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Introduction
1
 

Dennis Wrong describes the “problem of order” as a “transhistorical problem rooted in inescapable conflict between the 

interests and desires of individuals and the requirements of society” (1994, p. 36). The creation of the nation-state, which claims 

a rightful monopoly on the use of violence, is one solution to this problem. Norbert Elias argued that state formation gives rise 

to a “civilising process”, contributing to long-term declines in violence over the past millennium, in part by reducing the need 

for individuals to pursue personal justice or vengeance (see Eisner, 2014). Yet the state and its coercive agents, the police and 

the military, can be used for domination, particularly against those considered “criminals” or those excluded from the 

“legitimate” political community (e.g., colonised or enslaved peoples).  In this context, “policing can very easily become part 

of the problem of order, not part of the solution” (Bottoms & Tankebe, 2017, p. 63). 

 

In settler colonies like Australia, Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples (Indigenous) are overrepresented at every level 

of the criminal justice system (Cunneen & Tauri, 2019). This problem exists in other Anglo-settler states, including Aotearoa 

New Zealand, Canada, and the US, which are home to an estimated nine million Indigenous people (Cunneen & Tauri, 2019). 

Despite this, research has largely ignored Indigenous peoples’ beliefs about police legitimacy (for international exceptions,  see 

In settler states, police are used to establish and maintain colonial order, suppress Indigenous resistance, and secure 

state authority. Today, Indigenous people experience disproportionate rates of police contact that emerged during 

colonisation. Yet, mainstream scholarship on legitimacy has largely ignored Indigenous perspectives on policing, 

the wider context of settler colonialism, and questions of self-determination. This article focuses on police legitimacy 

and Indigenous self-determination in Australia, with implications for other settler states. I argue that Indigenous self-

determination cannot be achieved without legitimate forms of social control. Building on the theorising of Beetham 

(1991) and Bottoms and Tankebe (2012), this article suggests that decolonised legitimacy dialogues are necessary 

to understand how Indigenous peoples conceptualise legitimate policing. A decolonised dialogue acknowledges 
policing’s colonial origins and its ongoing role in settler societies, the Western philosophies underlying legitimacy 

theory, and the need to centre Indigenous self-determination. I propose that “police” legitimacy can be enhanced via 

two pathways: (1) through reforms within state structures and/or (2) through Indigenous-generated alternatives (e.g., 

night patrols). This dual strategy considers the importance of both community-informed and evidence-based 

practices in policing to reduce harm while striving, ultimately, for as little (state) policing as possible. Here, I argue 

for epistemological consilience: the integration of Indigenous and Western knowledge systems.  
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Campagna & Zaykowski, 2024; Cao, 2014; Griffiths & Clark, 2017; Gerber et al., 2018; for research on trust, see Panditharatne 

et al., 2021; for a related Australian pilot study, see Morgan & Dodd, 2025) and neglected to incorporate the context of settler 

colonialism (for post-colonial examples, see Tankebe, 2008, 2009). Studying legitimacy in other contexts is necessary to “avoid 

the perennial danger of transporting strategies wholesale from one social context to another without regard to situational factors” 

(Tankebe, 2009, p. 1267; see also Porter, 2016).  

 

Recent high-profile policing cases in Australia and elsewhere have renewed debates about police legitimacy, reform, and 

abolition, highlighting the potential limits of institutional-level change to address deeper colonial and racial harms (see 

Cunneen, 2023, 2025; Norris et al., 2025; Vitale, 2017). This article explores the relationship between settler colonialism, 

legitimacy theory, and Indigenous self-determination. Self-determination is a fundamental collective human right that is 

enshrined in the 2007 United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples (UNDRIP) and other human rights 

instruments, such as the UN’s International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR). The UNDRIP promotes 

Indigenous peoples’ right to create the social, institutional, and political infrastructure to determine their futures.2 My core 

argument is that Indigenous self-determination is a prerequisite for legitimate authority in settler colonial contexts. For 

established authorities, the acts of granting, revoking, or denying legitimacy are themselves expressions of self-determination. 

In Australia, the history of colonisation and the absence of meaningful political autonomy, such as a treaty, means that 

Indigenous self-determination is limited in practice. These questions remain prominent given both the failure of the “Voice” 

referendum to constitutionally recognise Indigenous peoples in 2023 and the ongoing treaty processes being pursued by state 

governments (e.g., Victoria and New South Wales). 

 

This article draws on Beetham’s (1991, p. 14) concept of “legitimacy-in-context,” which claims that there is a universal 

structure underlying legitimate authority, and Bottoms and Tankebe’s (2012) conception of legitimacy as a perpetual dialogue 

between power-holders, such as the police, and their audiences, such as the public. This theoretical article advances legitimacy 

theory in three ways. It first argues that (police) legitimacy theory must be reconsidered in settler colonial contexts. Here, 

Indigenous self-determination is a normative condition for legitimate authority. It then proposes two heuristic pathways towards 

“police” legitimacy: reform within existing state structures and/or Indigenous-generated forms of social control, such as night 

patrols or justice reinvestment. In this approach, Indigenous communities should define the parameters of what constitutes 

legitimate and effective social control and assess whether the police meet these standards. Finally, this article argues that 

decolonised legitimacy dialogues provide a framework through which Indigenous people, scholars, and institutions can explore 

police legitimacy.  The purpose of the dialogue is to rethink how authority, legitimacy, and social control are defined and 

evaluated in settler colonial contexts by centering Indigenous self-determination and knowledges. This reorientation may, in 

turn, help reduce broader harms, including violence and the impacts of the criminal justice system. Given the state’s monopoly 

on the use of force, this article focuses on policing as a critical site of contention in settler colonial contexts; however, the 

arguments developed here extend to broader questions about the state’s claim to legitimacy itself and other domains of public  

life. 

 

Settler Colonialism, Policing, and Incarceration  
 

Patrick Wolfe describes settler colonialism as a “structure not an event” (2006, p. 388). Unlike colonies of exploitation, the 

purpose of settler colonialism is to establish permanent access to and control of Indigenous lands and resources. This is achieved 

through violence and social engineering, whereby “land is remade into property and human relationships to land are restricted 

to the relationship of the owner to his property” (Tuck & Yang, 2012, p. 5). Moreover, settler colonial states institutionalise 

violence. As Dunbar-Ortiz points out, “[p]eople do not hand over their land, resources, children, and futures without a fight … 

In employing the force necessary to accomplish its expansionist goals, a colonising regime institutionalises violence” (2014, p. 

8). This violence is accompanied by wider systematic efforts to devalue Indigenous worldviews and socio-political structures 

(Battiste & Henderson, 2000; Bhargava, 2013; Cunneen & Tauri, 2017).  

 

Although modern policing is typically traced back to the creation of the London Metropolitan Police Service by Sir Robert Peel 

in 1829, the lesser-known story of imperial policing begins with the establishment of the Peace Preservation Force in Ireland 

in 1814, during Peel’s tenure as Chief Secretary (Sinclair, 2008). It was the armed para-military Irish model that was exported 

to the “Australian” frontier. The Queensland Native Mounted Police, for example, were established to protect settler interests, 

expand the frontier, and suppress Indigenous resistance (Connors, 2015). This force alone is estimated to have killed upwards 

of 30,000 Indigenous people (Reynolds, 2013). One illustrative incident occurred in 1871 when, in retaliation for the killing of 

a storekeeper named John Corbett, Sub-Inspector Macarthy and his troopers killed 17 Aboriginal people (Queensland Times, 

1871). More broadly, writing in 1880, Carl Feilberg described the police’s actions in this period as a “fitful war of extermination 

waged upon the blacks” (1880, p. 560). Using violence, the police were able to create a “state of enforced harmony… through 
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a disregard for human life and legal process” (Copland, 1999, p. 2). In what became Australia, the police played a pivotal and 

violent role in the colonial process. 

 

Towards the end of the 19th century, colonial governments shifted away from outright violence and towards “protectionist” and 

assimilationist policies. Racially targeted interventions were justified by the claim that Indigenous people were biologically 

and culturally inferior and therefore required state intervention (McGregor, 2002). Many Indigenous people were moved to 

superintendent-run reserves like Palm Island in Queensland, which has been described as a “peculiar mix of prison, protectorate 

and concentration camp” (Finnane & McGuire, 2001, p. 292). Similarly, police removed Indigenous children from their families 

and placed them in church- and government-run missions, where they were forcibly assimilated into a Western ethos and 

penalised for practising their customs and speaking their languages (Cunneen & Tauri, 2017). These children became known 

as the Stolen Generations. Protectionist and segregationist policies had, to a degree, insulated Indigenous people from the full 

force of the law through administrative alternatives to prosecution (Hogg, 2001). Following the shift to assimilationist policies 

in the mid-20th century, “administrative segregation in its various forms gave way to penal incarceration” (Hogg, 2001, p. 366).  

 

The police continue to play a disproportionate role in the lives of Indigenous Australians. It is estimated that 47.6% of 

Indigenous males and 23% of Indigenous females aged over 15 will be formally charged by police during their lifetime 
(AIHW & NIAA, 2024). In Queensland, for example, Indigenous young people (10-17) are three to 16 times more likely to be 

charged by police than non-Indigenous children (Allard et al., 2020). In New South Wales (NSW), 9.3% of Indigenous young 

people under the age of 13 are prosecuted rather than cautioned, compared with 3.1% of non-Indigenous counterparts for 

comparable offending (Weatherburn & Thomas, 2023). By age 17, these figures rise to 40.7% and 16.9%, respectively 

(Weatherburn & Thomas, 2023). This contributes to Indigenous people being 19 times more likely to be incarcerated as young 

people and 14 times more likely as adults (Australian Institute of Health and Welfare, 2023). Due to incarceration rates, 

Indigenous people face a higher risk of dying in custody, but once in custody, their likelihood of dying is slightly lower 

(McAlister et al., 2023). Not only do Indigenous people face over-policing, but they also experience under-policing. This is 

evident where the state fails to provide protection, including in cases involving Indigenous female victims of intimate partner 

homicide (Cripps, 2023). 

