators that can be used by police services across Canada to
ensure measurement quality and draw proper comparisons between
regions and over time. Having identified a set of 50 survey questions
through an expert consultation process, we field those items on a
quota sample of 2527 Canadians. Our analysis of the survey data has
three stages. First, we use confirmatory factor analysis to assess scale
properties. Second, we use substitution analysis to identify 13 single
indicators that ‘best stand in’ for each scale. Third, we use the set of 50
and the sub-set of 13 measures to test procedural justice theory for the
first time in the Canadian context. Overall, those commissioning and
managing public attitudes surveys can use the 13 core indicators as a
conceptually-rich and empirically-validated tool through which to
understand local survey data in the context of other municipal,
provincial, territorial and national contexts.
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Police departments regularly conduct or commission public attitude surveys to measure the quality
of their relationship with members of the public. It is important to do so, yet the evidence-base is
often limited by the lack of an agreed upon set of core indicators that ensures measurement
quality and comparability. Our focus in this paper is on Canada, and most Canadian policing jurisdic-
tions currently field survey indicators that differ from those found in other jurisdictions in the country
(Maslov, 2016). This makes it difficult to make proper comparisons across jurisdictions and track
changes in attitudes over time. Surveys also tend to lack a common underlying explanatory frame-
work driving what to measure and how to measure it. It is our contention that, if we are to develop
an analytically powerful evidence-base that is comparable between regions and over time, then we
need a common data standard that ensures not only empirical reliability and comparability, but also
conceptual clarity and coverage.

We report on a study to develop a standardized, comprehensive and validated set of 13 core
national indicators of public attitudes towards the police in Canada. An external consultation
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process recommended over 100 indicators that have been used in a variety of different national and
international surveys. Fifty of these measures were then fielded in a quota online survey of 2527
Canadian respondents. Our analysis of the resulting data proceeds in three stages. We first use
latent variable modelling to assess the empirical distinctiveness (convergent and discriminant val-
idity) and scaling properties of the 50 measures. In the second stage of analysis, we assess which
indicator works best on its own as a measure of each key construct (using substitution analysis).
This allows us to identify a subset of 13 measures to form the recommended core indicators. In
the final stage of analysis, we test procedural justice theory (PJT; Sunshine & Tyler, 2003; Tyler,
2006a, 2006b) in the Canadian context using the full set (50) of measures and the sub-set (13) of
measures.

A few notes are warranted at the outset. Data for this study were collected as part of a wider
project that inter alia sought to build a national consensus on indicators that would be relevant
in the Canadian context, working in collaboration with existing national professional bodies and
involving an expert consultation process. This means, in some instances, that the list of indicators
for testing was influenced by this consultative process rather than developed strictly as a test of
PJT. This was, to us, not only acceptable but also appropriate for the exercise, though it does
impose some analytic limitations that are discussed below.

Relatedly, our paper provides an assessment of PJT in the Canadian context and demonstrates a
method for distilling core indicators from a long-list of potential measures of trust and legitimacy in
policing. The motivation is both empirical (to validate a set of indicators in the Canadian context) and
practical (to provide a working ‘core’ survey that could be used in a wide range of communities, and
especially where resources do not allow a more comprehensive examination of community atti-
tudes). Thus, the paper is not only a test of PJT but also an exercise in defining a concise set of con-
structs for pragmatic application to a field – surveying public attitudes toward police in Canada –
that is currently hindered by a lack of standard indicators (see also Maslov, 2016).

Our paper proceeds as follows. In the next section, we define current concepts within PJT. We
then describe the methodology used to develop a set of 13 core national indicators designed to
provide comprehensive conceptual coverage. On the basis of our analysis of the data, we then rec-
ommend these survey questions be used by police services across Canada and beyond.

Conceptual review

As social scientists, we routinely face the somewhat inconvenient fact that many of the things we
seek to measure are not directly measurable. In the context of public attitudes towards the
police, for instance, we cannot directly measure the extent to which an individual believes that
‘the police’ is a legitimate institution. Because of this, we typically look for answers to standardized
survey items as indicators of presence or absence of this belief. This approach to the operationaliza-
tion of unobservable psychological constructs means four things.

First, there is no right or wrong answer to the question ‘what is perceived police legitimacy?’ –
answers to this question depend on conceptual, not empirical, analysis (Jackson & Bradford, 2019;
Trinkner, 2019). Because we cannot directly measure whether someone believes that police have
the right to power and authority to govern, there are no objective criteria to assess the validity of
any given definition and measurement scheme. Second, and consequently, we need to set a clear
and comprehensive conceptual position before developing an appropriate set of measures. In the
current context, legitimacy (and other aspects of public attitudes towards the police) can be
defined in different ways, indeed the past decade or so has seen several ‘stock-take’ articles concern-
ing what legitimacy, trust and trustworthiness might variously mean in the context of the police and
other legal authorities (e.g. Bottoms & Tankebe, 2012; Hamm et al. 2017; Hawdon, 2008; Jackson,
2018; Jackson & Gau, 2015; Trinkner, 2019; Tyler & Jackson, 2013; Bradford et al., 2018).

Third, different measures can be used to capture the same concept. Yet, when researchers take
different approaches to measurement, comparability between studies is necessarily reduced. The
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goal of the current study is to develop a core set of indicators that can provide a comparative ‘back-
bone’ when placed within longer existing and/or new survey instruments.

Fourth, formative and reflective approaches to measurement can both be reasonably taken (for
discussion in the context of public attitudes towards the police, see Jackson & Kuha, 2016). In this
paper, we take a reflective approach to the measurement of trustworthiness, legitimacy and willing-
ness to cooperate, which we take to imply the use of latent variable modelling to assess scaling prop-
erties andmodel relations between constructs. Wemodel the relationship between variables and the
underlying construct(s) of interest using confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) and then between con-
structs using structural equation modelling (SEM). We then recommend a set of single indicators
based on a form of substitution analysis. We should note, at the threshold, that the use of these
core national indicators is more in line with a formative approach to measurement, given that
they use a set of single items, one for each construct.

In the rest of this section we define (a) police trustworthiness, (b) police legitimacy, and also (c)
willingness to cooperate with the police. In the next section after this, we review the underlying
explanatory framework motivating the current approach: namely, PJT.

(a) What is perceived police trustworthiness?
On many current accounts, trust requires that three elements be present: a trustor, a trustee, and
some behaviour or outcome that the trustor wishes from the trustee. As the ascribed quality that
enables willingness to be vulnerable (see Hamm et al., 2017), trustworthiness can be defined as
the subjective judgment that an individual makes about the likelihood that another person, organ-
ization, or other corporate body will follow through with an expected and valued action under con-
ditions of uncertainty (Bauer, 2014; for variations on the theme, see Baier, 1986; Barber, 1983;
Colquitt et al., 2007; Gambetta, 1988; Hardin, 2006; Mayer et al., 1995).

