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Phase 1, the inclusion of school personnel procedural injustice and illegitimacy measures 

in the models focused on policing substantially altered the parameter estimates. Although 

the theoretical model proposes similarities between perceptions of procedural injustice, 

the illegitimacy measures used in these data are also relevant to consider, given the 

characteristics observed in these analyses and the close relationship between these 

theoretical constructs. Table 10 presents correlation matrices of the scale measures for 

school personnel procedural injustice, school personnel illegitimacy, police procedural 

injustice, and police illegitimacy. The first panel of the table depicts the correlations for 

these measures using the full analytic sample (N=2,773). In subsequent panels of the 

table, I display the correlations among subsamples calculated using the CSE index 

measure. The first panel includes correlations among individuals who attend schools with 

relatively low CSE, or schools with CSE index scores in the bottom 25% (CSE<4.44; N= 

577); the second panel includes correlations for those attending schools with CSE 

measures in the middle two quartiles (4.44<CSE≤6.68; N=1,643); the last panel includes 

correlations for those attending schools with CSE scores in top 25% or with highly 

carceral environments (CSE>6.68; N=553).  
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Table 10. 

Phase 3a: Correlation Matrices of Police and School Personnel Perception  

Correlations in the Full Sample (N=2,773) 

 I II III  IV  

I. Police Procedural Injustice --- --- --- --- 

II. SP Procedural Injustice .493*** --- --- --- 

III. Police Illegitimacy .474*** .320*** --- --- 

IV. SP Illegitimacy .325*** .464*** .494*** --- 

     

Correlations in Schools with Relatively Low CSE (N=577) 

 I II III  IV  

I. Police Procedural Injustice --- --- --- --- 

II. SP Procedural Injustice .535*** --- --- --- 

III. Police Illegitimacy .560*** .348*** --- --- 

IV. SP Illegitimacy .448*** .495*** .513*** --- 

     

Correlations in Schools with Relatively Moderate CSE (N=1,643) 

 I II III  IV  

I. Police Procedural Injustice --- --- --- --- 

II. SP Procedural Injustice .471*** --- --- --- 

III. Police Illegitimacy .431*** .274*** --- --- 

IV. SP Illegitimacy .292*** .439*** .463*** --- 

     

Correlations in Schools with Relatively High CSE (N=553) 

 I II III  IV  

I. Police Procedural Injustice --- --- --- --- 

II. SP Procedural Injustice .473*** --- --- --- 

III. Police Illegitimacy .402*** .359*** --- --- 

IV. SP Illegitimacy .304*** .495*** .536*** --- 

     
Notes: Subsamples were created using quartiles of the CSE measure. “Relatively High CSE” includes 

individuals attending schools with CSE measures in the bottom quartile.  “Relatively Moderate CSE” 

includes individuals attending schools with CSE measures in the second and third quartiles. “Relatively 

High CSE” refers to a sample of individuals attending schools that scored in the top 25% on the CSE 

Index.  
 

These descriptive statistics suggest that, when using measures of procedural 

injustice and illegitimacy consistent with prior work, there are significant correlations 

among respondents’ perceptions of school personnel and police. In fact, these positive 

correlations are slightly higher (i.e., larger in magnitude) in the subsample attending 

schools with low CSE compared to those attending schools with moderate or high CSE. 
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This pattern is contrary with the initial expectation that individuals may experience more 

similar perceptions of police and school personnel when they attend schools with more 

carceral environments. In earlier chapters, I described how carceral characteristics may 

signify the convergence of criminal justice and education institutions in a way that allows 

adolescents to generalize their perceptions of a specific authority type to other authority 

figures. Instead, these findings indicate that individuals in this sample generally report 

similarities in their views of police and school personnel and, if anything the correlation 

is slightly lower among those who attend schools that are high in CSE.  

 Given the substantive correlation among these measures, I probe the similarity 

further by assessing the individual items contributing to the procedural injustice and 

illegitimacy measures for school personnel and police. While procedural injustice and 

illegitimacy are distinct theoretical constructs that are measured separately in the main 

analyses, they each capture dimensions of individuals’ assessments of authority figures. I 

conducted factor analyses involving 9 items—four school personnel procedural injustice 

items, three police procedural injustice items, 1 police illegitimacy item, 1 school 

personnel illegitimacy items—to assess whether individuals’ perceptions of police and 

school personnel were indicators of some overarching latent construct for one’s 

perception of authority more generally. Table 11 presents four factor analyses. The first 

panel shows the factor analyses using the full sample. While two factors emerge with 

Eigenvalues >1, it is clear from the loadings on factor one that the many of the items 

referring to school personnel load well with items referring to police. Subsequent panels 

present the factor loadings estimated when using subsamples calculated based on CSE. 

Once again, the expectation that perceptions of these authorities might be more similar 
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among those attending highly carceral schools is not supported. In fact, the individual 

factor loadings and alpha (=.87) for those attending schools with low CSE are higher than 

among those attending schools with high CSE (alpha=.83). These are small differences to 

speculate about, but one potential explanation might be that individuals in low CSE are 

extrapolating from their experiences with school personnel to inform their perceptions of 

police because they have less exposure to the criminal justice system compared to those 

who attend high CSE.  

 

Table 11. Phase 3a: Factor Analyses for Police and School Personnel Perceptual 

Measures  

Police and SP Procedural Injustice and Illegitimacy (N=2,773) 

 Factor loadings Alpha 

 Factor 1 
(E=4.404) 

Factor 2  

(E=1.052) 

Factor 3 

(E=.561) 

=.851 

Police treat people fairly .837 -.455 -.218  

Police are honest .844 -.468 -.155  

Police are respectful toward people 

like me 

.695 -.212 .027  

You should do what the police tell 

you to do even if you disagree 

.598 -.169 .400  

Teachers treat students fairly .806 .474 -.222  

School rules are fair .646 .175 .077  

Teachers treat students with respect .799 .509 -.171  

School rules are consistently enforced 

at my school  

.472 .156 .179  

You should do what teachers, 

principals, and other adults at this 

school tell you even if you disagree 

.554 .114 .460  

     

Police and SP Procedural Injustice and Illegitimacy (Low CSE; N=577) 

 Factor loadings Alpha 

 Factor 1 

(E=4.454) 

Factor 2  

(E=.970) 

Factor 3  

(E=.384) 

=.865 

Police treat people fairly .754 .333 -.291  

Police are honest .795 .352 -.215  

If you treat police with respect, they 

will treat you with respect 

.663 .220 .049  
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You should do what the police tell 

you to do even if you disagree 

.643 .362 .181  

Teachers treat students fairly .793 -.510 -.136  

School rules are fair .687 -.163 .179  

Teachers treat students with respect .811 -.496 -.103  

School rules are consistently enforced 

at my school  

.558 -.119 .213  

You should do what teachers, 

principals, and other adults at this 

school tell you even if you disagree 

.659 .097 .329  

     

Police and SP Procedural Injustice and Illegitimacy (Moderate CSE; N=1,643) 

 Factor loadings Alpha 

 Factor 1 

(E=4.404) 

Factor 2 

(E=1.051) 

Factor 3 

(E=.561) 

=.851 

Police treat people fairly .837 -.455 -.218  

Police are honest .844 -.468 -.155  

Police officers are respectful toward 

people like me 

.695 -.212 .027  

You should do what the police tell 

you to do even if you disagree 

.598 -.169 .399  

Teachers treat students fairly .806 .474 -.222  

School rules are fair .646 .175 .077  

Teachers treat students with respect .799 .509 -.171  

School rules are consistently enforced 

at my school  

.472 .156 .179  

You should do what teachers, 

principals, and other adults at this 

school tell you even if you disagree 

.554 .114 .460  

     

Police and SP Procedural Injustice and Illegitimacy (High CSE; N=553) 

 Factor loadings Alpha 

 Factor 1 

(E=3.926) 

Factor 2 

(E=.815) 

Factor 3 

(E=.458) 

=.831 

Police treat people fairly .732 -.419 -.177  

Police are honest .726 -.412 .010  

Police are respectful toward people 

like me 

.659 -.349 .022  

You should do what the police tell 

you to do even if you disagree 

.586 .023 .422  

Teachers treat students fairly .768 .331 -.213  

School rules are fair .594 .122 -.162  

Teachers treat students with respect .743 .389 -.198  

School rules are consistently enforced 

at my school  

.490 .120 .065  
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You should do what teachers, 

principals, and other adults at this 

school tell you even if you disagree 

.663 .240 .365  

     

 

Overall, in subsamples attending schools with low, moderate, or high values on 

the CSE index, two of the school personnel items (Teachers treat students fairly, 

Teachers treat students with respect) have high factor loadings with the indicators of 

police perceptions, lending further support to the idea that individuals’ perceptions of 

these different authority figures are related and reflect a fair amount of agreement. 

