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People within organized groups often internalize theirfeelings of obligation to obey
group rules and the decisions ofgroup authorities. They believe that group authorities
and rules are legitimate and, hence, entitled to be obeyed. Because ofthis belief, group
members voluntarily accept and obey rules and decisionsfrom group authorities. This
review draws on evidence from studies of authorities in political, legal, managerial,
educational, andfamily settings to explore why people view as legitimate and volun-
tarily defer to group authorities. Two theories about legitimacy are contrasted:
resource-based theories, represented by instrumental models, and identification-
based theories, represented by the relational model. The findings provide strong
support for the existence of a relational component of legitimacy, suggesting that
authorities draw an important part of their legitimacy from their social relationship
with group members. The findings also show that there is an instrumental component

to legitimacy. Hence, the psychology of legitimacy involves both instrumental and
relational elements.

A core feature of groups and organizations is that
they have rules and authorities. These rules and authori-
ties are important to the effectiveness of groups, be-
cause they help to maintain social order by regulating
the distribution of resources and opportunities, resolv-
ing conflicts, and enforcing group rules (Tyler &
Dawes, 1993; Tyler & Lind, 1992). In fact, during times
ofdifficulty, groups often create or empower authorities
in an effort to resolve problems and maintain the group
(Tyler & Degoey, 1995).

Of course, the creation of authorities is not an auto-
matic solution to the problems of a group. Those
authorities have to be effective. For authorities to be
effective in maintaining order, they must be able to
influence the behavior of group members. Observation
of groups suggests that in most cases authorities are

effective to at least some degree in shaping the behavior
of group members (Tyler & Lind, 1992). When psy-
chologists study people within organizations, they find
that there is typically widespread obedience with both
organizational rules and with the decisions made by
organizational authorities. It is not surprising that group
members typically follow group rules, because there are

a wide variety of rewards for compliance and punish-
ments for noncompliance within most groups and or-

ganizations. Anyone who has ever received a raise or

bonus, or conversely been demoted or fired, knows that

following the rules has rewards and breaking them has
costs.

What is more striking is the fact that people often
behave in accordance with the rules in situations without
rewards or the threat of punishments. Instead, people
have internalized social values and have taken the obli-
gation to follow social rules onto themselves. Conse-
quently, they obey rules voluntarily. Social rules become
part of people's internalized motive systems and guide
their behavior even in the absence of external authorities
(Hoffman, 1977). In fact, as the Milgram studies on
obedience to authority suggested, people often defer to
authorities even when the actions they must undertake
to do so are extremely personally aversive (Milgram,
1965; also see Kelman & Hamilton, 1989).

The focus of this article is on one type of internalized
value-thejudgment by group members that they ought
to voluntarily obey social rules and authorities, irre-

spective of the likelihood of reward or punishment. The
feeling of obligation to defer and accept is typically
labeled legitimacy-the belief that authorities are enti-
tled to be obeyed (French & Raven, 1959). As French
and Raven suggested, "legitimate power is the power
which stems from internalized values which dictate
that [an authority] has a legitimate right to influence [a
person] and that [the person] has an obligation to accept
this influence" (p. 159). Political theorists have simi-

larly defined legitimacy as the belief within the mem-
bers of society that there are adequate reasons to volun-
tarily obey the commands of authorities (Easton, 1958;
Friedman, 1975; Gerstein, 1970).
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Legitimacy is important because the sense of per-
ceived obligation involved in legitimacy leads to vol-
untary deference behavior (Tyler, 1990). The purpose
ofthis analysis is to explore the psychological dynamics
underlying feelings of obligation to obey-that is, to
examine why people voluntarily defer to authorities. In
particular, two theories about why people defer to
authorities are compared.
Why be concerned about the attitudes which shape

people's willingness to voluntarily defer to social rules?
Three psychological literatures suggest that having legiti-
macy influences the degree to which group authorities are
or are not effective. In other words, they link the existence
of legitimacy in the minds ofgroup members to the ability
of group authorities to lead their group. As Zelditch and
H. A. Walker (1984) suggested, "consent is the necessary
condition of a stable system of power. Legitimacy is
important because it gives rise to consent" (p. 1).

The first literature examines authority from the
authorities' point of view and considers when authori-
ties are effective in shaping group behavior. This litera-
ture argues that the effective exercise of authority de-
pends in large part on the attitudes and values of group
members, because those attitudes and values govern the
behaviors that people voluntarily undertake (Rasinski,
Tyler, & Fridkin, 1985; Rogowski, 1974; Tyler, 1990;
Weatherford, 1992). In particular, authorities need the
discretionary power that they gain when group mem-
bers are willing to voluntarily defer to their decisions,
because it is difficult for authorities to function if they
can only gain acceptance through rewards and threats
of coercion (MacCoun, 1993; Tyler, 1990; Yamagishi,
1986, 1988). This power allows them to bridge differ-
ences in interests and values, without having to provide
all parties to a dispute a "winning outcome" (Wrong,
1979, p. 52). Groups gain when their leaders have
legitimacy, because "legitimate authority is more effi-
cient than coercive or induced authority" (p. 52).

The second literature examines authority from the
perspective of disadvantaged group members. It sug-
gests that the nature of people's behavioral responses
to individual and/or group inequality in the distribution
of resources and opportunities are shaped by whether
authorities are viewed as legitimate. Differences in the
allocation of resources and opportunities-that is, so-
cial inequality-do not provoke anger when the
authorities and institutions making such allocations are
viewed as legitimate (Azzi, 1994; Major, 1994). On the
other hand, illegitimate inequality leads to anger and to
antisystem behaviors such as sabotage and rioting
(Azzi, 1994; Ellemers, 1993; Ellemers, Wilke, & Van
Knippenberg, 1993; Hogg & Abrams, 1988; Major,
1994; Martin, 1986; Tajfel, 1981; Tajfel & Turner,
1986; Taylor & Moghaddam, 1994). Hence, the likeli-
hood that authorities will be resisted by group members
depends on their legitimacy and the legitimacy of the
rules and institutions they represent.

Similarly, the literature on obedience to authority
suggests that people in groups typically initially accept
the legitimacy of existing authority and, as a conse-
quence, social change requires that people "redefine the
situation as illegitimate" (Kelman & Hamilton, 1989,
p. 139). Before people are able to break social rules,
they need to reframe their thinking by adopting an
"illegitimacy" frame (Gamson, 1968; Gamson, Fire-
man, & Rytina, 1982). Hence, the maintenance of per-
ceived legitimacy facilitates the maintenance of social
order by providing a frame that justifies the status quo.

The literatures outlined look at legitimacy from the
perspectives of both group authorities and group mem-
bers. Both perspectives suggest that the existence of
legitimacy is important to the effectiveness of social
rules and authorities. Accepting this importance, the
key question is why people do or do not accord legiti-
macy to leaders and voluntarily defer to their decisions.
This analysis compares two psychological models that
suggest why people view authorities as legitimate.
These two models are the resource-based instrumental
model and the identification-based relational model.

Theoretical Perspectives on Legitimacy

The resource-based model develops from realistic
group conflict and social exchange theories and links
legitimacy to the favorability of the resources that indi-
viduals receive from groups and group authorities
(Blau, 1964; Homans, 1961; Kelley & Thibaut, 1978;
Thibaut & Kelley, 1959). Resource-based models link
the evaluation of rules and authorities to (a) resources
received in the past or expected in the future (Bardach
& Eccles, 1989; Chemers, 1983, 1987; Dansereau,
Graen, & Haga, 1975; Dasgupta, 1988; Komorita,
Chan, & Parks, 1993; Komorita, Parks, & Hulbert,
1992; Vecchio & Gobdel, 1984; Williamson, 1993); (b)
task competence (Hollander, 1980; Hollander & Julian,
1970, 1978; Ridgeway, 1981); (c) people's judgments
about the likely future behavior of others ("expectations
of reciprocity"; Tyler & Dawes, 1993); (d) outcome
fairness (Walster, Walster, & Berscheid, 1978), proce-
duraljustice (Lind & Tyler, 1988; Thibaut & L. Walker,
1975), andjudgments about investments in group mem-
bership (Farrell & Rusbult, 1981; Rusbult, 1980, 1983;
Rusbult & Farrell, 1983; Rusbult, Farrell, Rogers, &
Mainous, 1988; Rusbult, Johnson, & Marrow, 1986a,
1986b; Rusbult & Lowery, 1985; Rusbult, Zembrodt,
& Gunn, 1982). In each case, the key assumption is that
people's connection to groups and group authorities is
linked to the past or future exchange of resources.

Resource-based models suggest that people should
react to instrumental aspects of their experiences with
authorities. One instrumental issue is the favorability or
desirability of the outcomes obtained or expected from
group authorities. Another is the degree of direct or
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indirect control that group members have over deci-
sions. Such control is, of course, linked to outcome
favorability because people can use control to obtain
desired outcomes.
A second model links legitimacy to people's con-

cerns about their social identity. This identity-based
model builds on social identity theory and argues that
people draw information about their identities from
their group memberships (Hogg & Abrams, 1988;
Tajfel & Turner, 1986; Turner, 1987). In the context of
groups, treatment by authorities communicates infor-
mation about status (Tyler & Lind, 1992), and status
influences people's social identities, as well as their
feelings about themselves and their self-worth. Status
is linked to deference, with people voluntarily follow-
ing rules when they feel that they are respected mem-
bers of groups. Hence, subordinate's evaluations of the
actions of authorities are closely tied to judgments
about the implications of those actions for their social
relationship with the authority in question. Authorities
communicate that group members have status, and
members respond with deference.

