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General introduction 

In this chapter the general problem which forms the basis of this dissertation 

is described. In addition, the background of this general problem and the de-

velopments which led to the genesis of this study are discussed. The chapter 
closes with a description of the lay-out of this book. Before this, several 

quotes from interviews with victims are presented in order to give the reader 

a sense of the issues that lie at the heart of this study. 

1.1 	Victims of crime: quotes by victims 

In interviews with victims of crime, respondents were given an opportunity to 

express in their own words why they were dissatisfied with the way they were 

treated by the police and the public prosecution. Several quotes by victims 

are presented below. The numbers shown in brackets refer to the interview 

number. 

The police 
(83037600) I was treated like a piece of `trash', while the offender received 

all of the attention and I was given the run around. 

(83049400) I felt I had been treated in an undignified manner and that I had 

not been taken seriously. 
(83022900) The initial reception by the police was good but after that they 

ignored me. 
(83030000) They treated me like a small child, didn't take me seriously and 

because they were laughing so hard when.I reported the crime 

I feit that they were laughing at me. 
(83021100) The entire manner in which they approached my problem; it 

seems as though they didn't take me seriously. 
(83041800) They don't treat you like a person. They ask what happened and 

type that in and that's it. Very impersonal. 

The public prosecution 
(83042800) They mentioned restitution but it was in no way carried out. 

I don't even know if the offender has been convicted. 
(83004200) Leaving someone in ignorance is also a crime. 



2 

(83021100) You don't hear anything from them. Not even what they did with 
the information you gave them. 

(83032100) You get the feeling that you're only one of many cases and that 
there is more attention for offenders than for victims. 

(83039600) You don't hear anything from them. Soon I'll have forgotten all 
the important things that I wanted to tell them. 

(83041800) Too little information; they show no interest. 
(83049600) They ignored me completely; nothing has been done with my 

case. 
(83004200) By not telling you anything they increase your insecurity. 
(83005700) I don't believe they know I exist. 
(83036600) Because I haven't heard anything the treatment by the public 

prosecutor is careless. 
(83034500) You really want to know what happened with your case. 
(83043700) The treatment is rather aloof and you get the feeling that you are 

a number. 
(83045200) I still haven't heard anything (after waiting a year). 
(83030600) I find it very careless that you don't hear anything about your 

case. 

1.2 	Background and genera! problem 

In the last fifteen to twenty years, criminal justice policy-makers and govern-
ment in the Netherlands have begun to realize that victims of crime are often 
seriously affected by their experience and that reactions by criminal justice 
authorities are not always supportive. This realization was in part stimulated 
by the women's movement which drew attention to violence against women 
and the position of these victims in the criminal justice system. 
Other developments which have contributed to the increased attention for 
victims of crime include the rise in the registered crime rate which was at its 
peak during the seventies and early eighties. Also in the early seventies, the 
victim survey was introduced. It revealed that the registered crime statistics 
are incomplete and that only a fraction of crimes are brought to the attention 
of authorities. At the same time, police were finding it increasingly difficult 
to solve the crimes which were brought to their attention and the clearance 
rate began to drop. Authorities realized that they can only do their work if 
victims are prepared to report crime to them and that their willingness to 
report crimes is in part dependent on the quality of the relationship between 
citizens and the justice system. 
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Furthermore, authorities began to realize that simply increasing the size of 
the police force is not sufficient to reduce crime. Strategies to effectively 
control crime needed a broader social basis. Citizens and social organizations 
would have to cooperate with law enforcement authorities in a combined 
effort to reduce crime. This again relied on the quality of the relationship be- 
tween citizens and the criminal justice system. Witbont the cooperation of citi-
zens, authorities are unable to effectively deal with the crime problem. 
At the same time it became apparent to policy-makers that legal authorities 
were themselves partially responsible for the quality of the relationship with 
victims. Insensitive reactions by authorities working in the criminal justice 
system could augment victims suffering and deter them from contacting au-
thorities again in the future. Moreover, it was feared that by treating victims 
with disinterest, they were suggesting to victims what happened to them is 
okay and that crime is tolerated. Many victims were left with damages follow-
ing their victimization which were not compensated. With the drop in the 
clearance rate, more and more victims were directly experiencing the inabili-
ty of the criminal justice system to deal with crime. The government was con-
cerned how the rising crime rate would affect people and their law-abiding 
behaviour. 