We define perceived police trustworthiness as citizens’ positive or negative expectations regard-
ing valued behaviours of officers under conditions of uncertainty. Examples of relevant measures of
trust include1:

. ‘Police treat citizens with respect’ (Reisig et al., 2007);

. ‘How often do the police make fair and impartial decisions in the cases they deal with?’ (Tyler &
Jackson, 2014);

. ‘Do people in your neighbourhood provide better services to wealthy citizens?’ (Wolfe et al.,
2016);

. ‘When people call the police for help, how quickly do they respond?’ (Sunshine & Tyler, 2003); and,

. ‘When people in my neighbourhood call the police, they come right away’ (Cao et al., 1996).

Such measures capture people’s perceptions of the capabilities and intentions of the police to do
the things that they are trusted to do, in situations that sit between (to paraphrase Simmel, 1950, p.
318) knowledge and ignorance. They reference positive or negative expectations about the behav-
iour of the police as a collective actor; the intentions and capabilities of officers and organization in a
general sense, i.e. the extent to which police behave in ways that enable trust. People cannot know
for sure whether police officers always act fairly and effectively, and to believe that they do is to over-
come uncertainty despite imperfect knowledge (Möllering, 2001).

But what is meant by ‘police’ in such survey items? There have been attempts to distinguish
between public perceptions of different types of police organizations and between different
levels within the institutional framework of policing – to separate out, for example, ‘global’ and
‘specific’ attitudes (Brandl et al., 1994). It might be surmised that perceived police trustworthiness,
as described above, is more ‘specific’ in nature because it is most clearly seen in moments when
people make themselves vulnerable to the behaviour of particular officers. Moreover, people may
distinguish between different ‘types’ and ‘groups’ of police – they can, and do, trust ‘this’ officer,
but not ‘that’ one, or ‘the police’ as a whole. But it is more parsimonious to suggest that when
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people form expectations and evaluations (which may crystalize in acceptance of vulnerability in
relation to either specific officers, a police organization, or simply ‘the police’, see Hamm et al.,
2017), they draw on perceptions and experiences that range across all three institutional levels.

Building on the results from the expert consultation process – specifically the range of different
constructs and questions identified – and following on from prior work (Huq et al., 2017; Hamm et al.,
2017; Tyler & Jackson, 2014; Jackson et al., 2013; Sunshine & Tyler, 2003; Tyler et al., 2015; Trinkner
et al., 2018; Gerber et al., 2018), we define perceived police trustworthiness perceptions along five
different dimensions. The first three relate to relational issues of fairness and shared interests. Pro-
cedural justice refers primarily to how police interact with, and make decisions regarding, citizens
on a one-to-one (or few-to-one, or one-to-few) basis. Central here is the quality of interaction and
decision-making across the dimensions of procedural justice: neutrality, voice, participation,
respect, and so forth. When people feel demeaned or subjected to negative stereotypes, they
view themselves as diminished as people and disrespected beyond what is appropriate when
dealing with the law. Conversely, when officers treat people fairly and make objective decisions,
their actions and demeanour help to affirm the dignity of individuals.

Second, engagement with the community refers to the extent to which people believe police listen
to, understand and act on the concerns of the communities they serve; and thus, again, primarily
relates to the intentions of police. This is, in many ways, a counterpart of the trustworthy motives
component of procedural justice (Tyler, 1988, 1994), implying a one (police organization) to many
(community members) relationship founded in principles of open communication, voice and
respect. It is important to note, however, that police do have relationships with communities that
are distinct from their relationships with individuals (Jonathan-Zamir et al. 2020). However,
because community engagement is captured in surveys by interviewing individuals, who are left
free to judge what ‘community’ means, we should expect a strong correlation between procedural
justice and engagement, since respondents likely infer ‘community’ views from their own.

Third, distributive justice relates primarily to the fair allocation of scarce resources across aggregate
social groups (although some have defined distributive justice as perceptions of individual-level
outcome fairness, see Mclean 2020; Lind & Tyler, 1988; van den Bos et al., 1997). To put it another
way, people ask themselves whether the benefits and impositions of policing are distributed in
ways matched to underlying needs (e.g. victimisation) and behaviours (e.g. offending), or in ways
premised on bias and/or discrimination. Because distributive justice refers to the appropriate allo-
cation of the goods and burdens of policing across groups, it has a different meaning than procedural
justice. But, again, distributive and procedural justice are likely to be highly correlated. On some
accounts, perceptions of process fairness can be used as a way through which people judge distri-
butive outcome fairness, which of course requires that they are separate aspects of people’s judge-
ments while also being correlated with one another.

The fourth component of trustworthiness is bounded authority. Recent work has argued that
people desire that police power to be exercised within certain boundaries and limits (Huq et al.,
2017; Trinkner et al., 2018). There are places and situations where they wish police not to intrude,
for example, and tools and tactics they think inappropriate (like the over-use of aggressive stop-
and-frisk tactics in certain minority communities). When these boundaries are seen to be trans-
gressed, people may question the legitimacy of the police in ways that transcend concerns over pro-
cedural and distributive fairness. Bounded authority is measured using survey questions like ‘How
often do the police in your neighbourhood get involved in situations they have no right to be
in?’ and ‘How often do the police in your neighbourhood exceed their authority?’

The fifth component of trustworthiness is effectiveness, which is typically measured using items
like ‘How successful do you think the police are at preventing crimes where violence is used or threa-
tened?’ and ‘How successful do you think the police are at catching people who commit house bur-
glaries?’. This component references some outcome-related aspects of trust – the success of the
police in securing the ends they are mandated to achieve. Another way of thinking about
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effectiveness is that it is, like distributive justice, more instrumental in nature, as opposed to the more
relational procedural justice, community engagement and bounded authority components.

(b) What is perceived police legitimacy?
At the most fundamental level, empirical (or popular or audience) legitimacy concerns the normative
justifiability of institutional power in the eyes of those subject to it. Do people believe that the insti-
tution is moral, just and appropriate? We frame judgements of normative appropriateness around
the idea of alignment: do citizens believe that police officers act in line with dominant social or cul-
tural notions of what is important or unimportant, appropriate or inappropriate, right or wrong? We
assume that appropriateness is judged against widely shared norms of conduct (e.g. do police gen-
erally behave in the way they should behave?) and measured in terms of whether police are seen to
act in ways that accord with people’s own sense of right and wrong (Jackson et al., 2012; Tyler &
Jackson, 2014; cf. Peyton et al., 2019). On this account, when people believe that officers act in nor-
matively appropriate ways, they accept, rather than reject, the implicit and explicit claims that police
make to have a valid claim to power.

