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Scrutiny, legal socialization and defiance: Understanding how procedural justice and 

bounded-authority concerns shape Muslims’ defiance toward police 

Abstract 

Police rely on citizens to report crime and victimization. Yet for many people low levels of 

trust in police and concerns about unjust police treatment impact their willingness to engage 

proactively with police.  For some, defying police authority is common. This can be 

particularly so for ethnic, racial and religious minority groups. The personal and vicarious 

experiences these groups have with police play an important role in the legal socialization 

process, shaping how they perceive and behave toward police. As a religious minority group 

Muslims have experienced intense scrutiny from police. As such, the current study examines 

how and why Muslims defy police authority. Using survey data from 398 Australian 

Muslims, this study tests whether Muslims’ concerns about procedural justice and bounded-

authority violations (i.e., the belief that police overstep the boundaries of acceptable 

authority) have differential effects on two types of defiance: resistance and disengagement. 

Findings show that Muslims’ concerns about procedural justice are most important for 

understanding resistance, while disengagement is dominated by concerns about perceived 

boundary violations. Further, procedural justice moderates the association between bounded-

authority concerns and resistance, but not disengagement. The implications of these findings 

for the legal socialization process, theory, and police practice are discussed. 

 

Key words: defiance; legal socialization; police; Muslims; procedural justice; bounded-

authority concerns 
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Introduction 

Police rely on members of the public to voluntarily report crime and victimization. 

Without information from the community, crimes would go undetected and victimization 

would not be reported. Yet research consistently shows that police often struggle to engage 

ethnic and racial minority communities in crime prevention. The Black Lives Matter 

movement has highlighted that Black, Indigenous, and people of color are those with the 

most strained relationships with police (Sobo et al., 2020; see also Brunson & Miller, 2006; 

Cunneen, 2001; Murphy, 2013; Sharp & Atherton, 2007).  

As a religious minority group, Muslims pose unique and specific challenges for police 

engagement. Studies show that many Muslims—who may also have ethnic or racial minority 

backgrounds—feel highly aggrieved and stigmatized by police (e.g., Cherney & Murphy, 

2016; Murphy et al., 2020). This is because police often view Muslims through a lens of 

securitization, placing greater scrutiny on Muslim communities as a result (Cherney & 

Murphy, 2016; Innes, 2006; Keeling & Hughes, 2011; Pantazis & Pemberton, 2009). Being 

on the receiving end of such intense scrutiny can have detrimental socializing effects on 

Muslims, can damage how they perceive police, and can reduce their willingness to cooperate 

with police or report crime to police (e.g., Murphy et al., 2020). In fact, research shows that 

some Muslims openly resist police engagement efforts (Innes, 2006; Spalek, 2010), and some 

Muslims simply choose to disengage from police and avoid all contact with them 

(Blackwood et al., 2013; Innes, 2006). Such defiance is understandable, but it makes policing 

Muslim communities challenging. 

Identifying how and why Muslims defy police authority is the focus of the current 

study. This study tests whether Muslims’ concerns regarding procedural injustice and police 

overstepping the boundaries of acceptable authority (i.e., bounded-authority concerns) have 

differential effects on two types of defiance toward police: resistant defiance and disengaged 
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defiance. As such, the current study examines for the first time the relationship between 

Muslims’ legal socialization experiences with police and the effect this has on their defiance 

toward police. 

Before outlining the methodology adopted in this study, the following section first 

presents a brief discussion of the legal socialization literature and why the current study’s 

focus on Muslim adults adds a unique contribution to that literature. This will be followed by 

a discussion of the role that procedural justice and bounded-authority concerns might play in 

triggering Muslims’ defiance toward police. Finally, Braithwaite’s (2009; 2013) theory of 

defiance will be presented to provide a framework for how and why procedural justice and 

bounded-authority concerns might increase or decrease Muslims’ resistance or 

disengagement from police. 

Legal Socialization, Experiences and Attitudes Toward Police 

Legal socialization is the process by which individuals acquire attitudes and beliefs 

about laws, legal authorities and legal institutions (Tapp & Levine, 1974). A core argument 

underlying the legal socialization literature is that “children develop an orientation toward 

law and legal authorities early in life, and that this early orientation shapes both adolescent- 

and adult-law-related behavior” (Fagan & Tyler, 2005, p. 219). Early in life, the legal 

socialization process teaches children that they should abide by rules and laws and that 

authorities are legitimate and should be obeyed. Individuals may not always agree with all 

laws that authorities enforce but the legal socialization process involves them recognizing 

that social order needs laws and that compliance with laws and authorities should take 

precedent over personal preferences. Non-legal actors (e.g., parents, peers, teachers) play an 

important role in developing the way children interact with and see authorities and the law 

(e.g., Cardwell et al., in press; Forrest, in press; Thomas et al., in press).  
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However, attitude formation and socialization is a continual process (Tapp, 1991). 

Legal socializing experiences do not stop in childhood or adolescence. Rather, Tapp (1976, 

1991) argues that legal socializing experiences continue throughout adulthood as people 

come into contact with different legal authorities and institutions. As such, legal socialization 

can also occur through an individual’s personal or vicarious interactions with legal actors in 

their adult years (Tapp, 1976, 1991; Trinkner & Cohn, 2014). Adults’ orientations toward 

authorities and laws are influenced heavily by experiences (both negative and positive) with a 

range of authority figures. Yet few empirical studies focus on the legal socialization process 

in adulthood. The current study therefore adds to the legal socialization literature by 

examining how Muslim experiences with police in adulthood can foster defiance toward 

police.  

To understand how and why people sometimes defy police authority it is important to 

consider the role that negative experiences with police play in the legal socialization process. 

Just as positive experiences with police can promote favorable attitudes toward police and 

positive law-related behaviors, negative experiences can result in detrimental attitudes 

regarding police, defiance toward police, and even non-compliance with laws (e.g., Skogan, 

2006; Tyler, 2006). Skogan (2006), for example, demonstrated that negatively experienced 

encounters with police can damage how people view police. Using cross-sectional survey 

data from 3,005 adults living in Chicago, Skogan found that the negative impact of having a 

recent bad experience with police on people’s confidence in police was four to fourteen times 

as great as the positive impact of having a good experience. In a more recent study, Oliveira 

et al. (2020) also found that having a recent negative experience with police detrimentally 

changed adults’ attitudes toward the police; however, it did so in equal magnitude to having 

had a positive experience. Oliveira et al. used longitudinal survey data from a representative 

sample of 440 Australian adults who had reported an encounter with police in the time period 
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between the two surveys. Oliveira et al. found that positive encounters with police at time 1 

had an equally strong beneficial effect on citizens’ attitudes toward police at time 2 as what 

negative encounters at time 1 had on making attitudes toward police more negative at time 2. 

Murphy (2016) provided specific evidence that negative experiences with police resulted in 

defiance toward police. Using the same panel data as Oliveira et al. (2020), Murphy found 

that adults who perceived their encounter with police to be procedurally unjust at time 1 were 

more likely to display defiance toward the police at time 2. Such findings provide evidence 

that legal socialization can also continue in adulthood. 