These developments led to several initiatives to improve the position of vic-
tims of crime. In 1976 the government formed a compensation scheme for vic-
tims of violent crime. The scheme enables victims who have suffered serious 
financial or psychological damages to obtain some financial compensation 
from the state. In 1984 the Dutch Association of Victim Support Schemes 
(Landelijk Organisatie Slachtofferhulp / LOS) was established. Victim support 
schemes provide both practical assistance and emotional support to victims of 
crimes. In 1986 guidelines for the police and the public prosecution were 
introduced concerning the proper treatment of victims of serious crimes in the 
criminal justice system. The guidelines require that police and the public pros-
ecution notify victims of the developments in their case and, where possible, 
arrange that offenders pay restitution to their victims. In 1987, the guidelines 
were extended to all victims of felonies. 
Since then, efforts to improve the position of victims in the criminal justice 
system have continued. In 1988 the committee Legal Provisions in the Crimi-
nal Justice Process (Commissie wettelijke voorzieningen slachtoffers in het 
strafproces) brought out its report which contained a number of recommen-
dations concerning ways to expand the possibilities for victims to receive 
restitution within the criminal justice procedure. The recommendations were 
largely accepted by the Minister of Justice and resulted in the introduction of 
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new legislation and new guidelines for victims of crime. The new legislation 
introduced restitution orders as a sanction and released many of the restric-
tions surrounding the existing possibilities for victims to obtain restitution 
within the criminal trial. In accordance with the existing guidelines, the new 
guidelines include notification and restitution. However, in line with the new 
legislation, the new guidelines place special emphasis on the responsibility of 
the police and the public prosecution to arrange restitution. 
Prior to the introduction of these new measures, authorities at the Ministry of 
Justice realized that the implementation of the existing guidelines was poor 
which made it difficult to assess the consequences of the new measures for 
the organizations involved. The Minister of Justice decided that the new meas-
ures should be introduced gradually. Before they were introduced nationally, 
they would be introduced on a trial basis in two jurisdictions for a period of 
two years. During this time the effects of these new measures would be assess-
ed and the information generated by the evaluation would be used in the 
national introduction. On April 1, 1993 the new measures were introduced in 
the jurisdictions of Dordrecht and 's-Hertogenbosch and two years later, in 
April 1995, they were introduced nationally. 

The phased introduction of these new measures provided a unique opportuni-
ty to evaluate the new legislation and guidelines. The evaluation was based 
on four studies. Two focused on the consequences for the organizations in-
volved and two were directed at the effects for victims and offenders. 
The Research and Documentation Centre (WODC) of the Ministry of Justice 
was asked to conduct the victim study. The study was supposed to provide 
insight into victims experiences in the criminal justice system and the treat-
ment of victims before and after the introduction of these new measures. Be-
sides the implementation of the new measures, the study tests the assumption 
that the treatment of victims by authorities affects the relationship between 
victims and the criminal justice system. In particular, how it affects their 
attitudes towards criminal justice authorities and the law. 
In order to answer these questions it was clear that a comprehensive study 
among victims of crime had to be conducted. On the one hand it had to be 
practical and focus on the treatment of victims by authorities in the criminal 
justice system. On the other hand, it had to have a theoretical basis in order 
to understand victims' reactions to their experiences. The research design had 
to be as such that the effects of victims' experiences could be attributed to 
the treatment they received and not to other intermediating factors. A quasi-
experimental design was the most suitable approach for this problem. 
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The findings concerning how the introduction of new legislation and guide-
lines have effected the treatment of victims in the criminal justice system 
have been presented in a report published by the Ministry of Justice 
(Wemmers, 1994a; 1994b). However, as it is a policy-based report, it does 
not address the deeper, theoretical issues underlying this study. In the follow-
ing, the reactions of victims are considered in depth. The central question at 
the basis of this report is: 

How does the treatment of victims by the police and the public prosecution 
affect their attitudes towards criminal justice authorities and their law-abiding 
behaviour? 