Yet, legitimacy is more than just the perceived appropriateness of an institution that means its
possession of power is seen to be rightful. Police place demands on citizens with respect to
obeying their instructions, accepting their decisions, authorizing them to enforce the law, and gen-
erally deferring to their activity. As Tyler & Trinkner (2018, p. 3) state: ‘Perceptions of legitimacy…
lead individuals to feel that it is their obligation to obey rules irrespective of their content. Hence
people authorize legal authorities to decide what is correct and then people feel an obligation to
adhere to the law.’2 On this account, the second component of legitimacy is an internalized sense
of consent to (seen to be properly established) authority structures (Tyler 2006a, 2006b; for recent
discussion see Bottoms & Tankebe, 2012; Tyler & Jackson, 2013; Trinkner, 2019; Posch et al., 2020).
When one recognizes the authority of the police, one feels a normatively grounded obligation to
obey officers’ instructions and the rules and directives operative within the social and physical
space governed by police. To be considered a component part of legitimacy, ‘duty to obey’
should be characterised by truly free consent, in other words, as the willed acceptance of rules
and instructions (Tyler & Jackson, 2013; Trinkner, 2019; Posch et al., 2020). Implicit here (and some-
times explicit, see Jackson et al., in press; Huq et al., 2017; Van Damme et al., 2015) is the idea that
institutional normativity grants the right to dictate appropriate behaviour, at least in certain circum-
stances. Believing that the police are behaving in the ‘right way’ activates a sense that one has a duty
to also act in the ‘right way’ and, for example, follow their instructions (Tyler, 2006b; Trinkner, 2019).

As with perceived police trustworthiness, where or to whom or to what perceived police legiti-
macy attaches can be ambiguous. On some accounts, individuals are trusted while roles are legiti-
mate, with the ‘office’ of police conferring legitimacy on individual officers, and legitimacy
considered primarily an institutional attribute (e.g. Hawdon, 2008). As with trustworthiness, we
recognise this underlying complexity, but we take the pragmatic approach that survey items refer-
encing a generic, undefined, ‘police’ cover legitimacy at individual, organizational but especially
institutional levels (it is the legitimacy of the institution that gives individuals and organisations
power and authority).

(c) Willingness to cooperate with the police
Thus far we have focused on trustworthiness and legitimacy, yet public cooperation with the police
is also important, not only because people who trust the police and believe they are legitimate are
also likely to cooperate with officers, but also because public cooperation is vital to the police func-
tion. We define cooperation in terms of self-reported willingness to engage in proactive instances of
cooperation that are of immediate benefit – the calls that individuals might be willing to make to the
police to report crimes or anti-social behaviour, the information that they might be willing to give to
the police to aid their investigations, and their willingness (or otherwise) to get involved in legal trials
and court proceedings. Acts such as these involve matters of personal concern to those involved, but
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they are also of practical benefit to the police (and criminal courts), as well as expressing the active
recognition of the propriety of the police remit over specific matters of crime and social order.

Including willingness to cooperate with the police in the current study provides for a tangible
outcome of perceived police trustworthiness and perceived police legitimacy, thereby helping to
make these concepts both more ‘real’ and more relevant for policy-makers and others using
survey data. One answer to the question often posed by sceptical police, and others, when con-
fronted with the ideas of perceived police trustworthiness and perceived police legitimacy – ‘why
should we care?’ – is that the police cannot fight crime or promote community safety alone.
Public cooperation is central to effective and equitable day-to-day police work – an absence of
cooperation impairs the efficiency of the police and erodes the fairness of their operations (Gou-
driaan et al., 2006; Jackson et al., 2020). There is also a good deal of evidence that people who
see the police as trustworthy and legitimate are more likely to report crimes, give intelligence
crucial to investigations, and so forth (Sunshine & Tyler, 2003; Jackson et al., 2013; Tyler &
Jackson, 2014; Sifrer et al., 2015).

Procedurally just policing

In this paper, we identify a core set of national indicators of trustworthiness, legitimacy and willing-
ness to cooperate for researchers to use in future work. It is important to state, however, that these
indicators are also designed to be able to test PJT. Crucially, this explanatory framework allows one
to test predictions about the relationships between trustworthiness, legitimacy and willingness to
cooperate, and draw subsequent implications for policing policy and practice. As Jackson et al.
(2021, p. 1) state: ‘According to procedural justice theory, legitimacy operates as part of a virtuous
circle, whereby normatively appropriate police behavior encourages people to self-regulate,
which then reduces the need for coercive forms of social control.’

Figure 1 provides an overview of PJT, linking (i) people’s contact with the police, to (ii) whether
they find the police to be trustworthy to engage with the community and act in fair, effective and
restrained ways, to (iii) whether they view the police as legitimate holders of power with the moral
authority to enforce the law and expect deference and obedience, to (iv) their willingness to report
crimes and provide intelligence to the police.

As a popular theoretical approach to generating consensual rather than coercive relationships
(Sunshine & Tyler, 2003; Tyler & Fagan, 2008; Tyler & Jackson, 2014), PJT makes four main predictions:

(a) that the style of social interaction and the neutrality of decision-making in encounters between
individuals and police are central to how such interactions are experienced and judged;

(b) that social bonds between people and police are strengthened when officers make fair and
neutral decisions, and when people are treated in ways that are recognised to be fair, respectful
and legal, and not based on bias and stereotypes;

(c) that these social bonds (shaped by procedural justice more than effectiveness or distributive
justice) encourage a sense that police are legitimate – that the institution has the right to
power and the authority to govern; and, the right to dictate appropriate behaviour, and is
morally justified in expecting cooperation and compliance; and,

(d) that legitimacy promotes normative modes of compliance and cooperation that are both more
stable and more sustainable in the long run than policing based on deterrence, sanction and
fear of punishment.

PJT is thus premised on the idea that procedurally fair policing builds legitimacy, and legitimacy
enhances consent-based relationships between police and public. While scholars have explored the
idea of procedural justice in the Canadian context (e.g. Livingston et al., 2014), conducted studies
that draw on procedural justice theory to consider issues such as confidence in the police (e.g.
Cao et al., 1996), and tested Tankebe’s (2013) measurement model of legitimacy (e.g. Ewanation
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et al., 2019), we could find no study that has tested PJT in Canada (i.e. an assessment of whether
procedural justice is the strongest predictor of legitimacy and examining the extent to which legiti-
macy predicts cooperation and/or compliance, adjusting for instrumental factors like police effec-
tiveness and fear of crime).