Triggering Defiance: The Role of Procedural (In)Justice and Bounded-authority 

Concerns 

Defiance toward authorities can signal that the legal socialization process has gone 

awry. Defiance is a signal that individuals express toward authorities that communicates an 

“unwillingness to follow the authority’s prescribed path without question or protest” 

(Braithwaite, 2013, p. 97). When people defy authorities it signals to authorities that their 

actions or purpose are in question.  

Both the legal socialization and defiance literatures identify a common and necessary 

condition that produces defiance toward authorities (Bouffard & Piquero, 2010; Braithwaite, 

2009; Sherman, 1993; Trinkner et al., 2018). That is, there must be a perception or 

experience of injustice at the hands of an authority. Policing scholars often operationalize 

‘injustice’ at the hands of police as procedural injustice. Procedural injustice indicates that 

police treat citizens disrespectfully, behave in an untrustworthy manner, act in a biased 

manner, and prevent citizens from voicing concerns before decisions are made (Tyler, 2006).  

A large body of empirical research—including with Muslim communities—shows 

that when police enact their power in a procedurally unjust manner, citizens are less likely to 

perceive police as legitimate, are less likely to trust police, and are less likely to cooperate 
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with police (Murphy, 2013, 2016; Sunshine & Tyler, 2003; Tyler et al., 2010). Procedural 

justice is important to people because fair and respectful treatment and decision-making from 

authorities conveys information about their relationship with authorities and their overall 

status in society (Tyler & Lind, 1992). For Muslims specifically, when police treat them in a 

procedurally unjust manner (whether that be through using coercive control, disrespectful 

language, or disproportionately targeting Muslims for supposedly ‘random’ searches) this 

communicates to Muslims that police have little respect for them personally, or for the status 

of Muslims in society more generally (Murphy et al., 2020). Experiencing procedural 

injustice from police can therefore have a negative effect on Muslims’ legal socialization, can 

damage the way they perceive police, and can result in defiance.  

Importantly, recent research shows that inappropriate police behaviour also involves 

police encroaching on the personal freedoms of individuals in ways that are perceived to be 

overstepping the bounds of rightful authority (Trinkner et al., 2018). People are not just 

concerned about receiving procedural justice from authorities, they are also concerned with 

police recognizing and respecting the limits and boundaries of their powers. Trinkner and 

Tyler (2016) refer to these concerns as bounded-authority concerns (see also Huq et al., 2017; 

Tyler & Trinkner, 2017).  

Trinkner et al. (2018) argue that individuals do not cede absolute authority over any 

situation or behavior to police. Rather, they demarcate their lives into different domains, and 

place varying limits on whether and to what degree police have the right to regulate their 

behavior. Individuals expect that police officers will exercise their power within these 

different domains appropriately. Tyler and Trinkner (2017, p. 11) argue “that authorities’ 

directives can be rejected if they insist on trying to control behavior outside appropriate 

domains”. Importantly, these expectations about boundaries transcend traditional notions of 

procedural justice/injustice because they relate to citizens’ perceptions of situations that 
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police should or should not operate in, or powers they should or should not hold. Moreover, 

these expectations are not the product of challenges to the legality of police powers in 

general. Rather, they are the judgements citizens make about appropriate police behavior 

based on their normative expectations about the boundaries of acceptable police power in 

certain situations. In other words, public evaluations of police behavior are not just 

contingent on their adherence (or not) to laws, or how ‘respectfully’ those laws are enforced, 

but by whether the police are seen to be conducting themselves within appropriate 

boundaries. Bounded-authority concerns are thus distinct from the perceived procedural 

justice or legality of police actions.  

Few empirical studies exist that evaluate the impact of perceived boundary violations 

on citizens’ attitudes or behaviors toward police. Only three studies currently exist that 

explicitly mention the ‘bounded-authority’ concept. Using survey data collected in the UK 

and the US, both Huq et al. (2017) and Trinkner et al. (2018) found that when members of the 

general public perceived police to be overstepping the boundaries of what they considered 

their rightful authority, citizens evaluated police as less legitimate. The third study used focus 

group data from 104 Muslim Australians and explored the types of police activities that 

constitute boundary violations.  Ali et al. (2020) found that most Muslims interviewed 

accepted that police were responsible for preventing and investigating terrorism. However, 

most objected to certain police practices regarding counter-terrorism. The counter-terrorism 

measures that elicited the most negative response were those that interfered with religious 

practice, were seen to violate the right to privacy, or were seen to harass or stigmatize 

Muslims specifically. These measures included: (a) the tracing of money to Islamic charities 

and electronic surveillance of mosques, (b) use of wire taps and bulk internet intercepts, and 

(c) use of supposed ‘random’ stop-search practices and preventative detention orders1. Such 

police practices were overwhelming seen by participants as bounded-authority violations and 
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were perceived to encroach on their freedoms as law-abiding citizens. Muslim participants 

felt that police had no business in engaging in these spaces or in these types of matters, 

regardless of how procedurally just police behaved or how lawful their actions might be 

under counter-terrorism legislation. These policing activities elicited defiance in those 

Muslims interviewed.  

Relatedly, police spending too much time on certain ‘controversial’ activities may 

also be perceived as a boundary violation. Two survey studies from Israel found that police 

legitimacy evaluations were lower when people felt the police spent too much time focusing 

on counter-terrorism activities at the detriment of other crime prevention activities (Jonathan-

Zamir & Weisburd, 2013; Metcalfe et al., 2016). In sum, concerns regarding procedural 

injustice and bounded-authority violations appear to have significant and negative impacts on 

citizens’ legal socialization experiences with police, and both appear to trigger negative 

attitudes and defiance toward police. 

Braithwaite’s Theory of Defiance: A Useful Framework for Understanding Defiance 

Braithwaite’s (2009; 2013) theory of defiance offers a useful framework for 

understanding how and why procedural justice and bounded-authority concerns might result 

in Muslims’ defiance toward police. In short, Braithwaite (2009) argues that individuals 

evaluate authorities in terms of how they perform or what they stand for. These evaluations 

are formed through personal and vicarious experiences with authorities, and as such 

evaluations are made, revised and shared with others over time, people develop a position in 

relation to the authority. In some respects, Braithwaite’s theory is a theory of how legal 

socialization shapes defiant behaviors specifically. 

According to Braithwaite (2009), defiance toward authority can take different forms: 

resistant versus disengaged defiance. Resistant defiance is an expression of hostility towards 

an authority, while still accepting that the authority has legitimate power. Resistance can 
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manifest through either verbal confrontation with an authority or through physical 

aggression. Disengaged defiance, in contrast, signals dismissiveness of authorities and their 

policies and reflects a general opposition to the legitimacy of an authority. Disengagement 

manifests primarily as avoidance behavior, whereby citizens go out of their way to avoid 

contact with the authority and their rules (Braithwaite 2009). Braithwaite (2013) suggests that 

resistant defiance results from grievances regarding how authorities treat citizens, while 

disengaged defiance reflects grievances about whether or not the authority or its policies 

should exist in the first place. Linking these two forms of defiance to procedural justice and 

bounded-authority concerns, it appears that perceived procedural injustice may be the key 

trigger for resistant defiance, while perceived bounded-authority violations may be the key 

trigger for disengaged defiance. 