1.3 	The lay-out of this book 

Following this introductory chapter there are three descriptive and theoretical 
chapters. This is followed by a chapter on the research design and three chap-
ters in which the results of the study are presented. The last chapter contains 
an extensive discussion on the implications of the findings. 
In chapter 2 a general discussion of the crime problem and the consequences 
for victims is given. The registered crime rate and victim surveys are discuss-
ed and the problems which they presented policy-makers are considered. 
Public reactions to crime in terras of fear of crime and concern about crime 
are discussed. The impact of crime on victims in terms of emotional and 
material damages is addressed as well as victims needs. Victims' contacts 
with authorities and the effects of experience on future reporting behaviour 
are considered. Finally, compensatory crime and the revolving door between 
victimization and victimizing are discussed. 
In chapter 3 reactions by authorities to victims of crime are considered. The 
chapter opens with a discussion on why victim policy was introduced in the 
Netherlands. Next, the services developed for victims are presented. State 
compensation and victim assistance are considered. Special attention is given 
to the introduction of victim guidelines for the police and the public prosecu-
tion. The evolution and contents of the guidelines is discussed as well as the 
implementation of the guidelines by authorities. In addition, the possibilities 
for victims to obtain restitution within the criminal justice system are address-
ed. 
In chapter 4 theory and research are presented regarding the effects of vic-
tims' interactions with legal authorities. The first part of the chapter focuses 
on theory. Procedural justice is presented as a theoretical framework for 
understanding what victims want from legal authorities and how their expe-
riences affect their attitudes and law-abiding behaviour. In the second part 
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of the chapter research from various fields, including victimology and social 
psychology, is presented. Research on how victims evaluate their experiences 
as well as how their experiences affect their attitudes and behaviour is dis-
cussed. Based on the theory and research a model for the meaning of proce-
dural justice and how it affects attitudes and behaviour is developed. 
The method and design used in this study are outlined in chapter 5. Following 
an introduction to the basic questions which are addressed in the study, the 
research method and data collection are described. The instruments used 
to assess victims' evaluations of their experience as well as their attitudes 
towards authorities and law-abiding behaviour are presented. The chapter 
closes with a discussion of the subjects and the comparability of the samples. 
In chapter 6 the results are presented concerning how victims are treated by 
the police and the public prosecution and how they evaluate their experi-
ences. Specifically, the perceived fairness of the treatment by authorities is 
discussed and factors affecting victims' procedural justice judgements are 
examined. Besides the quality of the treatment by authorities, the impact of 
notification and restitution on victims procedural justice judgements is explor-
ed. In addition, a model for the meaning of procedural justice to victims of 
crime is presented and tested using structural equation modelling. 
The findings concerning the impact of victims' experiences with authorities 
on their attitudes towards the police, the public prosecution and the courts is 
discussed in chapter 7. The chapter opens with an examination of how dis-
appointment affects victims' specific evaluations of their experience. Next, 
victims' satisfaction with the performance by the police, the public prosecu-
tion and the courts in general is discussed as well as their support for these 
authorities. Following an examination of how the fairness of the treatment by 
authorities affects these attitudes, the impact of notification and restitution on 
victims' satisfaction and support for authorities is assessed. 
In chapter 8, factors affecting law-abiding behaviour are examined. These 
include deterrence, the influence of peers, the personal morality of the 
individual and one's perceived obligation to obey the law. An important part 
of this chapter is directed at the relationship between procedural justice, 
obligation and compliance. A model for the impact of procedural justice on 
obligation and compliance is presented and tested using structural equation 
modelling. 
The final chapter, chapter 9, contains an in-depth discussion of the research 
and the findings. Both the practical and theoretical implications of the find-
ings are discussed. Because the study combines different fields, the findings 
touch on many, different issues including the psychology of procedural justice 
and the field of victimology. Following a comprehensive discussion of the 
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implications of the findings for procedural justice theory the implications of 
the findings for victimology are addressed. Finally, the implications of the 
findings for criminal justice policy are considered. 
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Victims of crime 