Although a wide variety of aspects of treatment by
others can potentially communicate self-relevant infor-
mation, three concerns have been identified in studies
of experiences with group authorities as particularly
relevant to communicating identity-relevant informa-
tion: the neutrality of authorities, the benevolence or
trustworthiness of their motives, and status recogni-
tion-that is, interpersonal respect and the dignity of
interpersonal treatment. These judgments have been
labeled relational concerns (Tyler, 1989; Tyler & Lind,
1992).

Comparing the Two Psychological Models

Two models of the psychological dynamics under-
lying legitimacy have been outlined. This analysis ex-
plores four theoretical issues addressed by each model.
The first issue is what it is about experience with
authorities that shapes the impact of experience on
views about their legitimacy. Resource-based instru-
mental models suggest that people are concerned about
the favorability of their outcomes; identification-based
relational models argue that people are interested in the
quality of their treatment by authorities.

The second issue is when people use their treatment by
authorities to form legitimacy judgments. The resource-
based instrumental model suggests that people will be
concerned about treatment when they gain or expect to
gain important resources from the group and group
authorities. The identity-based relational model argues
that people will be concerned about treatment when treat-
ment has identity implications. For example, people care
more about treatment by friends than by strangers.

The third issue is how identification with groups and
group authorities shapes the psychology of legitimacy.

Resource-based instrumental models do not predict
identification effects, because identification involves
issues of social bonds and shared identities. On the other
hand, identity-based relational models predict that the
extent to which people identify with groups will influ-
ence the basis of their judgments about authori-
ties-with people who identify strongly with groups
being more concerned about their treatment by authori-
ties.

Finally, the fourth issue is the attributes of authori-
ties that influence judgments about their legitimacy.
Resource-based instrumental models suggest that peo-
ple look for evidence of competence and likely success
in resolving group problems when evaluating authori-
ties. Identity-based relational models, in contrast, sug-
gest that people seek evidence of integrity and caring
when judging authorities. In other words, people judge
the motives of authorities, beyond their competence.

This review addresses each of these four implica-
tions of the psychological models of legitimacy that
have been outlined. In each case, the predictions ofeach
theory are compared to the findings of recent research.
These findings are then considered collectively in an
exploration of the psychology of legitimacy.

The Impact of Experience on
Legitimacy

The first comparison of the two models examines
what it is about experience that shapes the impact of
experience on legitimacy. Resource-based theories sug-
gest that instrumental indices of experience should de-
termine their impact. Identity-based theories suggest that
relational indices of experience should determine their
impact. This comparison examines the relative predic-
tive power of instrumental (outcome favorability, con-
trol) and relational (neutrality, trustworthiness, status
recognition) aspects of experience with authorities.

This analysis utilizes six datasets, which examine
authority relations in family, school, work, legal, and
political settings (for details of these studies, see the
Appendix). All of the studies ask respondents about a
recent personal experience with an authority. In each
study, regression analysis is used to examine the direct
influence of instrumental and relational judgments
about that experience on judgments concerning the
legitimacy of the authority. Resource-based theories
suggest that instrumental indices should determine the
impact of experience on legitimacy. Identity-based
theories suggest that relational indices should deter-
mine the impact of experience on legitimacy.

Study 1: Familial authority. Study 1 (n = 335)
is based on questionnaires administered to a group of
University of California, Berkeley, undergraduates,
who completed the material as partial fulfillment of a
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participant pool requirement. These students were
asked to describe a recent conflict that they had had with
their parents.

Study 2: Educational setting (student evaluations
of teachers). Respondents (n = 346) were college
students in the United States and Japan. All respondents
were asked about a recent personal experience in which
they had a disagreement or conflict with a professor.
The study involved 165 students in Japan and 181
students in the United States.

Study 3: Managerial authority-Chicago.
Respondents (n = 409) were drawn from a random
sample of adults in the city of Chicago contacted by
telephone. They were selected in one of two ways. The
largest group of the sample (n = 303) met three criteria:
(a) they worked at least 20 hours per week, (b) they had
a supervisor, and (c) they had recently had a personal
experience involving that supervisor. Ofthese potential
respondents, 75% were successfully interviewed. A
second sample of 106 respondents, drawn from the
same sampling frame, were asked to remember a per-
sonal experience in which they ended up feeling angry
or upset with their supervisor. Of the respondents who
met this criteria, 73% were successfully interviewed.

Study 4: Managerial authority-California.
Respondents (n = 305) were employees at a public
sector organization in Northern California. They re-
sponded to questionnaires mailed to members of four
ethnically based work unions. Employees were asked
to describe a conflict with their work supervisor. Com-
pleted surveys were received from 29% of employees,
leading to a mixed sample of respondents: 117 Asian
American; 58 Chicano/Latino; 56 European American;
45 African American; 25 "other" or "mixed."

Study 5: Local political authority. Respondents
(n = 401) were a random sample of citizens of the city
of San Francisco, interviewed by telephone. Respon-
dents were identified through random sampling of tele-
phone numbers and random selection within house-
holds. Respondents were interviewed about their views
about the, then current, "water crisis" in California, and
about the Public Utility Commission, the government
agency responsible for making rules regarding water
use. Most respondents had not personally dealt with the
Commission, so they were asked to imagine that they
went before the Commission when it was considering
rules about water use. Of those eligible for interviews,
63% were successfully interviewed.

Study 6: National-level legal authority. Re-
spondents (n = 502) are a random sample of the citizens
of the San Francisco Bay Area, interviewed by tele-

phone. A random sample of citizens were identified
through random sampling of telephone numbers and
random selection within households. Those citizens
were then interviewed about their views about the
United States Supreme Court. Three perspective on the
Court were considered: general views about the Court,
views about recent Court cases, and views about how
the Court would handle a hypothetical case that the
respondent cared enough about to join a group and go
before the Court. Of those eligible for interviews, 74%
were successfully interviewed.

Legitimacy

In this analysis, legitimacy was operationalized in
three ways commonly noted in theories of legitimacy
(Tyler, 1990). The first was the degree to which people
indicate that they feel they should defer to the authority
and voluntarily obey their decisions (French & Raven,
1959; Rodgers & Lewis, 1974). The second was the
degree to which people indicate that they feel they
should generally follow group rules (Rodgers & Lewis,
1974; Sarat, 1975). The third was the extent of people's
positive evaluations of group authorities (Easton, 1965;
Gamson, 1968; Parsons, 1963, 1967).

In each study, confirmatory factor analysis was used
to test the fit of a three-factor model of the items
(Joreskog & Sorbom, 1993). Many indices of goodness
of fit are available. This study used one generally ac-
knowledged to be robust-the comparative fit index
(CFI; Bentler, 1990). The results suggest that the three-
factor model fit the data well (average CFH = 0.93), with
all six studies having a score over 0.90, a criterion of
"good fit." All items reflecting the three aspects of
legitimacy were then combined into a single overall
index of legitimacy that was used as the dependent
variable in the analyses. That index had an average
reliability of ox = .76.

The Impact of Experience on
Legitimacy

The results of the regression analyses are shown in
Table 1. The overall index of legitimacy shows influ-
ences of both the instrumental and relational indices.
Overall the average beta for the instrumental index is
.20; the average beta for the relational index is .50. This
suggests that both psychological motives have some
influence, but that the impact of experience on an
overall index of legitimacy is generally dominated by
relational judgments about the experience. In other
words, the primary impact of experience on views about
the overall legitimacy of authorities involvesjudgments
about how one is treated, not judgments about gain or
loss.
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Table 1. The Influence ofInstrumental and Relational Judgments on Legitimacy

Judgment About
Experience Family Students Employees: Chicago Employees: California Local Political National Political

Overall Legitimacy

63

.21 ***

.69***'
75

Willingness to Voluntarily Accept Decisions

Instrumental
Relational
Adjusted R2 (%)

.39*** 37***

.49*** .50***
62 64 60 79

Evaluation of Authorities

Instrumental
Relational
Adjusted R2 (%)

.07 27***
43*** 64*

22 72 59 69

Obedience to Rules/Laws

Instrumental
Relational
Adjusted R (%)

.07

.23***
7

.05

.17**
30 0

Note: Entries are beta weights for an equation with both terms entered at the same time.
up < .05. **p < .01. ***p < 001.

Separate analyses are also presented for each of the
three aspects of legitimacy. They indicate that evalu-
ations of authorities are the most clearly relational in

character, with an average beta weight of .59 for rela-
tional concerns and .16 for instrumental concerns. To a

less striking degree, obedience to group rules is also
dominated by relational concerns, with an average beta
weight of .20 for relational concerns and .07 for instru-
mental concerns. Finally, both factors are approxi-
mately equally important in the case of the willingness
to accept decisions, with an average beta weight of .39
for relational concerns and .34 for instrumental con-

cerns.

These findings provide support for the relational
conception of legitimacy, because relational indices
consistently have an independent influence on views

about the legitimacy of authorities. This finding sug-
gests that an important aspect of legitimacy involves the
treatment that people receive from authorities. This
influence is distinct from the impact of outcome fa-
vorability. As predicted by the relational model, people
value respectful treatment by authorities and view those
authorities who treat them with respect as more entitled
to be obeyed. In other words, people are not reacting to
authorities primarily or exclusively in terms of what
they do or do not receive from those authorities. Instead,
they are reacting to how they are treated.

On the other hand, these findings also suggest that
instrumental judgments are not irrelevant to judgments
of legitimacy. In particular, whether or not people will-
ingly accept decisions is strongly affected by whether
or not they view those decisions as favorable. This

particular aspect of legitimacy is almost equally af-
fected by evaluations of outcome favorability and the
quality of treatment. Hence, legitimacy cannot be
thought of as solely relational in character. Is also has
an important instrumental component.