Braithwaite (2013) also proposes that by virtue of their power, authorities have the 

ability to threaten a person’s various identities. Identity threats occur because power poses a 

threat to a person’s freedom. Braithwaite (2009) draws heavily from the criminology 

literature on shame to argue that people take pride in seeing themselves as law-abiding 

citizens and react very negatively to signs from authorities that stigmatize or label them as 

criminal. She suggests that an individual’s ‘moral identity’ (the identity that takes pride in 

acting responsibly and doing the right thing) can be threatened when an authority’s actions 

insinuate they are doing the wrong thing. Braithwaite (2013) further argues that if authorities 

are seen to be procedurally unjust it can result in perceived threats to the ‘democratic-

collective identity’ (the identity that takes pride in being a member of a collective community 

whose voices are listened to and considered), which will breed disillusionment, legal 

cynicism, and increase prospects of defiance. To re-assert personal dignity, an individual with 

a threatened moral and democratic-collective identity is one that resists authority and calls for 

greater fairness and respectful treatment from authorities. Finally, drawing on the human 
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development literature, Braithwaite (2013) also argues that an authority can threaten a 

person’s ‘status-seeking identity’ (the identity that takes pride in achieving personal goals) 

when they restrict peoples’ means to achieve personal goals; when personal goals are blocked 

by authorities this can result in disengagement from the authority as people attempt to subvert 

the authority to achieve their goals through other means.2 

If we consider Muslims, each of these three identities can be threatened by police. 

Police viewing Muslims with suspicion likely threatens Muslims’ moral-identity. Hearing 

about or experiencing procedurally unjust treatment from police likely threatens Muslims’ 

democratic-collective identity. Similarly, being disproportionately targeted by police for 

supposedly ‘random’ searches displays bias and can threaten both the moral and democratic-

collective identities. Finally, police practices that appear to interfere with Islamic obligations 

(e.g., tracing money to Islamic charities; surveillance of mosques) likely threatens Muslims’ 

status-seeking identity because it blocks Muslims’ personal goals to be charitable and pious.  

According to Braithwaite (2013), when feelings of grievance elicited by threats to the 

moral and/or democratic-collective identity occur, resistance will likely result. Braithwaite 

argues that the way of dealing with such a response is for authorities to deal with the source 

of the grievance through consultation, respect, and fair treatment of the aggrieved individual; 

that is, by treating them with procedural justice. If procedural justice is done successfully, 

resistance will dissipate. However, if the status-seeking identity is threatened by perceived 

bounded-authority violations, then Braithwaite suggests disengagement is the more likely 

outcome. Here, individuals will distance themselves from the reach of authority by side-

stepping and/or avoiding the authority; disengaging safeguards the individual against future 

blocked goals. Braithwaite argues that using procedural justice to appease disengagers is less 

likely to achieve success, however. This is because those who disengage from authority see 

the authority as irrelevant to their lives; they question the legitimacy of the authority and its 
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purpose, and this makes disengagers “more likely to be ‘deaf’ to the regulator’s message” 

(Braithwaite, 2013, p. 98).  

In sum, Braithwaite’s theory of defiance suggests that procedural justice concerns 

may be more important for explaining why some Muslims adopt a resistant posture toward 

police, while bounded-authority concerns may be more important for explaining why some 

Muslims adopt a disengaged posture toward police. It also explains why procedural justice 

may be more effective in reducing resistance but not disengagement.  

Where Braithwaite’s framework is less clear is in the predictions it makes about how 

procedural justice and bounded-authority concerns might interact to influence defiance, and 

whether this relationship may vary for different types of defiance. Some clues about how 

procedural justice and bounded-authority concerns might interact comes from a study 

conducted by Murphy et al. (2009).  Using survey data collected across three regulatory 

contexts (taxation, policing, and social security), Murphy et al. (2009, p. 3) demonstrated that 

procedural justice took on special importance to people “in situations where the law is at odds 

with people’s moral values”. Murphy et al.’s (2009) findings imply that procedural justice 

and bounded-authority concerns may interact when predicting defiance; specifically, 

procedural justice may serve to protect against the negative effect of having high bounded-

authority concerns. However, given Braithwaite (2013) argues that procedural justice should 

only reduce resistant defiance, not disengaged defiance, procedural justice may only protect 

against (i.e., moderate) the effect of having high bounded-authority concerns on resistant 

defiance. The current study will test this hypothesis. 

The Current Study 

As noted earlier, most legal socialization research focuses on children. Yet the legal 

socialization process continues throughout life as individuals continue to have personal and 

vicarious experiences with legal authorities (Tapp, 1976). The current study therefore adds to 
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the legal socialization literature by examining legal socialization in adults. It does so in a 

population group that has faced intense scrutiny from police in recent decades. It specifically 

examines how both procedural justice and bounded-authority concerns influence Muslim 

adults’ defiance toward police authority. Few studies have yet examined the bounded-

authority concept, let alone its potential role in producing defiance toward police. Drawing on 

Braithwaite’s (2009; 2013) theory of defiance, the study tests for the first time whether 

procedural justice and bounded-authority concerns have differential effects on resistant and 

disengaged defiance, respectively. Importantly, this study also examines whether procedural 

justice can moderate the relationship between Muslims’ perceived bounded-authority 

concerns and their defiance toward police. Based on the review of the literature presented 

above, the following three hypotheses are tested: 

H1: Muslims’ resistance toward police will be more strongly associated with their 

procedural justice concerns than their bounded-authority concerns. 

H2: Muslims’ disengagement from police will be more strongly associated with their 

bounded-authority concerns than their procedural justice concerns. 

H3: Procedural justice concerns will moderate the association between Muslims’ bounded-

authority concerns and resistant defiance, but not disengaged defiance; specifically, 

procedural justice will be more effective in protecting against resistant defiance for 

those with heightened bounded-authority concerns, while procedural justice will have 

little impact on mitigating the association between bounded-authority concerns and 

disengagement.  

Method 

Participants and Procedure 

According to the most recent Australian Census, the combined number of people who 

self-identified as Muslim in Australia constituted 604,200 people (or 2.6% of the total 
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Australian population; Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2016). The current study uses survey 

data collected in 2019 from 398 Middle Eastern Muslims living in Sydney, Australia. Sydney 

was chosen as the site of the current study for two reasons. First, census data reveals that 42% 

of all Australian Muslims reside in Sydney (ABS, 2016). Second, prior research shows that 

relations between Muslims and police are more strained in Sydney when compared to other 

Australian jurisdictions (see Murphy et al., 2015). 

Given it is difficult and costly to locate members of numerically small minority 

groups using standard probability sampling, nonprobability sampling techniques need to be 

drawn (Himmelfarb et al., 1983). Muslims only constitute about 5% of Sydney’s overall 

population so an ethnic surname sampling strategy was used to draw the sample. This 

strategy has been found to yield generally representative samples in previous studies (see 

Himmelfarb et al., 1983). A Sydney-based research company specializing in recruiting 

culturally and linguistically diverse communities for research purposes was retained by the 

author. The sampling strategy for recruiting potential participants involved first identifying 

525 common Muslim surnames in Australia (e.g., Ahmed; Mohammed; Hassan) and 

randomly generating sample records of people living in Sydney from the electronic telephone 

directory who had one of these surnames. Associated household telephone numbers linked to 

these selected individuals were also recorded. An initial population frame was constructed 

containing 7,823 individuals generated.  

