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Abstract

In this chapter | consider two ways by which thgitimacy of legal authorities might motivate peofie
abide by the law. Following recent criminologica@search | define legitimacy along two different
dimensions: the first is the public recognitiortld rightful authority of an institution, and thecend is a
sense among citizens that the institution is justial and appropriate. Data from a randomized otatt
trial of procedurally just policing provide furtheupport for the idea that justice systems canrsecu
compliance by (a) instilling in citizens a sensedeference and obligation, and (b) showing to eit&z
that they represent a requisite sense of morabgpipteness. While prior work has tended to foquthe
idea that legitimacy shape compliance throughdiligation, the current analysis shows that conmgka

is predicted by both duty to obey and moral endoesdg. Consistent with a good deal of existing
evidence, the findings also indicate the importamicprocedural justice and group identificationte
production of institutional legitimacy. | concludeéth the idea that legitimacy may be able to shape
compliance through shape content-free obligatiahsrared moral appropriateness. [189 words]
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1. Introduction

The law imposes duties on citizens but when doetldesies have moral weight in the eyes of citizdns?
this chapter | consider legal duties through theslef empirical legitimacy, i.e. the extent to whic
citizens believe that the power held by justicdiintons is (a) entitled to be obeyed and (b) tiginoper
and appropriate (Tyler & Huo, 2002; Sunshine & TyR003; Tyler, 2006a, 2006b; Bottoms & Tankebe,
2012; Tyler & Jackson, 2014).

| argue that empirical legitimacy can be treatednas one but two — strongly connected —
psychological states. The psychological mechanigmking legitimacy to legal compliance has
traditionally been seen as consent and duty to ¢bggr, 2003, 2004, 2009), with prior work viewing
legitimacy through the lens of 'the willingnesspefople to defer to the decisions of authorities tanithe
rules created by institutions’ (Tyler, 2006a: 376 this account, legitimacy shapes behavior becaus
people authorise legal authorities to dictate apgpate behavior. People internalize the moral vahae
they should obey the law or directive, and a sefiskeference and content-free obligation then nabéis
law-abiding behavior (Tyler, 1997; Tyler & Jacks@013).

My goal in these pages is to consider the utilitylisaggregating these two aspects of legitimacy
when predicting compliance with the law. Building prior work in this area (Jacksat al., 2012a,
2014a; Tyler & Jackson, 2014) | examine the cldiat tonsent and authorization is one thing; thatamo
endorsement and normative alignment (a shared sémgght and wrong) is another thing; and thatlehi
these two psychological states are likely to bergfly correlated, they may nevertheless play distin
motivational roles in shaping legal compliance. &ss$ng the dual motivational bases of legitimactha
context of one type of ‘system contact’ (c.f. Wileywd Esbenson 2013) | present findings from a
randomized controlled trial (RCT) set in Scotlanmsarfied ScotCET) designed to test principles of
procedural justice and legitimacy in the contextraffic stops — itself a replication of the Qudans
Community Engagement Trial RCT in Australia (seezbfalleet al, 2013, 2014; Murphet al.,2014).

Examining people’s contact with the criminal justisystem via their experience of a road stop, |
estimate the empirical links between (a) peopleiseeence of procedural justice (how the encounter
feels on the receiving end), (b) their beliefs ahmlice legitimacy (differentiating between dutydbey
and normative alignment) and (c) their willingnéssomply with traffic laws in the future. An analy
of data from the ScotCET RCT indicates three sigaift pathways from procedural justice to legal
compliance. One runs from procedural justice tbdbligation to compliance; this is consistent witfior
work showing the importance of authorization andling constraint (Tyler, 2006a, 2006b). But the
single most important pathways suggests that whaitep officers treat people with fairness, they
demonstrate to citizens (i) that they have an gpjate sense of right and wrong, and (i) that they
right to be engaging in particular policing acfieé# (in the current context, ensuring road saféti)s in
turn may motivate public compliance through a sesfsthe wrongfulness of breaking these particular
laws.

| conclude with the idea that duty to obey and ratime alignment play different roles in linking
procedural justice to compliance commitment. Thaptér proceeds in six parts. In section 2 | discuss
how a classic philosophical question has been tuim® an empirical question — under what condgion
do citizens have a moral duty to obey the law?datisn 3 | turn to a two-dimensional definition of
legitimacy that embodies not just a positive andteot-independent obligation to obey commands and
laws (where authorities have the right to makesraled issue commands, and subordinates have &oduty
follow them) but also a sense of moral endorserapdtnormative alignment (a shared sense of rigit an
wrong between citizens and the legal system). kti@e 4 | discuss why procedural justice may
encourage legal compliance via a number of diffepsychological mechanisms. In section 5 | present
data from the RCT. In section 6 | discuss the figdi in the context of ongoing work into legal
socialization.

2. Psychological jurisprudence and the duty to obey

A philosophical question



A long-standing issue in political theory is whatlieere is — in the words of Simmons (in Wellman &
Simmons, 2005: 93-94) — an ‘external, neutral mdtal (or obligation) to discharge the internalidsit
imposed by law.” While people may obey laws prdsog burglary, armed robbery and shoplifting
because they believe each of these acts is imntbemore difficult question is whether there igresa
justified content-free duty to obey the law. Ddzgihs have the duty to suspend judgement to obeny ev
law no matter their content? Does the state haweight to coerce in this way?