  

These criminal justice rates are partially driven by the “criminogenic effects of colonialism” (Cunneen & Tauri, 2017, p. 57; 

see also Blagg et al., 2020; Cao, 2014). For example, members of the Stolen Generation and Indigenous children who are 

removed by the state are more likely to be arrested (Weatherburn et al., 2025). This is exacerbated by both institutional and 

interpersonal racism towards Indigenous people, including racial profiling and disproportionate stops by police (Hopkins, 2022; 

Yoorrook Justice Commission, 2023). Moreover, Indigenous people who have experienced racist treatment in the last 12 

months face an even greater risk of arrest (Weatherburn et al., 2025). As one Indigenous former NSW police officer observed, 

“(i)t almost feels like the behaviour of police is siphoning Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people into the system” (Harris, 

2024; see also Gorrie, 2021). 

 

These historical and contemporary dynamics raise a core normative question: what moral right do settler-established institutions 

have to police Indigenous peoples?  

 

Rethinking Legitimacy 

 
Legitimacy theory seeks to understand why “one lot of people” ought to wield power over “another lot of people” (Williams 

& Hawthorn, 2008, p. 5; see also Bottoms & Tankebe, 2017). Legitimacy can be understood as “a generalized perception or 

assumption that the actions of an entity are desirable, proper, or appropriate within some socially constructed system of norms, 

values, beliefs, and definitions” (Suchman, 1995, p. 574). Thus, a legitimate authority is one that is “justified in claiming the 

right to hold power over other citizens” (Bottoms & Tankebe, 2012, p. 124, italics in original). This stands in contrast to power-

holders who use coercion or violence to establish and maintain authority without a normative justification, a practice 

exemplified by colonial authorities (Connors, 2015; Cunneen, 2023). 

 

I draw on Beetham’s concept of “legitimacy-in-context” to examine legitimacy in settler colonial contexts (1991, p. 14). 

Beetham contends that there is “an underlying structure of legitimacy common to all societies, however much its content will 

vary from one to the other” (Beetham, 1991, p. 22). This structure consists of three conditions: (1) that power is acquired and 

exercised in accordance with local conventions, rules, and laws; (2) that those rules and the exercise of power conform to shared 

beliefs about the rightful source of authority and its purpose; and (3) that positions of power and their holders are acknowledged 

as rightful through expressed actions by “subordinates” (i.e., public consent). When these conditions are met, Beetham argues 

that the governed have moral grounds to cooperate and comply with authorities. In policing, legitimacy exists when “there is 

congruence between the system and the practices of policing, on the one hand, and the societal beliefs, values and expectations 
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that provide its justification, on the other” (Bottoms & Tankebe, 2017, p. 61, italics in original). When applied to settler colonial 

contexts, this framework suggests that legitimate authority cannot be established without Indigenous peoples having the right 

to define the norms (condition 1), the purposes and boundaries of authority (condition 2), and the nature of community consent 

(condition 3) themselves. 

 

There are two key reasons for using a Western theorist. First, Beetham’s framework offers an internal critique, revealing how 

settler states fail to meet the legitimacy standards set by normative theorists – a trojan horse, if you will. It bridges mainstream 

legitimacy theory with Indigenous conceptions of social control by demonstrating that legitimate authority in Indigenous 

contexts must be culturally bound and grounded in local Indigenous Law. Second, Beetham’s theory has been influential in 

segments of the established police legitimacy literature (see, e.g., Bottoms & Tankebe, 2017). Engaging with Western theories 

of legitimacy invites established policing scholars to contribute to this discourse by offering a common framework to rethink 

police legitimacy in settler states. 

 

Beetham’s theory, however, may not fully align with Indigenous perspectives on power. As the Anishinaabe scholar Dana 

Hickey writes: “Western societies have allowed people to accumulate disproportionately high levels of power over others 

because it is considered either virtuous, righteous, or legitimate. In Indigenous societies, the source of power is the sacred 

network of interconnectedness of all elements of the universe, swirling around in a dance of perpetual change and 

transformation - or the flux” (2020, p. 61). Likewise, Tyson Yunkaporta from the Apalech clan in northern Australia notes, “we 

hold that power together as equals”; he describes power as heterarchical and governance as a “living process rather than a tool 

of control and compliance” (2024, ch. 5). In other words, both Western and Indigenous theories of power, albeit for different 

reasons, raise critical questions about the legitimacy of state police in settler colonies. Conceptually, as Porter observes in her 

work on policing, “it is both impractical and dangerous to look for some abstract set of rules or singular understanding about 

[Indigenous] ‘self-governance’” (2018, p. 463).   

 

Drawing on the Weberian theories of legitimate authority, Bottoms and Tankebe (2012) contend that legitimacy is a “perpetual 

dialogue” between power-holders who make claims to possess and exercise legitimate authority and responses by their 

audiences (e.g., other citizens). This emphasis on dialogue is echoed in broader political theory. As Lipset argues, legitimate 

authority “depends in large measure upon the ways in which the key issues which have historically divided the society have 

been resolved” (1959, p. 86). When the behaviour of authorities fails to meet the legitimacy demands of their intended 

audiences, legitimacy may be diminished or revoked, and the authority may suffer a legitimacy crisis.  

 

Colonial authorities established alien power structures that reflected British forms of governance, in part, by “unleashing 

uniformed men to enforce its conception of order” (Tankebe, 2008, p. 69). Using Beetham’s framework, the state’s moral right 

to exercise power over Indigenous peoples is arguably illegitimate given the history of colonisation and Indigenous peoples 

exclusion from the formation of the nation and the creation of the police (see Porter, 2016). In the Uluru Statement from the 

Heart, 250 Indigenous delegates observed, “[sovereignty] has never been ceded or extinguished, and co-exists with the 

sovereignty of the Crown” (Uluru Statement, 2017). Indigenous peoples continue to exercise their sovereignty through efforts 

to maintain Aboriginal Law(s) and cultures (Blagg et al., 2020). Discussing post-colonial Ghana, Tankebe (2008) highlights 

how the absence of popular consent in colonial societies undermines the legitimacy of settler-established state institutions. He 

suggests that speaking about “policing by consent” or legitimacy in colonies is “oxymoronic” (Tankebe, 2008, p. 74). In 

Beetham’s words, “[w]ithout a common framework of belief … the powerful can enjoy no moral authority for the exercise of 

their power” (1991, p. 69). Therefore, without a “moral consensus” (Tankebe, 2008, p. 73) between Indigenous nations and 

settler-established states, criminal justice institutions will continue to lack legitimacy. 

  

Building on these ideas, I argue that legitimacy dialogues between settler states and colonised peoples need to be “decolonised.” 

Decolonisation, in this context, refers to the re-examination and transformation of settler-established social control, alongside 

the reassertion of Indigenous worldviews and normative frameworks. As an analytical lens, a decolonial approach draws 

attention to the power relations that shape policing in settler societies, including the normative assumptions that underpin 

legitimacy theory. Currently, Indigenous peoples’ participation in shaping state policing tends to be consultative, fragmented, 

and tokenistic rather than grounded in Indigenous self-determination. These dialogues also raise methodological questions 

about how legitimacy is researched and whose epistemologies guide the process – questions that Indigenous criminology has 

begun to engage with (see Tauri & Cunneen, 2024). While the term decolonise may evoke notions of radicalism, it is used here 

to abnormalise prevailing approaches to policing through a focus on Indigenous self-determination, the settler colonial context 

of policing, and reflection on the internalised “cops in our own heads” (McDowell & Fernandez, 2018, p. 386; on normalisation, 

see Foucault, 1995, esp. pp. 177-183).  The term “abnormalise” is used to encourage the reader to critically reflect on the 

cultural origins of their perspectives and their assumptions about policing and crime control, including the worldviews and 
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epistemologies that shape them. Some communities may nonetheless choose to avoid explicitly decolonial language for 

political, strategic, or philosophical reasons. 

 

Viewed this way, a decolonised dialogue provides a legitimacy framework for re-centring Indigenous self-determination within 

police legitimacy theory and practice. In practical terms, this means recognising that Indigenous peoples have “institutional” 

authority grounded in their own governance structures to determine how policing and social control are carried out in their 

communities. This includes decision-making over who exercises power, how harm and order are defined, and the purposes, 

forms, and limits of policing (see UNDRIP, 2007, arts. 3, 4, 5, and especially 34). At the same time, the concept of Indigenous 

self-determination is neither straightforward nor fixed, differing across philosophical, political, cultural, and practical contexts 

(see Porter, 2018).  

 

These intercultural dialogues can occur between Indigenous communities, the police, and the state (Blagg et al., 2017), but also 

between and within Indigenous communities themselves. The form of these dialogues, and the criteria for success, whether 

they occur at the micro-level (e.g., with frontline police) or the macro-level (e.g., with institutional or state actors), will be 

determined by each community (see Martin & Bradford, 2021). This is necessary given the potential for contrasting and 

evolving paths to legitimacy. The process is further shaped and enriched by the heterogeneity of First Nation groups and the 

evolving nature of Culture and Law (Blagg et al., 2020). While this complexity should not preclude dialogues or justify existing 

conditions, it underscores the importance of ensuring such dialogues are localised, decolonised, and perpetual. These 

discussions should include both victims and offenders with lived experience of policing (Jackson, 2024).  For Indigenous 

peoples, this will likely include “truth telling” that recognises the police’s full role on the colonial frontier and how colonialism 

continues to shape contemporary policing (e.g., Barolsky et al., 2023).  