Indeed, in the subsamples reflecting low CSE and high CSE, only one factor has an 

Eigenvalue greater than one. Together, these results may indicate that perceptions of 

police and school personnel can be indicative of a more general construct, with the caveat 

that the differences in the factor loadings may be affected by the reduced sample sizes in 

these groups. 

Phase 3b: The Effect of Police Procedural Injustice on In-School Delinquency 

First, I estimate a model regressing the outcome of in-school delinquency on 

perceptions of police procedural injustice. Consistent with the paths depicted in Figure 3 

of the theoretical model, I estimate the direct effect of police procedural injustice on in-

school delinquency, and indirect paths through perceptions of the US as unfair, police 

illegitimacy, and school personnel illegitimacy. CSE and school structural characteristics 

(e.g., attendance, suspension rates) were included as controls variables in each path 

(N=2,339; CD = .565).19 Figure 5 presents the standardized coefficient estimates and 

 
19 Phase 3 of the theoretical model (illustrated in Figure 3) initially included the CSE as a moderating 

influence on direct paths between procedural injustice and delinquency, as well as indirect paths through 

each of the three mediators. Additional models were estimated including the interaction term in each of the 

paths. No moderating effect was detected. The parameters for the interaction terms were insignificant in 
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robust standard errors for each of the key variables. These results do not support a 

significant relationship between individuals’ perceptions of police procedural injustice at 

Time 1 and levels of in-school delinquency at Time 2, either directly or indirectly 

through any of the three mediators. Although prior analyses demonstrated some support 

that higher perceptions of procedural injustice from police officers are associated with 

increased general delinquency through police illegitimacy; it seems that perceptions of 

police do not “cross-over” to influence delinquency in the school domain. However, the 

findings do suggest a cross-over association with school personnel illegitimacy.   

Figure 5. 

Phase 3b: Estimating “Cross-Over” Effects from Police Procedural Injustice to In-School 

Delinquency (N=2,339) 

 

Indirect Effects of Police Procedural Injustice on In-School Delinquency: 

Total: .002 (.005) 

Specific Effect Through US Unfair: -.002 (.003) 

Specific Effect Through Police Illegitimacy: .002 (.004) 

Specific Effect Through SP Illegitimacy: .0003 (.002) 
 

Notes: These analyses correspond to Figure 3, Panel A of the theoretical model. Standardized coefficients 

and robust standard errors are presented for each effect. SP is an abbreviation for “school personnel.” 

*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 

 

 
each path of the model predicting in-school delinquency and general delinquency. For the sake of space, 

and the fact that the conditioning effect of the CSE was a main focus of Phase 2 analyses, these results are 

not presented here. They are available upon request. 
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 Consistent with the findings presented in earlier phases of the analyses, 

individuals who perceive higher levels of procedural injustice from police officers also 

indicate that US society is less fair (i.e., more unfair), and the police are less legitimate 

(i.e., more illegitimate), compared to those who report lower levels of procedural 

injustice. Additionally, these analyses tested the association between police procedural 

injustice and school personnel illegitimacy in order to consider how procedural injustice 

from a specific type of authority may contribute to general perceptions of illegitimacy 

from different types of authority figures. Even when controlling for the association 

between police procedural injustice and police illegitimacy, I find that individuals’ 

perceptions of police procedural injustice are positively associated with perceptions of 

school personnel illegitimacy. As we might expect, the coefficients indicate that the 

magnitude of police procedural injustice’s effect is greater on police illegitimacy (β=.329, 

p<.001) than school personnel illegitimacy (β = .151, p<.001). Together, these findings 

underscore the relationship between individuals’ perceptions of police and school 

personnel. Despite the fact that perceptions of police procedural injustice are not 

associated with behavior that is explicitly limited to the school domain, it is noteworthy 

that individuals’ assessment of police and school authorities as unfair or illegitimate 

overlap. This may indicate support for an “imprinting” process, in which youth 

experiences interacting with the authorities of one institution can carry over to inform 

their outlook on the authorities in another institution (Soss, 2002). 
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Phase 3c: The Effect of School Personnel Procedural Injustice on General 

Delinquency 

 In a separate model, I estimated the effect of school personnel procedural injustice 

on general delinquency, through the mediators of perceptions of fairness in the US, and 

police and school personnel illegitimacy (N=2,339; CD= .595). Figure 6 presents the 

parameter estimates for these relationships. Again, I do not find evidence supporting a 

relationship between perceptions of school personnel procedural injustice and delinquent 

behavior, but the results do support that increases in school personnel procedural injustice 

are associated with increases in school personnel illegitimacy, as well as police 

illegitimacy. The positive relationship between procedural justice and legitimacy 

hypothesized by Tyler and other procedural justice theorists seems to be applicable across 

domains. 
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Figure 6. 

Phase 3c: Estimating “Cross-Over” Effects from School Personnel Procedural Injustice to 

General Delinquency (N=2,339) 

 

Indirect Effects of School Personnel Procedural Injustice on General Delinquency 

Total: .013 (.006) 

Specific Effect Through US Unfair: .001(.001) 

Specific Effect Through Police Illegitimacy: .001(.001) 

Specific Effect through SP Illegitimacy: .004(.006) 

 
Notes: These analyses correspond to Figure 3, Panel B of the theoretical model. Standardized coefficients 

and robust standard errors are presented for each effect. SP is an abbreviation for “school personnel.” 

*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 

 

Summary of Findings 

 Each phase of the analyses corresponds to a key component of the current 

theoretical model, testing relationships that are either explicitly argued in common 

adaptations of procedural justice theories, or exploring newly proposed processes. Phase 

1 analyses demonstrated that perceptions of procedural injustice contribute to perceptions 

of illegitimacy, both when focusing on police officers and school personnel. In addition, 

increases in perceived levels of police procedural injustice during Time 1 are associated 

with increased perceptions of unfairness in the US at Time 2, indicating that youths’ 

views of police can influence their understanding of broader dynamics in the country. 

That said, the relationship between perceptions of procedural injustice and delinquent 
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behavior was less pronounced. Although analyses support an indirect path from police 

procedural injustice to general delinquency through police illegitimacy (while direct and 

total effects were nonsignificant), school personnel procedural injustice does not predict 

in-school delinquency in these data.  

 The Phase 2 analyses considering the influence of the CSE demonstrated some 

interesting relationships that were contrary to expectations. Models including cross-level 

interactions indicate that individuals who report having higher perceptions of police 

procedural injustice relative to others in their school are more likely to engage in less 

general delinquency, but this negative effect is weakened in more carceral schools. So, 

while procedural justice theories tend to predict that increased perceptions of procedural 

injustice lead to increased delinquency, these results find a negative association among 

those who attend schools with fewer carceral policies.  

 Finally, the results of Phase 3 highlight that perceptions of specific types of 

authority can overlap. Multiple factor analyses show that measures of perceptions of 

police and school personnel are relatively consistent and may be considered indicators of 

the respondents’ more general assessments of authority figures. Indeed, perceptions of 

police procedural injustice are associated with school personnel illegitimacy, even when 

controlling for the path from police procedural injustice to police illegitimacy. This 

“cross-over” path persists when considering the effect of school personnel procedural 

injustice on police illegitimacy. The results did not support a relationship between police 

procedural injustice and in-school delinquency or school personnel procedural injustice 

and general delinquency.  
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When considering the main findings from each phase, one conclusion is that 

perceptions of procedural injustice are not very consistent predictors of increased 

delinquency or noncompliance as has been suggested by prior (mostly cross-sectional) 

research on policing (e.g, Jackson et al., 2012; Tyler & Jackson, 2014; Sunshine & Tyler, 

2003) and schools (Chory-Assad & Paulsel, 2004; Gouveia-Pereira et al., 2003; Way, 

2011). This is especially noteworthy given the finding that, among some individuals who 

are not frequently exposed to elements of the criminal justice system in their schools, 

viewing the police as less just may be associated with decreased offending. At this stage, 

the meaning behind this interaction is unclear and additional analyses are needed. The 

following section presents supplemental analyses to help clarify the main findings.  

SUPPLEMENTARY ANALYSES 

The supplementary analyses involved the exploration of three questions. First, I 

examine whether the main results differ when predicting delinquency related to different 

crime types. Second, I examine whether the main results differ among schools with 

majority-black and majority-white populations. Third, I pursue descriptive analyses in an 

effort to better understand the finding of countervailing effects of police procedural 

injustice in low CSE. Where Phase 2 analyses demonstrated some evidence that 

perceptions of police procedural injustice can decrease subsequent levels of delinquency 

when controlling for a positive path through illegitimacy, additional information is 

necessary to interpret why this effect may occur.   