An interview team comprising 6-8 Muslim interviewers was deployed to collect face-

to-face survey data from participants in their language of choice (English or Arabic). 

Potential participants were randomly contacted by phone from the constructed sampling 

frame list for the purposes of recruitment for a later face-to-face interview. Due to budgetary 

constraints and the costly nature associated with collecting survey data in multiple languages 

in a face-to-face format, a quota for 395 completed surveys was set. Once this required 
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sample size was obtained, call attempts to the sampling frame ceased. On initial telephone 

contact, interviewers asked to speak to a person living in the household who was aged 18+ 

years and who was next due to celebrate their birthday. To be eligible to participate, the 

person had to be Muslim, an Australian citizen, and have Middle Eastern ancestry. Several 

demographic quotas were also placed on the required sample. These quotas were used to 

ensure the sample closely matched Muslim population estimates in Sydney. Quotas were 

used for gender to ensure men and women were equally represented (50% women; 50% 

men), country of birth (50%=Australian born; 50%=overseas born), and age group (50% in 

the 18-29 age group; 50% in the 30+ age group). An age quota was adopted because older 

people are often over-represented in policing research in Australia, yet younger participants 

tend to hold more negative attitudes toward police (Brown & Benedict, 2002).  

Of the original 7,823 sampled names, call attempts were made to only 4,632 of the 

cases to generate 395 completed surveys. From these 4,632 call attempts, only 1,142 people 

were considered in-scope cases (i.e., answered the initial telephone call and met all eligibility 

requirements for the study). Hence, the 398 completed and usuable surveys represented a 

response rate of 35% (i.e., 398/1,142=35%; for more details regarding survey methodology 

see the survey’s technical report; Murphy et al., 2019). The average age of the final sample 

was 32.59 years (SD=11.32), 50% were men, 50% were born overseas, 57% were married or 

in a de-facto relationship, and 20.4% were university educated. Comparison between the 

sample and recent Census data (ABS, 2016) revealed a generally representative Muslim 

sample on the key demographics of gender, age, income, and Australian versus overseas birth 

status. Only marital status deviated substantially from Census data; the survey over-

represented unmarried participants (see Murphy et al., 2019). 

Measures 
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All multi-item variables used in the current study were subjected to a factor analysis 

and items loaded as expected onto their own factor (see Table 1). Where multi-item scales 

were used, the mean score was computed. Exact wording of the measures is presented below 

or in Table 1. Table 2 presents the distribution of responses given for the two defiance scales 

and the procedural justice and bounded-authority scales, while Table 3 presents the 

correlations between all multi-item scales. 

[Table 1 here] 

Dependent Variable 

The dependent variable was defiance. Defiance was operationalized in two ways: 

resistant defiance and disengaged defiance. Resistant defiance was measured via three survey 

items (e.g., ‘It is important not to let police push you around’; M = 3.88, SD = 0.91, α = 

0.76), while disengagement was measured with two items (e.g., ‘I try to avoid contact with 

police at all costs’; M = 2.90, SD = 1.03, α = 0.78). Both resistance and disengagement scales 

were normally distributed (skewness = -0.813 and -0.002, respectively; see also Table 2). All 

items used to construct the two defiance scales were taken from Murphy (2016) and were 

measured on a 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) scale; higher scores reflect greater 

levels of resistant and disengaged defiance, respectively. Table 2 shows that a high 

proportion of the Muslims surveyed displayed resistance toward police, and some were also 

highly disengaged. 

Independent Variables 

Bounded-authority and procedural justice concerns were the two key independent 

variables in this study. Bounded-authority concerns were measured via four items using a 1 

(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) Likert scale (e.g., ‘How often do you think police in 

Australia overstep the boundaries of their authority?’). The scale was based on the bounded-

authority scale developed by Huq et al. (2017). Higher scores reflect greater concern that the 
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police overstep the appropriate boundaries of their authority (M = 2.86, SD = 0.99, α = 0.92). 

Procedural justice concerns were operationalized via a nine-item scale. The items assessed 

Tyler’s (2006) procedural justice concepts of neutrality, respect, trustworthiness and voice 

(e.g., ‘Police are polite to people’). The items were measured using a scale of 1 (strongly 

disagree) to 5 (strongly agree), with higher scores on the scale indicating that police are 

perceived to be more procedurally just (M = 3.35, SD = 0.75, α = 0.93). Both the bounded-

authority and procedural justice measures were normally distributed (skewness = -0.018 and -

0.073, respectively; see Table 2 for the distribution of responses for these two scales).  

Two additional independent variables relevant to policing were also utilized. Prior 

research has shown both to be important for predicting attitudes to police (e.g., McLean, 

2020; Tyler, 2006). Distributive justice was measured via three items on a 1 (strongly 

disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) scale (e.g., ‘Police in Australia sometimes give people from 

specific ethnic, racial or religious backgrounds less help than they give others’). A higher 

score on this scale indicates that police are perceived to be allocating their resources and 

services more equally among different groups in the population (M = 2.63, SD = 1.00, α = 

0.87). People often evaluate police based on how effective they are in deterring and 

controlling crime. As such, a six-item police effectiveness scale was included to assess 

perceptions of the effectiveness of police to solve crime, deter criminals and keep the 

community safe (e.g., ‘On the whole, how good a job are police doing at… solving crime?’). 

Items were measured on a 1 (very poor job) to 5 (very good job) scale, with higher mean 

scores suggesting greater perceived effectiveness (M = 3.55, SD = 0.93, α = 0.95). 

Demographic and Control Variables 

 Demographic variables were utilized to control for differences between survey 

participants. These variables included age, gender (0 = female; 1 = male), income (0 = 

AUD$0 to 33 = AUD$250,000+), educational attainment (1 = no/limited formal schooling to 
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10 = post-graduate degree), marital status (0 = not married; 1= married/de-facto), and country 

of birth (0 = overseas; 1 = Australia). Also measured was the importance Muslims placed on 

their religion (importance of religion: ‘How important is your religion to who you are as a 

person?’; measured on a 1 (very unimportant) to 5 (very important) scale (M = 4.10, SD = 

1.40) and frequency of police contact in the previous 2-year period (‘In the last 2 years, how 

often have you had contact with a police officer in Australia (excluding any work or social 

contact)?’; M = 1.54, SD = 2.42, range = 0-20). Higher scores on these two items indicated 

greater importance placed on their religion and greater frequency of police contact. 

[Table 2 and 3 here] 

Results 

Two ordinary least squares (OLS) regression analyses were undertaken to test the 

association between bounded-authority and procedural justice concerns on defiance. The first 

regression focused on resistant defiance, while the second focused on disengaged defiance 

(see Table 4). In both models, variables were entered in two blocks. In Block 1, the 

demographic and control variables, as well as the policing variables were added (including 

the bounded-authority and procedural justice variables). A two-way interaction term between 

bounded-authority and procedural justice was included in Block 2. No multi-collinearity was 

detected in any model and all continuous variables were mean centered before being entered 

into the models. 