  

Despite the centrality of colonialism to policing in settler states, the scholarship on police legitimacy largely ignores Indigenous 

peoples and continues to operate “without a theory of colonialism” (Tauri, 2018, p. 2). Newburn (2022) warns against the 

overreliance on procedural justice to address police legitimacy without consideration for the social and political contexts (see 

also Bell, 2016; Tankebe, 2009). Relatedly, although analytically distinct, Jackson et al. (2023) have called for race to be 

centred in procedural justice and police legitimacy scholarship. These shortcomings are not merely conceptual but are also 

reinforced at the organisational level through police culture. Police cultures can act as a barrier to reform, particularly when 

institutional racism is present (e.g., Cefai, 2015; Gorrie, 2021; Hopkins, 2022). This concern is reflected in Victoria, where the 

Yoorrook Justice Commission (2023) calls on police to acknowledge and address systemic racism within its culture and ranks.  

 

The persistence and disproportionate impact of settler-established policing on Indigenous communities can be viewed as a 

continuation of the colonial legacy and a violation of Australia’s commitment to Indigenous self-determination under the 

UNDRIP (Behrendt et al., 2017). In practical terms, “we need to explore the possibilities of new forms of policing, and a 

rethinking of policing in the light of Indigenous aspirations for self-determination” (Cunneen & Tauri, 2017, p. 87, italics in 

original).  

 

To meet Beetham’s (1991) demands, this article argues that police legitimacy can be improved via two pathways grounded in 

Indigenous perspectives: community-led reforms to state policing and/or the creation of Indigenous alternatives to state 

policing. These paths represent different ways a decolonised dialogue might be pursued and, in doing so, contribute to ongoing 

debates about legitimacy. Drawing on police legitimacy literature, settler colonial theory, and Indigenous criminology, this 

framework creates space for autonomous, hybrid, and state-based reforms. These pathways are not mutually exclusive, nor are 

the illustrative examples that follow exhaustive. Rather, these pathways provide a heuristic for critically examining police 

legitimacy, while the examples serve as concrete illustrations of the kinds of practices that could emerge from a decolonised 

dialogue.  While some communities may embrace police reform, others may view reform itself as reproducing colonial logics 

and cementing state hegemony. Ultimately, Indigenous peoples have the right to determine the moral foundations that govern 

their relationships to Country (often understood as a living and law-bearing entity, rather than as property), Law, and each 

other. 

 

Path 1: Rethinking State Policing  
 

While Tom Tyler’s (1990) procedural justice model of policing has dominated legitimacy scholarship over the last several 

decades, the assumptions and applicability of the model warrant re-examination in settler colonial contexts. The first path 

considers how a decolonised dialogic model might be used to move beyond shallow reforms by focusing on how state police 

could respond to Indigenous peoples’ legitimacy demands. This includes approaches such as procedural justice, evidence-based 

policing, and community-oriented strategies, as well as participation in truth-telling and meaningful efforts to address police 

racism. Nevertheless, state-based reforms may only achieve a limited form of Indigenous self-determination. 
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While Indigenous peoples (Campagna & Zaykowski, 2024; Cao, 2014; Gerber et al., 2018; Panditharatne et al., 2021) and 

racialised minorities (Bell, 2016; Jackson et al., 2023; Peck, 2015) tend to hold more negative views of the police, evidence 

indicates that police can improve this relationship by behaving lawfully, improving their effectiveness, and using procedurally 

just practices that promote legitimacy (Ali & Murphy, 2024; Madon, Murphy, & Sargeant, 2017; Sargeant et al., 2023). In turn, 

police legitimacy has been linked to voluntary compliance with the law (Mazerolle et al., 2013; Walters & Bolger, 2019; for a 

critical review, see Nagin & Telep 2020), cooperation with the police (Bolger & Walters 2019; Madon, Murphy, & Cherney, 

2017), and the belief that the police have the rightful monopoly on the use of force (Gerber et al., 2018; Jackson et al., 2013). 

This is advantageous for the police and the public given the resource-intensive and harmful nature of overly coercive approaches 

(Murphy & McCarthy, 2024; Nagin & Telep, 2020; Tyler, 1990). This type of policing has the capacity to inflict additional 

physical and psychological harm on affected communities, further diminishing their trust in police. 

 

Research suggests that Indigenous people’s experiences of policing shape their view on police legitimacy. In Chile, for example, 

survey data suggests that Indigenous people who view the police as procedurally fair were more likely to see the police as 

legitimate, more likely to support police use of force, and less likely to support Indigenous activist violence (Gerber et al., 

2018). Likewise in the US, Native Americans are more likely to experience police traffic stops and to view those stops as 

illegitimate (Campagna & Zaykowski, 2024). In Aotearoa New Zealand, Māori are less likely to trust police, particularly when 

this intersects with economic disadvantage (Panditharatne et al., 2021). More theoretical and empirical scholarship is needed 

to explore the applicability of these findings to the Indigenous Australian context.  

 

There are three noteworthy developments in policing that warrant cautious optimism. First, police are increasingly interested 

in assessing their perceived legitimacy through citizen satisfaction surveys. This has coincided with a surge in academic 

literature on police legitimacy over recent decades (e.g., Nagin & Telep, 2020; Mazerolle et al., 2013). More recently, this 

literature has expanded to include what Bottoms and Tankebe (2012) call power-holder legitimacy or self-legitimacy; that is, 

how police view the rightfulness of their own authority and its impact on their attitudes and behaviour. For instance, police 

who fear being viewed as racist are more likely to support coercive policing and less likely to support procedural justice policing 

(McCarthy et al., 2021). In contrast, officers with higher self-legitimacy have less coercive attitudes. More broadly, higher self-

legitimacy has been linked to greater police support for procedurally fair practices and and lower support for coercive policing 

(Murphy & McCarthy, 2024). Taken together, this body of work suggests that key police stakeholders, including officers 

themselves, are open to engaging with questions of police legitimacy. 

 

Second, the global rise of evidence-based policing (EBP) indicates that some police are eager to partner with researchers to 

pursue practices that are scientific, effective, and legitimate (Sherman, 2022). At its core is the notion that policing should be 

based on the most rigorous scientific evidence about “what works” best. This public policy approach seeks to address what 

Strang and Sherman describe as the “morality of evidence”; here, they claim that it is “immoral to use untested forms of justice 

that could cause more crime” (2015, p. 13, italics in original). For example, Superintendent David Cowan from Victoria Police, 

writing with Strang, Sherman, and Munoz (2019) found that increased offender diversions could have prevented almost 40,000 

offences over a 10-year period. Thus, EBP can be used to challenge ineffective or counterproductive policies. The expansion 

of EBP has led to a seismic shift toward practitioner-academic partnerships and practitioner degrees (Piza & Welsh, 2021).3 

Against this backdrop, Indigenous communities may choose to engage EBP strategies instrumentally to develop their own 

evidence base (e.g., in conjunction with justice reinvestment) and challenge unsound policies. 

 

Nevertheless, when it comes to EBP, there are important limitations to consider, including political will, epistemological 

blindness, the marginalisation of critical voices (Betts, 2022), racial bias in justice data (Brunson et al., 2024), the uncritical 

entrenchment of police power (Cunneen, 2025), and police racism (e.g., Hopkins, 2022). These concerns extend beyond 

questions of evidence to broader institutional, cultural and structural barriers. For example, Cefai (2015) argues that 

bureaucratic structures and racism within policing restrict Aboriginal officers’ ability to carry out “cultural work” in their roles, 

thereby limiting the potential transformative power of EBP or more systemic reforms. 

 

Third, in Australia, restorative justice (RJ) operates as an alternative victim-centred approach to the traditional punitive model. 

Restorative policing has shown promising results for both victims and offenders (Sherman et al., 2015). Experimental research 

has also linked police-led RJ conferences to greater levels of compliance with the law and cooperation with the police 

(Mazerolle et al., 2013), yet their application and utilisation remain limited (e.g., Price et al., 2025).  Meanwhile, Cunneen 

(2016) has called for RJ processes that acknowledge the colonial context of crime and the assumption that Indigenous peoples 

are the “problem” and settler states have the solution. 

 

What, then, could the police do? Community policing offers a potential organisational strategy that has been shown to enhance 

legitimacy, particularly among racialised minorities (Peyton et al., 2019). Skogan (2006) distills the concept down to three 
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components. First, community involvement is based on the idea that the public provides valuable insights into the issues that 

affect them and their communities. It takes the public’s concerns seriously and helps to establish them as “co-producers” of 

safety. Second, problem-solving moves beyond traditional reactive policing by focusing on the root causes of crime and the 

implementation of “true” preventative strategies, such as youth diversion. Third, decentralisation enables local police leaders 

and frontline officers to respond to the specific needs facing communities. This is designed to encourage police and residents 

to generate local solutions. In the Torres Strait Islands, community policing is used to help build trust between Indigenous 

people and the police, settle disputes, promote cultural sensitivity, and identify local crime problems (Emzin et al., 2022; for 

an international overview of community policing in Indigenous communities, see Nalla & Newman, 2013). While the evidence 

of community policing’s impact on crime is mixed (Ekici et al., 2022; Gill et al., 2014), it may nonetheless help to address 

issues of legitimacy. 