As a starting point – subject to empirical validation below – we expect PJT to be relevant to
understanding the establishment and maintenance of police legitimacy in Canada. Canadian poli-
cing is organized interdependently between federal, provincial/territorial, and municipal levels.
Stand-alone municipal police services – of which there were 137 as of 2019, ranging in size from
fewer than 10 officers to over 4700 – handle the majority (67%) of calls for service to police, with
the remaining calls being handled by provincial police, First Nations police services, and the Royal
Canadian Mounted Police (which both acts as Canada’s federal police service and also provides con-
tract police services to provincial, territorial and municipal areas that do not have stand-alone police
services; see Conor et al., 2020). We should remain cognizant of several important characteristics that
make the Canadian policing context unique – for example, that English-speaking Canada follows the
common law tradition, while the province of Quebec has a civil code; and that policing in Canada
requires navigating a substantial rural and remote policing environment that creates specific chal-
lenges for police and communities (Ruddell & Lithopoulos, 2016; Huey & Ricciardelli, 2015). Nonethe-
less, we should also recognize that Canadian policing broadly fits into the export of the Peelian
police model to other ‘Anglo-American’ jurisdictions (e.g. Manning, 2005), and, as noted in the litera-
ture above, PJT has been a useful theoretical frame for understanding public attitudes toward the
police in other similar contexts such as the UK, USA and continental Europe.

The study

Method

Sampling procedure
The survey fielded a set of 74 indicators (we focus in this paper on 50 of these) within a 10-minute
online survey of 2527 quota sampled Canadians (500 Calgary area residents, 501 Ottawa area resi-
dents, 526 Halifax Regional Municipality residents, 500 residents in rural regions across Canada,
and 500 French-speaking residents).3

Measures
Indicators were identified through an expert consultation process4 and included PJT items alongside
a range of other measures not immediately relevant to our task here (for example, covering contact
with police, ‘overall’ confidence, perceptions of crime and disorder etc.), as well as demographic vari-
ables. Multiple indicators of each PJT construct (50 measures in total) were fielded within this survey;
this paper deals primarily with these items.

Many of the measures from the survey have been used in comparative cross-national surveys
(chiefly using Round 5 of the European Social Survey, see Jackson et al., 2011 and Sifrer et al.,

Figure 1. An Overview of PJT.
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2015, and which was also fielded in the South African Social Attitudes Survey, e.g. Bradford et al.,
2014, and Tyler & Jackson’s, 2014, US-based study) or in other established surveys such as the Cana-
dian General Social Survey (e.g. O’Connor, 2008) and the London Metropolitan Police Public Atti-
tudes Survey (e.g. Jackson et al., 2013). The survey fielded the following 50 measures to assess
the constructs and respective PJT indicators described above:

Construct Indicators

Trustworthiness: procedural justice (disagree/
agree, 5-point scale)

• The police treat people fairly.• The police treat people with respect.
• The police make decisions based on facts.
• The police respect people’s rights.
• The police address citizens in a respectful manner and appropriate tone.
• The police show care and concern for the welfare of the citizens they deal
with.

• The police know how to carry out their official duties properly.
• The police treat you with respect if you had contact with them for any reason.
• The police explain their decisions to the people they deal with.
• The [police service] is an organization with integrity.
• The [police service] is an open and transparent organization.
• About how often would you say that the police in your neighbourhood make
fair, impartial decisions in the cases they deal with?

Trustworthiness: distributive justice (disagree/
agree, 5-point scale)

• The police treat everyone fairly, regardless of who they are.
• The police treat everyone equally.
• The police provide the same quality of service to all citizens.
• The police enforce the law consistently when dealing with people.

Trustworthiness: community engagement
(disagree/agree, 5-point scale)

• The police understand the issues that affect this community.
• The police are dealing with the things that matter to people in this
community.

• The police can be relied on to be there when you need them.
• The police are sensitive to the needs of different cultures.

Trustworthiness: bounded authority (never/
always, 5-point scale)

• About how often would you say that the police in your neighbourhood exceed
their authority?

Trustworthiness: effectiveness (disagree/agree,
5-point scale)

• In general, to what extent do you agree that the [police service] [is/are]
effective at resolving crimes where violence is involved?

• In general, to what extent do you agree that the [police service] [is/are]
effective at resolving property crimes, such as theft?

• In general, to what extent do you agree that the [police service] [is/are]
effective at responding quickly to calls for assistance?

Legitimacy (never/always, 5-point scale) • The police generally have the same sense of right and wrong as I do.
• I generally support how the police usually act.
• I feel a moral duty to follow police orders.

Cooperation (disagree/agree, 5-point scale) • I would help the police if asked.
• I would call the police for assistance.
• I would call the police to report a crime.
• I would report suspicious activities to police.
• I would help the police by giving evidence in court.

We should note that the survey fielded only three measures of legitimacy. Two captured nor-
mative alignment and the third tapped into normative obligation to obey. When multiple indi-
cators of each of the two components of legitimacy are fielded, studies typically find that they
are empirically distinct and positively correlated (e.g. Bradford et al., 2014; Jackson et al., 2013).
In the current study our hand was forced because (a) the need to keep the questionnaire short
meant only a limited number of legitimacy measures were fielded, and (b) the selection of the
PJT indicators was itself developed from a preliminary expert consultation exercise that drew
input from academic and practitioner fields. The consultation exercise, on the one hand,
limited the ability of the research team to build the indicators in linear fashion off of PJT (as
the exercise did not a priori specify that indicators needed to draw on PJT, although perhaps
unsurprisingly a majority of indicators suggested by experts were germane to it). On the other
hand, by consulting with experts in the Canadian policing community before fielding the
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indicators, this exercise provided a valuable sense-check to ensure the overall approach remained
relevant to practitioners in Canada.

Analytical strategy

Our analysis of the survey data has three stages. First, we test the measurement properties of indi-
cators (of procedural justice, distributive justice, engagement, effectiveness, legitimacy and
cooperation) using confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) to (a) assess the extent to which indicators
of the various constructs load onto one underlying factor per construct (and thus can be treated
as a psychometrically sound index), (b) assess the extent to which the various constructs are empiri-
cally distinct, and (c) test if it matters whether the survey was completed in English or French. We
take a reflective approach to measurement: we assume that various aspects of perceived police trust-
worthiness, perceived police legitimacy and willingness to cooperate with the police are unobserva-
ble psychological constructs – the presence of which can be inferred by the effect they exert on what
we can observe (in this case the way respondents answered the questions they were presented
with). We treat the measures as imperfect indicators of the underlying concept that are subject to
measurement error, assuming that (a) correlations between the measures are by virtue of them
measuring the same underlying construct and (b) the variance not shared is measurement error.
Note that we do not take a strong position on causality; we do not assume that the latent construct
is causing variation in the various indicators. This means that we are relatively relaxed about the
possibility that including other variables in the fitted models (e.g. socio-demographic indicators)
could affect the measurement model parameter estimates.