The finding that the willingness to accept decisions
is more instrumental in character than other aspects of
legitimacy parallels the finding within the procedural
justice literature that outcome satisfaction is more

strongly instrumental in character than are authority
evaluations. Comparisons of the impact of experience

on (a) outcome satisfaction and (b) the evaluations of
authorities show more instrumentality at the level of
reactions to decisions. For example, Casper, Tyler, and
Fisher (1988) explored outcome satisfaction among

people on trial for felonies. They found that both pro-
cedural fairness and outcome favorability had impor-
tant impacts on people's overall satisfaction with the
disposition of their felony case. However, when Tyler,
Casper, and Fisher (1989) used the same data to explore
the impact of case dispositions on views about legal
authorities, they found that only procedural justice had
an impact. Hence less personal judgments may be more
relational in character.

Although these findings support the value of a rela-
tional conception of legitimacy, it is important to rec-

ognize the limitations of this form of analysis. The
relative influence of the instrumental and relational
indices is strongly related to the nature of the questions
used to assess each construct. These questions are pre-

sented in the Appendix. This problem of question word-
ing is most clear in examining the relation between
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Instrumental
Relational
Adjusted R2 (%)

.27***

.52***
50

.27***

.48***
48

.10*

.43***
23

.15*

.21***
10

11

.16**

12

.10*
46***

25 25

-.05
.19**
3

.12

.22***
9

.07 -.18
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relational judgments, an independent variable, and the
evaluation of authorities, a dependent variable. For
example, in Study 1, in measuring relational judgments,
respondents were asked "How hard did your parents try
to be fair to you?"; in measuring evaluations, respon-
dents were asked whether they regarded the authority
as "trustworthy" and "ethical." Because of these word-
ing similarities, it is not surprising that strong effects of
relational judgments are found when the dependent
variable is the evaluation ofauthorities.

This problem of question similarity makes it clear
that it is important to focus on the other two dependent
variables-the willingness to voluntarily accept deci-
sions and obedience to rules/laws. These studies also
find relational effects, suggesting that wording similari-
ties cannot entirely account for the relational effects
observed. On the other hand, the strength of relational
effects is greatest with evaluations, suggesting that
similar wordings do account for some of the observed
findings. Irrespective of wording, the findings clearly
support the argument that we need a broader conception
of legitimacy that includes attention to relational issues.
However, further research is needed to more clearly
establish the relative influence of instrumental and re-
lational effects.

In future studies that examine the influence of instru-
mental and relational factors on legitimacy, it is impor-
tant to try to directly deal with the problem of question
wording noted here. Several approaches might be taken.
Most obviously, it is important to construct questions
that are as different in their wording as possible. For
example, using ratings of trustworthiness as an item in
the evaluation of authorities (a dependent variable) is a
poor idea when trustworthiness during a recent personal
experience is part of the relational index and, hence, an
independent variable.

In addition, more data should be collected. For ex-
ample, a new set ofrespondents might be asked to assess
the similarity of meaning among the various items, to
demonstrate that respondents do distinguish between
the various questions used to measure differing con-
cepts. Further, it is important to establish via factor
analysis that respondents actually distinguish between
the items being used to measure different con-
structs-that is, to establish discriminant validity
(Campbell & Fiske, 1959). Conversely, it is important
to demonstrate the items measuring the same construct
converge.

Because of the problem of question wording, it is
also important to seek other types of evidence that
support the relational perspective. In other words, it is
important to provide a convergence of different forms
of evidence that the relational perspective is central to
judgments about the legitimacy of group authorities.
This review presents three such types of evidence:
results concerning when relational concerns matter,
findings about the influence of identification on the

importance of relational concerns, and evidence about
the attributes of authorities that shape their legitimacy.

When Do People Care How They Are
Treated by Authorities?

A second approach to understanding why people
judge leaders to be legitimate or illegitimate involves
an examination of when people care about how they are
treated by authorities. This analysis uses the distinction
between instrumental and relational judgments about
personal experience with authorities, which has already
been outlined. However, instead of comparing the rela-
tive influence of these factors, this analysis explores the
conditions under which relational judgments about ex-
perience dominate the influence of experience with
authorities on views about their legitimacy.

Group Membership

The relational model argues that information about
one's relationship with authorities is important in de-
veloping social identity because authorities' actions
toward an individual are seen as indicative of the views
the organization holds about individual members. For
this reason, relational judgments have important impli-
cations for feelings about the self, implications that
transcend the more immediate outcomes attached to
encounters with a particular authority. It is the over-
arching concern about the identity implications of treat-
ment by authorities that drives the impact of relational
judgments on legitimacy assessments.

The relational model predicts that relational factors
will matter more strongly in within group interactions.
Under such circumstances, identity issues become rele-
vant because the actions of a given authority are seen
as indicative of status within the group. When the
authority is not a member of one's ingroup, the social
identity implications of the authority's actions become
diluted and are less relevant to the subordinate's status.

This argument can be tested using the data from
Study 4 (employees in California). Using interviews
with the ethnically diverse workforce, it is possible to
distinguish between situations in which workers and
supervisors are from the same ethnic group and situ-
ations in which they are from different ethnic groups.
The degree to which instrumental and relational judg-
ments about one's experience with the supervisor shape
worker's views about the supervisor's legitimacy
within each type of interaction can then be explored. In
this analysis, legitimacy, instrumental judgments, and
relational judgments are operationalized as they were
in the previous section. According to the relational
model, people should be more concerned about how
they are treated when their supervisor shares their eth-
nicity (see Tyler, Lind, & Huo, 1997).
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The results ofthe analysis support the predicted effect
of group membership on authority relations. Table 1,
which we have already discussed, compares the impact
of instrumental and relational indices on overall legiti-
macy. This analysis supplements these main effects and
considers interactions that might be introduced by the
ethnicity match or mismatch of the worker and the
supervisor. In the analysis, controls were introduced for
three factors found to directly influence the impact of
experience on legitimacy: the degree to which the em-
ployee viewed the supervisor as having similar values,
the size of the work unit, and the sex of the supervisor.

The results of the interaction analysis are shown in
Table 2. As expected, they indicate that relational indices
dominate the impact of experience on legitimacy (as
already shown in Table 1). In addition, however, two
interactions effects are found. First, those employees deal-
ing with supervisors who share their ethnicity are more
strongly affected by their treatment (P = .45, p < .05). On
the other hand, those employees dealing with supervisors
who shared their ethnicity were less strongly affected by
the favorability of their outcomes (I = -.36, p < .10).

The analyses previously outlined are based on cor-
relational data. However, there is also experimental
data that supports the identification argument concern-
ing reactions to experiences with authorities. Smith and
Ortiz (1995) independently manipulated outcome fa-

Table 2. 77Te Interaction of Social Category and Psychological
Judgments

Judgment About Experience Legitimacy

Instrumental Judgments (A) -.01
Relational Judgments (B) .93***
Ethnicity Match (Same/Different) (C) -.01
A x C -.36*
BxC 45**
Covariates

Closeness to Supervisor .15***
Size of Work Unit .07**
Sex of Employee -.07**

Adjusted R2 (%) 77

Note: Data are from Study 4-employees in California. Entries are
beta weights for an equation with all terms entered at the same time.
*p <.10. **p <.05. ***p< .001.

Table 3. Willingness to Help as a Function ofAuthority Affiliation
Ingroup Authority

vorability, procedural treatment, and authority affili-
ation in an experimental design in which people were
treated in varying ways by an authority. To manipulate
authority affiliation, a graduate student who was re-
sponsible for grading a social skills test (which was the
experimental task) was presented as either from the
participant's university (an ingroup authority) or from
a rival university (an outgroup authority). That graduate
student behaved fairly or unfairly. In the unfair treat-
ment experimental condition, the graduate student an-
nounced to individual participants that she did not feel
like grading their test, and she gave them a score based
on their first three answers. In the fair treatment condi-
tion, the graduate student graded each page of the test
carefully and told participants that she was particularly
interested in their comments and opinions about the test.
Finally, the favorability of the outcome was manipu-
lated. In the favorable outcome experimental condition,
participants scored 97% correct and received a prize. In
the unfavorable outcome experimental condition, par-
ticipants scored 43% correct and received no prize.
When participants felt that they were dealing with

an ingroup authority, those who were treated respect-
fully by the graduate student evaluated their experience
as significantly fairer than participants who were
treated rudely-that is, a significant effect of treatment
was found when overall fairness was the dependent
variable. When the graduate student was an outgroup
member, the quality of the treatment received had no
significant effect on judgments about fairness. Con-
versely, the quality of the outcome received influenced
fairness judgments for an outgroup authority, but not
for an ingroup authority. Hence, when people were
dealing with an ingroup authority, they were influenced
by treatment, but not outcomes, when making fairness
judgments. When people were dealing with an outgroup
authority, they were influenced by outcomes, but not
treatment, when making fairness judgments.