 

Community policing could be coupled with focused deterrence, a well-evidenced and conceptually aligned violence prevention 

strategy (Abt & Winship, 2016; Braga et al., 2019). The strategy brings together local community stakeholders, social services, 

and law enforcement to provide targeted “credible threats of enforcement and credible promises of assistance” (Abt & Winship, 

2016, p. 20). This approach seeks to reduce offending by the “felonious few” who are responsible for most of the harm (Liggins 

et al., 2019). More targeted policing can, in turn, reduce over-policing, including practices that are racially biased and perceived 

as illegitimate (Jackson et al., 2023). For example, in North Carolina in the US, this strategy has been used to reduce intimate 

partner-violence-related calls to police, injuries, and recidivism rates (Sechrist & Weil, 2018). However, any place-based 

strategies need to carefully consider the potential to exacerbate racial inequality (Brunson et al., 2024). Here, it is worth 

emphasising that violence can be reduced without the police in some contexts, thereby avoiding “attendant harms of policing 

and punishment” (John Jay College REC, 2020, p. 3). This can occur, for instance, through non-police interventions at crime 

hot spots (Shader et al., 2024). 

 

Critical scholars raise valid concerns about the potential limits of police reform, including their failure to usher in real change 

and their capacity to simply reinforce the hegemony of state police (e.g., Betts, 2022; Cunneen, 2023, 2025; Norris et al., 2025; 

Porter, 2016; Vitale, 2017). At the same time, the aim of this approach is to balance shorter-term “crime” control with broader 

social control that promotes self-determination. Crucially, drawing on critical scholars, it acknowledges the potentially 

heterogeneous desires of Indigenous communities, which may differ across time and space (Blagg et al., 2020; Porter, 2016; 

Scott et al., 2018; Staines et al., 2021). For example, a Northern Territory study found that Indigenous community members 

generally support police assistance, including proactive patrols, but felt police were ineffective at addressing domestic violence 

and illicit drug use (Georg & Manning, 2022). In the Torres Strait Islands, a hybridised policing model has been credited with 

positive community relations and lower crime rates (Staines et al., 2021). Similar patterns have been observed in non-

Indigenous contexts. Following the murder of George Floyd, a Gallup poll found that while more than 90% of Black Americans 

want police reform, the majority nonetheless want police to maintain (61%) or increase (20%) their local presence (Saad, 2020). 

Taken together, these examples suggest that some Indigenous peoples and other racialised minorities, in some contexts, may 

not be opposed to the existence or presence of the police per se, but rather how they are policed and what is policed. 

 

This dynamic is reflected in dialogic policing practices that have been operationalised in some Indigenous contexts. In the 

Yukon, Canada, Griffiths and Clark (2017) observe that ongoing reform-orientated dialogues between First Nations people and 

the police were associated with the development of trust and legitimacy. They note, “(t)he willingness of the police and the 

communities to listen, and hear, one another was a common thread in many of the initiatives” (Griffiths & Clark, 2017, p. 568). 

This illustrates how dialogic approaches can build trust and legitimacy in Indigenous contexts. 

 

Still, there are valid questions about whether Indigenous-led state police reforms constitute “real” self-determination and 

whether self-determination ought to be viewed as a continuum, where incremental progress is a worthy pursuit. Yunkaporta 

(2024) cautions that Indigenous-led reforms pursued under the laws of the occupying power risk being reduced to forms of 

“self-administration.” Indeed, reflecting these tensions in practice, Porter observes that self-determination and decolonisation 

in policing can be “more subtle, ambiguous, changeable and inconsistent… [than] sometimes appears in literature” (2018, pp. 

448−449). 

 

Path 2: Indigenous Self-Policing 
 

The second path towards police legitimacy emphasises that Indigenous communities can create and co-create alternative forms 

of “policing” and social control that may diverge entirely from state-based policing, grounding legitimate authority instead in 

community, culture, and collective healing (for related discussions, see Blagg et al. 2020; Cunneen & Tauri, 2017; Georg & 

Manning, 2022). Here, social control refers to the “capacity of a group to regulate its members according to desired principles 

– to realize collective, as opposed to forced, goals” (Sampson et al., 1997, p. 918). The UNDRIP specifies that Indigenous 
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people have the right to self-determination and, in particular, to “autonomy or self-government in matters relating to their 

internal and local affairs” (United Nations General Assembly, 2007, arts. 3–4). This right, one would assume, extends to local 

policing capabilities, whether through granting legitimate authority to state police or through the establishment and maintenance 

of Indigenous-led alternatives. This could lead to the creation of more legitimate forms of “policing” that are more responsive 

to the unique issues facing Indigenous peoples in settler colonies in Australia and beyond (for a global discussion on policing 

in Indigenous communities, see Nalla & Newman, 2013). At its core, legitimate policing should “create an environment that 

allows liberty to flourish, not to create a police state” (Nagin & Telep, 2020, p. 776).  

 

In Australia, Indigenous communities are using alternative approaches to justice and social control that promote self-

determination (Behrendt et al., 2017; Blagg et al., 2020; Porter, 2018). As Emzin et al. note, “(a) decolonised police service 

may involve nurturing alternative forms of policing rather than merely improving the activities of state police” (2022, p. 242; 

see also Porter, 2018). To illustrate this, there are three promising examples. While these examples are not strictly policing 

initiatives in a narrowly-defined institutional sense, they represent different Indigenous approaches to social control that rely 

less on deterrence, coercion, and punishment (Porter, 2018). They look beyond the immediate crime and instead at the wider 

social context in which “deviance” occurs (Georg & Manning, 2022).  

 

First, at the frontline level, night patrols are a form of community self-policing (Porter, 2016, 2018). In Australia, there are at 

least 130 different patrols (Blagg & Valuri, 2004). Rather than relying on formal police powers and the threat of force, the 

patrollers prioritise wellbeing and attempt “to intervene in situations where Indigenous people are at risk of enmeshment in the 

criminal justice system” (Blagg & Valuri, 2004, p. 315). They have been found to have greater community support than local 

state police (Georg & Manning, 2022), enhance police-community relations, reduce police call-outs (Bamford, 2018), and 

improve public perceptions of safety (Scott et al., 2018). Porter has suggested the night patrols are a form of “counter-policing” 

because they seek to reduce contact between Indigenous youth and the police “by shepherding young people away from police 

‘hotspots’” (2016, p. 559). While not without significant tensions, Porter (2018) found that police and patrol workers identified 

areas of common ground, including shared recognition of patrol workers’ capacity to intervene before police are needed. There 

is also scope for improvement, with others suggesting that night patrols could benefit from greater youth participation, more 

autonomy from state regulatory bodies, and better integration with community services (Scott et al., 2018). 

 

Another frontline example is the hybrid model of policing in the Torres Strait Islands. Torres Strait Islander cultural practices 

and “policing” structures have largely retained their pre-contact self-policing structures (Staines et al., 2021). In these 

communities, “[l]ocal norms are reinforced through tightknit social networks from which multiple forms of policing have both 

arisen and been enmeshed” (Staines et al., 2021, p. 14). Today, Queensland Police Service officers work alongside civilian 

Torres Strait Island Police Support Officers, many of them Indigenous, to serve communities with a greater emphasis on 

consent-based community policing (Emzin et al., 2022).  They adopt a flexible “localistic” approach that uses local networks 

and emphasises discretion rather than a “legalistic” one. This has resulted in stronger police-community relations and may 

explain lower crime rates (Staines et al., 2021). Despite limitations in legal powers, resourcing, and officer pay, Emzin et al. 

conclude that these initiatives “evolved as ‘bottom-up’ strategies and may offer an everyday example of Indigenous governance 

and local knowledge” – a model they describe as “policing light” (2022, p. 252). 

 

Finally, across Australia, justice reinvestment is expanding as a whole-of-community approach to crime and social harm 

(Allison, 2023; Willis & Kapira, 2018). Justice reinvestment diverts resources from carceral strategies and reinvests them back 

in the community in the form of early intervention, diversion, and community development (e.g., Blagg et al., 2017; Cunneen 

et al., 2018; John Jay College REC, 2020, on non-police community responses). In addition, some have suggested that “[t]o be 

effective, diversion has to involve diversion not just out of one system but into another” (Blagg et al., 2017, p. 249, italics in 

original). For example, young people could be diverted to “On Country” initiatives (Indigenous-led, community place-based 

programs) that strengthen cultural identity and connection to community and land (Blagg et al., 2017, 2020; Cunneen et al., 

2018). One such initiative is the Yiriman Project in the West Kimberley, where Elders take young men out bush to learn about 

Aboriginal Law and care for Country (Clark, 2025).  

 

The tensions between state-based policing and Indigenous self-policing models creates an opportunity to reimagine modern 

policing in settler states, and more broadly. Proulx describes this process as a “blending of justice” that can “produce stronger 

philosophical and practical approaches to law [and] justice” that move beyond colonial binaries (2005, p. 104). These 

intercultural conversations could create a space for a “justice system to flourish that respects Indigenous law and culture” (Blagg 

et al., 2017, p. 352). 
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Towards a Decolonised Dialogue  
 

If Indigenous self-determination is a precondition for legitimate authority, decolonised dialogues are necessary to determine 

what forms of social control are legitimate and whether the two heuristic pathways are regarded as morally and pragmatically 

sound from the standpoint of Indigenous communities (for example, see Blagg et al., 2020). This form of dialogue recognises 

the colonial origins of the criminal justice system (e.g., frontier expansion), the Western assumptions that underpin authority 

and social control (e.g., settler state hegemony), and Indigenous sovereignty. Fundamentally, a decolonised dialogue aims to 

flatten the hierarchical relationship between state power-holders and Indigenous communities, opening space for locally defined 

and evidence-based forms of social control (for related discussions, see Blagg et al., 2020; Cunneen & Tauri, 2017; Sherman, 

2022). This process could be formalised through treaties that recognise Indigenous peoples’ right to be involved in “policing” 

decisions, ultimately promoting “local visions of governance” (Porter, 2018, p. 451). Crucially, these political dialogues cannot 

be separated from the knowledge systems that inform them; as such, research on police legitimacy must undergo a parallel 

transformation. This epistemological reorientation recognises that criminology’s “failure to reckon with the colonial past has 

left it theoretically and methodologically underdeveloped” (Agozino et al., 2024, p. 260).  