[Table 4 here] 

Regression: Resistant Defiance 

 As can be seen in Table 4, none of the demographic or control variables was 

associated with Muslims’ level of resistant defiance, while three of the four policing variables 

were associated with resistance. First, police effectiveness was positively associated with 

resistant defiance, suggesting that those Muslims who perceived police as more effective also 
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held more resistant attitudes toward police. Importantly, the bounded-authority variable was 

positively associated with resistance, while the procedural justice variable was negatively 

associated with resistance. These latter two findings suggest that Muslims were more 

resistant toward police when they had greater concerns about police overstepping their 

authority, and when they perceived police to be more procedurally unjust. Of these two 

variables, however, procedural justice was more strongly associated with resistance, with 

Paternoster et al’s. (1998) equality of regression coefficient test confirming this, z = 2.66, p < 

.05; Hypothesis 1 was thus supported.  

 The Procedural Justice X Bounded-authority interaction term was added in Block 2 of 

the analysis. The interaction effect was negative and significant. To examine the interaction 

effect further, simple slope effects were computed at -1 (low) and +1 (high) standard 

deviations of the bounded-authority scale. The interaction effect is graphically depicted in 

Figure 1a. Unsurprisingly, Figure 1a shows us that when Muslims held heightened bounded-

authority concerns and also believed police were procedurally unjust (low procedural justice), 

they had the highest level of resistance. Yet, Figure 1a also shows that high procedural justice 

is associated with lower resistance levels, irrespective of one’s level of bounded-authority 

concern, suggesting procedural justice offers protection against high bounded-authority 

concerns. Simple effects calculations revealed that the association between procedural justice 

and resistance was significant and negative for those with heightened bounded-authority 

concerns (β = -0.387, p<0.001), but was insignificant for those with low bounded-authority 

concerns (β = -0.119, p=0.180). This interaction effect provides support for Hypothesis 3. 

Regression: Disengaged Defiance 

 The second regression analysis used disengagement as the dependent variable (see 

Table 4). Again, variables were entered in blocks as per the previous regression. Unlike for 

resistant defiance, several demographic variables were associated with disengagement in the 
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first analysis. Specifically, age, income level and country of birth variables were all 

negatively associated with disengagement, suggesting that older, more affluent, and second-

generation Muslim immigrants (i.e., Australian born) were less disengaged from police than 

younger, less well-off Muslims who were born overseas. Of the policing variables, only the 

bounded-authority variable was significantly and positively associated with disengagement. 

Those Muslims who held greater concerns that police overstep the boundaries of appropriate 

authority were more likely to report being disengaged from police. Importantly, procedural 

justice concerns were not associated with disengagement. Paternoster et al’s. (1998) equality 

of regression coefficient test revealed bounded-authority concerns mattered more to Muslims 

than procedural justice when predicting disengagement, z = 2.44, p < 0.05, confirming 

Hypothesis 2. The Procedural Justice X Bounded-authority interaction term was then added 

to the model in Block 2; however, it was not significant (see Figure 1b). Figure 1b confirms 

that those with heightened bounded-authority concerns display more disengagement, but 

procedural justice did not appear to moderate the bounded-authority/disengagement 

relationship. This finding provides further support for Hypothesis 3. 

Discussion 

The aim of this study was to examine whether and how procedural justice and 

bounded-authority concerns were each associated with Muslims’ defiance toward police. 

Findings revealed that both procedural justice and bounded-authority concerns were 

important correlates of Muslims’ defiance toward police, but each had slightly different 

effects on resistant versus disengaged forms of defiance. While procedural justice and 

bounded-authority concerns were both associated with resistance, concerns about procedural 

justice dominated Muslims’ resistant defiance (Hypothesis 1 supported). In contrast, 

bounded-authority concerns dominated Muslims’ disengagement from police, with concerns 

about procedural justice being unrelated to disengaged defiance (Hypothesis 2 supported). 
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Procedural justice also moderated the association between bounded-authority concerns and 

resistant defiance, but not between bounded-authority concerns and disengaged defiance 

(Hypothesis 3 supported). The significant interaction effect on resistant defiance showed that 

Muslims with heightened bounded-authority concerns and low perceptions procedural justice 

were the most resistant. Perceiving police as procedurally just, however, was associated with 

lower resistance, regardless of whether someone held low or high bounded-authority 

concerns. This interaction effect suggests that perceiving police as procedurally just 

“protects” (i.e., moderates) against the detrimental effect of holding bounded-authority 

concerns.  

The implications of these findings are threefold. First, they suggest that how police 

behave and what police do in relation to Muslim communities can have a negative effect on 

the legal socialization of Muslims. Second, and importantly, the findings broadly support 

Braithwaite’s (2009, 2013) Theory of Defiance, suggesting it offers a useful framework for 

understanding how and why Muslims defy police authority. Third, the findings suggest that 

police might be able to reduce Muslims’ resistant defiance, but not disengagement, by 

adhering to procedural justice. Each of these implications is discussed below. 

Implications of the Findings for Legal Socialization, Theory and Police Policy and 

Practice 

How people come to form views about legal authorities and their laws can be shaped 

throughout the course of one’s life by both non-legal (e.g., parents, teachers, peers) and legal 

actors (e.g., police, courts) (Tapp, 1991). In the case of police, how they behave and what 

they do (either when coming into contact with citizens or by adopting certain policies and 

practices) can have a major influence on how individuals perceive and engage with police 

(Tyler & Trinkner, 2017). While positive experiences with police can have a positive effect 
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on the legal socialization of citizens (both children and adults) and bring people in line with 

collective norms, negative experiences can have a detrimental socializing effect. 

Muslims—as a minority group distinguishable by their religion—have come under 

intense scrutiny from police in recent decades, due in part to the global war on terrorism. As 

such, they have experienced a unique type of negative experience with police when compared 

to other ethnic or racial minority groups. These experiences have resulted in many Muslims 

displaying defiance toward police (Cherney & Murphy, 2016; Innes, 2006; Spalek, 2010). 

The current study confirmed this, showing that many of the Muslims surveyed were resistant 

toward police authority; some also expressed high levels of disengagement, choosing to avoid 

all contact with police (see Table 2). Muslims’ concerns regarding police being procedurally 

unjust, or perceiving police as overstepping boundaries of appropriate authority when dealing 

with Muslims, were associated with these defiant postures. 

Supporting Braithwaite’s (2013) theory of defiance, the findings demonstrated that 

procedural justice concerns were the key trigger to Muslims’ resistant defiance toward police, 

while bounded-authority concerns were the key trigger for disengagement (see Table 4). 

Braithwaite (2013) proposed that resistant defiance primarily reflects grievances regarding 

how authorities treat citizens, while disengaged defiance primarily reflects grievances about 

an authority’s purpose or policies and whether they should exist in the first place. Procedural 

justice is directly associated with how police treat citizens (Tyler, 2006). Bounded-authority 

concerns, on the other hand, reflect citizens’ concerns about whether police should use 

particular powers or should operate in certain spaces (Trinkner et al., 2018). Hence, the 

findings are not unexpected.  