Second, we draw empirically-informed recommendations for 13 core national indicators using the
CFA and SEM results as benchmarks in a kind of substitution analysis. Specifically, we gauge how well
each single item ‘stands in’ for the underlying latent variable (measured using multiple indicators)
when pressure on the length of the survey is high. Conceptual issues are also taken into account
when making recommendations for which single indicators to include in the set of core indicators
(see below). Third, we test PJT using structural equation modelling (SEM) to estimate regression
paths between latent constructs, thereby testing the theory for the first time in Canada.

Results

Step one: Assessing scaling properties using CFA

Results from a series of fitted CFAmodels using MPlus 7.2 are shown in Table 1 (indicators were set as
categorical and all latent constructs were allowed to covary). Each model also includes the single
indicator of bounded authority, set to be correlated with the latent variables. The exact and approxi-
mate fit statistics suggest that the six-factor (M1) and the various five-factor models (M2a-M2d) fit the
data adequately, at least according to the approximate fit statistics, where one typically looks for CFI
>.95; TLI >.95; and RMSEA <.08 (see Hu & Bentler, 1999). The four-factor model combining procedural
justice, distributive justice and engagement (M3), has a relatively poor approximate fit, at least when
judged on the basis of RMSEA. The one-factor model fits the data the least well.

We take the view that the six-factor model is marginally better, although it is important to point
out there is an extremely strong empirical overlap between procedural justice, distributive justice,
community engagement and legitimacy. Table 2 presents correlations between the latent variables
estimated within the six-factor CFA model (including, in addition, the single indicator of bounded
authority). We see especially strong bivariate associations between: (a) procedural justice and
engagement (r = .90); (b) procedural justice and distributive justice (r = .88); (c) procedural justice
and legitimacy (r = .88); (d) engagement and legitimacy (r = .85); (e) engagement and distributive
justice (r = .84); and (f) engagement and effectiveness (r = .84).
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We also note that in the six-factor model, factors loadings and R2s are all relatively high, indicating
good scaling properties. For procedural justice, the standardized factor loadings range from .66 to
.93, and the R2s range from .43 to .87. For engagement, the standardized factor loadings range
from .85 to .87, and the R2s range from .72 to .76. For distributive justice, the standardized factor
loadings range from .92 to .96, and the R2s range from .85 to .93. For effectiveness, the standardized
factor loadings range from .72 to .84, and the R2s range from .52 to .70. For legitimacy, the standar-
dized factor loadings range from .72 to .92, and the R2s range from .52 to .85. For willingness to
cooperate, the standardized factor loadings range from .83 to .92, and the R2s range from .69 to
.85. The appendix provides all the standardized factor loadings.

To assess the impact of the language of the survey, we fitted the six-factor CFA model for people
who responded in English and for people who responded in French. The fit was good for both: for
the English-language questionnaire (RMSEA .072 [90% CI .070, .073], CFI .982, TLI .979) and for the
French-language questionnaire (RMSEA .064 [90% CI .061, .067], CFI .982, TLI .979). We also tested
the model for respondents living in an urban area and respondents living in a rural area separately:
the fit was good for urban respondents (RMSEA .071 [90% CI .069, .073], CFI .980, TLI .977) and for
rural respondents (RMSEA .063 [90% CI .059, .067], CFI .987, TLI .985). This, combined with similar
standardized factor loadings, suggests that it mattered little whether the survey was completed in
English or French, or whether it involved urban or rural respondents.

Step two: extracting single indicators that ‘stand in’ for the various latent constructs

The next stage of analysis involves identifying a sub-set of the 50 measures that can be used as a
harmonised set of indicators across Canada. To inform our recommendations, we use four criteria.
The first is conceptual. For example, procedural justice is typically thought to have at least three
aspects, namely fair treatment, fair decision-making, and voice provision. When deciding on what
procedural justice items to include, we took this into account. The other three criteria are statisti-
cal/empirical:

. factor loadings in each of the CFAs reported in Tables 1 and 2;

. substitution analysis in each of the CFAs (using a single indicator to predict a relevant latent con-
struct); and,

. substitution analysis in the predictors of each of the SEMs.
Our aim is to read across the above four criteria to determine the best items to represent the con-

structs of interest. This is, overall, a subjective exercise, in that it involves balancing a number of
different things in order to make concrete recommendations.

Our approach to substitution analysis involves looking for the single indicator that is best placed
to stand in for the full set of measures. To give a hypothetical example, say that we find a strong
positive correlation between procedural justice and legitimacy from an SEM using multiple

Table 1. Fit Statistics for Fitted CFA Models.

Model χ2 df p RMSEA
RMSEA 90%

CI CFI TLI

M1 Six-factors 5,782 444 <.0005 .069 .067; .071 .981 .979
M2a Five-factors (combining procedural justice and legitimacy) 7,768 450 <.0005 .080 .079; .082 .975 .972
M2b Five-factors (combining procedural justice and engagement) 7,428 450 <.0005 .078 .077; .080 .976 .973
M2c Five-factors (combining procedural justice and distributive

justice)
11,356 450 <.0005 .098 .096; .099 .962 .958

M2d Five-factors (combining engagement and effectiveness) 6,568 450 <.0005 .073 .072; .075 .979 .977
M3 Four-factors (combining procedural justice, distributive

justice and engagement)
13,177 455 <.0005 .105 .104; .107 .956 .952

M4 One-factor 25,387 464 <.0005 .146 .144; .147 .913 .907
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indicators for each construct. The standardised regression coefficient is .50. We rerun the SEM but
this time use a single survey item to represent procedural justice. By cycling through each of the indi-
vidual items included in the survey as measures of procedural justice, we assess which single item
comes closest to .50. Imagine, also, that we find differences in procedural justice perceptions
across ethnic groups. We use the same procedure, cycling through each of the procedural justice
indicators, to assess which single item gives the most similar ethnic group differences.