 

The colonisation of Indigenous peoples went beyond the theft of lands and included the delegitimisation of Indigenous 

knowledges and ways of knowing (Cunneen & Tauri, 2019; Rigney, 2001; Tauri, 2018). Colonialists and settlers engaged in 

“cognitive imperialism,” whereby their political advantages were used to establish their “knowledge, experience, culture, and 

language as the universal norm” (Battiste & Henderson 2000, p. 134). Bhargava argues that such processes result in an 

“epistemic injustice … [which] occurs when the concepts and categories by which a people understand themselves and their 

world are replaced or adversely affected by the concepts and categories of the colonizers” (2013, p. 414).  As such, Indigenous 

epistemologies can promote “counterhegemonic knowledges” (Santos, 2018, p. 30) that challenge the North’s “cognitive 

empire” (Santos, 2018). 

 

The decolonisation of research methods is the first step towards deconstructing dominant epistemologies and respecting 

Indigenous knowledges (Blagg et al., 2020; Cunneen et al., 2017; Rigney, 2001; Tauri, 2018). Indigenous knowledge is more 

relational in nature; it recognises the symbiotic interdependence between people, including the researcher, communities, and 

the land (Cunneen & Tauri, 2019). Indigenous methodologies seek to ensure that the design, implementation, and outcomes are 

responsive to Indigenous needs and cultural protocols (Cunneen et al., 2017). One way to approach this philosophical quagmire 

is to work towards what I call “epistemological consilience”; that is, the unification of distinct knowledge philosophies. The 

term “consilience” is borrowed from the renowned biologist Edward O. Wilson who argued that the sciences and humanities 

should unify to “grasp the human condition” (1999, p. 177). Here, I seek to draw on the strengths of positivist, qualitative,  

critical, and Indigenous scholarship. We should, however, consider the potential risks, such as the dilution of Indigenous 

knowledges, power imbalances, and the privileging of Western frameworks and values (see Hickey, 2020). 

 

In this context, Cunneen and Tauri (2016) identify three guiding principles for Indigenous criminological research. First, 

scholars need to adopt “committed objectivity”; that is, they need to be able to speak with “empirical authority about that life-

world of Indigenous people” that is “predicated on purposefully standing in the social context” (Cunneen & Tauri 2016, p. 31, 

italics in original). Put simply, it is necessary to recognise Indigenous worldviews and settler colonialism. Second, they should 

speak truth to power and give back to communities with whom they have generated knowledge with. This includes giving voice 

to the silenced, such as the policed (e.g., Jackson, 2024), rather than speaking of the silences. Third, the research should be 

“real,” rooted in knowledge that comes “from within” Indigenous peoples and their communities. More recently, Tauri and 

Cunneen added an additional four principles to Critical Indigenous Criminology that emphasise “facilitating reciprocity,” 

“centering the colonial project,” “advancing the decolonisation project,” and “supporting and sustaining Indigenous self-

determination” (2024, p. 3). These principles should be further guided by appropriate ethical standards (Bargallie et al., 2020). 

Taken together, these principles may help guide the conceptualisation and implementation of future research on police 

legitimacy in settler colonial contexts. 

 

Conclusion 
 

Beetham (1991) argues persuasively that legitimate authority must be established and exercised within the norms, rules, and 

laws of the culture in which they exist. Therefore, I call for the expansion of Bottoms and Tankebe’s (2012) dialogic legitimacy 

model to include decolonised dialogues that recognise settler colonialism, promote Indigenous self-determination, 
and, where desired by communities, advance epistemological consilience. My central theoretical claim is that Indigenous self-

determination is a necessary precondition for legitimate authority. If police are viewed as part of the problem of order, then 

self-determination cannot be realised, and liberty cannot flourish.  
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This article proposes two methods to decolonise power and legitimise authority: (1) re-orientating state policing through the 

eyes of Indigenous peoples and/or (2) supporting Indigenous-led forms of social control. The overall aim should be to reduce 

police contact and incarceration rates (Bargallie et al., 2020). In combination, a dual approach acknowledges the heterogenous 

and evolving views of Indigenous peoples, challenges the idea of a pan-Indigenous solution, and recognises real world 

constraints (e.g., community capacity, resourcing, and the available evidence base). While my core argument raises more 

questions than it answers, it is a call to advance the police legitimacy scholarship to meaningfully address the settler colonial 

context in Australia and beyond. 

 

Without Indigenous self-determination, the legacy of colonialism will endure. While it may be difficult to reimagine forms of 

social control that promote Indigenous self-determination and contend with settler colonialism, the short history of Robert 

Peel’s London Metropolitan Police and the democratic state, more broadly, indicates humanity’s enormous capacity for social 

and institutional transformation. Before proceeding, however, the anthropologist Richard Wrangham warns that “we should 

constantly remind ourselves of how easily complex social organisation can decay, and how hard it is to construct” (2019, p. 

280). 
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2 For a broader overview of Indigenous self-determination, see Rademaker and Rowse (2020).  
3 For a repository of police intervention evaluations, see the Global Policing Database (Mazerolle et al., 2023) or the Evidence-Based Policing 
Matrix (Lum et al., 2024).  

 

  

mailto:michael.bryden@uts.edu.au


Advance online publication  Bryden 

 11  
 

References 

Abt, T., & Winship, C. (2016). What works in reducing community violence: A meta-review and field study for the Northern 

Triangle. Democracy International. https://www.usaid.gov/sites/default/files/USAID-2016-What-Works-in-Reducing-

Community-Violence-Final-Report.pdf  

Agozino, B., Smith, L. T., Anthony, T., Blagg, H., Cunneen, C., Rowe, S., & Connell, R. (2024). Criminological and social 

theory and methods, settler colonialism and the Indigenous context. In A. Duvenage (Ed.), Roads to decolonisation: An 

introduction to thought from the Global South (1st ed., pp. 257–280). Taylor & Francis. 

AIHW (Australian Institute of Health and Welfare) & NIAA (National Indigenous Australians Agency). (2024). 2.11 Contact 

with the criminal justice system. Australian Government. https://www.indigenoushpf.gov.au/measures/2-11-contact-with-

the-criminal-justice-system  

Ali, M. M., & Murphy, K. (2024). Fuelling contempt for police: Explaining why procedural injustice and police 
ineffectiveness damage Muslims’ trust in police. Policing & Society, 34(7), 1–17. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10439463.2024.2328160  

Allard, T., McCarthy, M., & Stewart, A. (2020). The costs of Indigenous and non‑Indigenous offender trajectories (Trends & 

Issues in Crime and Criminal Justice No. 594). Australian Institute of Criminology. https://doi.org/10.52922/ti04329 

Allison, F. (2023). Design of the National Justice Reinvestment Program. Jumbunna Institute for Indigenous Education and 

Research, University of Technology Sydney. https://www.ag.gov.au/sites/default/files/2024-01/national-justice-

reinvestment-program-report-june-2023.PDF  

Australian Institute of Health and Welfare. (2023). Community safety for First Nations people. Australian Government. 

https://www.aihw.gov.au/reports/australias-welfare/indigenous-community-safety  

Bamford, M. (2018, November 1). Remote Aboriginal community combats juvenile crime with volunteer night patrol. ABC 

News. https://www.abc.net.au/news/2018-11-01/remote-community-tackling-juvenile-crime-with-night-patrol/10435100  

Bargallie, D., Cunneen, C., Marchetti, E., Tauri, J. M., & Williams, M. (2020). Developing ethical standards in criminology 
and criminal justice research: A focus on Indigenous Australian peoples. In J. George, J. M. Tauri, & L. T. Ao T. 

MacDonald (Eds.), Indigenous research ethics (pp. 41–52). Emerald Publishing. 

Barolsky, V., Berger, K., & Close, K. (2023). Recognising community truth‑telling: An exploration of local truth‑telling in 

Australia. Alfred Deakin Institute for Citizenship and Globalisation; Centre for Inclusive and Resilient Societies; 

Reconciliation Australia. https://www.reconciliation.org.au/publication/recognising-community-truth-telling  

Battiste, M. A., & Henderson, J. Y. (2000). Protecting Indigenous knowledge and heritage: A global challenge. Purich 

Publishing. 

Beetham, D. (1991). The legitimation of power. Macmillan. 

Behrendt, L., Porter, A., & Vivian, A. (2017). Indigenous self-determination within the justice context. Jumbunna Indigenous 

House of Learning. https://opus.lib.uts.edu.au/handle/10453/94284  

Bell, M. C. (2016). Situational trust: How disadvantaged mothers reconceive legal cynicism. Law & Society Review, 50(2), 
314–347. https://doi.org/10.1111/lasr.12200  

Betts, P. R. (2022). Governing the silence: The institutionalisation of evidence-based policing in modern Britain. Justice, 

Power and Resistance, 5(1–2), 9–27. https://doi.org/10.1332/IVFH5838  

Bhargava, R. (2013). Overcoming the epistemic injustice of colonialism. Global Policy, 4(4), 413–417. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/1758-5899.12093  

Blagg, H., Tulich, T., & Bush, Z. (2017). Indefinite detention meets colonial dispossession: Indigenous youths with foetal 

alcohol spectrum disorders in a white settler justice system. Social & Legal Studies, 26(3), 333–358. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0964663916676650  

Blagg, H., Tulich, T., Hovane, V., Raye, D., Worrigal, T., & May, S. (2020). Understanding the role of law and culture in 

Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander communities in responding to and preventing family violence. Australia’s 

National Research Organisation for Women’s Safety. https://www.anrows.org.au/publication/understanding-the-role-of-

law-and-culture-in-aboriginal-and-torres-strait-islander-communities-in-responding-to-and-preventing-family-violence/  
Blagg, H., & Valuri, G. (2004). Aboriginal community patrols in Australia: Self‑policing, self‑determination and security. 