‘What, then, is the moral justification for the iolato obedience made by the institutions
of a formal domestic legal system?’ (Simmons in Mieh & Simmons, 2005: 94):

One answer to this question centres upon the lktaobeying the laws created and enforced by
justice institutions is justified when two condit® are met: first when those institutions are jasigl
second when the laws solve a difficult coordinatiwablem (Tyler, 2004, 2006). To quote Christopher
Wellman (the other author of Wellman & Simmons, 2000-11):

‘Without an authoritative legislative body to edistb a definite set of rules that everyone
must follow, there will be conflicts even among laiatentioned people who genuinely seek
to treat each other according to the demands oélihorWithout an effective executive body
to ensure that a reasonable percentage of rulekdmeare caught and punished, those
disinclined to respect the moral rights of other#l wot be sufficiently deterred and,
ultimately, everyone’s incentives to pursue proithecprojects and meaningful relationships
will diminish markedly. Finally, without a standirjgdicial body to impartially adjudicate
conflicts and assign criminal punishments, attertpexact revenge and mete out justice will
lead to increasingly bloody conflicts. Moreover, i important to recognize that the
cumulative effect of these three factors is moemthdditive; these elements will combine to
create a vicious cycle in which each considerafivasents an aggravating factor that
exacerbates the others.’

Wellman argues that so long as institutions arg figslong as obeying the laws is not a big hapisdmd
so long as the benefits of having laws and in&bitst to enforce those laws is strong — then onehimig
conclude that there is a (collective) moral weitihtlegal duties. From a normative (philosophical)
perspective citizens might feel a justified obligatto defer to the lawwhatever the contentvhen the
collective social benefits outweigh the individeakts in a stable and legitimate regime.

An empirical question
This classic political theory question (under whanditionsshould people feel a content-free duty to
obey the laws of a state?) has been turned intmportant empirical question (under what conditidos
people feel a content-free duty to obey the lawsa aftate?) by programmatic research by Tyler and
colleagues (e.g. Tyler & Huo, 2002; Sunshine & Ty®003; Tyler, 2006a, 2006b; Tylet al., 2014;
Tyler & Jackson, 2014). Assessing whether peomédeluty to obey the law (and if they do, whyisth
work is not philosophical. It does not addressrbemative question of when — if ever — a statethas
right to enforce laws whatever the content of thésss. Representing a shift from a normative
conception of legitimacy to an empirical conceptidnhegitimacy (Hinsch, 2008, 2010), it addressesa
matter of fact’ whether those who are subject thanity actually confer legitimacy on that authwgrit

The key contribution of this body of empirical raseh is to amass a good deal of evidence that
fair and legitimate institutions can encourage pedp internalize the moral value that they shooliey
the law,simply because it's the lawBut they must first wield their authority in faind neutral ways. On
this account power is legitimate — transformed iatghority — when its use follows rules that are
regarded as fair by both power-holders and subatéli) and when the latter confer their conserthéo t
use of this power (Sunshine & Tyler, 2003; Murgtyal, 2009; Papachristat al, 2012; Jacksost al,
2012a). When justice institutions treat individuaish fairness and are neutral in their decisiorkimg,
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this demonstrates their legitimacy to those theljcpcand serve. Legitimacy leads people to willingl
give up some of their freedom as part of the salidibations that constitute citizenship; they inadize
the moral value that they should obey the law —teser its content — as part of their civic duties.

Lessons for policy
This research has important implications for cricoetrol (Tyler, 2009). In the current policy clireat
answers to the question ‘how can legal authoréimsourage compliance?’ often revolve around tha ide
that crime occurs when the criminal justice systgmvides insufficient likelihood of punishment, or
when insufficiently tough sentences are imposeddé&ier people from committing offences, police and
other criminal justice agents need to signal eiffecess, force, a high probability of detectiond an
swift recourse to justice. Mechanisms of coercigeid control and credible risks of sanction seek t
persuade homo economicus that — while otherwiseatids — a criminal act is not worth the risk.

Yet the work of Tyler and colleagues points to th&ue of a different model of policing (Sunshine
& Tyler, 2003). The role of legitimacy in shapingcammitment to be law-abiding — and the mixed
research evidence for the role of deterrence i(gee alia: Fagan, 2006; Nagin & Pepper, 2012; Nagin,
2013) — suggests that criminal justice institutishsuld try to shift the balance away from adveasar
‘crime-control’ models of policing towards more semsual, ‘due-process’ models (Tyler, 2003, 2004,
2011a; Schulhofeet al, 2011; Hough, 2012; Gelleat al, 2014). People (usually) obey the law and
cooperate with the police and criminal courts beseatey think it is the right thing to do, or besathey
have simply acquired the habit of doing so. Thé faat most people obey most laws, most of the,time
suggests that criminal justice policy makers migtdfitably spend more time than is currently theeca
thinking about sources of voluntary compliance andperation, rather than triggers for offending and
what should be done after an offence has occuiregoftant as these latter two aspects of policing
continue to be).

3. Expanding the definition and motivating power oflegitimacy

Whether legitimacy shapes law-abiding behaviohissta pressing issue. Researchers from across the
globe are becoming increasingly interested inilegity in the context of criminal justice systemgl€F

et al.,2007; Tankebe & Liebling, 2013; Mesko & Tankebel20Persak, 2014; Mazerolé al.,2014).
There is a growing body of observational evidentat tlegitimacy predicts self-reported offending
behavior (Sunshine & Tyler, 2003; Fagan & Tyler020Tyler, 2006a; Fagan & Piquero, 2007; Ceatin

al., 2012; Jacksomt al., 2012a; Trinkner & Cohn, 2014; Tyler & Jackson, 20&# Paternosteet al.,
1997; Nivetteet al.,2014).