Property vs. Violent Delinquency 

While the theoretical model proposed several paths between perceptions of 

authorities and general levels of delinquency, it is also beneficial to consider whether the 
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effect of procedural injustice differs based on the type of offending. There has been mixed 

research on this subject. Tom Tyler and colleagues (1990; Tyler & Trinkner, 2017), as the 

main proponents of procedural justice theories in criminology, describe perceptions of 

authorities as informing general compliance with rules or laws. However, some empirical 

work focuses on the relationship between procedural injustice and individuals’ expressed 

support for violent norms (e.g., Jackson et al., 2013; Slocum & Wiley, 2016), while others 

have considered effects on white collar offenses such as tax law violations (Murphy, 2005; 

Murphy, Bradford, & Jackson, 2016). The results of the main analyses indicate some 

support that police procedural injustice is associated with self-reported delinquency; 

specifically, police procedural injustice can have a small positive effect on general 

delinquency through police illegitimacy. Next, I examine each phase of the theoretical 

model using more specific behavioral outcomes based on crime type. 

I use IRT scaling methods to create four new Time 2 delinquency measures, using 

an approach consistent to that described in the measures section of Chapter 3. Youth 

indicated whether or not they engaged in a range of delinquent acts in the past 6 months. 

General property delinquency is comprised of youth self-reports of four acts of property 

delinquency during Time 2: purposely damaging or destroying property, stealing or 

attempting to steal something worth more than $50, stealing something or trying to steal 

something worth less than $50, and going into a building to steal something. In-school 

property delinquency captures these same four acts, with the exception that individuals 

report engaging in them at school. General violent delinquency includes four acts: hitting 

someone with the idea of hurting them, attacking someone with a weapon, using a weapon 

or force to get money or things from people, and being involved in gang fights. In-school 
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violent delinquency is a similar measure, capturing these acts that occurred in school. Using 

these typological outcomes, I repeat the analyses from phases 1, 2, and 3 focusing on 

relationships within the criminal justice/policing and school domains.20  

 

Table 12. Descriptive Statistics for New Delinquency Measures (N=2,773) 

 Mean  SD Range 

General Property 

Delinquency  

-.02 .61 -.29 – 2.47 

General Violent Delinquency -.03 .57 -.27 – 2.72 

In-school Property 

Delinquency 

-.05 .48 -.23 – 2.80 

In-school Violent 

Delinquency 

-.08 .47 -.23 – 2.46 

    

 

First, I want to highlight that the path models examining the effect of school 

personnel procedural injustice on youths’ levels of violent and property delinquency were 

remarkably consistent with the main findings. Put simply, the findings did not indicate that 

youth perceptions of school personnel procedural injustice were associated with 

subsequent levels of property delinquency in-school or violent delinquency in-school, 

either through direct or indirect paths. Similarly, I did not find evidence that these 

nonsignificant associations varied in schools with more carceral environments, or that 

school personnel procedural injustice has a cross over effect on general violent or property 

offenses.  

 
20 In the interest of space, I will focus this discussion of supplementary analyses on the findings that differ, 

or introduce nuance to, the conclusions of the main analyses outlined in the previous section. I discuss 

consistency in the findings and then devote more attention to presenting path analyses that indicate 

differences in how these procedural justice processes operate. The full results of models predicting property 

and violent delinquency outcomes are available on request. 
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There were, however, notable differences in the policing path models estimating 

the effect of police procedural injustice on levels of general property delinquency and 

violent delinquency. The parameter estimates from these models indicate that many of the 

effects of police procedural injustice are driven by an association with property, rather than 

violent, offenses. Phase 1a path models considering indirect paths to property offenses are 

presented in Figure 7 below.  

 

Figure 7.  

Phase 1a Supplementary Analyses: Estimating Multiple Mediation Paths Predicting 

Property Delinquency (N=2,392) 

 

Indirect Effects of Police Procedural Injustice on Property Delinquency: 

Total: .027*(.006) 

Specific Effect Through US Unfair: .001 (.003) 

Specific Effect Through Police Illegitimacy: .020**(.005) 

 
Notes: These analyses correspond to Figure 1, Panel A of the theoretical model, now with the outcome of 

property delinquency. Standardized coefficients and robust standard errors are presented for each effect. 

*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001. 
 

 Using the initial multiple mediation models estimating the effect of perceptions of 

police on general delinquency, I concluded that police procedural injustice has a positive 

association with each of the proposed mediators and a small indirect path to general 

delinquency through police illegitimacy, but the direct effect is negative and 

nonsignificant. After estimating separate models predicting property and violent 
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delinquency, it appears that police procedural injustice’s effect on behavior is driven by 

property offenses: police procedural injustice has a specific indirect effect on property 

delinquency through police illegitimacy (β=.020, p<.01). This is still a small effect size, 

but it is a stronger association than observed in the full model (β=.011, p<.05). In 

addition, I observe a significant direct association between police procedural injustice and 

property delinquency that suggests, when controlling for the positive indirect path 

through police illegitimacy, increases in police procedural injustice can predict decreases 

in property delinquency. In contrast, the path model predicting violent delinquency (not 

presented here) does not provide evidence that police procedural justice has a significant 

effect on levels of violence, either directly or indirectly.  

Taken together, these findings indicate that police procedural injustice can have 

countervailing effects on property offenses, which are typically considered more minor 

delinquent acts compared to violent offenses. First, we see a path consistent with prior 

work using the procedural justice framework to explain noncompliance. Individuals’ 

views of the police as unfair or unjust are associated with reduced perceptions of police 

legitimacy (i.e., increases in illegitimacy). In turn, viewing the police as illegitimate 

authorities weakens an individuals’ sense of normative compliance so that they are more 

likely to engage in property offenses compared to those who hold police as legitimate. 

When controlling for this effect, however, there is evidence of a second path where 

individuals who perceive police as unjust are predicted to engage in lower levels of 

property delinquency compared to those who perceive police more favorably. In other 

words, police procedural injustice can lead to an increase in delinquency when operating 

via one’s notions of police officers as authorities that they are obligated to obey, while 
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having an opposite effect when not operating through legitimacy. The explanation for this 

negative direct association is unclear, it may act through an indirect mechanism that I do 

not account for. It is worth exploring further, and I will revisit the negative relationship 

after presenting the remaining supplementary analyses.  

 Next, I estimated multilevel models including the interaction between the level 

two CSE variable and level one police procedural injustice on property delinquency and 

violent delinquency. Table 13 presents the results of a model estimating the main direct 

and indirect effects of police procedural injustice and CSE on property delinquency 

(N=2,339; CD=.5552), as well as a model including the interaction in each path 

(CD=.553). While they are omitted from the table, all of the control variables were 

included in each path. I want to call attention to the interaction effect on property 

delinquency. Consistent with the findings reported in the main Phase 2a analyses, the 

parameter estimate for the direct effect of police procedural injustice on property 

delinquency is in the negative direction, while the effect of the interaction term is positive 

and significant (β=.015, p<.05). Figure 8 plots the interaction effect. In less carceral 

schools, individuals with relatively higher perceptions of police procedural injustice are 

predicted to engage in slightly lower levels of property offending compared to other 

students in their schools who view police more favorably. In more carceral environments, 

the slope between police procedural injustice and property offending is relatively flat. 
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Table 13. 

Phase 2b: Supplementary Analyses Estimating Cross-level Interaction in Policing Models Predicting Property 

Delinquency (N=2,340) 

Direct Effects on Police Illegitimacy  

 Main Effects Interaction Effects 

 b SE z β b SE z β 

Police Procedural Injustice .310*** .032 9.59 .334 .452*** .072 6.28 .489 

CSE .015 .009 1.74 .019 .091** .032 2.78 .114 

Police Procedural Injustice*CSE --- --- --- --- -.025* .011 -2.30 -.204 

         

Direct Effects on US as Unfair 

 Main Effects Interaction Effects 

 b SE z β b SE z β 

Police Procedural Injustice .265*** .030 8.83 .283 .362*** .102 3.55 .385 

CSE -.006 .008 -.67 -.007 .046 .049 .93 .057 

Police Procedural Injustice*CSE --- --- --- --- -.017 .016 -1.07 -.136 

         

Direct Effects on Property Delinquency 

 Main Effects Interaction Effects 

 b SE z β b SE z β 

Police procedural injustice -.032 .018 -1.81 -.059 -.123** .047 -2.61 -.224 

CSE .055*** .007 7.97 .117 .007 .028 .26 .015 

Police Procedural Injustice *CSE --- --- --- --- .016* .007 2.05 .217 

         

Indirect Effects on Property Delinquency 

 Main Effects Interaction Effects 

 b SE z β b SE z β 

Police Procedural Injustice*CSE 

through Police illegitimacy 

--- --- --- --- -.001 .001 -1.59 -.001 

Police Procedural Injustice*CSE 

through US as unfair 

--- --- --- --- -.0001 .0002 -.41 -.001 

         

Total Effects on Property Delinquency 

 Main Effects Interaction Effects 
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 b SE z β b SE z β 

Police procedural injustice -.018 .018 -1.02 -.033 -.100* .046 -2.18 -.182 

CSE .056*** .007 7.81 .118 .008 .028 .28 .017 

Police Procedural Injustice*CSE --- --- --- --- .015 .008 1.79 .206 

         

Equation Level Goodness of Fit         

 R2    R2    

Predicting police illegitimacy .392    .393    

Predicting US unfair .146    .146    

Predicting property delinquency .178    .179    

Overall .552    .553    

         
Notes: b represents unstandardized coefficients; SE represents robust clustered standard errors; β represents standardized parameter estimates; 

***p<.001; **p<.01; *p<.05 
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Figure 8. Effect of Interaction between Police Procedural Injustice and CSE on Property 

Delinquency (N=2,339) 
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In models predicting violent delinquency, the main effects of police procedural 

injustice and CSE, as well as the interaction effect on levels of violence were 

nonsignificant (results not pictured). Again, this supports conclusion that the previously 

observed relationships were driven by an association between perceptions of police and 

property offenses.  