 Defiance reduces a police officer’s ability to engage easily with Muslim community 

members. The findings therefore have implications for police and their community 

engagement efforts.  The question that arises from the results is: What can police do to reduce 
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defiance when they encounter it? This study suggests that procedural justice may be useful to 

police for reducing resistant forms of defiance. As Braithwaite (2013) argues, attention to 

procedural justice conveys to resistant individuals that their concerns regarding how 

authorities use their power are being heeded by police. This communicates to individuals that 

they are valued members of society, thus reducing the threat they experience to their moral 

and/or democratic-collective identities (see also Tyler & Lind, 1992; Tyler, 2006).  

However, procedural justice seems to be ineffective when it comes to reducing 

Muslims’ disengagement. As Braithwaite (2013) notes, disengagement reflects the response a 

citizen has to threats to their status-seeking identity. The status-seeking identity becomes 

threatened when one’s personal goals have been unreasonably blocked by authorities (i.e., 

perhaps through police overstepping the boundaries of appropriate conduct and encroaching 

on a person’s civil liberties).  It seems that messages from police that convey procedurally 

just treatment have little impact in overcoming grievances produced by bounded-authority 

violations. It is possible that in these circumstances receiving procedural justice from police 

signals to disengaged Muslims that police are using procedural justice in a disingenuous 

manner and as an instrumental tool to ‘win over’ their support or compliance. The finding 

that procedural justice is ineffective for disengagers raises broader questions about the utility 

of procedural justice in all circumstance. Specifically, it raises questions about whether 

procedural justice will always be able to solve the problematic relationship police have with 

many minority groups. 

Disengagement is a particularly difficult form of defiance to manage for an authority. 

To overcome disengagement from police authority, it may require a complete rethinking 

about how police go about their business in relation to engaging with minority communities, 

including Muslims. Rather than police leaders simply focusing on whether their police 

officers display procedural justice in interactions with minority communities, police leaders 
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will need to critically examine and question whether specific policies and practices (e.g., non-

random stop-search practices; profiling based on religion or race; surveillance of places of 

worship) should be abolished altogether to reduce institutional and perceived biases in the 

system. As the current study demonstrates, when police practices are perceived to be 

overstepping acceptable boundaries, managing the resulting disengagement with procedural 

justice alone is extremely difficult. 

Limitations and Future Directions 

The current study revealed some interesting findings and has expanded our 

understanding of the legal socialization process and potential precursors to Muslim adults’ 

defiance toward police. It is not without its limitations, however. These limitations need to be 

considered when interpreting the findings. First, the survey data on which the study is based 

was cross-sectional in nature. As such, the causal relationships between tested variables 

cannot be ascertained. For example, it was suggested that perceiving police as procedurally 

just would lead to lower levels of resistance toward police. It is just as plausible to suggest 

that those Muslims who were more resistant toward the police prior to completing the survey 

were more likely to evaluate police in the survey as procedurally unjust. Likewise, perhaps 

those Muslims who were more disengaged in the first place were more likely to evaluate 

police as overstepping appropriate boundaries of authority. Without longitudinal data it is 

difficult to determine the causal direction between the tested variables. Future research 

should test the relationships between the variables in this study using longitudinal survey 

data, or perhaps by utilizing hypothetical vignettes that experimentally manipulate procedural 

justice and bounded-authority violations to explore their effects on peoples’ defiance 

intentions. Second, Braithwaite’s (2013) theory of defiance suggests that individuals hold 

three identities that can come under threat by an authority’s power. The theory proposes that 

when one or several of these identities are threatened by authorities, resistance and/or 
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disengagement will be the result. While this theorizing was based on the ‘shame’ and ‘human 

development’ literatures, the current study did not specifically include ‘identity threat’ 

measures. Hence, Braithwaite’s (2013) theoretical model linking police practice, identity 

threat and defiance was not tested. Future studies could test whether threats to these three 

identities play a role in mediating the association between procedural justice/bounded-

authority concerns and defiance in both policing and other regulatory contexts. Third, like 

procedural justice, the bounded-authority measures used in this study were of a general 

nature. As currently worded it is unclear from the survey questions whether Muslims hold 

concerns regarding all policing activities or whether they have specific concerns about certain 

police policies or practices (e.g., stop and search practices; religious profiling; counter-

terrorism raids; tracing money to Islamic charities; surveillance of mosques, etc.). Future 

research could extend the current study by contextualising the survey instruments to ascertain 

whether Muslims believe police overstep their rightful authority in all kinds of policing 

situations or whether their concerns center primarily on certain powers or practices in 

counter-terrorism (c.f., Ali et al., 2020). Finally, whether the findings can be generalised to, 

or replicated with, other minority groups or beyond Australia remains to be seen.  

Conclusion 

The policing of Muslim communities is complex. The current study highlighted that 

how police behave or what police do when policing Muslims can have a detrimental effect on 

Muslims’ legal socialization experiences and their relationship with police. Concerns 

regarding procedural justice and police overstepping the boundaries of appropriate authority 

are particularly pertinent to many Muslims, with the current study showing these concerns 

were associated with Muslims’ heightened level of defiance toward police. The current study 

also revealed that procedural justice is particularly important for reducing Muslims’ 

resistance toward police, but that police need to do more when it comes to addressing the 
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source of grievance eliciting disengagement from police. Rather, to reduce disengagement, 

police leaders need to also consider citizens’ concerns regarding the inappropriate use of 

police power in certain situations and domains.   
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Notes 

1. Preventative detention orders occur when police legally detain a person without charge 

for up to 14 days in order to prevent a terrorist attack or to undertake an investigation into 

a terrorism offence. 

2. Readers familiar with the procedural justice literature will be aware that status is also a 

concept discussed in that literature. Status in the procedural justice literature relates to 

one’s social standing in society and the value people place on belonging to high-status 

groups. Tyler (2006) argues that citizens are concerned about their social standing and 

fair procedures provide group-relevant information about how valued a person is within 

the community. Braithwaite’s (2013) status-seeking identity, in contrast, is less about 

social standing and more about the value people place on attaining personal goals. 

According to Braithwaite, authorities have the power to limit access to one’s goals, not 

through how they treat people but when they adopt practices that unreasonably interfere 

in people’s everyday lives. 

  



Legal socialization and defiance toward police 
 

 28 

References 

Ali, M., Murphy, K., & Cherney, A. (2020). How bounded-authority and procedural justice 

concerns shape Muslims’ cooperation and perceptions of police counter-terrorism 

measures. Under Review. 

Australian Bureau of Statistics (2016). 2016 Census QuickStats. Australian Government.  

Blackwood, L., Hopkins, N., & Reicher, S. (2013). Turning the analytical gaze on “us”: The 

role of authorities in the alienation of minorities. European Psychologist, 18(4), 245-

252. https://doi.org/10.1027/1016-9040/a000151  

Bouffard, L., & Piquero, N. (2010). Defiance theory and life course explanations of persistent 

offending. Crime and Delinquency, 56(2), 227-252. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0011128707311642 

Braithwaite, V. (2009). Defiance in taxation and governance: Resisting and dismissing 

authority in a democracy. Edward Elgar Publishing.  

Braithwaite, V. (2013). Resistant and dismissive defiance toward tax authorities. In A. 

Crawford & A. Hucklesby (Eds.), Legitimacy and compliance in criminal justice (pp. 

91-115). Routledge.  

Brown, B., & Benedict, W. (2002). Perceptions of the police. Policing, 25(3), 543-580. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/13639510210437032  

Brunson, R., & Miller, J. (2006). Young Black men and urban policing in the United States. 