My goal in this chapter is to add to this evidebese, comparing the role of deterrence (do people
comply with the law because they fear getting cawgid punished?) with the role of legitimacy (do
people comply with the law because they believeitha the right thing to do?) in explaining vaian in
legal compliance. Building on a small number ofsérig studies (Jacksat al.,2012a, 2012b; Hought
al., 2013c; Tyler & Jackson, 2014), | also examine teaithat legitimacy can motivate legal compliance
not only through a sense of deference to authauiy willing constraint, but also through a sense of
shared moral appropriateness. While legitimacytteditionally been seen as a motivating force bseau
it constitutes a content-free sense of duty antyatibn, | also explore the idea that legitimacyynaéso
motivate through a sense of value congruence eghllauthorities.

At its most basic, legitimacy refers to a fundarakmroperty of legal institutions: the right to
govern and the recognition by the governed of tiglat. When citizens see criminal justice instibuis as
legitimate, they recognise the system’s authoritydétermine the law, to govern through the use of
coercive force, to punish those who act illegadigd to expect from members of the public coopeamatio
and obedience. As a psychological property of eitiz(Tyler, 2006a, 2006b), legitimacy is both puibli
recognition of authority (people’s duty to obey)dapublic justification of power (a sense of moral
endorsement of the institution). Legitimacy is oty about deference, it is also about appropriegsn
when legal authorities have demonstrated theitifegcy in the eyes of the public, citizens not dielgl a



content-free duty to obey, they also believe thatitutions are policing in just, fair and apprape ways
(and thus that its power is justified).

These two aspects are central to the right to fitethe one hand, felt obligation to obey emerges
out of an officer's claim to authority and one’sisequent processing of that claim (Tyler, 20068680
Bottoms & Tankebe, 2012). If one accepts the aitthof the police to dictate appropriate behavmre
feels a corresponding duty to obey those offic€@ae will comply with their directives willingly
‘...voluntarily out of obligation rather than out &ar of punishment or anticipation of reward’ (Tryle
2006a: 375). On the other hand, legitimacy is alse's belief that the legal system is right, proped
appropriate (Tyler, 2006a, 2006b). Officers needdbappropriate and just ways if institutional jpous
seen as appropriate and just (Jackebral., 2012a, 2012b; Tyleet al., 2014). This accords with
Suchman’s (1995: 574) definition of legitimacy as. ‘a generalized perception or assumption that the
actions of an entity are desirable, proper, or appate within some socially constructed system of
norms, values, beliefs, and definitions.”

How, then, are these two aspects typically opeamatived? Duty to obey tends to be measured by
survey questions like: “You should accept the densmade by police, even if you think they areng’o
(Sunshine & Tyler, 2003); ‘To what extent is it yaluty to do what the police tell you even if yoond
understand or agree with the reasons?’ (Hatgil.,2013a); and ‘I feel that | should accept the decisi
made by police, even if | do not understand theoes for their decisions’ (Kochet al.,2013)* Moral
endorsement and appropriateness tends to be measyrsurvey questions like: ‘The police in your
neighborhood are generally honest’ (Sunshine & iM26€03); ‘The police care about the well-being of
everyone they deal with’ (Tyler & Fagan, 2008); dReople’s basic rights are well protected by the
police’ (Reisiget al.2007)?

Importantly for the current study, prior work oftéeats legitimacy as a unidimensional construct
that explains variation in offending behavior. Canifig survey indicators of both duty to obey and
institutional trust into one formative index of itigpacy (e.g. Sunshine & Tyler, 2003; Tyler, 2006a;
Papachristost al.,2012; Trinkner & Cohn, 2014), the resulting findsngre interpreted through the lens
that legitimacy shapes compliance out of a feetifgiilling deference to an external authority (ase
that an institution is ‘entitled to be deferredaiod obeyed’, Sunshine & Tyler, 200314). While it is
possible that the measures of appropriatenessiloatetto the explained variance in compliance (bsea
the single index includes not only measures of duatyobey but also moral endorsement), the
interpretation given often focuses only on the ithed legitimacy motivates compliance out of cotten
free deference to follow rules and comply with diiees.

Some more recent studies have treated legitimadwaslimensiondl and assessed whether the
two aspects differentially predict cooperation (el'gnkebe, 2009; Diriyx & van den Bulck, 2014) and
compliance (e.g. Jacksat al.,2012a). In a US-based study, for instance, Reisa). (2007) found that
institutional trust was a significant predictorafmpliance, while obligation to obey the police wes.

In a UK-based study — which differentiated betwemsral endorsement of the police, felt duty to obey
the police, and felt duty to obey the law — commpdia was linked to both obligation to obey the lawl a

! See also: “You should obey police decisions beedlhat is the right and proper thing to do’ (TarkeB013);'| feel that |
should accept the decisions made by legal autesrifKochel, 2012);‘It would be hard to justify disobeying a policefioér’
(Gau, 2014); and ‘I feel a moral obligation to oltleg police’ (Bradfordet al, 2015).

2 See also: ‘When the police deal with people tHeyoat always behave according to the law (Tylera&kson, 2014); ‘The
police act within the law’ (Johnsaat al, 2014); 'The police usually act in ways that ayesistent with my own ideas about what
is right and wrong' (Tyleet al, 2014); 'The police generally have the same sehsight and wrong as | do' (Bradfoet al,
2014ab); 'The police can be trusted to make detsdioat are right for people in my neighborhoodtkdonet al, 2012b); and
‘Most police officers in your community do theitjavell’ (Gau, 2014).

% In a formative approach one carpriori decide that legitimacy is uni-dimensional, but ireflective approach dimensionality
becomes an empirical question. Studies taking Beatéfe approach to measurement typically finds tdimensions to
legitimacy. Two US-based studies found that felligattion to obey the police and institutional truetlicators loaded on
different dimensions (Reisigt al, 2007; Gau, 2011; see also Gau, 2014; Johasah,2014), as did Jacksat al. (2014b) in
Pakistan. Jacksoet al. (2012a, 2012b, 2014a) found that felt obligatiorobey the police and believing that the policeraha
one’s sense of right and wrong loaded on two difiedimensions in the UK, as did Bradfatdal. (2014b) in South Africa.