Societies have always known crime. Yet in the 1960s something changed that 
put crime onto the politica! agenda. Crime became uncontrollable. In the fol-
lowing we will consider the alarming rise in the level of crime and the reac-
tions by police, judicial authorities, politicians and victims. Several different 
aspects of the impact of crime on victims will be discussed including the im-
material and material damages. Throughout this discussion the role of legal 
authorities will be addressed. Although the majority of the findings reported 
are based on Dutch research, relevant studies from other countries are present-
ed as well. 

2.1 	Registered crime 

Since the 1960s many western countries have been faced with dramatic 
increases in the registered crime rate. In particular, between 1960 and 1980, 
the sharpest increases were witnessed. During this period, the number of 
offences known to police increased by 400% in the United States (BJS, 1991) 
as well as in the Netherlands (SIBa, 1991). The registered crime rate finally 
seemed to stabilize during the 1980s. The U.S. statistics show an overall in-
crease of 8% between 1980 and 1990 (Bis, 1991). In the Netherlands, the reg-
istered crime rate seemed to stabilize after 1983. Between 1984 and 1990 it 
showed an overall increase of less than 5% (SIBa, 1992). However, after 1990 
it began to rise again and by 1992 it had risen another 12% (SIBa, 1993). 
The police statistics for 1993 show an increase of less than one percent from 
1992. The level of crime now appears stable at 1.3 million felonies registered 
by the police annually (Eijken, 1994). 
While the crime rate was rising, police were finding it increasingly difficult 
to solve crimes. To illustrate, between 1976 and 1981, the number of felonies 
reported to the Dutch police increased by 54% while the percentage of cases 
solved by police dropped between 1976 and 1981 from 26% to 22% (Nuijten-
Edelbroek and Spickenheuer, 1982). The absolute clearance rate actually 
increased by 29%, however with crime increasing by 54%, a growing number 
of citizens were becoming victims of crimes that were never solved (Nuijten-
Edelbroek and Spickenheuer, 1982). The absolute number of crimes solved 
continued to increase until 1985, between 1985 and 1990 it remained stable, 
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and from 1990 to 1992 it decreased (Kester and Junger-Tas, 1994). The per-
centage of crimes solved has dropped from 60% in the 1950s to 19% in 1992 
(Kester and Junger-Tas, 1994). This means that an increasing number of citiz-
ens become victims of crimes that are never solved and as a consequence the 
offender is never caught and punished. These victims bear witness to the in-
ability of the criminal justice system to combat crime. Eventually, this could 
undermine the public image of the criminal justice system. 