British Journal of Criminology, 46(4), 613 – 40. https://doi.org/10.1093/bjc/azi093 

Cardwell, S., Mazerolle, L., & Piquero, A. (in press). The role of delinquent peers in legal 

socialization: How associations with delinquent peers shape truant perceptions of 

school authority. Journal of Social Issues.  

Cherney, A., & Murphy, K. (2016). Being a ‘suspect community’ in a post 9/11 world–The 

impact of the war on terror on Muslim communities in Australia. The Australian & 



Legal socialization and defiance toward police 
 

 29 

New Zealand Journal of Criminology, 49(4), 480-496. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0004865815585392 

Cunneen, C. (2001). Conflict, politics and crime: Aboriginal communities and the police. 

Routledge. 

Fagan, J., & Tyler, T. (2005). Legal socialization of children and adolescents. Social Justice 

Research, 18(3), 217–242. https:/doi.org/10.1007/s11211-005-6823-3 

Forrest, W. (in press). Intimate relationships, legal cynicism, and criminal justice legitimacy. 

Journal of Social Issues.  

Himmelfarb, H., Loar, M., & Mott, S. (1983). Sampling by ethnic surnames. Public Opinion 

Quarterly, 47(2), 247-260. https://doi.org/10.1086/268783 

Huq, A., Jackson, J., & Trinkner, R. (2017). Legitimating practices: Revisiting the predicates 

of police legitimacy. British Journal of Criminology, 57(5), 1101-1122. 

https://doi.org/10.1093/bjc/azw037 

Innes, M. (2006). Policing uncertainty: Countering terror through community intelligence and 

democratic policing. The Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social 

Science, 605(1), 222-241. https://doi.org/10.1177/0002716206287118 

Jonathan-Zamir, T., & Weisburd, D. (2013). The effects of security threats on antecedents of 

police legitimacy: Findings from a quasi-experiment in Israel. Journal of Research in 

Crime and Delinquency, 50(1), 3-32. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022427811418002  

Keeling, D., & Hughes, T. (2011). Police officer attitudes toward Muslims and Islam: 

“Worlds Apart”? American Journal of Criminal Justice, 36, 307-318. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s12103-010-9091-1 

Metcalfe, C., Wolfe, S., Gertz, E., & Gertz, M. (2016). They protect our homeland but 

neglect our community: Homeland security overemphasis, legitimacy, and public 

https://doi-org.libraryproxy.griffith.edu.au/10.1007/s11211-005-6823-3
https://doi-org.libraryproxy.griffith.edu.au/10.1093/bjc/azw037
https://doi-org.libraryproxy.griffith.edu.au/10.1177%2F0002716206287118
https://doi-org.libraryproxy.griffith.edu.au/10.1007/s12103-010-9091-1


Legal socialization and defiance toward police 
 

 30 

cooperation in Israel. Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency, 53(6), 814-839. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0022427816657385  

McLean, K. (2020). Revisiting the role of distributive justice in Tyler’s legitimacy theory. 

Journal of Experimental Criminology, 16, 335-346. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11292-

019-09370-5 

Murphy, K. (2013). Policing at the margins: Fostering trust and cooperation among ethnic 

minority groups. Journal of Policing, Intelligence and Counter Terrorism, 8(2), 184-

199. https://doi.org/10.1080/18335330.2013.821733 

Murphy, K. (2016). Turning defiance into compliance with procedural justice: Understanding 

reactions to regulatory encounters through motivational posturing. Regulation and 

Governance, 10(1), 93-109. https://doi.org/10.1111/rego.12073 

Murphy, K., Cherney, A., & Barkworth, J. (2015). Avoiding community backlash in the fight 

against terrorism: Research report. Griffith University.  

Murphy, K., Cherney, A., Sargeant, E., Bradford, B., & Williamson, H. (2019). The Sydney 

Immigrant Survey: Final Technical Report. Griffith University. 

Murphy, K., Madon, N., & Cherney, A. (2020). Reporting threats of terrorism: 

Stigmatisation, procedural justice and policing Muslims in Australia. Policing and 

Society, 30(4), 361-377. https://doi.org/10.1080/10439463.2018.1551393  

Murphy K., Tyler T., & Curtis, A. (2009). Nurturing regulatory compliance: Is procedural 

justice effective when people question the legitimacy of the law? Regulation and 

Governance, 3(1), 1-26. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1748-5991.2009.01043.x  

Oliveira, T., Jackson, J., Murphy, K., & Bradford, B. (2020). Are trustworthiness and 

legitimacy “hard to win and easy to lose”? A longitudinal test of the asymmetry thesis 

of police-citizen contact. Journal of Quantitative Criminology. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10940-020-09478-2 

https://doi-org.libraryproxy.griffith.edu.au/10.1080/18335330.2013.821733
https://doi-org.libraryproxy.griffith.edu.au/10.1080/10439463.2018.1551393


Legal socialization and defiance toward police 
 

 31 

Pantazis, C., & Pemberton, S. (2009). From the ‘old’ to the ‘new’ suspect community. British 

Journal of Criminology, 49(5), 646-666. https://doi.org/10.1093/bjc/azp031 

Paternoster, R., Brame, R., Mazerolle, P., & Piquero, A. (1998). Using the correct statistical 

test for the equality of regression coefficients, Criminology, 36(4), 859-866. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-9125.1998.tb01268.x 

Sharp, D., & Atherton, S. (2007). To serve and protect? The experiences of policing in the 

community of young people from black and other ethnic minority groups. British 

Journal of Criminology, 47(5), 746-763. https://doi.org/10.1093/bjc/azm024 

Sherman, L. (1993). Defiance, deterrence, and irrelevance: A theory of the criminal sanction. 

Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency, 30(4), 445-473. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0022427893030004006 

Skogan, W. (2006). Asymmetry in the impact of encounters with police. Policing and 

Society, 16(2), 99-126. https://doi.org/10.1080/10439460600662098 

Sobo, E., Lambert, H., & Heath, C. (2020). More than a teachable moment: Black Lives 

Matter. Anthropology and Medicine, 27(3), 243-248. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/13648470.2020.1783054 

Spalek, B. (2010). Community policing, trust and Muslim communities in relation to ‘new 

terrorism’. Politics and Policy, 38(4), 789-815. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1747-

1346.2010.00258.x 

Sunshine, J., & Tyler, T. (2003). The role of procedural justice and legitimacy in shaping 

public support for policing. Law and Society Review, 37(3), 513-547. 

www.jstor.org/stable/1555077 

Tapp, J. (1976). Psychology and the law: An overture. Annual Review of Psychology, 27(1), 

359-404. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.ps.27.020176.002043 

https://doi-org.libraryproxy.griffith.edu.au/10.1177%2F0022427893030004006
https://doi-org.libraryproxy.griffith.edu.au/10.1080/10439460600662098
https://doi.org/10.1080/13648470.2020.1783054
https://doi-org.libraryproxy.griffith.edu.au/10.1111/j.1747-1346.2010.00258.x
https://doi-org.libraryproxy.griffith.edu.au/10.1111/j.1747-1346.2010.00258.x


Legal socialization and defiance toward police 
 

 32 

Tapp, J. (1991). The geography of legal socialization: Scientific and social markers. Droit et 

Societe, 19, 331-358. 