5



normative alignment with the police (Jacksatnal., 2012a). In what is to date the most comprehensive
assessment of different dimensions of legitimacg different types of law-related behavior, Tyler &
Jackson (2014) found that as the behavioral fotied from compliance through cooperation to
facilitation, different aspects of legitimacy cameethe foreground. Felt obligation and institutibtrast

was linked to one’'s commitment to not breaking the, while institutional trust and normative
alignment were more strongly linked to more proactbehaviors like cooperation. In short, it seems
beneficial to differentiate between consent andoesginent, between authorization and appropriateness
when predicting certain key law-related behaviors.

4. Study objectives

By way of contribution, the ScotCet trial (MacQue&rBradford, 2014; Bradforct al, 2015) was a
RCT designed to test procedurally just road padjciim the control group, police officers operated
normal,” stopping cars as part of routine vehiafety checks (and breathalysing for alcohol if dfffecer
deemed necessary). In the experimental group,eofiicers who interacted with members of the publi
received training on the principles of procedurstice, with a leaflet handed out to emphasise key
messages. In both groups questionnaires were haudéd members of the public

Before turning to the key goals of the current gsial there are two features of the study initially
worth mentioning. First, the treatment did not havepositive effect on procedural justice — this is
probably to do with the particular nature of theatment and the fact that ‘business as usual’ yddic
relatively consensual in England (see MacQueen &dfard, 2014). But the observational data remain of
value: there was significant variation in peoplexperience of procedural justice (specifically inether
they felt that police officers were approachabld &mendly, helpful, respectful, professional, faagnd
clear in explaining why the respondent had beeppstd) and one can link this variation to people’s
commitment to comply with traffic laws via a numloéitheoretically derived pathways.

Second, the interactions between individuals afidavt occurred in the real world, not in the
laboratory or via hypothetical scenarios givendsearch participants — and the study has a sals fat
traffic laws and traffic behavior. Participants westopped in their cars by traffic police. Theyvamed
survey guestions about not just the procedurahéss of the officers involved and their attitudesards
the legitimacy of the institution, but also theieliefs about the wrongfulness of speeding and going
through red lights and whether they intend to cgmith traffic regulations in the future. While the
treatment had no positive effect — possibly becaffieers were following a script and this may, if
anything, have hampered the quality of the intéwact the encounters did produce heterogeneitizén t
experience of procedural justice and one can livik variation to self-reported willingness to compl
with laws that relate directly to the nature of éreounter.

Figure 1 provides an overview of the potential patys from the procedural justice of the
encounter to compliance. Three are of note:

1. Procedural justice to felt obligation to compliance
2. Procedural justice to identification to compliarfperhaps via personal morality); and,
3. Procedural justice to normative alignment to coammie (perhaps via personal morality).



Figure 1: Pathways from procedural justice to legal compliance
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According to the first pathway the experience obgadural justice activates a sense of felt
obligation to authority, and this sense of obligation then shapes commliaRelt obligation to obey
shapes compliance through the internalization ef @lerarching moral value that one should obey
external authorityWhen people believe that the legal system has itiie to prescribe and enforce
appropriate behavior, they feel a correspondingy doitbring their behavior in line with that which i
expected as willing self-constraint (Tyler, 1999,12a, 2011b). (Note that felt duty to obey the {aas
not measured due to the need to keep the quesiieram short as possible to maximise the response
rate.)

The second pathway specifies that procedural pistiengthens one’s identification with the role
of ‘good and law-abiding citizen’, which then mattes people to comply with the law (Figure 1). Tyle
(2009) was the first to test the direct role of iabédentification on legal compliance. Analysing
Afrobarometer data conducted in 2000, he linkedpfeebeliefs about the procedural fairness of South
African society and its institutions to superordeaentification (feeling proud to be South Afmceor
instance), to deference to the law (e.g. gettimgices like electricity or water without paying)etargued
that a fair society conveys status and identitgwaht information to its citizens, helping peoparerge
their sense of self with the wider group. People miotivated to act in ways that satisfy a particula
relationship because they draw value, worth antdsfeom that relationship (Tajfel & Turner, 1978hd
in that context conforming to the expectations ebaial role will shape behavior because peopléd \tan
establish and maintain a satisfying self-definialgtionship to another person or a group’ (Kelni248:
53). Conformity to the norms and values attachetti¢areciprocal-role relationship gives satisfattioot
only because only agrees with the norms and vdhres internalizes the values and act in ways theat a
intrinsically rewarding), but also because one gaialue and worth from the self-defining relatiapsh
(Tyler & Blader, 2003). One way of acting in gros@rving ways is to abide by the rules and lawsef t
group.

The third pathway specifies that procedural juséobances the sense that police officers share
one’s moral valués(and hence that the institution’s possession @fguds appropriate, proper and just)
and this sense of moral validity then shapes canpé. This may be a direct effect (see the arrow in
Figure 1 linking normative with the police to conapice) and indirect (see the arrow from normative
alignment to believing it is wrong to break traffaavs and the arrow from the morality of traffieva to
compliance). A direct effect here bypasses thetfiifiiess of abiding by traffic laws (e.qg. it is wa@to
speed and go through red lights): believing thatgblice as an institution represents a sense ddlityo
and justice may enhance one’s motivation to aetags that support that institution.