 Finally, I estimate the cross-over effects of police procedural injustice on in-

school property delinquency and violent delinquency. For reference, the main Phase 3 

path models did not support a significant path, either direct or indirect, between 

perceptions of police procedural injustice and in-school delinquency. The models 

predicting in-school violent delinquency demonstrate consistent results: Although police 

procedural injustice has a positive effect on perceptions of school personnel illegitimacy, 

indicating some cross-domain effects concerning youth perceptions of distinct authority 

figures, perceptions of police do not relate to in-school violent behavior (results not 

pictured).  

 When I limit the analyses to predicting in-school property offending, I do find 

evidence of a small cross-over effect on behavior. The results of this path model are 

depicted in Figure 9. Increases in police procedural injustice are significantly associated 

with increases in police illegitimacy (β=.329, p<.001), and increases in police 

illegitimacy have a small direct effect on individuals’ levels of property offending at 

Time 2 (β=.046, p<.01). The specific indirect effect of police procedural injustice on in-

school property delinquency via illegitimacy is positive and significant (β=.016, p<.01). 

In other words, individuals who perceive police as unfair or unjust are more likely to 

consider them illegitimate, and this can be associated with increases in property 
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offending on school grounds. Perceptions of police can indirectly relate to noncompliance 

with school rules, at least for these more minor property offenses. This path is consistent 

with the one observed for general levels of property delinquency, although the direct 

negative association of police procedural injustice on property offenses in-school does 

not reach significance.  

Figure 9. 

Phase 3b Supplementary Analyses: Estimating “Cross-Over” Effects from Police 

Procedural Injustice to In-School Property Delinquency (N=2,339) 

 

Indirect Effects of Police Procedural Injustice on In-School Property Delinquency: 

Total: .017 (.004) 

Specific Effect Through US Unfair: .002(.003) 

Specific Effect Through Police Illegitimacy: .016**(.002) 

Specific Effect Through SP Illegitimacy: -.002(.002) 

 
Notes: These analyses correspond to Figure 3, Panel A of the theoretical model, now with the outcome of 

In-school property delinquency. Standardized coefficients and robust standard errors are presented for each 

effect. *p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001. 
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Summary of Findings: Property vs. Violent Delinquency21 

 Through each phase of the analyses focused on types of delinquency, I 

consistently find that the major conclusions regarding school personnel procedural 

injustice and in-school delinquency do not differ when focusing on specific types of 

delinquent acts: Overall, perceptions of school personnel as fair or just do not seem to 

have a significant impact on delinquent behavior. On the other hand, the effects of police 

procedural injustice on behavior appear to be limited to property offenses, where models 

predicting violent delinquency show nonsignificant paths. This is an interesting finding 

that indicates, at least in these data, perceptions of police have a greater association with 

more minor types of delinquency than serious violent acts. Indeed, given the results of the 

cross-over models, police procedural injustice can relate to both general levels of 

property offending and property offending in schools. 

 Still, two characteristics of this relationship are worth restating. First, in every 

model supporting an effect of police procedural injustice on property delinquency, the 

effect is small in magnitude. Although perceptions of police may have important 

consequences for youths’ relationships to authorities and understanding of the world, they 

are not strong predictors of behavior. Second, the direction of any effect on delinquency 

is not straightforward. Perceptions of police seem to have countervailing effects where 

they may relate to increases in delinquency via illegitimacy but decrease delinquency 

through some other mechanism. I observe these effects again in the next two sets of 

 
21 While I report the analyses focused on violent and property offenses, I also estimated these models using 

measures of serious and minor delinquency. I used IRT scaling methods to identify serious offenses by 

their estimated difficulty parameter. These “serious” and “minor” scales were mostly consistent with the 

violent and property scales, with the exception that the offense of hitting someone was more similar to 

minor offenses. The models predicting these typological scales demonstrated consistent results with those 

reported, where the relationship between police procedural injustice and offending seems to be driven by 

levels of minor (or mostly property) delinquency.  
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supplementary analyses and I am able to explore more potential reasons for this 

relationship, first considering the effect of race and then introducing some descriptive 

analyses.     

Schools with Majority White vs. Majority Black Student Populations 

As a second question, I considered whether the proposed relationships differ among 

a subsample of students attending schools with a majority-white population and those 

attending schools with a majority-black population. The question of racial differences in 

perceptions of procedural injustice and the impact of these perceptions on delinquency is 

raised repeatedly in extant literature. While some scholars maintain that the processes 

posited by the procedural justice theoretical framework should be racially invariant (Lind 

& Tyler, 1988; Tyler, 1990, 1994; Wolfe et al., 2016), others have found preliminary 

evidence to suggest that perceptions of police procedural injustice can have different 

impacts for black and white individuals (e.g., Dennison & Finkedly, 2020; Fine et al., 2003; 

Hagan et al, 2005; Jones, 2014). While investigating nuanced relationships between race, 

procedural justice, and behavior is outside the scope of the current dissertation, I must 

acknowledge that the school effects of interest in this study likely overlap with race. The 

UMSL CSSI data include schools from two areas of St. Louis County. South County 

neighborhoods and schools have majority white students and a lower concentration of 

poverty and crime. These also tend to be the schools with lower scores on the CSE index. 

In comparison, North County schools have majority black student populations, a higher 

concentration of poverty and crime, and tend to have higher scores on the CSE (See 

Appendix A).  
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Given that there is relatively little variation in race within-schools (due to the 

segregated nature of communities and schools in the data), I could not perform analyses 

using subsamples divided by the race of individual students. I created two subsamples of 

individuals who attend schools with a majority-white student population (N=1,348; 10 

schools) and with a majority-black student population (N=1,044; 11 schools). I then 

estimate the multiple mediation models from the Phase 1 analyses using these subsamples 

to assess whether the direct and indirect effects of procedural injustice on delinquency 

differ based on the race of the student population. I limit this supplementary exploration of 

race to single-level path models focused on mediation because, as alluded to above, many 

of the school-level characteristics vary more between majority-white and majority-black 

schools than within these groups.  

The multiple mediation models were estimated using the same approach reported 

in the Phase 1 analyses: First, I estimate the association between police procedural injustice 

and general delinquency including a direct path and an indirect path through perceptions 

of fairness in the US and through police illegitimacy. The control variables were included 

in each path. Figures 10 and 11 illustrate the results of these path models among majority-

white schools and majority-black schools, respectively.  
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Figure 10.  

Phase 1a Supplementary Analyses: Estimating Multiple Mediation Paths from Police 

Procedural Injustice to General Delinquency in a Subsample of Majority White Schools 

(N=1,348, 10 schools) 

 

 

Indirect Effects of Police Procedural Injustice on General Delinquency 

Total: .032*(.010) 

Specific Effect Through Police Illegitimacy: .025*(.007) 

Specific Effect Through US Unfair: .006(.004) 
Notes: These analyses correspond to Figure 1, Panel A of the theoretical model. Standardized coefficients 

and robust standard errors are presented for each effect. *p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001. 
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Figure 11.  

Phase 1a Supplementary Analyses: Estimating Multiple Mediation Paths from Police 

Procedural Injustice to General Delinquency in a Subsample of Majority Black Schools 

(N=1,044, 11 schools) 

 

Indirect Effects of Police Procedural Injustice on General Delinquency 

Total: -.007(.032) 

Specific Effect Through Police Illegitimacy: .005(.004) 

Specific Effect Through US Unfair: .002(.005) 

 
Notes: These analyses correspond to Figure 1, Panel A of the theoretical model. Standardized coefficients 

and robust standard errors are presented for each effect. *p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001. 

 

 Each of the path models provide support that perceptions of police procedural 

justice relate to individuals’ understanding of fairness in society and of police legitimacy. 