Further evidence for the relational model is provided
in the Smith and Ortiz (1995) analyses by differences
in the participant's willingness to participate in a second
study that would be supervised by the graduate stu-
dent's professor. Participants were asked whether they
would be willing to participate in a second study super-

Outgroup Authority

Judgment About
Experience Good Outcome (%) Bad Outcome (%) Average (%) Good Outcome (%) Bad Outcome (%) Average (%)

Fair Treatment 55 75 65 46 25 36
Unfair Treatment 18 33 26 58 33 46
Average 37 54 52 29

Note: All data represent the percentage of participants who indicated they were willing to take part in a second unrelated experiment. From "The
Self-Relevant Implications of the Group Value Model: Group Membership, Self-Worth, and Procedural Justice," by H. J. Smith & D. J. Ortiz,
1995, Unpublished manuscript, University of California, Berkeley.
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vised by the professor (whom they had not met). The
percentage of participants who agreed to participate
under each experimental condition is shown in Table 3.
When the graduate student represented an ingroup
authority, participants who were fairly treated were
significantly more willing to volunteer than participants
who were not fairly treated (65% vs. 26%), but no
outcome effect occurred (36% vs. 46%, ns). In contrast,
when the graduate student represented an outgroup
authority, participants who received favorable out-
comes were marginally significantly more likely to
volunteer than participants who received bad outcomes
(52% vs. 29%, p < .10), whereas quality of treatment
had no significant effect (37% vs. 54%, ns). In other
words, not only did authority affiliation influence the
relative importance of quality oftreatment and outcome
favorability when participants evaluated the fairness of
their experience, it also influenced their reactions to
requests that were not directly related to their experi-
ence with the immediate authority.

The Resource Being Distributed

It is also possible to examine the importance of
instrumental and relational concerns in a different man-
ner-by focusing on the nature of the resource being
distributed. Huo (1995) did so by exploring the exclu-
sion of disliked, marginal, groups from society. She
argued that people can be excluded in three ways: by
being denied community resources, by being denied
procedural rights, and by being denied decent treatment
as people. Of these three types of exclusion, the denial
of resources is the most strongly instrumental, whereas
the denial of decent treatment as a person is the most
strongly relational. Huo examined the willingness of
group members to exclude disliked, marginal group
members from each of these three types of resources.

The findings of Huo's study, shown in Table 4,
indicate that people are most likely to deny resources to
disliked others (M = 1.30, on a scale in which high
numbers represent an unwillingness to deny resources,
rights, or decent treatment) and least likely to deny them
fair and polite treatment (M = 6.12). Entitlement to
procedural protections is an intermediate category (M

Table 4. Exclusion From Society

Inclusion in Case of:

Resources
Rights
Decent Treatment as People

Note: High numbers indicate tha
From "Justice and Exclusion: E.
Justice Concerns," by Y. J. Huo,
International Conference on Socia

Ingroup Outgroup

= 3.91). Statistical analysis suggests that the denial of
resources was significantly more likely than the denial
of rights, t(148) = 1.96, p = .05, and of decent treatment,
t(148) = 4.05, p < .01, whereas the denial of rights was
not significantly less than the denial of decent treat-
ment, t(148) = 1.29, ns.

This pattern provides further support for the rela-
tional model. It suggests that people feel that the worst
thing that can be done to someone is to deny them
decent treatment as a human being. On the other hand,
denying a person resources seems less serious and is
something that people are more willing to do. Even
within groups, the same pattern prevails, although it is
less striking and differences are not significant. Huo
found that ingroup members are the most willing to
deny resources to other ingroup members (M = 6.99),
and the least willing to deny them procedural rights (M
= 8.00) and decent treatment (M = 7.60).

Self-Definition

A relational perspective on authorities also suggests
that people should care more about how they are treated
by authorities when they are drawing more of their
sense of self from their membership in the group the
authority represents. Four of the six studies used in the
analysis in Table 1 tested this hypothesis: one in a
family setting (Study 1), two in work organizations
(Studies 3 and 4), and one in a political setting (Study
5). In each setting, those interviewed were asked how
important group membership was to the way they think
of themselves as a person.

The results are consistent across the four studies (see
Table 5). In each case, those respondents who indicated
drawing more of their sense of self from the group were
more affected by how they were treated by authorities
(although, in the California employee sample, the effect
was of only marginally significant, P = . 18, p = .08). In
addition, in no case were those who indicated drawing
more of their sense of self from the group more affected
by the favorability of their outcomes. In fact, in one
situation (the family), those who indicated drawing
more of their sense of self from the group were less
affected by outcome favorability (interaction f =-.18,
P < .01).

Value Similarity

Studies 3 and 4 also asked workers to indicate how
M SD M SD similar they thought their values were to those of their

6.99 1.84 1.30 0.80 supervisor. A relational perspective on authority sug-
8.00 0.99 3.91 1.85 gests that workers who feel that they are more similar
7.60 1.03 6.12 1.57 to their supervisor should draw more implications about

it the groupshouldbeinclutheir identity from their treatment by that supervisor.
oit thegroupBsouldarbesofinlud An interaction analysis, similar to that previously out-,xploring the Boundaries of Our
July 1995, paper presented at the lined, is shown in Table 6. It indicates that in the
L1 Justice, Reno, Nevada. Chicago employee sample those workers who feel more
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Table 5. The Influence of Self-Definition on the Role of Instrumental and Relational Judgments in Shaping the Impact of
Experience on Views About the Legitimacy ofAuthorities

Family
Judgment About Experience (Study 1)

Instrumental Judgments About Experience (A)
Relational Judgments About Experience (B)
Main Effect of Importance of Group to Sense of Self (C)
A x C
B x C
Adjusted R2 (%)

Note: Entries are beta weights for a regression equation.
*p <. 10. **p < .05. ***p <.01. ****p <.001.

.12

.45****

.33****
-.18***

12**
48

Work: Chicago
(Study 3)

.02

.51 ****

.68****
-.08
.52***

57

Table 6. The Influence of Value Similarity on the Basis ofLegitimacy

Employees: Chicago
Judgment About Experience (Study 3)

Work: California
(Study 4)

.13

.86****
10****

-.08
.18*

76

Instrumental Judgments About Experience (A) .32 .21**
Relational Judgments About Experience (B) .84** .68**
Main Effect of Value Similarity (C) .21 .13**
A x C -.22 -.10
B x C .63* .16
Adjusted R2 (%) 54 76

Note: Entries are beta weights for an equation with all terms entered at the same time.
*p < .05. **p < .001.

similar to their supervisor are more affected by how
they are treated ([ = .63, p < .05). They are not more
affected by the favorability ofthe outcomes they receive
([ = -.22, ns). In the California sample, the interaction
of value similarity and the importance given relational
indices was similar in nature, but only marginally sig-
nificant ([ = .16, p = .11). Again, no influence of
outcome favorability was found ([3= -.10, ns).

Instrumental Connections

The relational model also suggests that the degree to
which people draw resources from the group should not
influence their reliance on either instrumental or rela-
tional judgments when assessing the legitimacy of
group authorities, in this case their supervisor in a work
organization. Two studies examined the influence of
instrumental connections on the basis of the legitimacy
of authorities: Study 3 (employees in Chicago) and
Study 4 (employees in California).

If instrumental models define the psychology under-
lying legitimacy, it would be expected that those who
have greater resource links to their organization should
be more concerned about instrumental issues. In each
study, employees were asked six resource-related ques-
tions: whether they received excellent benefits from
their organization; whether they were satisfied with
their job; whether they planned to look for a new job;
whether they felt they could not afford to lose their job;
whether they would accept any type ofwork assignment
to keep their job; and whether they felt secure in their

job. Each judgment was used as the basis of an interac-
tion analysis in a regression including instrumental and
relational judgments, a main effect for the instrumental
connection, and interactions between the instrumental
connection and each judgment about experience.

An instrumental model suggests that instrumental
connections should influence the role of instrumental
and relational judgments in shaping views about the
legitimacy of authorities. However, the results of the
regression analyses, shown in Table 7, suggest that this
did not occur. Across the two studies there were 12
interactions for instrumental judgments about experi-
ence and 12 interactions for relational judgments about
experience. None of these 24 interactions was signifi-
cant. Hence, people were affected by self-definition, a

relational issue. However, they were not affected by
resource dependence, as would be predicted by an

instrumental model.

Identification With the Group

The relational model also predicts that those who
identify more strongly with the group that an authority
represents will be more concerned about the quality of
their treatment. When people are more strongly identified
with an organization or group, they have stronger social
bonds with group authorities and ought to be more con-

cemed about the views of those authorities. As a conse-

quence, treatment will carry greater consequences for the
individual involved, and people should draw more infor-
mation from it. This hypothesis is tested in three studies.
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Local Politics
(Study 5)

.16**

.38****

.08
-.06
.12**

26

Employees: California
(Study 4)
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The first test involves the Study 5 dataset, which
explores local political authority. In that study, the basis
of evaluations of the legitimacy of a local political
authority was examined. As before the influence- of
instrumental and relational judgments was contrasted.
In addition, an interaction term was added to test the
argument that people who identify more strongly with
their community will be more strongly relational in
their evaluations of authorities. Finally, several factors
that influenced legitimacy were included as covariates.
These included judgments about the seriousness of the
water shortage, assessments of the fairness of water
distribution in the state of California, and two indices
of personal impact-judgments about the degree of
personal impact and whether or not the respondent paid
their own water bill.

Results of the regression analysis (Table 8) indicate
that there is a significant interaction between identifi-
cation with the community and the importance that
citizens attach to their treatment by the local political
authority (I = .54, p < .05; also see Tyler & Degoey,
1995).
An interaction between strength of identification

with the group and the importance placed on the quality
of treatment by authorities is also found by Smith and
Tyler (1996) in a study of White Americans who were
asked to evaluate policies for the redistribution of in-
come to disadvantaged groups (see Table 9). Smith and
Tyler (1996) found that those White Americans who
identified more strongly with being "an American"
were more willing to evaluate Congressional policies
by considering whether Congress makes laws fairly and
focusing less strongly on whether they benefited from
those policies. The interaction analysis indicates that
identification with America increased the importance
of relational concerns (P = .15, p < .01) and decreased
the importance of instrumental concerns ( = -.10, p <
.05).