The indirect effect links normative alignment tgdé compliance via a heightened belief in the
rightfulness of the traffic laws being regulatethat that it is wrong to speed (for example) oitlgough
red lights. The idea is simple. When an officepsteomeone in a car for a roadside vehicle safetgic
(and possibly an alcohol breath test) the expegiarigrocedural justice may strengthen people’sebel
in the moral validity of the police as an instiartj which in turn may activate people’s belief thas
right and proper that they are policing this sphafraction (in this instance ensuring road safetyje

4 The link between procedural justice and felt afiion may be direct and indirect via identificatiofyler & Blader, 2003;
Blader & Tyler, 2009; Bradforet al., 2014a). On the one hand, wielding their authonityfair and just ways indicates to
observers that the power-holder is worthy of haldiwer, creating a direct sense of obligation duy to obey among citizens
(see the arrow in Figure 1 linking procedural jeestio felt obligation). On the other hand, procetijustice can activate
identification with the group that the authoritypresents (presumably society and the law-abiditigecis that constitute that
society), and people are motivated to defer toaiites of groups that they have social bonds \{gtbe the arrow in Figure 1
linking procedural justice to identification andethrrow in Figure 1 linking identification to felbligation).

5 As with felt obligation the effect of procedurakjice on normative alignment may be direct anitént! (Figure 1). On the one
hand, making neutral decisions, treating membets@fublic fairly, and wielding authority in a teined and respectful way
accord with people’s expectations about how th&cpahould behave, creating a sense that the pudice an appropriate sense
of right and wrong (Jacksaet al.,2012a, 2012b, 2014a). On the other hand, peoplmatigated not only to support the leaders
of groups to which they belong, but also to theliebe they share moral values with proto-typicgressentatives of groups
within which they feel status and standing (TyleB&der, 2003; Blader & Tyler, 2009; Jackson & Suns, 2007).



enactment of procedural justice in interactionsvieen legal authorities and citizens may help teyme
people of the rightfulness of the laws being erddrin the specific type of encounter.

Imagine you are driving your car through the Ssbttiighlands. A police officer stops you. She
treats you with respect and dignity. She explaiva you were stopped to ensure traffic laws aragoei
obeyed in order to help keep the roads safe. Sten$i to everything you have to say. Regardlegiseof
outcome of the interaction, would this fair treatthend decision-making encourage you to abide by
traffic laws in the future? According to the traglital account of procedural justice and legitimatitwe
experience of procedural justice would strengtheur Yoelief that the authority has the right to commeh
and constrain. Content-free deference would matiyaur behavior: you will obey traffic laws not gnl
because you believe that it is wrong to speedgfample) but also because you believe that it agr
to break the law (Tyler, 2006a, 2006b).

What | wish to pursue is whether, on top of streeging content-free obligation, the experience
of procedural justice reinforces your belief tha police are a morally valid institution (and hettleat is
power possession is normatively justified). In tperticular instance, the officer used her powedt an
authority in morally appropriate ways; she treagyed with respect; she explained the moral validity
traffic laws; she demonstrated the importance afireafety. This sense of the moral grounding of the
police as an institution may have what is, in essga persuasion effect: the encounter may strength
your belief that it is wrong to break specific fralaws and this in turn may strengthen your cotnment
to comply with traffic laws.

5. A study of people’s willingness to comply withraffic laws

Data

ScotCET was funded by the Scottish Government faornim their Justice Strategy for Scotland. Vehicle
stops were conducted by 20 road police units withdalice Scotland during the Festive Road Safety
Campaign 2013/14 (which addressed drink-driving eglticle safety), with the 20 units divided into 10
matched pairs (‘blocks’) according to shared gepigical and practice characteristics. Within eaain, p
one unit was randomly assigned to the control grauna the other unit to the treatment group. The
control group involved ‘business as usual’ traffiops, while the treatment group received basinitrg

on the concept of procedural justice and how taessfully apply it during routine encounters witie t
public. Core aspects of procedural justice werdaixed to officers to be dignity and respect, eifyal
trustworthy motives, neutrality of decision makirgiear explanation, and the opportunity for citizen
participation or ‘voice’. Drivers were also giveralflets reinforcing these key messages (for more
information see MacQueen & Bradford, 2014).

Data were collected via issuing all drivers who evstopped with a self-completion questionnaire
with a prepaid envelope to return (an online alitwe was also offered). 816 completed questioesair
were returned, with the overall response rate b&ig§o. In terms of descriptive statistics, 63% of
respondents were male, and the mean age of thelesavap 50.7 (SD=14.8, min=17, max=87). Three
quarters (75%) of respondents were home ownerpgd@ent had a university degree or higher, wile 1
per cent reported holding no qualifications. Theganigy were employed (71 per cent), and 73 per cent
were married or in a relationship.

Measures

To measure their experience of the encounter, nelgpus were asked whether police were approachable
and friendly, helpful, respectful, professionaly,fand clear in explaining why the respondent hadn
stopped. The response alternatives ranged ‘yespletety’ to ‘no, not at all.’

Police legitimacy was measured using two sub-scalesissess people’s felt obligation to obey
the police, respondents were asked the extent tohwthey either agreed or disagreed to the follgwin
statements: ‘I feel a moral obligation to obey fodice, ' | feel a moral duty to support the demisi of
police officers, even if | disagree with them’ athdeel a moral duty to obey the instructions oflipe
officers, even when | don’t understand the readmisnd them’. Given debate about the importance of
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measuring truly free consent (Bottoms & Tankebd,220 ankebe, 2013; Tyler & Jackson, 2013; Johnson
et al., 2014) the use of the phrase ‘moral duty to obeys waed in order to best maximize a positive
sense of obligation (see also the measures of tdutpey the police in the European Social Survey,
Jacksoret al.,2011; Houglet al.,2013a, 2013b).