Starting with procedural justice, we recommend inclusion of three items, partly because pro-
cedural justice is itself multi-dimensional, and partly to reflect the central importance of PJT in
explaining overall trust and legitimacy. In terms of decision-making, there were two measures in
the original question-set. We recommend ‘The police make decisions based on facts’ because the
other decision-making measure (‘About how often would you say that the police in your neigh-
bourhood make fair, impartial decisions in the cases they deal with?’) had the lowest factor
loading in the CFA of procedural justice and the lowest regression coefficient when used as a
single indicator of procedural justice predicting legitimacy (compared to the regression coeffi-
cient for procedural justice as a latent construct predicting legitimacy). To be sure, the other
decision-making measure performed the best in terms of demographic substitution. Out of all
the single indicators, the coefficients for the demographic indicators predicting this particular
measure were closest to the coefficients for the demographic indicators predicting procedural
justice as a latent construct. But ‘The police make decisions based on facts’ performed better
on two out of three criteria.

The survey fielded a number of interpersonal treatment measures, as well as a few items that
capture trustworthy motives (e.g. ‘The [police service] is an organization with integrity’, ‘The police
know how to carry out their official duties properly’ and ‘The [police service] is an open and transparent
organization’). We recommend the measure ‘The police treat people with respect’ on the basis that it
did the best across all three statistical criteria. It had the second highest factor loading in the CFA of
procedural justice and the second highest regression coefficient when used as a single indicator of
procedural justice predicting legitimacy. It came ‘mid-table’ in terms of substitution and it also has
the advantage of being a little more specific compared to, for instance, ‘The police treat people fairly.’
Research participants may interpret ‘fairly’ in a broader range of ways compared to ‘respect’, not least
because respect is often seen as part of fairness.

In terms of distributive justice, we recommend ‘The police provide the same quality of service to all
citizens.’ It had the highest factor loading in the CFA of distributive justice, the joint highest
regression coefficient when used as a single indicator of distributive justice predicting legitimacy,
and was joint first in terms of demographic substitution. ‘The police treat everyone fairly, regardless
of who they are’ did well too. This would be a good alternative, although its focus on equal fair treat-
ment could be seen as a strength (it is arguably more specific than ‘quality of service’) and a weak-
ness (it refers to fair interpersonal treatment and decision-making, i.e. procedural justice, albeit in
terms of equal allocation across groups in society).

On community engagement, we recommend either ‘The police are dealing with the things that
matter to people in this community’ or ‘The police can be relied on to be there when you need them.’

Table 2. Correlations between Latent Constructs from the Six Factor CFA Model (Plus the Single Indicator of Bounded Authority).

Construct 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. Bounded authority -
2. Procedural justice .51*** -
3. Engagement .43*** .90*** -
4. Distributive justice .44*** .88*** .84*** -
5. Effectiveness .35*** .77*** .84*** .68*** -
6. Legitimacy .51*** .88*** .85*** .78*** .71*** -
7. Willingness to cooperate .36*** .62*** .65*** .49*** .54*** .73*** -

*p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001.
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If forced to make a choice, we would go with the first, since it more clearly relates to community
preferences. But there is little in it. Both do well in terms of the factor loadings in the CFA of distri-
butive justice, regression coefficients when used as a single indicator of distributive justice predict-
ing legitimacy, and substitution.

To measure effectiveness, we recommend the following two indicators: ‘Responding quickly to
calls for assistance’ and ‘Resolving crimes where violence is involved’. Both do well in terms of the
factor loadings in the CFA of effectiveness and regression coefficients when used as a single indicator
of effectiveness predicting legitimacy. In terms of substitution, ‘Responding quickly to calls for assist-
ance’ performs less well. But in this instance we judge the performance on the other two criteria to
be most diagnostic. It is worth noting that these two items relate to distinct aspects of the police
‘mission’ – dealing with crime and assisting people in need.

As mentioned earlier, when it comes to legitimacy, scholars typically differentiate between the
normative appropriateness of an institution and the extent to which people feel a moral duty to
obey the orders of actors that embody an institution. As such, we make the conceptual judgement
that both dimensions should be represented in the core question set. There was only one measure of
the second, ‘I feel a moral duty to follow police orders.’ There were two measures of the first dimen-
sion, and we recommend ‘I generally support how the police usually act’ because it did better than the
other measure on the three statistical criteria.

Turning to cooperation with police, we recommend the following two measures: ‘I would call the
police for assistance’ and ‘I would help the police if asked’. As with effectiveness, both do similarly well
in terms of the factor loadings in the CFA of cooperation and regression coefficients when used as a
single indicator of legitimacy predicting cooperation. In terms of substitution, ‘I would call the police
for assistance’ performs less well, but we judge the performance on the other two criteria to be most
diagnostic. Again, it is worth noting that even though both load on the same latent construct, which
we label cooperation, these two items refer to somewhat different things – the first to assistance for
the self, the second to a police-initiated call for assistance.

Step three: Testing procedural justice theory using path analysis

Figure 2 reports key findings from the fitted SEM that represents the first test of PJT in Canada. Note
that, because we are analysing cross-sectional survey data, we are not inferring causal pathways.
Starting at the right-hand side of the model, we found that just over half (57%) of the variation in
cooperation can be explained by the other variables in the model. In particular, legitimacy is a
strong predictor of cooperation (B = .745, p < .001), as is engagement (B = .353, p < .001) and dis-
tributive justice (B = −.334, p < .001).5 These findings indicate that a good deal of variation in
cooperation can be explained by legitimacy and engagement: people who view the police as legit-
imate and who believe that officers engage with the community are likely to report being willing to
cooperate with the police, compared to people who view the police as illegitimate and do not
believe that officers engage with the community.

Turning to the predictors of legitimacy, we find that just over three-quarters (80%) of the variance
of legitimacy is explained by the model. Procedural justice and engagement again emerge as impor-
tant. Procedural justice is a strong and positive predictor of legitimacy (B = .59, p < .001) and engage-
ment is a moderate and positive predictor of legitimacy (B = .34, p < .001). Of note is that bounded
authority is a weak and positive predictor (B = .08, p < .001). It is reasonable to conclude from this
that procedural justice and engagement could be strong normative expectations about how police
officers should behave among the research participants; in other words, that when officers violate
these norms about how they are supposed to behave, they risk losing legitimacy in the eyes of
those they serve and protect (although, of course, the data are observational so we can say little
that is meaningful regarding cause and effect). Table 3 provides the bivariate correlations
between the five constructs on the left-hand side of the model (Figure 2) and are (unsurprisingly)
consistent with the correlations presented in Table 2.
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Figure 3 provides the findings from a path analysis model that uses single indicators rather than
latent constructs.6 The findings are generally consistent with the structural equation modelling
(Figure 2), which we find reassuring. The similarity between the two models is further evidence
that the substitution analysis was successful in identifying appropriate single item measures to rep-
resent the core constructs of interest.