Huo, Smith, Tyler, and Lind (1996) also tested
whether higher identification with the group ("I am
proud to think of myself as a member of the organiza-
tion I work for") influences the degree to which treat-
ment by authorities shaped views about the legitimacy
of authorities. In this study, legitimacy was operation-
alized as the willingness to voluntarily accept decisions.
They found that those who identified more strongly
with their work organization placed a greater weight on
how they were treated and focused less on the favorabil-
ity of their outcomes when deciding whether or not to
voluntarily accept decisions made by their supervisor.
The interaction analysis, shown in Table 10, indicates
more reliance on relational issues (f = .38, p < .05) and
less reliance on instrumental issues (P = -.52, p < .05)
among those who identify more strongly with the or-
ganization for which they work.

In each of the studies outlined identification with the

Table 8. Identification and the Basis of the Legitimacy ofa
Community Regulatory Legal Authority

Judgment About Experience Legitimacy

Instrumental Judgments About the Decisions of
the Agency (A)

Relational Judgments About Decision Making by
the'Agency (B)

Main Effect of Identification With the
Community (C)

A x C
B x C
Covariates

Seriousness of the Water Shortage
Personal Impact of the Water Shortage
Fairness of Water Distributrion Across the State
Responsible for Paying for Own Water Use?

Adjusted R2 (%)

-.02

.27

.22

.54*

.14*

.1 1*

.22*7*

.17**
27

Note: Entries are beta weights for an equation with all terms entered
at the same time.
*p < .05. **p <.ol. ***p < .001.

Table 9. Identification With America and Basis of the
Endorsement of Congressional Policies

Judgment About Experience

Instrumental Judgments About
Policies (A)

Relational Judgments About
Congressional Decision Making (B)

Identification With America (C)
A x C
B x C
Adjusted R (%)

Policy Endorsement

.20***

.33***

.09
-.10*
.15**

17

Note: Entries are beta weights. From "Justice and Power: When Will
Justice Concerns Encourage the Advantaged to Support Policies
Which Redistribute Economic Resources and the Disadvantaged to
Willingly Obey the Law?," by H. J. Smith and T. R. Tyler, 1996,
European Journal of Social Psychology, 26, p. 183. Copyright (
1996 by John Wiley & Sons Limited. Reproduced with permission.
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.

Table 10. Identification With the Group and the Basis of
Willingness to Voluntarily Accept Decisions by Group
Authorities

Judgment About Experience Acceptance

Instrumental Judgments About Experience (A)
Relational Judgments About Experience (B)
Identification With the Group (C)
A x C
B x C
Adjusted R (%)

.01

.72**
-.09
-.52*
.38*

53

Note: Entries are beta weights. The Data are from "Superordinate
Identification, Subgroup Identification, and Justice Concerns: Is
Separatism the Problem; Is Assimilation the Answer," by Y. J. Huo,
H. J. Smith, T. R. Tyler, and E. A. Lind, 1996, Physchological
Science, 7, p. 43. Copyright © 1996 by Cambridge University Press.
Reprinted with the permission of Cambridge University Press.
*p < .05. **p < .001.group enhanced the influence ofjudgments about treat-
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ment in shaping judgments about the legitimacy of
authorities. However, the identification hypothesis also
suggests that there are situations in which identification
might make the exercise of authority more difficult. In
those situations people identify with subgroups within
the larger group. For example, people might identify
with their own ethnic or cultural subgroup. If they do
so, then they may be more concerned about their social
connections to subgroups and may be less concerned
about their treatment by group authorities and more
concerned about what they receive from those authori-
ties.

The effect of subgroup identification is examined by
Smith and Tyler (1996), who examined the influence of
identification with America, as opposed to one's ethnic
group, on the importance relational concerns played in
the willingness to defer to the policies of Congress. A
regression analysis, which included interaction terms
assessing the influence of identification on the impor-
tance of instrumental and relational judgments, found
that stronger identification with America significantly
increased the importance of relational judgments and
significantly decreased the importance of instrumental
judgments in shaping people's reactions to Congres-
sional policies (Smith & Tyler, 1996, p. 183). To illus-
trate the nature of these effects, respondents were di-
vided into groups depending on which target of
identification ("Americans" vs. "Whites") was
stronger. The results, shown in Table 11, show that
respondents who identified more strongly with their
own ethnic group were more instrumental in their reac-
tions to the policies of Congress. Among those who
identified primarily with America, instrumental con-
cerns were less important than relational concerns when
reacting to policies (3 = .30 vs. P = .36). Among those
who identified most strongly with their ethnic group,
the reverse is true (for instrumental judgments, P = .35;
for relational judgments, f = .28).

Huo et al. (1996) also examined whether identifica-
tion with ethnic subgroups diminished the willingness
of employees to judge decisions by their fairness and
increased their assessment of the favorability of those
decisions. Three subgroups of employees were identi-
fied: assimilated employees, bicultural employees, and
separatist employees. Assimilated employees identified
strongly with the group, but do not identify with their
ethnic subgroup. Bicultural employees identified with
both groups. Separatist employees identify more
strongly with their ethnic subgroup than with the overall
group.

Huo et al. (1996) considered the role of judgments
about treatment in decisions about whether to voluntar-
ily accept decisions among the members of each group.
The results are shown in Table 12. They support the
argument that strong subgroup identification can inter-
fere with the willingness to judge authorities by their
treatment, not the outcomes received from them. As

Table 11. Identification With America and/or With One's
Own Ethnic Group and Authority Evaluations

Judgment
About
Experience

Instrumental
Judgments

Relational
Judgments

Adjusted R2 (%) 19

Identify
More With Equal
America Identification

Identify More
With Ethnic

Group

.20*

10 24

Note: Entries are beta weights. From "Justice and Power: When Will
Justice Concerns Encourage the Advantaged to Support Policies
Which Redistribute Economic Resources and the Disadvantaged to
Willingly Obey the Law?," by H. J. Smith and T. R. Tyler, 1996,
European Journal of Social Psychology, 26, p. 184. Copyright ©
1996 by John Wiley & Sons Limited. Reproduced with permission.
*p < .10. **p < 05 ***p < .01.

Table 12. Antecedents of Voluntary Decision Acceptance
Among People With Different Levels of Identification With
the Overall Group and With Their Ethnic Subgroup

Judgment About
Experience

Instrumental
Judgments

Relational
Judgments

Assimilated Bicultural Separatist

.24* .27* .71 *

.50* .55* .1 1 *

Note: Entries are beta weights when both instrumental and relational
judgments are entered at the same time. Assimilated respondents
identified more strongly with the overall group. Bicultural
respondents identified strongly with both the overall group and their
ethnic group. Separatist respondents identified more strongly with
their ethnic group. The Data are from "Superordinate Identification,
Subgroup Identification, and Justice Concerns: Is Separatism the
Problem; Is Assimilation the Answer," by Y. J. Huo, H. J. Smith, T.
R. Tyler, and E. A. Lind, 1996, Physchological Science, 7, p. 44.
Copyright ( 1996 by Cambridge University Press. Reprinted with
the permission of Cambridge University Press.
*P < .001.

before, those who identified most strongly with the
larger group judged authorities in relational terms (I =
.50 vs. .24 for instrumental judgments); those who
identified most strongly with their ethnic group dis-
played the reverse pattern (P3 = .71 for instrumental
issues, .1 1 for relational judgments).

Attributes That Matter

Finally, it is possible to test the relational model by
exploring the attributes or qualities of authorities that
lead people to defer to them. The instrumental model
suggests that people should be concerned about issues
of competence and the ability to solve problems. The
relational model suggests that people should be con-
cerned about issues of integrity and caring. A compari-
son of these two images in Study 3-which involved
employees in Chicago-is shown in Table 13. In this
analysis, general judgments about competence and in-
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Willingness to Voluntarily
Accept Decisions

.32*

.53*
65

Note: Entries are beta weights for an equation with both terms
entered at the same time.
*p < .001.

tegrity were used to predict views about legitimacy. The
findings suggest support for the relational perspective.
Issues of integrity were more central to evaluations than
were issues of competence (see Tyler & Degoey, 1996).

It is also possible to examine the antecedents of the
general judgments of competence and integrity pre-
viously outlined. If we do so, we find that both instru-
mental judgments about experience (I = .10, p < .01)
and relational judgments about treatment (I = .68, p <
.001) shaped views about competence. On the other
hand, only treatment shaped views about integrity (P =
.76, p < .001; for instrumental judgments, = .03, ns).
This finding supports the relational model outlined by
Tyler to explain the antecedents of distributive and
procedural justice (Tyler, 1994b). That analysis found
that both instrumental and relational issues influenced
judgments of distributive justice, but only relational
issues influenced judgments of procedural justice. Here
both instrumental and relational judgments about expe-
rience shape judgments of competence, but only rela-
tional issues influence judgments of integrity.

Discussion

A variety of psychological literatures emphasize the
centrality of legitimacy to whether or not authorities in

organized groups are effective in shaping the voluntary
behavior of group members (Tyler, 1990). Such volun-
tary behavior is, in turn, central to the effectiveness of
authorities because, although authorities typically have
some ability to reward rule following and punish rule
breaking, leadership based on reward, coersion, or both
is difficult and often ineffective. Hence, authorities
benefit from and may be dependent on having the
members of groups accept the obligation to obey rules
and decisions voluntarily.