Policing & Society, 14(4), 313–328. https://doi.org/10.1080/1043946042000286047  

Bolger, C. P., & Walters, G. D. (2019). The relationship between police procedural justice, police legitimacy, and people’s 

willingness to cooperate with law enforcement: A meta‑analysis. Journal of Criminal Justice, 60, 93–99. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcrimjus.2019.01.001  

Bottoms, A. E., & Tankebe, J. (2012). Beyond procedural justice: A dialogic approach to legitimacy in criminal justice. 

Journal of Criminal Law & Criminology, 102(1), 119–170. 

Bottoms, A. E., & Tankebe, J. (2017). Police legitimacy and the authority of the state. In A. du Bois‑Pedain, M. Ulväng, & P.  

Asp (Eds.), Criminal law and the authority of the state (1st ed., pp. 47–88). Hart Publishing. 

Braga, A. A., Weisburd, D., & Turchan, B. (2019). Focused deterrence strategy effects on crime: A systematic review. 

Campbell Systematic Reviews, 15(3), e1051. https://doi.org/10.1002/cl2.1051  

https://www.usaid.gov/sites/default/files/USAID-2016-What-Works-in-Reducing-Community-Violence-Final-Report.pdf
https://www.usaid.gov/sites/default/files/USAID-2016-What-Works-in-Reducing-Community-Violence-Final-Report.pdf
https://www.indigenoushpf.gov.au/measures/2-11-contact-with-the-criminal-justice-system
https://www.indigenoushpf.gov.au/measures/2-11-contact-with-the-criminal-justice-system
https://doi.org/10.1080/10439463.2024.2328160
https://doi.org/10.52922/ti04329
https://www.ag.gov.au/sites/default/files/2024-01/national-justice-reinvestment-program-report-june-2023.PDF
https://www.ag.gov.au/sites/default/files/2024-01/national-justice-reinvestment-program-report-june-2023.PDF
https://www.aihw.gov.au/reports/australias-welfare/indigenous-community-safety
https://www.abc.net.au/news/2018-11-01/remote-community-tackling-juvenile-crime-with-night-patrol/10435100
https://www.reconciliation.org.au/publication/recognising-community-truth-telling
https://opus.lib.uts.edu.au/handle/10453/94284
https://doi.org/10.1111/lasr.12200
https://doi.org/10.1332/IVFH5838
https://doi.org/10.1111/1758-5899.12093
https://doi.org/10.1177/0964663916676650
https://www.anrows.org.au/publication/understanding-the-role-of-law-and-culture-in-aboriginal-and-torres-strait-islander-communities-in-responding-to-and-preventing-family-violence/
https://www.anrows.org.au/publication/understanding-the-role-of-law-and-culture-in-aboriginal-and-torres-strait-islander-communities-in-responding-to-and-preventing-family-violence/
https://doi.org/10.1080/1043946042000286047
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcrimjus.2019.01.001
https://doi.org/10.1002/cl2.1051


Advance online publication  Bryden 

 12  
 

Brunson, R. K., Vélez, M. B., & Tapia, E. (2024). A race‑centered critique of place‑based research and policing. Aggression 

and Violent Behavior, 78, 101959. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2024.101959  

Campagna, L. M., & Zaykowski, H. (2024). More than just routine: Examining the disproportionate impact of police stops 

among Indigenous Americans. Journal of Ethnicity in Criminal Justice, 22(2), 89–110. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/15377938.2024.2361439  

Cao, L. (2014). Aboriginal people and confidence in the police. Canadian Journal of Criminology and Criminal Justice, 

56(5), 499–526. https://doi.org/10.3138/CJCCJ.2013.E05  

Cefai, S. (2015). Policing Aboriginality in Aboriginal community policing: Cultural labour and policing policy. Australian 

Aboriginal Studies, 2015(1), 12–29. 

Clark, N. (2025, December 19). Elders lead young men back to Country through Yiriman Project. National Indigenous 
Times. https://nit.com.au/19-12-2025/21888/elders-lead-young-men-back-to-country-through-yiriman-project  

Connors, L. (2015). “Within an hour’s ride” of the capital: The problem of sovereignty in 1859. Journal of Australian 

Colonial History, 17, 83–100. 

Copland, M. (1999). The native police at Callandoon: A blueprint for forced assimilation? Paper presented at the History of 

Crime, Policing and Punishment Conference, Australian Institute of Criminology. 

Cowan, D., Strang, H., Sherman, L. W., & Munoz, S. V. (2019). Reducing repeat offending through less prosecution in 

Victoria, Australia: Opportunities for increased diversion of offenders. Cambridge Journal of Evidence‑Based Policing, 

3(3–4), 109–117. https://doi.org/10.1007/s41887-019-00040-0  

Cripps, K. (2023). Indigenous women and intimate partner homicide in Australia: Confronting the impunity of policing 

failures. Current Issues in Criminal Justice, 35(3), 293–311. https://doi.org/10.1080/10345329.2023.2205625  

Cunneen, C. (2016). When does transitional justice begin and end? Colonised peoples, liberal democracies and restorative 
justice. In K. Clamp (Ed.), Restorative justice in transitional settings (pp. 190–210). Routledge. 

Cunneen, C. (2023). Defund the police: An international insurrection (1st ed.). Policy Press. 

Cunneen, C. (2025). Police reformism and the challenges of decolonialism and abolitionism. In N. L. Asquith, J. Rodgers, J. 

Clover, G. Cordner, A. Dwyer, & R. Ahmed (Eds.), Routledge international handbook of critical policing studies (1st ed., 

pp. 353–364). Routledge. 

Cunneen, C., Porter, A., & Behrendt, L. (2018). Discussion paper: Aboriginal youth cautioning. Jumbunna Institute for 

Indigenous Education and Research, University of Technology Sydney. https://ssrn.com/abstract=4189137  

Cunneen, C., Rowe, S., & Tauri, J. M. (2017). Fracturing the colonial paradigm: Indigenous epistemologies and 

methodologies. Méthod(e)s: African Review of Social Sciences Methodology, 2(1–2), 62–78. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/23754745.2017.1354548  

Cunneen, C., & Tauri, J. M. (2016). Indigenous criminology. Policy Press. 

Cunneen, C., & Tauri, J. M. (2019). Indigenous peoples, criminology, and criminal justice. Annual Review of Criminology, 
2(1), 359–381. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-criminol-011518-024630  

Dunbar‑Ortiz, R. (2014). An Indigenous peoples’ history of the United States. Beacon Press. 

Eisner, M. (2014). From swords to words: Does macro‑level change in self‑control predict long‑term variation in levels of 

homicide? Crime and Justice, 43(1), 65–134. https://doi.org/10.1086/677662  

Emzin, C., Scott, J., & Zoe, S. (2022). Feeling black and blue: Indigenous police liaison officers in the Torres Strait Region. 

In D. Watson, S. N. Amin, W. C. Wallace, O. M. Akinlabi, & J. C. Ruiz‑Vásquez (Eds.), Policing the Global South: 

Colonial legacies, pluralities, partnerships, and reform (1st ed., pp. 242–254). Routledge. 

Ekici, N., Akdogan, H., Kelly, R., & Gultekin, S. (2022). A meta‑analysis of the impact of community policing on crime 

reduction. Journal of Community Safety and Well‑Being, 7(3), 111–121. https://doi.org/10.35502/jcswb.244  

Feilberg, C. (1880). The way we civilise. The Queenslander, 3–5. https://nla.gov.au/nla.obj-52760287/view?partId=nla.obj-

87712748#page/n3/mode/1up 
Finnane, M., & McGuire, J. (2001). The uses of punishment and exile: Aborigines in colonial Australia. Punishment & 

Society, 3(2), 279–298. https://doi.org/10.1177/14624740122228339  

Foucault, M. (1995). Discipline and punish: The birth of the prison (A. Sheridan, Trans.). Vintage Books. 

Georg, S., & Manning, M. (2022). Safety in Indigenous communities: Identifying gaps and opportunities in Australian crime 

prevention policy. Policy Studies, 43(2), 144–163. https://doi.org/10.1080/01442872.2019.1606902  

Gerber, M. M., González, R., Carvacho, H., Jiménez‑Moya, G., Moya, C., & Jackson, J. (2018). On the justification of 

intergroup violence: The roles of procedural justice, police legitimacy, and group identity in attitudes toward violence 

among Indigenous people. Psychology of Violence, 8(3), 379–389. https://doi.org/10.1037/vio0000177  

Gill, C., Weisburd, D., Telep, C. W., Vitter, Z., & Bennett, T. (2014). Community‑oriented policing to reduce crime, disorder 

and fear and increase satisfaction and legitimacy among citizens: A systematic review. Journal of Experimental 

Criminology, 10(4), 399–428. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11292-014-9210-y  

Gorrie, V. (2021). Black and blue: A memoir of racism and resilience (1st ed.). Scribe Publications. 
Griffiths, C. T., & Clark, P. (2017). Building police legitimacy in a high‑demand environment: The case of Yukon, Canada. 