For youth attending either majority-white or majority-black schools, viewing the police as 

unjust is linked to a more negative perception of fairness in larger society and of police 

officers as authority figures that we are obligated to obey. The effect size of police 

procedural injustice on police illegitimacy in schools with majority-White populations is 

relatively large (β=.489, p<.001). This indicates that negative perceptions of police may be 

more impactful for individuals in these schools. In fact, the findings support that police 

procedural injustice also has a small positive effect on general delinquency via perceptions 

of police illegitimacy (β=.025, p<.05). In comparison, this indirect pathway is 

nonsignificant for individuals attending majority-Black schools.  
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 Similar findings are reported in prior work investigating race differences in the 

consequences of police contact. For instance, Slocum and Wiley (2018) compared the 

effects of contact with police officers among Black, White, and Latinx youth using panel 

data. They find some evidence that the relationship between police contact and negative 

outcomes can vary by race. Specifically, neutral contact with police officers (encounters 

that were perceived as neither positive nor negative) was associated with increases in youth 

support for delinquent norms on average, but this association was strongest for white youth 

and weakest for black youth. This pattern seems consistent with that observed here: 

negative perceptions of police have a positive effect on delinquent behavior for those in 

majority-white schools, while these perceptions are less impactful in majority-black 

schools. 

 This may be explained by individuals’ different expectations for police contact. 

Jones (2014) notes that when compared to White individuals, Black individuals are more 

likely to express police contact as a normative expectation. This may be due to personal or 

vicarious experiences or cultural messages, but they are more likely to expect encounters 

with officers and to consider police as less fair or just. This can explain why negative 

experiences are less impactful. In comparison, for white individuals perceived injustice 

may register as more consequential for their views of police legitimacy and for compliance 

behavior. While my analyses focus on global perceptions of officers rather than youth 

reactions to a specific encounter, a similar process may be at play. Youth attending 

majority-white schools (who are, therefore, more likely be white themselves) may not have 

cultural expectations regarding police treatment, so that when they do consider police 
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behavior to be unfair or unjust, it has a larger impact on their notions of police as legitimate 

authority figures. This may translate to an effect on compliance. 

 Another difference to note in these models concerns the direct effect of police 

procedural injustice on delinquency. In the subsample of majority-white schools, I again 

observe a negative association between police procedural injustice and delinquency (β=-

.072, p<.05). While this association is in the same direction in the analyses of majority-

black schools, the coefficient is nonsignificant. It is not surprising that these models again 

show the countervailing effects of police procedural injustice, given that earlier analyses 

identified the negative association as more likely in less carceral schools. These schools 

incorporating fewer carceral policies also tend to be majority-white schools.  

 While paths between police procedural injustice and delinquency are in two 

different directions, I believe the literature on individuals’ different expectations for police 

is relevant to the interpretation of both effects. This area of research indicates that 

perceptions of unfair police treatment can be more consequential for white youth (or those 

who do not have negative expectations). On one hand, those consequences might include 

a negative impact on perceptions of police illegitimacy, indirectly affecting behavior; on 

the other hand, these consequences might include decreasing delinquency if youth are 

basing their perceptions of injustice based on some stand-out experience that makes the 

threat of police punishment more salient. Youth attending mostly-white, low carceral 

schools may have relatively low exposure to police officers, and thus, rare experiences 

evaluated as highly unjust could have a deterrent effect on future delinquency. There is 

some support for this relationship in Tankebe’s (2009a, 2009b, 2013) which suggests that 

some may be more likely to comply out of fear or coercion.  
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 To be clear, while I draw on theoretical arguments and empirical work to interpret 

this relationship (e.g., Jones, 2014; Hagan et al., 2005; Slocum & Wiley, 2018), this 

negative association was unexpected and I am merely speculating at this stage. In order to 

help identify future directions for exploring the complex effects of police procedural 

injustice, the next set of analyses takes a descriptive look at those individuals for which the 

negative direct effect on behavior is most apparent. I consider youth who are attending 

majority-white schools with relatively low scores on the CSE index to help identify 

characteristics that might be associated with higher perceptions of police procedural 

injustice in these environments. 

Examining Youth Attending Schools with Relatively Low CSE 

Using the subsamples created based on quartiles of the CSE measure, 577 students 

attend schools that are relatively low on the CSE index (CSE<4.44). This includes students 

attending four middle schools in the sample. In comparison, there are 1,643 students nested 

in 5 middle schools and 8 high schools in the subsample of those attending moderately 

carceral schools (4.44<CSE≤6.68), and 553 students nested in 3 middle schools and one 

high school in the subsample of those attending highly carceral schools (CSE>6.68). First, 

is important to consider how perceptions of police procedural injustice vary between these 

groups. Figure 12 presents the group means and standard deviations of police procedural 

injustice in each of these subsamples. 
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Figure 12. Police Procedural Injustice in Low, Moderate, and High CSE 

 

Notes:  *** Denotes significant differences between subsamples (p<.001) 

 

Within schools with relatively low CSE scores, the average report of police 

procedural injustice is 2.15 on a measure in which scores closer to 1 indicate general 

agreement with statements such as “Police officers are honest” and “Police officers treat 

people fairly.” In other words, the average student in low carceral environments does not 

view police as procedurally unjust. Indeed, the average perception of police procedural 

injustice in low CSE is significantly lower than perceptions in moderate or high CSEs. The 

simultaneous positive effect of police procedural injustice on delinquency through 

illegitimacy and negative direct effect on delinquency may indicate two countervailing 

processes among students attending majority white schools that do not incorporate many 

criminal justice practices. On the one hand, students who perceive the police as unjust (i.e., 

report relatively high levels of police procedural injustice compared to the other students 
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who tend to view police as just)  may feel that police are illegitimate authorities and feel 

less obligated to comply with them, resulting in delinquent behavior. However, once this 

path is controlled, there remains a direct negative countervailing effect of procedural 

injustice on delinquency that does not operate via illegitimacy, but through some 

mechanism unaccounted for in the model. As suggested above, this mechanism may be a 

deterrence factor, where stand-out experiences of negative treatment are associated with 

decreases in delinquency. There is some preliminary evidence that points to this possibility. 

I assessed the correlations between the police procedural injustice measure and other 

relevant covariates at Time 1 including levels of delinquency, police contact, family 

experiences with police, school punishment, and grades. These correlations are presented 

in Table 14.  
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When comparing across subsamples, it seems that these measures are more highly 

correlated among those attending less carceral schools compared to highly carceral schools. 

In schools where students have less direct exposure to the police, the youth who view the 

police as unjust may be more likely to have prior police contact. While this prior police 

contact may have a positive effect on delinquency via negative perceptions of the police 

and police legitimacy, at the same time it might suppress delinquency because these youth 

have experienced discipline or police contact and are deterred from crime. It is possible 

that less carceral schools are characterized by more supportive environments that can better 

Table 14. Correlation Matrix of Police Procedural Injustice and Covariates  

Correlations in Schools with Relatively Low CSE (N=577) 

 I.  II.  III.  IV.  V.  

I. Police Procedural 

Injustice 

     

II. General Delinquency .250***     

III. Police Contact .207*** .285***    

IV. Family Experiences 

with Police 

.269*** .262*** .219***   

V. School Punishment .280*** .323*** .229*** .201***  

VI. Grades -.216*** -.192*** -.193*** -.188*** -

.277*** 

      

Correlations in Schools with Relatively High CSE (N=553) 

 I. II. III. IV. V. 

I. Police Procedural 

Injustice 

     

II. General Delinquency .195***     

III Police Contact .145*** .389***    

IV. Family Experiences 

with Police 

.103*** .181*** .176***   

V. School Punishment .120*** .173*** .261*** .148***  

VI. Grades -.058 -.0144*** -.153*** -.030 -

.216*** 

      
Notes: Subsamples were created using quartiles of the CSE measure. “Relatively High CSE” includes 

individuals attending schools with CSE measures in the bottom quartile.  “Relatively Moderate CSE” 

includes individuals attending schools with CSE measures in the second and third quartiles. “Relatively 

High CSE” refers to a sample of individuals attending schools that scored in the top 25% on the CSE 

Index. *p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 
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respond to students who engage in delinquency so that they do not persist in offending, 

whereas in more carceral schools we do not see this decrease in offending. These are 

preliminary explanations at this stage and future work will be necessary to understand these 

relationships using robust analyses.  
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CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION  

 Research spanning across multiple disciplines examines how interactions with 

authority figures in different domains can inform one’s relationship to norms, rules, and 

laws (Tapp & Levine, 1974; Tapp, 1976; Tyler & Trinkner, 2017). The procedural justice 

theoretical framework is commonly applied to explore a core process in which (1) 

individuals evaluate authorities in terms of fairness, honesty, respect, and trustworthiness, 

(2) perceptions of higher levels of procedural justice lead us to consider authority figures 

as “legitimate” representatives of rules, and (3) consequently, we are more likely to 

comply with those rules (e.g., Tyler, 1990; Nagin & Tyler, 2017). In criminology, most 

research considers how individuals’ perceptions of police officers—as the most visible 

representatives of the law—inform notions of authority legitimacy and relate to 

offending. And yet, the basis of the theoretical framework is to describe compliance with 

various authority figures, including nonlegal authorities such as teachers and other school 

personnel. Even though the theory is discussed as a general framework applicable across 

multiple institutions or domains, comparatively little work examines how perceptions of 

school personnel operate in the procedural justice model (Tyler & Trinkner, 2017).  