One aspect of legitimacy, the judgment that authori-
ties ought to be obeyed, is central to group member's
decisions to voluntarily comply with decisions and
obey rules. As such it is a key to the effectiveness of
authorities. If authorities are judged to be legitimate,
they need not justify each decision they make, nor

enforce it through the use of rewards, threats of punish-
ment, or both. As a consequence, authorities are freer

to pursue policies that are in the long-term interests of
the group.
A recognition of the importance of legitimacy leads

to the question of how legitimacy is created and main-
tained. Authorities are typically called on to make de-
cisions in difficult situations in which everyone cannot
be giyen everything they want or feel that they deserve.
Hence, authorities must constantly provide people with
undesired, negative, outcomes. Under such conditions
legitimacy might be expected to be low. Ironically,
however, most studies find strong endorsement of and
support for authorities within groups (Azzi, 1994; Kel-
man & Hamilton, 1989; Major, 1994; Tyler, 1990).
How is such high legitimacy possible?

The question of how legitimacy can be maintained
is likely to be an increasingly important one in the
future. Studies suggest that the legitimacy of a wide
variety of social authorities-legal, political, religious,
and managerial-has declined in recent decades (Lipset
& Schneider, 1983). At the same time, growing loyalty
to ethnic and religious subgroups has increasingly po-
larized American society, as well as heightened the
intensity of social conflict in societies throughout the
world. Under such conditions, future authorities will be
unable to take legitimacy for granted and will have to
direct greater attention to the development and mainte-
nance of their legitimacy. Central to such efforts will be
an understanding of the psychological dynamics of
legitimacy.

The Psychology of Legitimacy

The key to understanding the development and
maintenance of legitimacy lies in an understanding of
the psychological underpinnings of legitimacy. This
review explores evidence that contrasts two psycho-
logical models of legitimacy: resource-based instru-
mental models and the identity-based relational model.
Past discussions of legitimacy have viewed legitimacy
from an instrumental perspective. The evidence pre-
sented in this analysis suggests that an instrumental
perspective is inadequate to account for legitimacy. The
evidence suggests that an important motivation under-
lying voluntary deference to authorities involves rela-
tional judgments about treatment by authorities. This is
not to say that instrumental judgements are unimpor-
tant. They also have an important influence on judg-
ments of legitimacy. Hence, theories of legitimacy need
to consider both relational and instrumental issues.

The conclusion that relational judgments have an
important role in shaping views about the legitimacy of
authorities is supported by several types of evidence.
First, people are influenced by how they are treated by
authorities, independent of their evaluations of what
they do or do not receive from those authorities. Second,
people are more affected by their treatment by authori-
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Integrity, Treatment
Adjusted R2 (%)
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ties when they share group membership with those
authorities. Third, identification with the group the
authority represents heightens the importance of treat-
ment by authorities. Finally, when judging the legiti-
macy of authorities, people care more about issues of
integrity than they do about issues of competence. Each
of these findings supports the theoretical predictions of
the relational model of authority.

The primary implication of the findings outlined is
that the ability to be authoritative is linked in important
ways to the social relationship between leaders and
followers in groups. In particular, people voluntarily
defer to authorities if they are given evidence that they
are valued and respected members of the groups those
authorities represent. That information is conveyed in
the treatment they receive from group authorities. If
people trust the motives of authorities, feel that they are
behaving neutrally, and feel treated with respect and
dignity, they are more willing to voluntarily defer to
authorities and obey their decisions. These findings
suggest that authority relations are linked to people's
feelings about groups and group authorities, inde-
pendent of the effects ofjudgments about the resources
that are or might be gained through group membership.

The relational perspective on legitimacy suggests that
an understanding of legitimacy must occur within the
context of an understanding of people's social connec-
tions to their communities. Such connections have two
consequences. First, people with social connections de-
velop social bonds. These lead them to care about others
in their group and to value their opinions andjudgments.
As a consequence, treatment by others has a larger role
in shaping an individual's own identity. Second, people
internalize group values. They take on the values of the
group as their own values. This leads them to voluntarily
follow the decisions of group authorities. Breaking rules
and disobeying decisions made by authorities has greater
negative implications for the self, whereas rule follow-
ing has greater positive implications.

For both of the reasons just outlined, authorities
benefit from social connections with the group they
represent. One important gain is that people are more
willing to defer to authorities because they think they
are neutral, trust their motives, and feel treated with
respect. Instead of reacting to decisions made by
authorities by asking whether those decisions do or do
not benefit their self-interest, people ask whether or not
they were treated well and trust the motives of the
authority involved. Why? Because people are more
concerned about social identity issues when dealing
with authorities who represent their group. They draw
more identity relevant information from ingroup
authorities and hence are more concerned about infer-
ences of their views about them (Tyler, Lind, Ohbuchi,
Sugawara, & Huo, 1997).

Of course, it is important not to overemphasize the
strength of the findings. Although the results outlined

support the value of a relational perspective, there are
also clear limits to the data. In particular, the data
linking relational evaluations of experience to legiti-
macy has potential problems due to similarity of word-
ing between measures of relational concerns (an inde-
pendent variable) and the evaluation of authorities (a
dependent variable). Because it is in the evaluation of
authorities that the strongest relational influences are
found, we need to be cautious aboutjudgments concern-
ing the magnitude of relational effects. Relational
judgements are clearly important, but determining how
important they are requires further study. Hence, it is
clear that relational judgments are important, but not
necessarily that they are always more important than
instrumental judgments.

Elements of the Relational Model

Although relational issues have been presented as a
single concept, there are three elements to relational
judgments that are important: trustworthiness, interper-
sonal respect, and neutrality. All of these elements have
in common that they have little to do with the specific
solution that is reached to any particular problem. They
are aspects of the implementation of problem-solving
approaches that can be consistent with a wide variety
of substantive outcomes.

The first factor affecting judgments is the disputants'
assessment of the third parties' trustworthiness. That is,
their judgment about whether or not the third party is
motivated to treat them in a fair way, to be concerned
about their needs, and to consider their arguments.
Interestingly, trustworthiness is the primary factor that
people consider when evaluating authorities (Tyler &
Degoey, 1996; Tyler & Lind, 1992).
Why is trust such a central issue to those dealing with

authorities? An important clue is provided by research
on people's judgments about the legal system (Tyler,
1990). In a study of citizens in Chicago it was found
that citizens recognized the widespread existence of
unfair treatment on the part of the police and courts.
However, when asked what would happen if they dealt
with the police or courts, over 90% predicted that they
would be treated fairly. Hence, people have an illusion
of benevolence-a distorted sense that they are secure.
Whenever people deal with legal authorities, this illu-
sion is potentially open to question.

Trust is also important because it speaks to the
future. Judgments about current intentions allow people
to predict the future, because intentions develop from a
person's character-aspects of others that people typi-
cally view as stable and unchanging (Heider, 1958).
Because people are long-term members of society, their
loyalty depends on their predictions about what will
happen in the long term. For this reason, people's
attitudes toward authorities depend on their judgments
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about the benevolence of the motives of those authori-
ties. If people believe that the authorities are trying to
be fair and to deal fairly with them, they trust the
motives of those authorities and develop a long-term
commitment to society.

Another important element in people's reactions to
legal authorities is linked to the interpersonal respect
they experience through their treatment by authorities.
Studies suggest that being treated politely, with dignity
and respect, and having respect shown for one's rights
and status within society, all enhance feelings of fair-
ness. These findings are especially striking in that such
interpersonal treatment is essentially unrelated to the
manner in which their dispute is resolved.

The importance of interpersonal treatment is empha-
sized by the findings of a RAND study on satisfaction
with alternative forms of adjudication (Lind et al.,
1990). The findings suggest that "the perception of
procedural dignity was the crucial variable leading to
higher procedural fairness ratings for trials than for
bilateral settlements" (p. 981). Dignified treatment mat-
ters because it shows that "the civil justice system took
the litigants and the dispute seriously" (p. 981). "After
all, the trial was in all likelihood one of the most
meticulous, most individualized interactions that the
litigant had ever experienced in the course of his or her
contacts with government agencies" (p. 981). The way
that one is treated during this experience carries impor-
tant messages concerning social status, self-worth, and
self-respect. Reaffirming people's sense of their stand-
ing in the community can be as or more important than
solving their problems.

People are also influenced by judgments of the neu-
trality of decision-making procedures. Neutrality in-
cludes assessments of honesty, impartiality, and the use
of fact, not personal opinions, in decision making.
Basically, people seek a level playing field in which no
one is unfairly advantaged. Because people are seldom
in the position to know the "correct" outcome, they
focus on evidence that the procedures are even-handed.

Aspects of Legitimacy

This analysis focuses on three elements of legiti-
macy: the willingness to voluntarily accept decisions,
obedience toward the rules/laws, and favorable evalu-
ations of authorities. But it is important to note that there
might be other important elements of legitimacy not
included within this model. For example, Zelditch and
H. A. Walker (1984) distinguished between two com-
ponents of legitimacy: propriety and validity. Propriety
involves a personal sense that an authority is proper,
whereas validity involves a sense that others will act as
though the authority is legitimate. This suggests another
possible dimension of legitimacy not considered in this
analysis. That other dimension involves views about

how other people regard authorities. Interestingly, in
their analyses, Zelditch and H. A. Walker found that
validity strongly predicted behavior. Their analysis also
found that propriety, the type of legitimacy studied
here, has only a weak influence on behavior. In contrast,
the findings reported in the present article suggest that
personal feelings about the propriety of an authority do
influence actual behavior, as well as the willingness to
defer to authorities.