Since the first half of this century, criminologists considered police statistics 
as reliable indications of the crime level in the society (Fiselier, 1978). The 
introduction of the victim survey changed this completely. The growing crime 
figures since the 1960s were aggravated by claims that police statistics were 
incomplete and consequently underestimated the size of the problem. Police 
statistics reflect the way in which processes of social control work within 
a particular society; they do not reflect the actual crime rate (Fiselier, 1978). 
Excluded in the police statistics, are offences which are never reported or de-
tected. These unknown offences are referred to as the `dark figure of crime'. 
Efforts to estimate the extent of this dark figure include offender self-report 
studies, and in particular, criminal victimization studies. 
The first victim surveys were undertaken in the United States. The surveys 
were initially commissioned by the President's Commission on Law Enforce-
ment and Administration of Justice under President Johnson (Fiselier, 1978). 
In 1966 the first results were available and they indicated that `conservative-
ly' there might be ten times as much crime being committed than was being 
reported to the police (Geis, 1990). At the time this was a startling finding, 
no one had dared to assume that so much crime was unreported. The fact 
that much crime remains outside the reach of the criminal justice system and 
therefore exempt from punishment weakens the power of law enforcement 
authorities to deal with crime. 
In Europe, the first victim survey was held in Finland in 1970 (Fiselier, 
1978). A few years later victim surveys were introduced in the Netherlands. 
The first Dutch victim survey was conducted in 1973 by the Research and 
Documentation Centre (WODC) of the Ministry of Justice. Since that time, 
surveys have been conducted regularly (Buikhuisen, 1975; CBS, 1991). These 
surveys revealed that each year 35% of the Dutch population (15 years of age 
and older) is victim to one or more crimes and that roughly one in every three 
victims reports the crime to the police (Eijken, 1994). These surveys revealed 
that only a fraction of the actual number of crimes are made known to police. 
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Not only were police increasingly unable to deal with the offences that were 

brought to their attention, but registered crime was only the tip of the iceberg. 
Much crime remained outside the control of the criminal justice system. Such 

findings fuelled concerns that crime was a major social problem and prompt-

ed the search for solutions. 

The sharp rise in crime which began in the 1960s, was a major cause of con-
cern for the government. Governments sought ways to cope, promoting re-

search and several structural changes in the police organization (Fijnaut et al., 
1985). These developments were most prominent in the United States and in 

Great Britain. Developments in the Netherlands were strongly influenced by 

these foreign advancements. Rather than give a detailed account of the devel-

opments in these countries, the major American and British initiatives will be • 
presented in the discussion of the search for solutions to the crime problem 

in the Netherlands. 
In the late1960s, concern about crime (fighting) grew in the Dutch police 

circles. Much of the discussion focused on the developments in the United 

States and Great Britain, where police were similarly faced with a diminish-

ing ability to combat crime. In the United States a war on crime had been rag-

ing since 1964, when the Republican presidential candidate Barry Goldwater 
brought the crime problem into the political spotlight. The winner of the 

presidential race, the Democrat Lyndon B. Johnson, followed up Goldwater's 
ideas which led to several initiatives,concerning the efficiency and effective-

ness of the police, such as new forms of police surveillance. In England, the 

crime problem played an important role in the transformations of the English 

police which began in the 1960s. The major focus of many of the initiatives 

taken in the United States and Britain during the late 1960s and early 1970s, 
was the professionalism of police. Dutch police, looked to American and 

English developments for possible solutions to the crime problems facing 

Dutch society (Fijnaut et al., 1985). 

In the Netherlands, the search for solutions to the crime problem focused on 
improving the police force. One solution was to increase the size of the police 

force and between 1975 and 1983 the number of detectives working for the 

police increased by 120% (Samenleving en Criminaliteit, 1985). A second 

approach focused on the organization of the police. By the late 1970s several 
experimental projects were set up in the Netherlands which used new forms 

of policing thought to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of the police. 

These projects, namely in Hoogeveen, The Hague and in Amsterdam, were 
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similar to schemes which had previously been tested in the United States 
(Nuijten-Edelbroek and Spickenheuer, 1982). Throughout the 1970s and the 
early 1980s, the efficiency and effectiveness of the police was researched 
extensively in the United States (Fijnaut et al., 1985). A number of projects 
focused only on increasing the size of the police while others used new meth-
ods of policing. New methods of police surveillance were meant to decrease 
crime by increased police prevalence. The increased police presence also aim-
ed at increasing crime-reporting by victims, and improving public attitudes 
towards police. The results of the project were however, that increaed surveil-
lance had no effect on most of these goals (Nuijten-Edelbroek and Spieken-
heuer, 1982). Like the American studies, the Dutch experiments showed that 
increased surveillance had no effect on the level of crime. There was how-
ever, some evidence of improved public attitudes towards the police (Nuijten-
Edelbroek and Spickenheuer, 1982). By the 1980s most researchers agreed 
that crime fighting by police, regardless of its organization or orientation, had 
little to no effect on crime reduction (Fijnaut et al., 1985). The conclusion 
that had to be drawn was that changing the police organization was not the 
answer to crime control. 