The overarching goal of the current study was to bridge the literatures on police 

procedural justice and school environments to explore a model of legal socialization that 

recognizes youths’ formative interactions in multiple domains. This is especially prudent 

given that changes in school practices have introduced features of the criminal justice 

system to education. Youth experiences with police and school personnel can converge in 

these environments.  I take meaningful steps in developing an expanded theoretical 

model for understanding the impact of youth perceptions of police and school personnel. 
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Additionally, this study addresses key limitations in prior tests of procedural justice 

processes by analyzing directional paths using panel data, considering multiple 

theoretical mechanisms in the relationship, and considering how the relationships may be 

impacted by school context.  

Although procedural justice theories typically outline a process in which 

relatively high perceptions of injustice predict increased delinquency, I only find some 

conditional evidence of this effect. To be fair, much of the research has moved on from 

the expectation of a direct causal relationship between perceptions of authority treatment 

and offending, and instead proposed that procedural justice operates through authority 

legitimacy (e.g., Tyler & Lind, 1992; Tyler, 1990; Walters & Bolger, 2019), individuals’ 

social identities (Bradford et al., 2014; Bradford et al., 2015; Jackson & Sunshine, 2007), 

or another mechanism that indicates a bond to the institutions governing society (Slocum, 

Wiley, & Esbensen, 2016; Tyler & Blader, 2013). When considering the results from 

each stage of the analyses, I find evidence that youth perceptions of police procedural 

injustice can be associated with increased levels of general delinquency through the 

mediator of police illegitimacy. The indirect association is relatively small and is driven 

by an effect on property delinquency, rather than more serious violent offenses. In 

addition, this path does not reach statistical significance in supplementary analyses 

focused on schools with majority-black populations (which also tend to have more 

carceral environments).  

This suggests that the mediated path is influenced by school context. Negative 

views of the police have greater consequences for perceptions of legitimacy, and 

delinquent behavior by way of legitimacy, for youth attending majority-white, low 
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carceral schools where interactions with police officers and exposure to other carceral 

practices are less normative. In addition, analyses focused on perceptions of school 

authorities do not find support that individuals’ perceptions of school personnel 

procedural injustice influence in-school delinquency. Like police procedural injustice, 

views of teachers as unfair were associated with perceptions of illegitimacy, but they did 

not have a direct or indirect effect on behavior.  

Together, these findings contribute to recent work challenging the utility in 

considering perceptions of authorities as predictors of delinquent behavior (see Augustyn, 

2015; Kaiser & Reisig, 2019; Nagin & Telep, 2020). First, perceptions related to teachers 

and administrators are not significantly associated with youths’ reported levels of 

compliance at school. It appears that this path—key in many procedural justice models of 

compliance—less applicable to understanding delinquency in the school domain. 

However, the effect of procedural justice on legitimacy does bear out when focusing on 

school relationships (Gregory & Ripski, 2008; Smetana & Bitz, 1996).  While police 

procedural injustice is associated with delinquency in some limited circumstances, the 

results indicate meaningful conditions in this path related to the school environment.  

I develop the expanded theoretical model to key test paths consistent with a 

procedural justice framework in the school and criminal justice domain. Beyond the dual 

exploration of these paths, I sought to identify meaningful connections in how 

perceptions of distinct types of authority influence youth. Extant literature on legal 

socialization highlights the importance of individuals’ interactions with major social 

institutions including the school (e.g.,Trinkner & Cohn, 2014; Trinkner & Tyler, 2016), 

the criminal justice system (e.g., Mazerolle et al., 2013 ),  and local government (e.g., 
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Justice & Meares, 2021; Soss, 2002). Therefore, another component of the theoretical 

model involved considering how individuals’ assessments of police and school personnel 

may each contribute to their understanding of fairness and justice beyond a particular 

domain. The results of path analyses support that youths’ assessments of either police or 

school personnel as unfair contribute to more negative views of the US at Time 2. This is 

an important finding in that it bolsters the notion that youth may consider formal 

authorities as representatives of larger systems (Meares, 2016; Tapp & Levine, 1977), so 

that those who perceive poor treatment are more likely to perceive other dynamics in 

society as unfair. While some models find an effect of school personnel procedural 

injustice on perceptions of the US as unfair, this effect is reduced to nonsignificance 

when perceptions of police are controlled for. This indicates that perceptions of school 

personnel and police are related, but that youths’ views of police are more impactful on 

their views of fairness in the country. This is consistent with past characterizations of 

police as the most visible representatives of formal governance (e.g., Warren, 2011), 

seemingly more so than teachers or school administrators.  

This relationship has notable implications moving forward. In some areas of 

research, it is commonplace to assess the effects of one’s interactions with police or with 

teachers within their respective domains (Trinkner & Tyler, 2017). It is a meaningful 

finding that perceptions of either type of authority can predict subsequent perceptions of 

fairness in the US, even while controlling for the effect of procedural injustice on 

legitimacy and a robust set of covariates. This promotes the need to further examine 

connections between youths’ experiences in different institutions. This construct of “US 

fairness” or “Trust in the American Promise” has been linked to other perceptual and 
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behavior outcomes such as voting (Bruch & Soss, 2018), volunteering (Lodewijkx et al., 

2008), other forms of civic engagement (Sherrod, 2007), and a positive sense of social 

identity (Flanagan et al., 2007). To the degree that formative interactions with police and 

school personnel can represent the values of a fair and just society, authorities may have 

an impact on these related outcomes as well. 

A related finding concerns the overlap between youth perceptions of police and 

school personnel. Procedural injustice and illegitimacy related to each authority type 

were highly correlated in these data and several analyses demonstrate the associations 

among the four measures, including factor analyses and path models estimating cross-

domain effects. It is telling that individuals who view police as unfair or unjust are 

significantly more likely to consider school personnel illegitimate authorities, even when 

controlling for the relatively strong relationship between police procedural injustice and 

police illegitimacy. The reverse is true when considering the association between school 

personnel procedural injustice and police illegitimacy. I highlight these meaningful 

relationships as evidence of an “imprinting” process where interactions with one type of 

authority can then inform one’s perspective of another (Soss, 2002). This is consistent 

with the above finding, where specific judgements about teachers and police then 

influence more general views about the country. This can inform directions for 

theoretical development and future research on how youth may generalize their views of 

one type of authority figure, and perhaps their expectations of fair treatment and their 

sense of obligation to cooperate with orders and rules. For example, perception of police 

and school personnel as unfair may compound to impact outcomes such as legal cynicism 

(Gifford & Reisig, 2019; Moule et al., 2019).  
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This notion of exploring connections between domains also prompted the 

inclusion of CSE in the theoretical model. Analytic models assessing the potential 

moderating effect of the CSE resulted in findings contrary to expectation. Some threads 

of theoretical research suggested that carceral features may exacerbate the effects of 

negative perceptions of authorities on outcomes, essentially compounding perceptions of 

unjust authorities so that they had a stronger effect on behavior; however, the results 

demonstrate evidence of an opposite effect concerning youth perceptions of police, 

illegitimacy, and general delinquency.  

First, while individuals who perceive high levels of police injustice relative to 

other students in their schools are more likely to view police as illegitimate, procedural 

injustice has a greater impact on perceptions of legitimacy in low CSE. This relationship 

may be weaker in more carceral schools because students have more normative 

expectations of interactions with officers. As such, even when police are perceived 

negatively (e.g., unfair, disrespectful), these youth have a larger experiential base and this 

unfair treatment may be consistent with expectations (Hagan et al., 2005).  In her field 

research on routine police encounters among young black men, Jones (2014) reports that 

men expressed feelings of resignation to unfair treatment. They may come to expect 

police behavior indicative of procedural injustice given that contact with officers is 

normalized. By comparison, those in less carceral environments may have limited 

experience with police. When they perceive police as violating their expectations for fair 

and just treatment, it has a stronger effect on perceptions of legitimacy (see also 

Dennison & Finkedly, 2020).  
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Relatedly, this interaction effect may be due to the operationalization of 

legitimacy in this study. Legitimacy typically refers to individuals’ feelings of obligation 

to obey an authority figure, and while this obligation is theoretical based in normative or 

moral alignment, the measure used may not capture this (see Tankebe & Bottoms, 2010). 