Boundary Conditions of the Model

It is important to recognize that the relational model
may not provide a good description of authority rela-
tions in all settings. In particular, people should care
more about relational issues when they identify with the
authority and the group that authority represents.
Hence, having a direct personal relationship with
authorities should enhance concerns about relational
issues. However, it is interesting that even when people
are evaluating national level authorities, with whom
they have no personal connection, relational concerns
are still an important antecedent of legitimacy. This has
been found both in studies of Congress (Tyler, 1994a)
and of the Supreme Court (Tyler & Mitchell, 1994).

It is also possible that the importance of instrumental
concerns will depend on the situation. For example, the
findings outlined suggest that people care more about
integrity and caring than about competence when evalu-
ating leaders. But there may be circumstances under
which competence becomes the central issue. For ex-
ample, in an army unit in combat, the perceived military
skill of the leader may be more important to soldiers
than is his or her integrity and caring. This is an empiri-
cal issue, which needs to be addressed in future re-
search. For example, although critics of the procedural
justice literature have suggested that people would care
more about outcome favorability and less about fairness
when the stakes are high, research has not supported
that argument. Instead, it has found that concerns about
fairness remain high when outcomes are important
(Casper et al., 1988; Lind, Kulik, Ambrose, & de Vera
Park, 1993).

Identity-Based Models of Legitimacy

The findings of this study suggest the importance of
relational concerns. People care about how they are
treated by authorities. An extension of this argument,
made in the relational model, is to suggest that this
concern flows from the use people make of treatment
as an index of their status within groups. The identity
argument is based on the premise that people want to
have good feelings about themselves. To develop such
feelings, people need to acquire information about their
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identities. This argument is a core premise of social
identity theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1986). That theory
argues that we use others to help define our social
selves, including our feelings of self-esteem and self-
worth. In other words, we do not simply interact with
others to exchange resources, we also do so to define
and develop the social aspects of our sense of ourselves.
Because people want to have good feelings about them-
selves, they want to be positively treated by others (see
Baumeister & Leary, 1995).

The information we gather from others helps to
define the meaning of our connections to groups and
group authorities for our sense of self. We are concerned
about two distinct issues. First, we are concerned about
our social status. That status determines the pride that
we take in the groups of which we are members. In other
words, we are concerned about what we think of the
desirability of being a member of the groups to which
we belong. Second, we are concerned about our social
reputations. Those reputations reflect the degree to
which we think that we are respected by others within
our group. Pride reflects our feelings about the status of
the groups to which we belong, respect our status within
those groups (Smith & Tyler, 1997; Tyler, Degoey, &
Smith, 1996).

The core argument I want to make is that these
identity-relevant judgments have implications for the
feelings of legitimacy and obligation to obey rules that
have already been outlined. In other words, people care
about how they are treated because that indicates their
status within their group, and those status judgments in
turn shape behavior toward the group. Recent studies
have directly linked rule-following behavior to peo-
ple's judgments about their group status (Smith &
Tyler, 1997; Tyler, Degoey, & Smith, 1996).

Do identity issues influence relational judgments?
Several types of evidence reviewed here suggests that
they do. First, people care more about treatment when
they have stronger social bonds with the group authori-
ties represent. But, they do not care more about treat-
ment when they have stronger resource connections
with the group. Further, people care more about treat-
ment when they identify with their group. Finally,
people care more about the integrity of authorities than
they do about their competence. These findings suggest
that the relational indicators are linked to issues of
identity. The way a person is treated by an authority tells
them about their status with the group, which affects
their sense of themselves, their social identity, and their
self-worth.

Of course, it is also important to acknowledge that
much of the evidence provided involves indirect sup-
port for an identity-based model of treatment ef-
fects-that is, evidence that is consistent with an iden-
tity model's predictions but which does not directly
show that people are affected because their identity is

changed. Further research needs to directly demonstrate
that these patterns are found because of identity
changes. For example, we need to directly demonstrate
that when people have stronger social bonds, their
identity is more affected by how others treat them. This
requires the direct measurement of identity.
Two types of evidence seem to strongly support

an identity-based argument. First, studies that sug-
gest that treatment can directly impact people's self-
esteem. Koper, Van Knippenberg, Bouhuijs, Ver-
munt, and Wilke (1993), Tyler et al. (1996), and
Smith and Tyler (1997) all found that relational judg-
ments about experience influence self-esteem. This
direct link to self-esteem strongly suggests that rela-
tional judgments are identity based. Further, Tyler et
al. ( 1996) demonstrated that treatment affects self-es-
teem because it shapes people's views about their
social status (pride and respect). In a mediational
analysis, they demonstrated that changes in self-es-
teem and behavior toward the group, that is, defer-
ence toward authorities and extra-role behavior, are
mediated by these identity changes.

The findings outlined in this article, as well as the
other research noted, suggests that identity concerns
have an important role in authority relations. Deference
to authorities is linked to the social bond between group
members and the group. If people feel valued and re-
spected, they defer to group authorities. However, this
does not suggest that identity-based motives are the only
reason that people defer to authorities. The findings also
point to an important role for instrumental motivations.
A psychological model of legitimacy needs to consider
both instrumental and relational issues.
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Appendix: Empirical Evidence

Independent Variables

What Determines the Impact of
Experience?
The conceptual framework used to define the indices

of each independent variable was drawn from Tyler and
Lind (1992). In this analysis an index of outcome

favorability was used to reflect instrumental judgments.
An overall index of neutrality, trustworthiness, and
status recognition was used to reflect relational con-

cerns. The average alpha for the instrumental scale was
0.80, and for the relational index it was 0.91.
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Because control judgments can be either instrumen-
tal or relational in character (Tyler, 1989), control was
not included in either the instrumental or the relational
indices. However, the impact of decision control was
compared to that of outcome favorability, and outcome
favorability was found to be stronger. Hence, the in-
clusion of control issues in the analysis would have
lessened the contribution of instrumental judgments.
Similarly, the impact of process control was compared
to that of other relational indices and found to be
weaker.

Study 1: Families

Instrumental index. "How satisfied were you
with the outcome?"; "How favorable was the outcome
to you?"; "How much better or worse did the situation
become?"; "How does your outcome compare to what
you expected?"; "How does your outcome compare to
what others receive?"; "How does your outcome com-
pare to what you generally receive?"; "Did you gain or
lose?" (cx = .90).

Relational index. Combines neutrality, trust-
worthiness, status recognition (ax = .92). Neutrality:
"Did they get the information needed?"; "Did they try
to bring issues into the open?"; "Were they honest?" (cx
= .57). Trustworthiness: "How much consideration was
given to your views?"; "How hard did your parents try
to do the right thing?"; "How hard did your parents try
to take account of your needs?"; "How hard did your
parents try to be fair to you?" (cx = .89). Status recogni-
tion: "How politely were you treated?"; "How much
concern was shown for your rights?"; "How respect-
fully were you treated?" (cx = .88).

Study 2: Teachers

Instrumental index. "How satisfied were you
with the outcome?"; "How favorable was the outcome
to you?"; "Was the outcome better or worse then ex-
pected" (cx = .86).

Relational index. Judgments of neutrality, trust-
worthiness, and status recognition were combined (ac =
.9 1). Neutrality: "The decision maker was biased
against me"; "The discussion centered on the facts" (a
= .64). Trustworthiness: "My views were considered";
"The third party was trying to do what was best for me";
"My needs were considered" (cx = .90). Status recogni-

tion: "Respect was shown for my rights"; "I was treated
politely" (c = .82).

Study 3: Managers-Chicago

Instrumental index. "How satisfied were you
with the outcome?"; "How favorable was the outcome
to you?"; "Was the outcome better or worse than you
expected?"; "Was the outcome better or worse than
others have received?" (cx = .77).

Relational judgments. The neutrality, trust-
worthiness, and status recognition items were com-
bined (cx = .90). Neutrality: "Did the supervisor get the
information needed to make good decisions?"; "iDid the
supervisor try to bring issues into the open?"; "Were
they honest?" (a = .75). Trustworthiness: "How much
consideration was given to your views?"; "How hard
did your supervisor try to be fair to you?"; "How hard
did your supervisor try to take account of your needs?"
(oc = .87). Status recognition: "How politely were you
treated?"; "How much concern was shown for your
rights?" (cx = .78).

Study 4: Managers-California

Instrumental index. "How satisfied are you with
the outcome?"; "How favorable was the outcome to
you?"; "Did you get more or less than the rules said you
should?"; "How much did you gain or lose?" (cx = .89).

Relational index. The neutrality, trustworthi-
ness, and status recognition indices were combined (oc
= .96). Neutrality: "Did your supervisor get the infor-
mation needed?"; "Were they honest?" (cx = .78). Trust-
worthiness: "How hard did your supervisor try to do the
right thing by you?"; "How hard did the supervisor try
to take account of your needs?"; " How much consid-
eration was given to your views?" (cx = .92). Status
recognition: "How politely were you treated?"; "How
much concern was shown for your rights?"; "How
dignified was your treatment?" (cx = .90).

Study 5: Local Political

Respondents were asked general questions about the
water commission. They were also asked hypothetical
questions about what would happen if they went before
the water commission. This format was used because
most respondents had never personally dealt with the
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water commission or been at water commission hear-
ings.

Instrumental index. "Past decisions of the water
commission have been favorable to you"; "In the past
the commission has allocated you enough water" (oc =
.62).