To measure normative alignment with the policepoesients were asked the extent to which
they either agreed or disagreed to the followirageshents: ‘The police have the same sense of aight
wrong as me’, ‘The police stand up for values #rat important for people like me’ and ‘I suppore th
way the police usually act.” While studies oftenasiere the normative justifiability aspect of legiicy
using indicators of institutional trust (for dissitn see Jackson & Gau, 2015), normative alignmest
measured in the current study, since shared mataes may motivate legal compliance more readily
than institutional trust (cf. Jacksoet al., 2012a, 2012b). For all legitimacy questions, respon
alternatives were ‘strongly disagree’, ‘disagrésgither agree nor disagree’, ‘agree’ and ‘stroragyee.’

To measureocial identification, respondents were asked #tent to which they either agreed or
disagreed to the following statements: ‘I see nfyasla member of the Scottish community’; ‘It is
important to me that others see me as a membdedbtottish community’; ‘I see myself as an honest,
law abiding citizen’; and ‘It is important to meathothers see me as an honest, law-abiding citizen’
Response alternatives were: ‘strongly disagregsafee’, ‘neither agree nor disagree’, ‘agree’ and
‘strongly agree.” This was a measure of identifaratto a social group that the police in Scotlaad c
plausibly be said to represent: namely, the commusfi law-abiding Scottish citizens (cf. Bradford,
2014; Bradforcet al.,2014b).

To measure people’s beliefs about the moralitywaf traffic laws, respondents were also asked
(on a four-point scale ranging from 1 'very' torbt at all’) how wrong they thought it is to jumped-
light and to break the speed limit. Because itripartant to adjust for people’s perception of tis& of
sanction when predicting compliance (Tyler, 20QBscksoret al.,2012a), respondents were asked how
likely they thought it was that they would be catidlthey did break the speed limit and jump a light.
Response alternatives ranged from 1’ very likebyt not at all likely’.

Finally, compliance was measured in terms of pésptemmitment to complying with traffic
laws in the future. Respondents were asked: ‘Afigh considered, how likely are you in the futwe.t
‘break the speed limit while out driving’ and ‘junap red light if you are in a hurry.” The response
alternatives ranged from 1 ‘very likely’' to 4 ‘nlikely at all'. 26% of respondents stated they vabbe
‘very' or ‘fairly likely’ to break the speed limin the future (22% stated this was ‘not likely #f.aOnly
4% said they would be ‘very’ or ‘fairly likely’ tjump a red light (68 said ‘not likely at all’).

Results

Figure 2 reports key findings from a fitted strueduequation model (SEM) using MPlus 7.2 (with
categorical indicators set where appropriate). Tiheof the model was acceptable according to
approximate fit statistics. Starting at the righnt side of the model we see that a relativelyelamount
(52%) of the variation in compliance commitment banexplained by a linear combination of the vasiou
predictors. Of particular note is that believingttht is wrong to speed and jump red light is ttrergest
predictor of cooperatiorBE.65, p<.001). Those who believed that the laws that basetbehaviors are
justified (because they prohibit wrongful acts) vemore likely to say they will comply with trafflaws

in the future, compared to those who did not (adjggor other factors, like the perceived riskgetting
caught if one were to break traffic laws). The otkignificant predictor of intentions to comply fislt
obligation to obey the policeBE.19, p<.05). Those who felt obligated to obey the policeravmore
likely to say that they intend to comply with tiiaff laws in the future.

INSERT FIGURE 2 ABOUT HERE
Turning to the predictors of alignment with the aldy of traffic laws — of which 30% of the
variance is explained — the biggest predictor isnative alignment with the polic®€.49, p<.001) and
the next biggest predictor is identification wittetrole of law-abiding citizerBE.21, p<.001). Of note is
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that identification also predicts felt obligatiomda normative alignmentBE.36, p<.001 andB=.26,
p<.001 respectively). Finally, the procedural justifehe encounter is a strong predictor of idecifion
(B=.24,p<.001), felt obligationB=.35, p<.001) and normative alignmer@%£.59, p<.001). Clearly, how

officers treated people was linked to a fair amoahtvariation in theoretically-relevant potential
outcomes.
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Figure 2: SEM examining predictors of legal complance
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Did procedural justice have an indirect statistieiéct on future intentions to comply with the
law? If it did, through how many pathways? These tmestions — central to the current chapter — were
assessed using the effect decomposition functiorMilus. Table 1 shows the three statistically
significant indirect pathways from contact to compte. In terms of the magnitude of statisticatéeif,
the most important pathway was from contact to mdive alignment to the morality of traffic laws to
compliance. Believing that one had been treategrdcedurally fair ways by the police was associated
with a heightened intention to comply with traffeavs via what is assumed to firstly be a mediasegse
of shared values with the police, and secondly diati@g belief that it is wrong to speed and rud re
lights. A similar and statistically significant patay was found via contact, identification, aligmheith
the morality of traffic laws and compliance (altigbuthe estimated effect size was much smaller).
Finally, there was a significant pathway from cant@ felt obligation to obey the police to compliz,
suggesting a role not just for normative alignmentalso for the other dimension of legitimacy (sent
and willing constraint).

Table 1: Indirect statistical effects of the proged fairness of the encounter with the police enge’s
commitment to complying with traffic laws in thetde

PATHWAY VIA COEFF. SE COEFF./SE P-VALUE
Procedural justice to normative alignment to bel@fout the .187 .047 4.017 <.005
morality of traffic laws to compliance
Procedural justice to identification to beliefs abthe .033 .013 2.624 .009
morality of traffic laws to compliance
Procedural justice to obligation to compliance .067 .033 2.012 .044

NOTE: standardized coefficients estimated withia structural equation model (see Figure 2). COEkégression coefficient.
SE=standard error.