Policing: An International Journal, 40(3), 560–573. https://doi.org/10.1108/PIJPSM-06-2016-0088  

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2024.101959
https://doi.org/10.1080/15377938.2024.2361439
https://doi.org/10.3138/CJCCJ.2013.E05
https://nit.com.au/19-12-2025/21888/elders-lead-young-men-back-to-country-through-yiriman-project
https://doi.org/10.1007/s41887-019-00040-0
https://doi.org/10.1080/10345329.2023.2205625
https://ssrn.com/abstract=4189137
https://doi.org/10.1080/23754745.2017.1354548
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-criminol-011518-024630
https://doi.org/10.1086/677662
https://doi.org/10.35502/jcswb.244
https://nla.gov.au/nla.obj-52760287/view?partId=nla.obj-87712748#page/n3/mode/1up
https://nla.gov.au/nla.obj-52760287/view?partId=nla.obj-87712748#page/n3/mode/1up
https://doi.org/10.1177/14624740122228339
https://doi.org/10.1080/01442872.2019.1606902
https://doi.org/10.1037/vio0000177
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11292-014-9210-y
https://doi.org/10.1108/PIJPSM-06-2016-0088


Advance online publication  Bryden 

 13  
 

Harris, L. (2024, November 26). Former NSW police officers say racist culture leading to higher Indigenous incarceration 

rates. ABC News. https://www.abc.net.au/news/2024-11-26/former-nsw-police-officers-indigenous-racism-

incarceration/104635852  

Hickey, D. (2020). Indigenous epistemologies, worldviews and theories of power. Turtle Island Journal of Indigenous 

Health, 1(1), 14–25. https://doi.org/10.33137/tijih.v1i1.34021  

Hogg, R. (2001). Penality and modes of regulating Indigenous peoples in Australia. Punishment & Society, 3(3), 355–379. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1462474501003003002  

Hopkins, T. K. (2022). Understanding racial profiling in Australia (Doctoral thesis). University of New South Wales. 

Jackson, J., Huq, A. Z., Bradford, B., & Tyler, T. R. (2013). Monopolizing force? Police legitimacy and public attitudes 

toward the acceptability of violence. Psychology, Public Policy, and Law, 19(4), 479–497. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0033852  

Jackson, J., McKay, T., Cheliotis, L., Bradford, B., Fine, A., & Trinkner, R. (2023). Centering race in procedural justice 

theory: Structural racism and the under‑ and overpolicing of Black communities. Law and Human Behavior, 47(1), 68–

82. https://doi.org/10.1037/lhb0000524  

Jackson, J., Pósch, K., Oliveira, T. R., Bradford, B., Mendes, S. M., Natal, A. L., & Zanetic, A. (2022). Fear and legitimacy 

in São Paulo, Brazil: Police–citizen relations in a high‑violence, high‑fear city. Law & Society Review, 56(1), 122–145. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/lasr.12589  

Jackson, W. (2024). Researching policing from the perspective of the policed: Studying human rights from below. In L. 

Weber & M. Marmo (Eds.), Research agenda for a human rights‑centred criminology (1st ed., pp. 51–63). Palgrave 

Macmillan. 

John Jay College REC. (2020) Reducing violence without Police: A review of research evidence. John Jay College’s Research 
and Evaluation Center. https://johnjayrec.nyc/2020/11/09/av2020/ 

Liggins, A., Ratcliffe, J. H., & Bland, M. (2019). Targeting the most harmful offenders for an English police agency: 

Continuity and change of membership in the “felonious few.” Cambridge Journal of Evidence‑Based Policing, 3(3–4), 

80–96. https://doi.org/10.1007/s41887-019-00039-7  

Lipset, S. M. (1959). Some social requisites of democracy: Economic development and political legitimacy. American 

Political Science Review, 53(1), 69–105. https://doi.org/10.2307/1951731  

Lum, C., Koper, C. S., & Telep, C. W. (2024). The evidence‑based policing matrix. Centre for Evidence‑Based Crime Policy, 

George Mason University. https://cebcp.org/evidence-based-policing/the-matrix/  

Madon, N. S., Murphy, K., & Cherney, A. (2017). Promoting community collaboration in counterterrorism: Do social 

identities and perceptions of legitimacy mediate reactions to procedural justice policing? British Journal of Criminology, 

57(5), 1144–1164. https://doi.org/10.1093/bjc/azw053  

Madon, N. S., Murphy, K., & Sargeant, E. (2017). Promoting police legitimacy among disengaged minority groups: Does 
procedural justice matter more? Criminology & Criminal Justice, 17(5), 624–642. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1748895817692849  

Martin, R., & Bradford, B. (2021). The anatomy of police legitimacy: Dialogue, power and procedural justice. Theoretical 

Criminology, 25(4), 559–577. https://doi.org/10.1177/1362480619890605  

Mazerolle, L., Bennett, S., Davis, J., Sargeant, E., & Manning, M. (2013). Legitimacy in policing: A systematic review. 

Campbell Systematic Reviews, 9(1), i–147. https://doi.org/10.4073/csr.2013.1  

Mazerolle, L., Higginson, A., & Eggins, E. (2023). The Global Policing Database: Building the evidence base. University of 

Queensland. https://gpd.uq.edu.au/  

McAlister, M., Miles, H., & Bricknell, S. (2023). Deaths in custody in Australia 2022–23 (Statistical Report No. 44). 

Australian Institute of Criminology. https://doi.org/10.52922/sr77222  

McCarthy, M., Trinkner, R., & Goff, P. A. (2021). The threat of appearing racist: Stereotype threat and support for coercion 
among Australian police officers. Criminal Justice and Behavior, 48(6), 776–790. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0093854821993513  

McDowell, M. G., & Fernandez, L. A. (2018). “Disband, disempower, and disarm”: Amplifying the theory and practice of 

police abolition. Critical Criminology, 26(3), 373–391. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10612-018-9400-4  

McGregor, R. (2002). “Breed out the colour” or the importance of being white. Australian Historical Studies, 33(120), 286–

302. https://doi.org/10.1080/10314610208596220  

Morgan, M. M., & Dodd, S. (2025). Joyriding among young First Nations Australians: Assessing police trust and confidence 

through the lens of youth and key stakeholders. Youth Justice, 25(1), 31–48. https://doi.org/10.1177/14732254241260603  

Murphy, K., & McCarthy, M. (2024). Guardian versus warrior cops: Predicting officers’ support for procedural justice and 

coercive policing. Policing & Society, 34(10), 1011–1030. https://doi.org/10.1080/10439463.2024.2357653  

Nagin, D. S., & Telep, C. W. (2020). Procedural justice and legal compliance: A revisionist perspective. Criminology & 

Public Policy, 19(3), 761–786. https://doi.org/10.1111/1745-9133.12499  
Nalla, M. K., & Newman, G. R. (Eds.). (2013). Community policing in Indigenous communities. CRC Press. 

https://www.abc.net.au/news/2024-11-26/former-nsw-police-officers-indigenous-racism-incarceration/104635852
https://www.abc.net.au/news/2024-11-26/former-nsw-police-officers-indigenous-racism-incarceration/104635852
https://doi.org/10.33137/tijih.v1i1.34021
https://doi.org/10.1177/1462474501003003002
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0033852
https://doi.org/10.1037/lhb0000524
https://doi.org/10.1111/lasr.12589
https://johnjayrec.nyc/2020/11/09/av2020/
https://doi.org/10.1007/s41887-019-00039-7
https://doi.org/10.2307/1951731
https://cebcp.org/evidence-based-policing/the-matrix/
https://doi.org/10.1093/bjc/azw053
https://doi.org/10.1177/1748895817692849
https://doi.org/10.1177/1362480619890605
https://doi.org/10.4073/csr.2013.1
https://gpd.uq.edu.au/
https://doi.org/10.52922/sr77222
https://doi.org/10.1177/0093854821993513
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10612-018-9400-4
https://doi.org/10.1080/10314610208596220
https://doi.org/10.1177/14732254241260603
https://doi.org/10.1080/10439463.2024.2357653
https://doi.org/10.1111/1745-9133.12499


Advance online publication  Bryden 

 14  
 

Newburn, T. (2022). The inevitable fallibility of policing. Policing & Society, 32(3), 434–450. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10439463.2022.2037557  

Norris, A. N., Deckert, A., & Tauri, J. (2025). The failed Indigenisation experiment: A critical analysis of the 

state‑of‑exception policing in Aotearoa New Zealand. In N. L. Asquith, J. Rodgers, J. Clover, G. Cordner, A. Dwyer, & 

R. Ahmed (Eds.), Routledge international handbook of critical policing studies (1st ed., pp. 365–377). Routledge. 

Panditharatne, S., Chant, L., Sibley, C. G., & Osborne, D. (2021). At the intersection of disadvantage: Socioeconomic status 

heightens ethnic group differences in trust in the police. Race and Justice, 11(2), 160–182. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/2153368718796119  

Peck, J. H. (2015). Minority perceptions of the police: A state‑of‑the‑art review. Policing: An International Journal of Police 

Strategies & Management, 38(1), 173–203. https://doi.org/10.1108/PIJPSM-01-2015-0001  
Peyton, K., Sierra‑Arévalo, M., & Rand, D. G. (2019). A field experiment on community policing and police legitimacy. 

Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 116(40), 19894–19898. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1910157116  

Piza, E. L., & Welsh, B. (Eds.). (2021). The globalization of evidence‑based policing: Innovations in bridging the research–

practice divide (1st ed.). Routledge. 

Porter, A. (2016). Decolonizing policing: Indigenous patrols, counter‑policing and safety. Theoretical Criminology, 20(4), 

548–565. https://doi.org/10.1177/1362480615625763  

Porter, A. (2018). Non‑state policing, legal pluralism and the mundane governance of “crime.” The Sydney Law Review, 

40(4), 445–467. 