The implications of this measure are described more in the limitations section below, but 

I note it here to consider that individuals in more carceral environments regularly 

encounter police at school and are subject to other formal controls in the environment 

(e.g., security measures, searches) that may be coercive. Put simply, they indicate that 

they must obey officers, not due to moral alignment, but from other motivations. In this 

sense, procedural justice would be less relevant for predicting “legitimacy.” 

The findings also demonstrate that the CSE can condition the effect of police 

procedural injustice on delinquency. While there was no evidence of a direct effect on 

delinquency when considering between-individual relationships across the full sample, 

isolating within-school effects shows that police procedural injustice has a negative effect 

on delinquency in schools with low CSE. When comparing youth in low CSE, those who 

have relatively high perceptions of injustice report lower levels of delinquency. 

Importantly, this negative association is found when controlling for the path between 

police procedural injustice and illegitimacy, demonstrating that perceptions of police 

have countervailing effects. The negative association is not observed in more carceral 

schools.  

Once again, this indicates that perceived injustice operates differently for those 

who may have different expectations for police behavior or levels of exposure to police. 

In environments where youth, on average, have more favorable perceptions of police and 
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are not used to carceral school policies, perceiving high levels of procedural injustice has 

consequences for compliance behavior. I can only speculate on the reasons the 

relationship observed in less carceral environments is negative, where viewing police as 

highly unjust relative to the perceptions of other students in one’s school is associated 

with decreased levels of delinquency. It could be that this perceived injustice taps into a 

view of police as highly punitive, and this deters individuals from crime.  

 Overall, the analyses demonstrate many nuanced relationships, but I will highlight 

the following key takeaways: First, tests of the directional effects of procedural injustice 

using longitudinal data indicate while perceptions of procedural injustice may inform 

perceptions of fairness in the US, and notions of legitimacy, the effect on delinquency is 

less consistent. Other robust tests of these paths lead to similar conclusions (e.g., Kaiser 

& Reisig, 2019) and it is an important contribution of this study that my findings consider 

both police and school personnel procedural injustice. Of course, authorities should strive 

to act in ways that are fair, respectful, and trustworthy, regardless of the effect of 

procedural justice on offending. In addition to moral and ethical motivations procedural 

justice of police and teachers may relate to other positive outcomes including 

contributing to social identities (Bradford, Murphy, & Jackson, 2014; Tyler & Blader, 

2013), increasing bonds and attachment to institutions (Vieno et al., 2005), whereas 

negative interactions with authorities can suppress civic engagement (Lerman & Weaver, 

2014; Soss & Weaver, 2017). 

 Second, I find support for multiple relationships that underscore the meaningful 

connections between youths’ experiences in different domains. Individuals’ views of 

police and school personnel are highly related, and both contribute to perceptions of 
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fairness in broader society. Although these connections are referenced in foundational 

theories of legal socialization and procedural justice, more empirical work is needed to 

highlight the effects of interactions with one type of authority on experiences with other 

authorities (Granot & Tyler, 2019; Trinkner & Cohn, 2014). Research that focuses on 

relationships within a single institution—such as the school or the criminal justice 

system—may be omitting factors that have a meaningful influence on the outcomes of 

interest: For example, both police and school personnel procedural injustice are 

associated with youth perceptions of police legitimacy.  

 Third, the evidence that relationships in the procedural justice model operate 

differently according to school context seems to support that the consequences of 

perceptions of police differ based on youth expectations or level of experience with 

officers. Some youth may have limited personal or vicarious experiences with police, so 

that any unjust treatment dramatically contrasts with their expectations and thus leads to 

decreased perceptions of legitimacy. For others who are socialized to criminal justice 

practices in their school environment, even procedural injustice may meet normative 

expectations. Typically, the literature describing these variant processes focuses on how 

procedural justices’ impact varies depending on the race of individuals (Dennison & 

Finkedly, 2020; Fine et al., 2003; Hagan et al., 2005; Slocum & Wiley, 2018). Race is 

also highly related to the CSE, as carceral characteristics tend to be concentrated in 

schools with majority-black populations (Kupchik & Ward, 2014; Payne & Welch, 2010; 

Welch & Payne, 2010). It follows that race dynamics (e.g.,the history of overpolicing and 

discrimination against racial minorities, cultural beliefs, vicarious experiences) and 
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youth’s level of experience in carceral environments may shape expectations in ways that 

affect the paths posited in procedural justice theories.  

 The uneven distribution of carceral practices in majority-Black and -White 

schools should not be overlooked as a characteristic of the data. If the conditioning 

effects of the CSE are in fact due to different normative expectations for police officers, it 

is worth considering what it means that some youth attending carceral school 

environments may come to expect procedural injustice as “normal” and whether this can 

have implications for outcomes beyond delinquency, such as school disengagement or 

alienation (Morris, 2016; Shedd, 2015; Hascher & Hadjar, 2018), reduced civic 

participation (Kupchik & Catlaw, 2015) or psychosocial outcomes such as feelings of 

powerlessness (e.g., Bracy, 2011; Jones, 2014). The conclusions of the current study 

indicate that integrating threads of research on race variance in legal socialization and on 

socialization to criminalizing environments will benefit theoretical development and help 

to identify the impact of some of these school practices (McGrew, 2016; Simmons, 

2017).  

Limitations and Directions for Future Research 

 While this study offers important advancements on prior work, there are some 

limitations that should be considered when interpreting the findings. The dataset used for 

analyses offers many strengths, but also some weaknesses that may be addressed in future 

research developing this theoretical model. It was important to use panel data to test 

directional paths where much of the prior work on police procedural justice, legitimacy, 

and offending is cross-sectional in nature. Given the theoretical focus on youths’ 

simultaneous socialization in the school and criminal justice domains, it was 
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advantageous to choose a school-based sample that included the necessary measures. The 

instrument’s inclusion of similar constructs of procedural justice and legitimacy referring 

to police and school personnel allowed for the examination of legal socialization 

processes in different domains—a major contribution of the proposed theoretical model. 

That said, because the sample is limited to middle and high schools in St. Louis County, 

these data cannot be considered representative of other populations.  

 Relatedly, the representativeness of the sample was further limited due to missing 

data. A common issue in panel data involves the attrition of respondents who are more 

likely to be delinquent than those retained. Comparisons of the analytic and full samples 

at Wave 1 showed evidence of attrition bias to this effect. In addition, some of the 

respondents who were unable to be re-surveyed in later Waves of data collection could 

have been expelled, but no information on expulsion was available to the research team. 

Because these factors (i.e., delinquency and expulsion) are both relevant to the research 

questions examined in this study, it is possible that some of the findings would be 

affected in analyses that included more delinquent youth. Additional research in this area 

should strive to test the theoretical model using more representative data samples to 

address these limitations.  

There were also some limitations related to specific measures. The instrument 

included items to measure respondent’s general levels of self-reported delinquency in 

which youth indicated how often they engaged in different types of offenses, as well as 

additional items that specifically referred to delinquency occurring on school grounds. 

The inclusion of in-school delinquency items is relatively rare, much of the work 

considering procedural justice and school behavior focuses on experiences with school 
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punishment or noncompliance with teachers’ instructions (e.g., Way, 2011) rather than 

delinquent acts. Despite this advantage, the structure of the instrument allowed for 

individuals’ in school delinquent acts to be counted in their responses to general 

delinquency questions. The analyses are not able to completely distinguish between 

delinquency that occurs out of school (which may be more directly associated with 

compliance with the laws represented by police officers) and acts that occur in school 

(which are subject to school authorities). This poses some theoretical and methodological 

challenges. Specifically, a more robust analysis of cross-over effects that allowed for the 

estimation of effects on in-school and out of school delinquency simultaneously was not 

possible in these data given the high correlations between both dependent variables.  

In addition, authority legitimacy was measured using single-item indicators that 

may have a limited interpretation. Respondents indicated their level of agreement with 

the statement(s): You should do what the police [teachers, principals, and other adults at 

school] tell you to do even if you disagree. Extant work has considered the implications 

of operationalizing legitimacy in such a way that captures obedience, but not necessarily 

normative alignment or a sense of moral obligations (Tankebe, 2009a, Tankebe, 2013; 

Tyler & Trinkner, 2017). For instance, Tankebe and Bottom (2010) explain how some 

may express that they “should” listen to authority figures because of an awareness of 

mistreatment and punitive consequences for disobedience. The legitimacy measures 

employed in this study were consistent with many past operationalizations; however, 

continued work developing measures, perhaps considering multiple factors underlying 

this construct, may benefit our interpretation of the relationship between perceptions of 

different types of authority and legitimacy.  
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 Finally, it was a notable finding that school context appears to have a conditioning 

influence on individual-level legal socialization processes. This relationship should be 

explored using more rigorous multilevel modeling methods and data with more variation 

at the school-level. At this initial stage of developing a novel theoretical model, it was 

critical to explore the role of the carceral school environment. Given the complexity of 

the paths being examined, I had to rely on single-level path models for many stages of the 

analyses. The models that do estimate multi-level relationships included a limited number 

of level-two variables. Although the data were structured such that individual respondents 

were nested in schools, there was limited variation at the school-level. There are only 21 

schools included and schools located in North and South County were relatively 

homogeneous. The current findings can inform future directions in research that may be 

able to better tease out how school-level characteristics interact with perceptions of 

authorities using datasets including more school variation. Specifically, it would be 

beneficial to further explore the effects of the carceral school environment examining the 

separate dimensions of police presence, exclusionary discipline, and restrictive security.  