Attempts to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of the police stimulated 
research on how the police work. The success of police in regulating crime 
is to a large extent dependent on the cooperation of citizens. In particular, 
citizens play an important role in detecting crime. Most crimes occur outside 
of the view of police. Crimes that occur inside private homes, public build-
ings or even on the street are unlikely to be detected by police. Skogan and 
Antunes (1979), found that the chance that police will arrive at the scene of 
a domestic burglary, without being called, is 0.4%. Only a small percentage 
of crimes is detected by the police themselves (CBS, 1992). This is one of the 
most important criticisms of experiments with increased police surveillance 
(Nuijten-Edelbroek and Spickenheuer, 1982). Most crimes can only be detect-
ed with the aid of the public and increased surveillance has little effect on the 
number of crimes detected by police. 
With the introduction of victim surveys in the early 1970s criminologists and 
policy-makers were provided with new data on victims, including their report-
ing behaviour. The large gap between the police statistics and the findings 
from the victim surveys revealed that many crimes were not reported to po-
lice. International victim surveys revealed that less than half of alleged victi-
mizations are reported to police (Van Dijk and Mayhew, 1992; Greenberg 
and Ruback, 1985). The Dutch victim surveys showed that the proportion of 
victims reporting their victimization to police remained relatively constant 



between 1980 and 1990, at 33% (CBS, 1992). Similar results were found in 
the United States, where in 1991, 37% of all victims reported their victimiza-
tion to police (13.1S, 1992). 
Besides detecting crimes, the information provided by victims and witnesses 
forms a major determinant of whether or not police will be able to solve a 
crime (Nuijten-Edelbroek and Spickenheuer, 1982). When victims are unable 
to provide any information regarding the identity of the offender, it becomes 
increasingly difficult for police to solve the case. Few cases are solved by 
police investigations, and in most cases this is done with the aid of the victim 
or new witnesses (Bloch and Bell, 1976). This finding is not unique to the 
American criminal justice system. A study in Tilburg revealed that in 65% 
to 70% of the `solved' cases, the offender was handed over to the police by 
the victim (Fijnaut et al., 1985). Victims acting as complainants and witnesses 
to the occurrence of crimes serve as the major source of information about 
crime. Without such information, police would not be able to fulfil their task 
properly. Much crime would remain undetected and therefore exempt from 
control by the criminal justice system. Since police reforms alone could not 
affect the crime rate, strategies to effectively control crime had to include 
victims of crime. 

Outside of the police, in 1970, the Dutch Attorneys General expressed con-
cern for the increasing crime rate and the decreasing clearance rate (Fijnaut 
et al., 1985). By the mid-1970s, concern for the growing crime problem was 
no longer confined to criminal justice officials but had become a political 
issue (Fijnaut et al., 1985). In 1974, several members of the Dutch second 
chamber, expressed their concern regarding the level of criminal activity and 
the seriousness of the offences (Cozijn and Van Dijk, 1976; Fijnaut et al., 
1985). The increasing registered crime rate and the decreasing clearance rate 
meant that a growing number of citizens were witnessing the inability of the 
criminal justice system to control crime. Politicians were becoming concern-
ed with the growing feelings of unrest among the public. 

2.4 	Public reactions to crime 

13 

The deep concern harboured by policy-makers regarding public opinion and 
the growing crime problem is illustrated by research conducted at that time. 
In 1974 Cozijn and Van Dijk were asked by the Ministry of Justice to survey 
feelings of unrest within Dutch society. The authors state that some politi- 
cians feared that unrest would lead some people to take the law into their own 
hands. For example, gun ownership might increase as more people wanted to 
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protect themselves from crime. For the government it was important to locate 
such tendencies as soon as possible (Cozijn and Van Dijk, 1976). 