Price, S., Prenzler, T., Rayment‑McHugh, S., & McKillop, N. (2025). A review of restorative justice programmes for First 

Nations peoples in Queensland. International Journal of Comparative and Applied Criminal Justice, 49(1)1–15. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/01924036.2024.2319295  
Proulx, C. (2005). Blending justice: Interlegality and the incorporation of Aboriginal justice into the formal Canadian justice 

system. The Journal of Legal Pluralism and Unofficial Law, 37(51), 79–109. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/07329113.2005.10756588  

Queensland Times, Ipswich Herald and General Advertiser. (1871, August 5). Murder of Mr Corbett. Queensland Times, 

Ipswich Herald and General Advertiser, p. 4. 

https://trove.nla.gov.au/newspaper/article/123764135?searchTerm=murder%20of%20mr%20corbett  

Rademaker, L., & Rowse, T. (Eds.). (2020). Indigenous self‑determination in Australia: Histories and historiography. 

Australian National University Press. 

Reynolds, H. (2013). Forgotten war. University of New South Wales Press. 

Rigney, L. (2001). A first perspective of Indigenous Australian participation in science: Framing Indigenous Australian 

intellectual sovereignty. Kaurna Higher Education Journal, 7, 1–13. 

Saad, L. (2020). Black Americans want police to retain local presence. Gallup. https://news.gallup.com/poll/316571/black-
americans-police-retain-local-presence.aspx 

Santos, B. de S. (2018). The end of the cognitive empire: The coming of age of epistemologies of the South. Duke University 

Press. 

Sampson, R. J., Raudenbush, S. W., & Earls, F. (1997). Neighborhoods and violent crime: A multilevel study of collective 

efficacy. Science, 277(5328), 918–924. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.277.5328.918  

Sargeant, E., Murphy, K., & Bradford, B. (2023). The foundations of defiance: Examining the psychological underpinnings 

of ethnic minority defiance toward police. Policing & Society, 33(7), 802–819. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10439463.2023.2200251  

Scott, J., Barclay, E., Sims, M., Cooper, T., & Love, T. (2018). Critical reflections on the operation of Aboriginal night 

patrols. In K. Carrington, R. Hogg, J. Scott, & M. Sozzo (Eds.), The Palgrave handbook of criminology and the Global 

South (pp. 1031–1053). Palgrave Macmillan. 
Sechrist, S. M., & Weil, J. D. (2018). Assessing the impact of a focused deterrence strategy to combat intimate partner 

domestic violence. Violence Against Women, 24(3), 243–265. https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801216687877  

Shader, C. G., Gill, C., Zheng, X., & Carleton, B. (2024). City government as super‑controller: A systematic review of 

non‑police mechanisms that city governments can apply to reduce crime at hot spots. Aggression and Violent Behavior, 

78, 101957. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2024.101957  

Sherman, L. W. (2022). Goldilocks and the three “Ts”: Targeting, testing, and tracking for “just right” democratic policing. 

Criminology & Public Policy, 21(1), 175–196. https://doi.org/10.1111/1745-9133.12578  

Sherman, L. W., Strang, H., Barnes, G., Woods, D. J., Bennett, S., Inkpen, N., Newbury‑Birch, D., Rossner, M., Angel, C., 

Mearns, M., & Slothower, M. (2015). Twelve experiments in restorative justice: The Jerry Lee program of randomized 

trials of restorative justice conferences. Journal of Experimental Criminology, 11(4), 501–540. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11292-015-9247-6  

Sinclair, G. (2008). The “Irish” policeman and the empire: Influencing the policing of the British Empire–Commonwealth. 
Irish Historical Studies, 36(142), 173–187. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0021121400007021  

https://doi.org/10.1080/10439463.2022.2037557
https://doi.org/10.1177/2153368718796119
https://doi.org/10.1108/PIJPSM-01-2015-0001
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1910157116
https://doi.org/10.1177/1362480615625763
https://doi.org/10.1080/01924036.2024.2319295
https://doi.org/10.1080/07329113.2005.10756588
https://trove.nla.gov.au/newspaper/article/123764135?searchTerm=murder%20of%20mr%20corbett
https://news.gallup.com/poll/316571/black-americans-police-retain-local-presence.aspx
https://news.gallup.com/poll/316571/black-americans-police-retain-local-presence.aspx
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.277.5328.918
https://doi.org/10.1080/10439463.2023.2200251
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801216687877
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2024.101957
https://doi.org/10.1111/1745-9133.12578
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11292-015-9247-6
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0021121400007021


Advance online publication  Bryden 

 15  
 

Skogan, W. G. (2006). The promise of community policing. In D. Weisburd & A. A. Braga (Eds.), Police innovation: 

Contrasting perspectives (1st ed., pp. 37–43). Cambridge University Press. 

Staines, Z., Scott, J., & Morton, J. (2021). “Without uniform I am a community member, uncle, brother, granddad”: 

Community policing in Australia’s Torres Strait Region. Journal of Criminology, 54(3), 265–282. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/00048658211005516  

Strang, H., & Sherman, L. W. (2015). The morality of evidence: The second annual lecture for Restorative Justice: An 

International Journal. Restorative Justice: An International Journal, 3(1), 6–27. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/20504721.2015.1049869  

Suchman, M. C. (1995). Managing legitimacy: strategic and institutional approaches. The Academy of Management Review, 

20(3), 571–610. https://doi.org/10.2307/258788 
Tankebe, J. (2008). Colonialism, legitimation, and policing in Ghana. International Journal of Law, Crime and Justice, 36(1), 

67–84. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijlcj.2007.12.003 

Tankebe, J. (2009). Public cooperation with the police in Ghana: Does procedural fairness matter. Criminology, 47(4), 1265–

1294. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-9125.2009.00175.x 

Tauri, J. M. (2018). The master’s tools will never dismantle the master’s house: An Indigenous critique of criminology. 

Journal of Global Indigeneity, 3(1), 1–20. https://ro.uow.edu.au/jgi/vol3/iss1/6  

Tauri, J. M., & Cunneen, C. (2024). Critical Indigenous criminology in practice and praxis. Journal of Global Indigeneity, 

8(1), 1–25. https://doi.org/10.54760/001c.122471  

Tuck, E., & Yang, K. W. (2012). Decolonization is not a metaphor. Decolonization: Indigeneity, Education & Society, 1(1), 

1–40. https://jps.library.utoronto.ca/index.php/des/article/view/18630  

Tyler, T. R. (1990). Why people obey the law. Yale University Press. 
Uluru Statement (2017). The Statement. Uluru Statement from the Heart. https://ulurustatement.org/the-statement 

United Nations General Assembly. (2007). United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples (A/RES/61/295). 

https://www.un.org/development/desa/indigenouspeoples/declaration-on-the-rights-of-indigenous-peoples.html/ 

Vitale, A. S. (2017). The end of policing. Verso. 

Walters, G. D., & Bolger, P. C. (2019). Procedural justice perceptions, legitimacy beliefs, and compliance with the law: A 

meta‑analysis. Journal of Experimental Criminology, 15(3), 341–372. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11292-018-9338-2 

Weatherburn, D., Doyle, M., Weatherall, T., & Wang, J. (2025). Colonization and its legacy: The correlates of Indigenous 

arrest. The British Journal of Criminology, 66(3), 589–612. https://doi.org/10.1093/bjc/azaf059  

Weatherburn, D., & Thomas, B. (2023). The influence of Indigenous status on the issue of police cautions. Journal of 

Criminology, 56(2–3), 253–277. https://doi.org/10.1177/26338076221146326  

Williams, B., & Hawthorn, G. (2008). In the beginning was the deed: Realism and moralism in political argument. Princeton 

University Press. 
Willis, M., & Kapira, M. (2018). Justice reinvestment in Australia: A review of the literature (Research Report No. 9). 

Australian Institute of Criminology. https://doi.org/10.52922/rr204730  

Wilson, E. O. (1999). Consilience: The unity of knowledge. Vantage Books. 

Wolfe, P. (2006). Settler colonialism and the elimination of the native. Journal of Genocide Research, 8(4), 387–409. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/14623520601056240  

Wrangham, R. W. (2019). The goodness paradox: How evolution made us both more and less violent. Profile Books. 

Wrong, D. H. (1994). The problem of order: What unites and divides society. Harvard University Press. 

Yoorrook Justice Commission. (2023). Report into Victoria’s Child Protection and Criminal Justice Systems. Parliament of 

Victoria. https://cdn.craft.cloud/06ad3276-b3d9-4912-bcbb-37795aade9a8/assets/documents/Yoorrook-for-justice-

report.pdf  

Yunkaporta, T. (2024). Right story, wrong story: Adventures in Indigenous thinking. Text Publishing. 
 

https://doi.org/10.1177/00048658211005516
https://doi.org/10.1080/20504721.2015.1049869
https://doi.org/10.2307/258788
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijlcj.2007.12.003
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-9125.2009.00175.x
https://ro.uow.edu.au/jgi/vol3/iss1/6
https://doi.org/10.54760/001c.122471
https://jps.library.utoronto.ca/index.php/des/article/view/18630
https://ulurustatement.org/the-statement
https://www.un.org/development/desa/indigenouspeoples/declaration-on-the-rights-of-indigenous-peoples.html/
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11292-018-9338-2
https://doi.org/10.1093/bjc/azaf059
https://doi.org/10.1177/26338076221146326
https://doi.org/10.52922/rr204730
https://doi.org/10.1080/14623520601056240
https://cdn.craft.cloud/06ad3276-b3d9-4912-bcbb-37795aade9a8/assets/documents/Yoorrook-for-justice-report.pdf
https://cdn.craft.cloud/06ad3276-b3d9-4912-bcbb-37795aade9a8/assets/documents/Yoorrook-for-justice-report.pdf