In sum, the findings support the idea that polégitimacy motivates legal compliance through
two routes: the first through a sense of moral dotycomply with police directives; and the second
through a sense that the police represent a sémaeral appropriateness. While | was unable to sssse
whether felt duty to obey the law mediates thenestidd effect of felt duty to obey the police (aswa
found in Jacksoet al.,2012a), | was able to show that the moral apprteméss of traffic laws mediates
the statistical effect of normative alignment witte police, suggesting (in the current contexteast)
that the police can persuade people that theyigiieto be enforcing certain laws, helping to emege a
sense of the harmfulness of the behaviors bepgjaied.

6. Conclusions

A good deal of prior empirical work supports thdiow that legal duties have moral weight in thesegt
citizens when the institutions that impose thosiedlare viewed as legitimate (Sunshine & Tyl&@Q2
Fagan & Tyler, 2005; Tyler, 2006a; Fagan & Piquet@Q7; Reisiget al, 2007; Murphyet al, 2009;
Papachristoset al, 2012; Jacksoret al, 2012a; Tyler & Jackson, 2014; Trinker & Cohn, 2D1
Individuals give up some of their freedoms whenytheld justice institutions to be legitimate and
institutions generate legitimacy when they wielditiauthority in fair and neutral ways during dayday
interactions with citizens. In the words of Tyletr al. (2014: 754) the ‘legitimacy of legal authoritiess i
earned, if not negotiated, through actions that aletrate its moral grounding...Legitimacy is not a
given power, but accumulates through dense sowtaeldctions with authorities, where accounts and
evaluations of experiences with the police are exhahrough efficient information markets and social
networks.’

On the one hand, fair/respectful treatment and ralobjective decision-making provides the
moral validity that justifies their institutionabpition. People’s judgment about the extent to whéagal
authority is legitimate is based in part on therdegto which individual justice agents wield their
authority in just and fair ways. On the other hatiith exercise of authority via the application aif f
process — treating people in ways that are recednts be fair, respectful and legal, and making dad
neutral decisions — strengthens the social bontselea individuals and authorities. Procedural gesti
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encourages not just the belief that institutiongeha just, fair, and valid basis of legal authgr{in the
words of Papachristaat al, 2012: 417) but also identification with the grahpat the authority represents
(typically assumed to be the state), as well adrtegnalization of the belief that one should dell the
rules of the group (Sunshine & Tyler, 2003; TyleH&o, 2002; Tyler, 2006a, 2011b).

My goal in this chapter was been to make one sexaéinsion to this well-evidenced framework.
Following recent work (Jackscet al., 2012a, 2012b; Bradforet al., 2014a, 2014b) | have pursued the
conceptual claim that legitimacy has two dimensiof@® recognition of rightful authority (viewed
through the lens of felt obligation to obey rulesl@ommands) and (b) normative justification of pow
(viewed through the lens of shared moral valuewéen power-holders and subordinates, where power-
holders act in ways that align with the valuesitfens). | have considered the idea that legalpl@nce
may be influenced first by a content-free duty beythat shuts down action alternatives (if onewso
something is illegal one will not consider it as@ption) and second by a sense that legal autb®tie
appropriate, proper and just, which creates a sehsermative alignment (and in this study a paittc
type of value congruence).

Including also the role of social identification,hbve discussed three ways in which fair and
respectful treatment by power-holders to suborématausibly enhances citizen commitment to thesrul
that the police enforce. Each of these three thieatepathways is relational rather than instrurabnt
(Tyler, 1997). According to the first pathway, pedlural justice activates the sense that the paliee
entitled to be obeyed. When police officers ardra@rsed and respectful in their use of authoribjs t
encourages a sense of reciprocal civic obligatiorespect their authority and abide by their laWwgdr,
2006a, 2006b; Jacksat al, 2012a). The second is that procedural justiceuerds one’s identification
with the group that authority represents (here eph@lized as the law-abiding member of the Sdottis
community, cf. Bradforeet al, 2014a, 2015), motivating one to act in ways Hiliw people to maintain
positive social bonds (Tyler & Blader, 2003; BladeTyler, 2009).

The third — and the strongest empirical pathwathecurrent data — starts with procedural justice
activating the sense that police officers sharésomeral values. When police officers treat pedpldy,
when they make neutral decisions, when they usedhbéhority in a restrained manner, this accorite w
people’'s expectations about how the police shoelthlze when wielding their authority in interactions
with citizens (cf. Jacksomt al, 2012a, 2012b, 2014a). Normative alignment isngiteened when
people’s values about the appropriate use of aitifhare being extolled by actual authority (Tyler &
Trinkner, forthcoming). In the current study, notima alignment predicted traffic compliance through
mediating beliefs about the morality of the compii@a behaviors. The police as an institution are
synonymous with policing as an activity, and théuga they express to citizens when wielding their
authority may help to persuade people of the ntgraf the specific laws being enforced in that
encounter. Treating people fairly may encouragerse of value congruence between officers and the
citizens in question, which in turn may help to paie those citizens that the substantive goalsndyiv
this regulatory stop are moral and valid.