Relational index. Neutrality, trustworthiness,
and status recognition were combined (ax = .88). Neu-
trality: "Everyone's views received equal considera-
tion"; "The commission would be honest"; "The com-
mission would get the information needed" (ar = .65).
Trustworthiness: "The commission would try to treat
you fairly"; "Your views would be considered"; "The
commission tries to make decisions good for everyone"
(ox = .65). Status recognition: "The commission would
respect your rights as a citizen"; "The commission
would treat you politely" (a = .61).

Study 6: National Legal Authority

Respondents were interviewed about the court in the
context of a study of abortion policy. Questions about
court decision making combined general assessments
about the court, assessments about recent court decision
making, and responses to hypothetical decisions about
what would happen if the respondentjoined a group that
presented arguments before the court.

Instrumental index. "How often do you agree
with court decisions?"; "How often have you agreed
with their recent decisions?"; "If your group ap-
proached the court, how likely is it they would make a
decision you agreed with?" (Cx = .77).

Relational index. Neutrality, trustworthiness,
and status recognition were combined (ox = .90). Neu-
trality: "The justices of the court are generally honest";
"The court gives equal consideration to the views of all
Americans"; "The court gets the kind of information it
needs to make informed decisions"; "Ifyour group went
before the court, how likely do you think it is that the
court would get the information it needed to make good
decisions?"; "How likely is it that your group would
receive equal consideration of its views?"; "How likely
is it that the court would be honest and give the real
reasons for its decisions?" (ox = .81). Trustworthiness:
"The court considers the concerns of average citizens
when making decisions"; "The court tries to be fair
when making its decisions"; "When your group went

before the court, it would be treated fairly"; "The jus-
tices would try to be fair in considering your group's
position"; "The justices would genuinely care about
your group's position" (oc = .80). Status recognition:
'How concerned is the court about protecting the aver-
age citizen's rights?"; "How likely is it that the court
would respect your rights as a citizen?" (oc = .68).

When Do Relational Concerns Matter?

Self-Definition

Study 1: Identification with family. "How im-
portant is your family to the way you think of yourself
as a person?"

Study 3: Managers-Chicago. Identification
with work: "How important is each of the following to
your sense of self?"; "your work," "the organization
you work for" (oc = .7 1).

Study 4: Managers-California. Identification
with work: "How important is your work to the way you
think of yourself as a person?"

Study 5: Local political. Identification with com-
munity: "The community I live in is important to the
way I think of myself as a person."

Similarity to Supervisor

Studies 3 and 4. "As people, how similar are you
and your supervisor?"

Instrumental Connections to the
Group

Studies 3 and 4. "Overall, I receive excellent pay
and benefits from the organization I work for"; "All in
all, I am satisfied with my job"; "I will probably look
outside my current organization for a job in the next
year"; "I sometimes do things at work that I don't agree
with because I can't afford to lose my job"; "I would
accept almost any type ofjob assignment to keep work-
ing where I work now"; and "I feel pretty secure about
my position where I work."
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Identification With the Community

Study 5. "You are proud to tell your friends about
the community you live in"; "You often talk about your
community to others as a great place to live" (a = .81).

Attributes of Authorities

Study 3: Employees in Chicago

Competence. "How good are the decisions your
supervisor makes?"; "Generally, how favorable are
those decisions to you?"; "Does your supervisor get the
information they need to make good decisions?"; "In
the future, how often do you think your supervisor will
make good decisions?" (a = .83).

Integrity. "My supervisor treats people politely";
"He/she shows concerns for people's rights"; "He/she
usually allows people to state their views before making
decisions"; "He/she gives a great deal of consideration
to people's views before making decisions"; "He/she
tries to be fair"; "He/she deals with me honestly and
ethically"; "He/she shows a real interest in trying to be
fair to me"; "I think of himlher as a friend"; "He/she
respects the work I do" (a = .92).

Dependent Variables

Study 1: Family Study

A confirmatory factor analysis of a three-factor
model suggests that there are three distinct subscales
underlying legitimacy (CFI = 0.96). The combined
legitimacy index has an alpha of 0.81.

Willingness to accept authority. "If this prob-
lem occurred again, how willing would you be to see it
resolved in the same way?"; "How appropriate was the
way your parents handled this problem?"; "How willing
were you to voluntarily accept the decision?"; "To what
extent do you go along with the decision?"; "To what
extent did you voluntarily accept the decision?" (a =
.76).

Obligation to obey authorities. "Do you feel
that your parents are the appropriate decision makers in

your family?"; "Do your parents deserve your support
of their decisions?"; "How common is it that you care-
fully follow your parents instructions?"; "How hard do
you try to talk with your parents before initiating ac-
tions?"; "How hard do you try to follow your parents'
deadlines?"; "How much do you help your parents?";
"Do you attend family events when you do not want
to?"; "Do you respond to requests from your parents?"
(a = .65).

Favorability of evaluations. "To what extent do
you 'trust,' 'feel satisfied with,' 'like,' and 'feel loyal
to' your parents?" (oa = .87).

Study 2: Teachers

A confirmatory factor analysis suggested that there
are three-factors (CFI = 0.91). The overall legitimacy
scale had an alpha of 0.84.

Willingness to accept authority. "How willing
were you to accept the decision?"; "How willing were
you to do as the professor suggested?"; "Were the
professor's actions proper?" (a = .91).

Obligation to obey authorities. "How impor-
tant are the following values?: 'being obedient'; 'hon-
oring parents and elders'; 'politeness"' (ax = .75). These
items comprise the conformity subscale ofthe Schwartz
(1992) universal values scale.

Favorability of evaluations. "Is the professor
'helpful,' 'even-handed,' 'trustworthy,' and 'ethi-
cal' ?"; "Would you go to the professor again?"; "Would
you encourage a friend to go to the professor?" (a =
.69).

Study 3: Managers-Chicago

The three-factor solution fit the data (CFI = 0.91).
The overall alpha for the total scale was 0.79.

Willingness to accept authority. "How willing
were you to accept the decision?"; "And did you feel
'angry,' 'frustrated,' 'irritated,' 'resentful,' 'satisfied,'
or 'pleased'?" (a = .74).

Obligation to obey authorities. "To what extent
do you 'follow work rules and instructions with extreme
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care'; 'come to work on time'; 'follow the policies of
your supervisor"' (ca = .59).

Favorability of evaluations. "How good ajob is
your supervisor doing?"; "How good are the decisions
your supervisor makes?"; "I am happy with my super-
visor"; "I would be willing to put in extra effort if they
asked me to"; "I trust them to do what is good for me";
"They deal with me honestly and ethically"; "They
show a real interest in trying to be fair to me" (ax = .93).

Study 4: Managers-California

A three-factor solution fit the data (CFI = 0.91). The
overall alpha for the legitimacy scale was 0.90.

Willingness to accept authority. "How willing
were you to voluntarily accept the solution?"; "How
willing would you be to see the problem resolved in the
same way in the future?"; "How appropriate were the
procedures used?"; "How likely is it that the way the
problem was solved will lead to a lasting solution?" (Qx
= .86).

Obligation to obey authorities. "I always try to
follow the rules of my organization, even when I think
they are wrong"; "I follow work rules and instructions
with extreme care"; "I come to work on time"; "I follow
the policies established by my supervisor"; "I assist my
supervisor" (a = .58).

Favorability of evaluations. "Do you 'trust,'
respect,' 'like,' and 'feel loyal to' your supervisor?";
"I can count on my supervisor to help me out when I
need it"; "My supervisor is willing to help me solve
problems" (cx = .9 1).

Study 5: Local Political

The three-factor model fit the data (CFI = 0.92).
However, the overall alpha was only 0.65. This suggests
that in this political setting the three aspects of legiti-
macy were less interrelated.

Willingness to accept authority. "Some type of
governmental authority should determine how much
water each household can use"; "There should be man-
datory rules telling each household how much water

they can use"; "At this time the government does not
have enough power to deal with the water problem";
"We need a governmental authority to tell us how to
solve our water shortage problems"; "How much
authority should they have to determine what house-
holds can use water for?"; "How much authority should
the commission have to determine how much water
costs?" (oc = .75).

Obligation to obey authorities. "Respect for
government authority is an important value for people
to have"; "People should obey laws even when they go
against what they think is right"; "Disobeying the law
is seldom justified" (ac = .61).

Favorability of evaluations. "The Commission
does its job well"; "The decisions of the Commission
are too influenced by political pressures"; "Rules about
water conservation are too influenced by political pres-
sures"; "Commission rules about water conservation
are good for everyone" (x = .68).

Study 6: National Legal Authority

The three-factor structure fit the data (CFI = 0.95).
However, as in the previous study, the overall alpha was
lower (oc = .58). In this legal setting, as in the prior
political one, the three aspects of legitimacy are less
highly interrelated than was the case in the previous four
studies.

Willingness to accept authority. "The power to
make abortion decisions should remain with the court";
"The court's power to make abortion decisions should
be reduced" (a = .95).

Obligation to obey authorities. "I should accept
decisions made by government leaders even when I
disagree with them"; "People should obey laws made
by Congress even if they go against what they think is
right"; "There are times when it is all right for people
to disobey the government"; "I can think of situations
in which I would stop supporting the policies of the
government" (cc = .57).

Favorability of evaluations. "I respect the Court";
"We should get rid of the Court"; "The Court can
usually be trusted to make decisions that are right for
the country as a whole"; "The Court does its job well";
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"Our basic rights are well protected by the Court"; "The
Constitution gives the Court too much power"; "The
Court should not be allowed to declare acts of Congress

unconstitutional"; "If the Court makes unpopular deci-
sions, it should be eliminated"; "Court decisions are too
influenced by political pressures" (ox = .53).
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