Tapp, J., & Levine, F. (1974). Legal socialization: Strategies for an ethical legality. Stanford 

Law Review, 27(1), 1–72. https://doi.org/10.2307/1227929 

Thomas, K., de Oliveira, R., & Komatsu, A. (in press). Socializing justice: The interface of 

just world beliefs and legal socialization. Journal of Social Issues.  

Trinkner, R., & Cohn, E. (2014). Putting the “social” back in legal socialization: Procedural 

justice, legitimacy, and cynicism in legal and nonlegal authorities. Law & Human 

Behavior, 38(6), 602-617. https://doi.org/00011272-201412000-00009 

Trinkner, R., Jackson, J., & Tyler, T. (2018). Bounded authority: Expanding “appropriate” 

police behavior beyond procedural justice. Law and human behavior, 42(3), 280. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/lhb0000285 

Trinkner, R., & Tyler, T. (2016). Legal socialization: Coercion versus consent in an era of 

mistrust. Annual Review of Law and Social Science, 12(1), 417–439. 

https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-lawsocsci-110615-085141 

Tyler, T. (2006). Why people obey the law. Princeton University Press. 

Tyler, T., & Lind, E. (1992). A relational model of authority in groups. In M. P. Zanna (Ed.), 

Advances in Experimental Social Psychology (Vol. 25, pp. 115-191). Academic Press. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(08)60283-x  

Tyler, T., Schulhofer, S., & Huq, A. (2010). Legitimacy and deterrence effects in 

counterterrorism policing: A study of Muslim Americans. Law and Society Review, 

44(2), 365-401. www.jstor.org/stable/40783659 

Tyler, T., & Trinkner, R. (2017). Why children follow rules: Legal socialization and the 

development of legitimacy. Oxford University Press. 

 

http://www.jstor.org/stable/40783659


Legal socialization and defiance toward police 
 

 33 

Table 1 
Principal Axis factor analysis with oblimin rotation for scale variables 
 
 Factor 
Item 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Procedural Justice       
Police are approachable and friendly .60      
Police treat people fairly .70      
Police treat people with dignity and respect .86      
Police let people speak before they make a 
decision 

.80      

Police care about people .72      
Police are polite to people .76      
Police make their decisions based on facts, not 
personal opinions 

.64      

Police give people the chance to express their 
views before making decisions 

.63      

Police take into account the needs and concerns of 
the people they deal with 

.64      

Police Effectiveness (On the whole, how good a 
job are police doing at…….) 

      

Solving crime  .76     
Deterring criminals  .95     
Catching criminals  .91     
Preventing crime  .96     
Keeping order  .83     
Keeping the community safe  .88     
Bounded-Authority Concerns (How often do 
you think police in Australia…..) 

      

Overstep the boundaries of their authority   .73    
Act if they are above the law   .82    
Bother citizens for no good reason   .75    
Get involved in situations they have no right to be 
in 

  .82    

Distributive Justice       
People like you are usually punished more harshly 
than other Australians for committing crimes 

   .80   

Australian police unfairly target people like you 
because of your race, ethnicity or religion 

   .75   

Police in Australia sometimes give people from 
specific ethnic, racial or religious backgrounds 
less help than they give others 

   .69   

Resistant Defiance       
It is important not to let police push you around     .56  
As a society, we need more people willing to take 
a stand against rude police 

    .91  

It is important that people lodge a formal 
complaint against disrespectful police behavior 

    .70  

Disengaged Defiance       
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I try to avoid contact with police at all costs      .75 
Even if I needed help from police, I would prefer 
to avoid making contact with them 

     .75 

Eigenvalue 9.77 3.97 2.38 1.69 1.36 1.17 
% of variance 36.20 14.69 8.82 6.25 5.04 4.32 
Note: pattern matrix factor scores > .30 displayed 
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Table 2 
Distribution of Scores for the Procedural Justice, Bounded-authority, and Two Defiance Scales  
 

   % of sample scoring between response scale 
values 

Scale  M (SD) 1.0-2.0 2.01-3.0 3.01-4.0 4.01-5.0 
Bounded-Authority  2.86 (0.99) 23.1% 45.2% 20.6% 11.1% 

Procedural Justice  3.35 (0.75) 5.0% 35.7% 43.7% 15.6% 

Resistant Defiance  3.88 (0.91) 6.5% 12.8% 45.7% 34.9% 

Disengaged Defiance  2.90 (1.03) 31.2% 31.9% 28.1% 8.8% 
Note. Scores on mean computed scales ranged from 1 to 5; higher score on the resistance, disengagement and bounded-authority scales indicate 
more defiance and greater bounded authority concerns; higher scores on the procedural justice scale indicates greater perceived procedural 
fairness from police. 
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Table 3 
Bivariate Correlations for Multi-item Scales 
 

Scale  BA PJ DJ PE RD DD 
Bounded-Authority (BA)  1      

Procedural Justice (PJ)  -.481*** 1     

Distributive Justice (DJ)  -.532*** .495*** 1    

Police Effectiveness (PE)  -.361*** .400*** .424*** 1   

Resistant Defiance (RD)  .238*** -.283*** -.112* .194*** 1  

Disengaged Defiance (DD)  .337*** -.189*** -.165*** -.168*** .233*** 1 

*p < 0.05. ***p < .001. Two-tailed tests.  
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Table 4 
Regressions Predicting Resistant and Disengaged Defiance 
 
Predictor Resistance defiance Disengaged defiance 
 b(SE) ß b(SE) ß 
Age -.003 (.005) -.044 -.016 (.006)** -.172 
Female -.036 (.084) -.020 .004 (.101) .003 
Income level .002 (.006) .015 -.018 (.008)* -.123 
Educational attainment -.018 (.021) -.042 .005 (.025) .010 
Unmarried .017 (.089) .009 .060 (.106) .029 
Importance of religion -.021 (.030) -.032 .055 (.036) .075 
Overseas born -.040 (.104) -.022 -.253 (.125)* -.122 
Police contact -.001 (.017) -.002 .017 (.021) .039 
Bounded-authority (BA) concerns .194 (.053)*** .213 .325 (.063)*** .312 
Procedural justice (PJ) concerns -.420 (.067)*** -.347 -.075 (.081) -.054 
Distributive justice .003 (.054) .004 .047 (.064) .046 
Police effectiveness .388 (.051)*** .398 -.039 (.062) -.035 
     
PJ X BA -.164 (.050)*** -.166 -.068 (.061) -.061 
     
(Constant) at Block 2 3.969 (.263)***  3.337 (.319)***  
R2 at Block 2 .254  .156  
Adjusted R2 at Block 2 .229  .127  

Note. The interaction term (PJ X BA) was tested in a second block after entry of the other 12 predictors (Block 1). The constant, R2 and Adjusted 

R2 values indicate values from the Block 2 analysis. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. Two-tailed tests. Results remained the same when non-

significant demographic and control variables were omitted from the analysis. 
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(a) 

  

(b) 

Figure 1 
Muslims’ level of (a) resistant defiance and (b) disengaged defiance, as a function of 
bounded-authority and procedural justice concerns 
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