Conclusions

Police departments in many parts of the world are increasingly interested in surveying the publics
they serve. They can also be concerned with questions of procedural justice, public trust and insti-
tutional legitimacy. Yet problems are caused by conceptual fuzziness around these terms and the
wide variety of survey items that have been used to measure them. Practically, this variety can be
problematic for those tasked with designing and fielding local area surveys. Conceptually, it
speaks to a lack of rigour in the existing academic and policy literature – in too many cases, con-
structs of interest have been inconsistently conceptualised and measured. One implication of this
confusion is that it is difficult to compare across different studies and research sites. This can under-
mine our ability to properly explore what generates trust and legitimacy, and what outcomes a
trusted and legitimate police organization might be able to secure.

Table 3. Correlations between Constructs from the Fitted SEM.

Variables
Bounded
authority

Procedural
justice

Community
engagement

Distributive
justice Effectiveness

Bounded authority -

Procedural justice 0.466*** -
Community
engagement

0.395*** 0.902*** -

Distributive justice 0.406*** 0.878*** 0.837*** -
Effectiveness 0.318*** 0.773*** 0.835*** 0.683*** -

*p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001.

Figure 2. Fitted SEM Model Testing Procedural Justice Theory.
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We have in this paper described a method for selecting a core set of indicators that can be used in
Canada and, we believe, further afield as well. By defining rigorous concepts of perceived police
trustworthiness and perceived police legitimacy, and by drawing on the procedural justice literature,
we sought to identify what might be the best single items to include in surveys measuring public
opinions of the police. We were able to use the results from CFA and substitution analysis to identify
single item indicators that best measure our core constructs of interest. Fielding these items in exist-
ing and future surveys would be a cost-effective solution to police departments seeking to gauge
public opinion, since they cover a rich set of constructs with only a small number of measures,
and has the added benefit of creating comparable cross-jurisdictional data where none previously
existed (in Canada at least).

These core indicators were designed to be economical. Given that most survey companies
effectively charge by the item, constructing a survey instrument that includes multiple items that
collectively tap into the different aspects of the constructs outlined above can be expensive, particu-
larly if the aim is to generate accurate estimates of opinion at low levels of geographic aggregation
(where large surveys need to be fielded to many people). This is often the case within policing, as
departments wish to know how opinion varies over the area they police. The aim was to provide
a limited suite of measures that offers a good indication of the core constructs of interest, while
also being cost effective, balancing accuracy in the estimation of public opinion against the
expense of fielding surveys, and tying this process to a robust conceptualization of what, precisely,
is being measured. Considering the Canadian policing context noted earlier – which includes police
services of vastly differing sizes within several distinct regions across the country – creating a limited
suite of questions tested across these populations should provide a tool of value to the range of
police services found in the country. This, in turn, can allow police services and researchers in
Canada to create comparative data between jurisdictions and, ultimately, at a national level, while
also linking to international data where appropriate.

We have also shown the validity of developing measures according to a powerful explanatory fra-
mework, PJT, that (a) directs conceptual definitions; (b) allows police departments to field the
measures in their own surveys to investigate what they need to do to legitimate themselves in

Figure 3. Fitted Path Analysis Model Testing PJT.
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the eyes of the communities they police; and (c) ensures the framework retains explanatory value
within the multiple cultural and geographical contexts in Canadian society. This last consideration
is particularly relevant given recent empirical developments in the application of PJT globally
(see, for example, Saarikkomäki et al., 2020; Zahnow et al., 2019; Oberwittler & Roche, 2018; Akinlabi
& Murphy, 2018; van Damme, 2017; Sifrer et al., 2015), which suggests that the conceptual model
outlined above may not reflect all cultural contexts in which ‘the police’ (as organizations and indi-
viduals) operate (see Jackson, 2018, for a review of the international literature).

Using the full (50) set of measures and limited (13) set of measures, we found that procedural
justice (treating people with respect and dignity, making decisions in fair, transparent and accoun-
table ways, and allowing people voice) and legitimacy (right to power and authority to govern)
explained a good deal of variation in people’s willingness to cooperate with the police. Consistent
with existing research from the US, UK and Australia, this suggests that acting in procedurally just
ways helps to generate the legitimacy that sustains and strengthens the ability of legal authorities
to elicit public compliance and cooperation. There was, in addition, a novel finding in the current
Canadian context. Bounded authority – the belief that the police respect the limits of their rightful
authority – was less important in the current sample than it seems to be in the US and UK. What was
more important was the belief that the police understand and respond to the needs of the local com-
munity. It seems, on this basis, that the police may be legitimated not only when they show that they
wield their authority in fair and just ways, but also when they activity engage with the problems and
needs of the local community.

Limitations and future research

Some limitations of the current study should, of course, be acknowledged. First, our study was not
based on a nationally representative sample and our findings only pertain to the Canadian context. It
is for future work to see how things would pan out in other national settings, preferably using more
ambitious sampling approaches. Second, and relatedly, Canadian policing occurs in a breadth of
contexts (only some of which could be captured in this study’s sampling approach), so it will be
important to continue to monitor the validity and utility of these indicators as they are incorporated
into Canadian public attitude surveys in diverse, large and small, urban and rural, and French and
English, communities. Third, the survey was designed within a multi-year, consultative and collabora-
tive process involving several Canadian policing and public safety institutions; this means that the
study was not solely intended to be a test of PJT, and this introduced some methodological limit-
ations around indicator selection that have been discussed earlier in the paper.

Fourth, our analysis included several techniques to ensure that these indicators captured percep-
tions of diverse racial, gender, and age groups, and some studies have found that PJT’s predictions
are particularly strongly supported in marginalized communities of color (Hofer et al., 2020; Madon
et al., 2017; Quinn et al., 2019). Nonetheless, there is still much work to be done to bridge PJT
research with wider concerns regarding structural or systemic racism in policing. To date, PJT
research has rarely (if ever) addressed people’s perceptions of structural racism in policing. This is
surprising for a number of reasons, but one of them is that procedural justice is about the fairness
of methods to achieve outcomes (Thibaut & Walker, 1975), so racism embedded in unfair process will
(almost by definition) produce racism embedded in unfair outcomes. We thus recommend that
future work addresses the possibility that procedural injustice reflects and exacerbates racist injus-
tice in policing (see e.g. Geller et al., 2014; Tyler et al., 2014). It may be problematic to focus solely on
respectful treatment and unbiased decision-making: as Knowles et al. (2009, p. 857) argue, insti-
tutions that privilege procedural justice principles may perpetuate a form of ‘color-blind ideology’
that is consistent with the status quo of racial subjugation.
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Final words

Police services in different locations can have differing priorities regarding the aspects of public
attitudes and perceptions on which they wish to conduct surveys. Many will already have estab-
lished survey processes in place that they would be unwilling to entirely replace, but most of
those that already conduct public attitude surveys would be able to include – and benefit
from – this small set of core indicators that, if integrated within existing survey processes,
could provide comparable data with other jurisdictions provincially/territorially and nationally.
This would allow researchers, communities and police services to understand local survey data
in the context of other municipal, provincial/territorial and national data. It will also ensure that
they measure the most relevant aspects of public attitudes toward police, allowing researchers
to test an explanatory framework (PJT) on how they might turn coercive police-citizen relations
into consensual police-citizen relations.