Earlier in this chapter | discussed a long-standgihgosophical question about whether citizens
ever have a (content-free) duty to obey the lamlsd briefly reviewed research that has turnediths
an empirical question. According to proceduraligestheory, institutions can strengthen peopleisee
of legal obligation by wielding their power in faand just ways, and from this perspective legitiyniac
an all-purpose social coordination mechanism (T€06a, 2006b). Based not on material interest, no
on the substance of decisions, the sway of legitjrmamains salient in situations where citizensglise
with the specific actions of authorities. The mdvaliefs of anti-abortion activists may directlyngiict
with the views of the Supreme Court — for exampleutthe legitimacy of a Supreme Court ruling on
abortion must still be conceded. Legitimacy thuscgived may be especially important in pluralisticl
diverse societies in which widespread agreementitatmorality cannot simply be assumed (Tyler and
Huo, 2002). A content-free duty to obey is key ¢gilimacy having this coordination capacity: while
people can hold very different moral positions abdifferent key issues, if they all allow an extarn
authority to dictate appropriate behavior, theyl wévertheless bring their behavior into line witiat
which is expected.
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In the current study, duty to obey was found toabsignificant predictor of compliance, but a
stronger predictor was the belief that the poliseaa institution is appropriate, moral and juss(asing
that people judge the moral validity of the indtdn on the basis of the moral grounding of police
officers). The current study suggests that legitynean motivate legal compliance via a particutanf
of value congruence. In the current context att)déegitimacy seemed to enhance the belief thatatvs
being enforced in the encounter are appropriategalmand just (assuming that people judge the moral
validity of the laws on the basis of the wrongfidaef the behaviors being prohibited). This mayabe
route to public compliance with the law that isslembout authorisation and more about persuading
citizens of the morality of policing and proscrigircertain behaviors (in this case, traffic-related
behaviors). Encouraging people to align themsehiels the values of the legal system, legitimacy may
not just be about solving a coordination problemgesting people to comply with laws they disagree
with; it may also have a impact on compliance thQfopersuading people that it is right and proper to
avoid certain harmful behaviors.

Limitations of the research

A number of limitations to the current study must,course, be acknowledged. First, the setting is a
relatively homogeneous country that engages inestyf policing that are more consensual than
aggressive (at least compared to certain metrapobireas of the US). It may be that relatively gasy
persuade people to comply with traffic laws in sac$ituation; it is for future research to asselssther

the findings replicate in other countries, regagdither crimes, in other regulatory contexts. Sdcdtime
RCT’s treatment did not produce a positive effecpoocedural justice so the data are only obsenvati
The analysis reported in this chapter reflect dpee not causal inference, so it is for futureearch to
estimate causal effects. Third, the study did neasare actual compliance. | had to rely on a self-
reported willingness to comply in the future; arportant next step in this field of enquiry is toasare
actual behavior.

Finally, | should also note that a different analysf the same data found slightly different
results. Bradfordet al. 015) combined duty to obey and normative alignnsesti-scales of legitimacy
into one index (justified by the strong associatimiween the two sub-scales and the desire to avoid
multi-collinearity issuesj.When legitimacy was treated un-dimensionally, dswo longer a statistically
significant predictor of legal compliance (idergdtion and the perceived risk of sanction were the
significant predictors). The sensitivity of the ults to how legitimacy is scaled is indeed puzzliihds
certainly worthy of further investigation. But ibels point to a very real issue when modelling datah
as these. One makes judgements calls when sperifyasurement models and structural paths between
latent constructs. These judgements can have &mpatt on the sort of conclusions that one drains.
important, above all, to be transparent about dicalydecisions and modelling strategies.

Final thoughts on legal socialization
By way of closing, | would like to discuss the fings of the current study in the context of ongairayk
into legal socialization by Tyler & Trinkner (fotbming). Trinkner & Cohen (2014: 1) define legal
socialization as: ‘the process by which individudésselop their understanding of laws or rules withi
society, the institutions that create those lawgubes, and the people within those institutionat th
enforce the laws or rules.’ Part of this is the@otm of the values inscribed in laws and the lesyatem.
One learns about the things that are illegal arel internalizes the social nhorms related to probdbit
behavior. One is taught that it is wrong to stémalexample, and wrong to put other's safety dt.ris
Another part of legal socialization is one’s radaship with the legal system and its constituent
authorities (most powerfully the police). Workingthin the US context, Tyler & Trinkner (forthcoming
argue that people are socialized into a relatignshith the legal system that is based on three
‘dimensions’ of values: (a) treatment, (b) decisinaking, and (c) boundaries. On the one hand, legal

% n the current analysis the correlation betwednofaligation and normative alignment after adjugtfor procedural justice and
identification was .65; in a confirmatory factoradysis of the key constructs it is .76.
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authorities should treat citizens with respect digphity, and citizens should treat legal authositigith
respect and dignity. On the other hand, decisiokiimgaand boundaries refer to the process by which
outcomes are decided and the limits to power shomewthority actions.

An important part of their argument is that whethatities demonstrate procedural fairness, they
are acting according to societal values about hibweas and authorities should interact. They are,
short, showing to citizens that they share theluesregarding how they are supposed to behavenWhe
authorities act in procedurally fair ways, they derstrate to citizens that they have an appropsetse
of right and wrong. This is consistent with resbasbowing strong empirical links between procedural
justice and normative alignment with the policeck¥net al.,2012a, 2012b, 2014a; Bradfoed al.,
2014a; Hougtet al.,2013a, 2013b, 2013c). Procedural justice seemsstil ia sense in citizens that the
police share their values and thus that the irigiitumore generally is appropriate, proper and just

The findings reported in this chapter suggestphatedural justice may be able to enhance one’s
sense that the values of the police accord withsomen, but in addition to this, the resulting sermd
moral aprpopriateness may be able to strengther vakies regarding the wrongfulness of the behavio
that the law prohibits. This is not just about wswabout how one should interact with legal autiesiit
is also about one’s sense of right and wrong otifipdllegal behaviors. Procedural justice maydige
to strengthen people’s alignment to the valuegiiped in law and the legal system, with encountétis
the police being ‘teachable moments’ (Tyler, 201da) only about the nature of legal authorities, bu
also about the morality of the laws that legal atitles enforce.
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