 Despite these limitations to the data and analytic strategy, this study makes 

important advancements in legal socialization research by challenging and expanding 

upon relationships commonly explored using the procedural justice model, as well as 

demonstrating the connections between youth experiences with authorities from different 

institutions. Beyond demonstrating evidence of the specific processes described 

throughout this discussion, the findings lend support to the overarching idea that we must 

take a broader approach when considering adolescents’ formative perceptions of 

authority. This provides several avenues for future research, for example, to examine 
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whether individuals who experience greater convergence in the criminal justice and 

education systems through carceral school environments express different normative 

expectations for interactions with authorities compared to those with less experience with 

police. Continued research in this area should strive to further examine how youth 

interactions with police and school authority figures may not only shape views of 

criminal justice and education but can “teach alternative lessons about the nature of 

government” (Soss, 1999, p.363).  
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APPENDICES 

Appendix A. Comparing School-Level Measures Across North and South County Schools 

N 
School 

Type 
CSE %White %Black %Hispanic %Other 

Student to 

teacher ratio 

Suspension 

rates 

% Eligible 

Free/reduced 

lunch* 

Perceived 

risk of crime 

North County (N=1,221) 

86 MS 6.04 0.00 86.04 1.16 12.79 19.00 .80 97.50 1.83 

66 MS 6.17 1.51 83.33 1.52 13.64 14.00 .90 99.80 2.08 

112 MS 5.72 0.89 83.04 0.00 16.07 15.00 .30 100.00 1.98 

224 MS 7.29 12.50 65.20 3.13 19.20 15.00 7.80 100.00 1.86 

157 MS 6.90 2.55 74.52 4.46 18.47 15.00 9.40 100.00 2.14 

29 MS 8.30 0.00 82.76 0.00 17.24 11.00 16.10 100.00 2.14 

143 HS 8.68 0.00 83.22 0.00 16.78 19.00 .90 99.30 1.93 

97 HS 5.00 0.00 86.60 0.00 13.40 19.00 3.40 99.90 1.90 

88 HS 5.56 3.41 76.14 3.41 17.05 17.00 15.00 100.00 1.99 

175 HS 6.68 14.29 62.86 2.86 20.00 19.00 13.60 100.00 1.77 

44 HS 6.62 4.54 84.10 4.55 6.82 16.00 23.70 100.00 1.84 

South County (N=1,552) 

99 MS 4.67 56.57 10.10 4.04 29.29 19.00 1.90 67.20 1.55 

174 MS 4.44 74.71 6.90 4.60 13.79 17.00 .70 27.00 1.59 

146 MS 4.13 72.60 7.53 6.16 13.70 17.00 .50 40.70 2.00 

164 MS 4.19 74.39 6.71 2.44 16.46 15.00 .70 43.40 1.77 

108 MS 4.25 72.22 8.33 2.78 16.67 15.00 .20 29.10 1.68 

159 MS 4.00 82.39 5.03 2.52 10.06 16.00 .20 14.30 1.45 
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64 HS 6.10 48.44 14.06 3.12 34.38 21.00 .60 64.3 1.29 

115 HS 4.52 71.30 13.04 7.83 7.83 20.00 1.90 33.00 2.01 

218 HS 5.43 67.43 5.05 5.96 21.56 17.00 1.00 28.30 1.71 

304 HS 5.65 79.02 6.56 2.95 11.48 18.00 .90 15.90 1.67 
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Appendix B. Descriptive Information from School Personnel Surveys 

 N Female Male White Black  Hispanic Other Teachers Admin.  Other 

MS           

1 37 65.6 34.4 34.4 65.6 0.0 0.0 94.1 2.9 3.0 

2 40 79.0 21.0 43.2 40.5 0.0 16.2 86.8 5.3 7.9 

3 22 60.0 40.0 95.0 0.0 0.0 5.0 90.5 0.0 9.5 

4 40 77.1 22.9 97.1 0.0 2.9 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 

5 53 70.2 29.8 95.7 2.1 0.0 2.13 81.3 4.2 14.5 

6 28 82.1 17.9 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 85.7 7.1 7.2 

7 44 69.1 31.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 90.1 4.7 5.2 

8 20 89.5 10.5 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 84.2 0.0 15.8 

9 25 87.5 63.0 41.7 54.2 4.2 0.0 83.3 4.2 12.5 

10 50 63.0 37.0 77.8 15.6 0.0 6.7 83.0 2.1 14.9 

11 34 83.3 16.7 79.3 13.8 0.0 6.9 83.9 3.2 12.9 

12 16 80.0 20.0 93.3 6.7 0.0 0.0 73.3 0.0 26.67 

MS N = 409 

           

HS           

1 51 60.9 39.1 40.9 43.2 2.3 13.6 75.6 8.9 15.5 

2 17 75.0 25.0 93.8 0.0 0.0 6.3 75.0 0.0 25.0 

3 45 73.0 27.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 73.7 0.0 26.3 

4 75 71.9 28.1 94.2 1.6 1.6 1.6 84.4 1.6 14.07 

5 73 67.8 32.2 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 84.8 1.7 13.6 

6 10 77.8 22.2 77.8 11.1 0.0 11.1 77.8 0.0 22.2 

7 24 71.4 28.6 75.0 10.0 0.0 15.0 85.0 5.0 10.0 

8 38 68.6 31.4 76.5 14.7 2.9 5.9 80.0 2.9 17.1 

9 21 66.7 33.3 66.7 26.7 0.0 6.7 76.5 5.9 17.7 

HS N = 354 

 

Total N = 763 

 

Notes: MS is an abbreviation for “middle schools,” HS is an abbreviation for “high schools” 
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Appendix C. Missing Data Analysis: Comparing Three Samples1 

 (1) Sample from 

Waves 1 and 2 
 

 

N = 3,341 

(2) Analytic Sample: 

Attended Same 

School for 2 

Consecutive Waves 

N= 2,773 

(3) Analytic Sample: 

Listwise Deletion 

Using All Variables 

N=2,256 

 Mean (%) SD Mean (%) SD Mean (%) SD 

Time 1 Variables       

General 

delinquency 

.89 1.60 .84* 1.55 .78* 1.42 

Police procedural 

injustice 

2.83 1.09 2.75* 1.08 2.72* 1.07 

SP procedural 

injustice 

2.71 .82 2.69* .82 2.66* .82 

Police illegitimacy 2.20 1.04 2.16* 1.03 2.12* 1.01 

SP illegitimacy 2.32 1.01 2.30* 1.01 2.27* 1.00 

Police contact 23.09 --- 21.62* --- 21.68* --- 

School 

punishment 

45.13 --- 42.58* --- 42.33* --- 

School 

commitment 

3.80 .70 3.82* .69 3.85* .68 

Grades 4.03 .82 4.08* .80 4.11* .80 

Parental 

monitoring 

4.41 .68 4.42* .67 4.45* .64 

Delinquent peers 1.24 .41 1.23* .41 1.22* .38 

Delinquent 

attitudes 

2.39 .80 2.35* .80 2.33* .79 

Impulsivity 2.82 .78 2.81* .79 2.80* .78 

School disorder 1.72 .49 1.70* .49 1.69* .49 

Neighborhood 

disorder 

1.52 .54 1.50* .54 1.50* .54 

Age 13.55 1.15 13.54 1.15 13.51 1.14 

Male 46.32 --- 45.83 --- 45.17 --- 

White 37.65 --- 42.84* --- 44.19* --- 

Black 42.27 --- 37.58* --- 36.13* --- 

Hispanic 3.31 --- 3.28 --- 3.19 --- 

Other 16.75 --- 16.30 --- 16.49 --- 

Single parent 

household 

24.59 --- 22.72* --- 22.25* --- 

Notes: 1The three samples compared are (1) the sample of cases available in which the younger cohort 

completed the survey during Wave 1 and the older cohort completed the survey during Wave 2 to create 

Time 1 measures comparable to those used in analyses; (2)  the analytic sample computed based on the 

available cases in which the younger cohort completed surveys during Waves 1 and 2 and the older 

cohort completed surveys during Waves 2 and 3; (3) the analytic sample that omits all cases with 

missing information on any of the variables listed in the Measures section in Chapter 4. 

SP is an abbreviation for “school personnel”. Only Time 1 measures were used for comparisons 

*denotes significant differences (p<.05) between the sample and excluded cases   
 