We should note that, in an ideal world, multiple indicators would be used to measure each con-
struct – this will always be preferable from a measurement perspective. Recognising that we do not
live in an ideal world, the current study offers a way for those commissioning and managing public
attitude surveys to focus on those items that are more important for gaining a rounded understand-
ing of procedural justice, trust and legitimacy. Naturally, there is nothing stopping police agencies
from incorporating these indicators into a wider survey that includes multiple indicators for each
construct (and/or measuring other perceptions and attitudes not related to PJT); but, for those
without the resources to field extensive surveys, this set of core indicators provides a theoreti-
cally-informed and empirically-validated tool that measures what appear to be important aspects
of public attitudes towards police services in a democratic society.

Notes

1. These questions have alternately been called ‘trustworthiness’, e.g. Huq et al., 2017, also ‘trust’, e.g. Flexon et al.,
2009; ‘public attitudes towards the police’, e.g. Cavanagh et al., 2020; ‘confidence’, e.g. Cao et al., 1996; ‘satisfac-
tion’, e.g. Reisig & Parks, 2000; ‘legal cynicism’, e.g. Kirk & Papachristos, 2011; and ‘police legitimacy’, e.g. Ewana-
tion et al., 2019.

2. See Trinkner (2019) for a discussion on whether Tyler (2006a, 2006b) specifies duty to obey as downstream to
legitimacy or constituent of legitimacy.

3. The online panel was drawn from a respondent panel maintained by a Canadian research firm (Logit Group) and
designed to generally fit the census demographic parameters for each geographic region.

4. In brief, the consultation process involved, first, asking a panel of experts (both academic experts and research-
ers within policing organizations with experience fielding public attitude surveys) to identify questions they
believed were the most important questions to include in public attitude surveys. This yielded over 100
unique questions, which were then sorted according to theoretical relevance, conceptual closeness (between
indicators, and in alignment with theory) and prior empirical validation (for more information on the consul-
tation, see Giacomantonio et al., 2019).

5. The negative partial association between distributive justice and cooperation requires comment. This can
happen when explanatory variables are highly correlated with each other and the outcome variable. ‘Collinear-
ity’ refers to the situation in which one explanatory variable is strongly correlated with another explanatory vari-
able; ‘multi-collinearity’ refers to the situation in which one predictor variable can be linearly predicted by a
combination of other predictor variables with a good deal of accuracy. To investigate, we ran the model
again, but this time with just distributive justice predicting cooperation (B = .49, p < .001). We then added pro-
cedural justice as a second predictor of cooperation (B = .84, p < .001) alongside distributive justice (B = −.25, p <
.001). Note the sign-switch. Distributive justice was a positive predictor without procedural justice in the
regression model, but negative with procedural justice in the regression model. This is because distributive
justice is strongly correlated with procedural justice (r = .88 in this particular model). In such an instance, it
can be a little artificial to think about the effect on the expected outcome of a unit increase in one construct
(here distributive justice) holding constant the other construct (here procedural justice). At any fixed value of
procedural justice, there is not much variation in distributive justice, making it hard to tease out partial corre-
lations with any accuracy. We therefore recommend caution when interpreting the estimated negative relation-
ship between distributive justice and cooperation in Figure 2.
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6. The measures used were: ‘about how often would you say that the police in your neighbourhood exceed their
authority’ (bounded authority), ‘the police treat people with respect’ (procedural justice), ‘the police are dealing
with the things that matter to people in this community’ (engagement), ‘the police provide the same quality of
service to all citizens’, ‘how effective are the police at resolving crimes where violence is involved?’ (effective-
ness), ‘I generally support how the police usually act’ (legitimacy) and ‘I would help the police if asked’
(cooperation).
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Appendix

The goal of this study was to identify a set of core national survey indicators to harmonise future research into public
attitudes toward the police in Canada (and that can also be used in other countries to facilitate cross-national compari-
son). In this appendix we summarise 4 police-citizen contact questions then the proposed 13 core indicators.

We recommend measuring police-initiated and citizen-initiated contact using the following questions:.

1. In the past 2 years, did the police approach you, stop you or make contact with you for any reason?
2. How dissatisfied or satisfied were you with the way the police treated you the last time this happened?
3. In the past 2 years, have you approached or contacted the police for any reason?
4. How dissatisfied or satisfied were you with the way the police treated you the last time this happened?

It is important to ask about both types of contact, in part because research suggests that negatively-experienced
police-initiated contact may have a stronger negative effect on trust and legitimacy compared to negatively-experi-
enced citizen-initiated contact (Skogan, 2006; Bradford et al., 2009; Oliveira et al., 2020; see also Baćak & Apel, 2019).

We also recommend the following two ‘headline’ public confidence in the police indicators. While these have not
been discussed in any detail above, we are broadly convinced by the argument that easy to understand global
measures are useful for policy-makers and others – our decision here is therefore practical as much as conceptual.
These items could be examined in further work which can explore the extent to which specific components of trust-
worthiness predict global confidence (see Jackson & Bradford, 2010, who found, using a London-based sample, that
trust in fairness and engagement was very strongly correlated with overall trust and confidence):

5. Taking everything into account, how good a job do you think the police in this area are doing?
6. Taking everything into account, how good a job do you think the police in this country are doing?
These two items have the additional benefit of allowing a clear and easy distinction between local and national

police.
In addition to the above, we recommend the following indicators:

7. Procedural justice: the police make decisions based on facts.
8. Procedural justice: the police treat people with respect.
9. Distributive justice: the police provide the same quality of service to all citizens.
10. Community engagement: the police are dealing with the things that matter to people in this community.
11. Bounded authority: about how often would you say that the police in your neighbourhood exceed their authority?
12. Effectiveness: responding quickly to calls for assistance; resolving crimes where violence is involved.
13. Effectiveness: resolving crimes where violence is involved.
14. Legitimacy: I feel a moral duty to follow police order.
15. Legitimacy: I generally support how the police usually act.
16. Cooperation: I would call the police for assistance.
17. Cooperation: I would help the police if asked.
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