Fear of crime refers to a person's perception of his/her own chances of vic-
timization (Furstenberg, 1971). The first Dutch studies on fear of crime show-
cd that despite the rising crime level, feelings of insecurity were less wide- 
spread than many had assumed (Cozijn and Van Dijk, 1976). While the crime 	! 
rate has continued to rise, the fear of victimization has remained relatively 
constant. For example, in 1983 54% of the respondents claimed that if they 
were home alone in the evening and someone unexpectedly knocked on their 
door they would open the door. In 1993 this percentage was 53%. The types 
of crimes people are most fearful of are burglary and robbery (Eijken, 1994). 
Fear of crime outside of the home has increased slightly. In 1983 a little less 
than 30% of the respondents said that there were places or streets in their 
neighbourhood where they would rather not go alone at night. Ten years later, 
36% of the respondents feit this way (CBS,1993). 
Fear of crime is more prevalent among certain groups in society. In another 
survey, the Police Monitor, fear of crime was assessed by asking Dutch citi-
zens whether they feit unsafe and to what extent (Politiemonitor, 1993). They 
are then presented with a number of concrete situations which indicated avoid-
ance behaviour. Combining these measures the researchers created a fear of 
crime scale. The scale ran from 0 to 10 with higher scores indicating a strong 
fear of crime. The average score across all respondents was 3.0. Higher scores 
were found among women (3.6) and the elderly (3.4). Groups with typically 
low fear of crime levels were men (2.3) and young adults (2.9). 
Research suggests that victimization enhances the perceived risk of victim-
ization. In the above mentioned survey, respondents who were themselves 
victimized within the last 12 months prior to the survey, tended to be more 
fearful of crime than non-victims. The average fear level for victims was 3.5, 
while the average score for non-victims was 2.7. Not only personal experi-
ence with crime can aggravate fear of crime, the experiences of others can 
also enhance the perceived risk of victimization. The average score for res-
pondents who knew someone who had experienced a serious crime was 3.8 
(Politiemonitor, 1993). Similarly Lurigio (1987) found that compared to non-
victims, crime victims report higher levels of vulnerability and fear. However, 
Van der Heijden (1985) found no differences in fear of crime between victims 
and non-victims. 

Concern about crime refers to a person's estimate of the seriousness of the 
crime situation (Furstenberg, 1971). Public concern about crime is quite 
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strong. In a survey conducted by the Social Cultural Planning Office (SCP) 
citizens were asked whether they thought that crime in the Netherlands was 
becoming a real problem. In 1991 85% feit that this was the case. In 1980 
83% of the respondents feit this way and in 1987 this percentage reached a 
high of 88% (SCP, 1992). In addition, the researchers asked citizens if they 
believed that the crime rate was increasing. In 1991, 88.5% of the respon-
dents believed that the crime rate was increasing. This percentage is slightly 
lower than that of previous years: for 1987 and 1980 these percentages were 
89.8% and 89.2% respectively. A more recent study conducted by the Dutch 
Ministry of Justice reveals that in 1994, 83% of the Dutch population expect-
ed the crime rate would rise in the next year (Eijken, 1994). These findings 
suggest that a majority of Dutch citizens have little faith in the power of the 
government to control crime. The vast majority of the Dutch population con-
siders crime to be a critical social issue and a growing concern. Similar trends 
are also evident in the United States and Canada (Roberts, 1992). 

Both public concern about and fear of crime illustrate the delicate relation-
ship between citizens (victims) and the criminal justice system. A majority 
of people have lost faith in the government's ability to control crime levels 
while the government has a duty to protect citizens. The results can be traced 
in their daily lives: people are afraid to open the door at night. The inability 
of law enforcement officials to combat crime may only aggravate people's 
anxiety and feelings of safety. 

As a result of the increasing crime rate, a growing number of people were di-
rectly experiencing crime. In the early 1970s several studies appeared on the 
impact of conventional crime, revealing the crisis which victims may experi-
ence (Maguire, 1991). Many of these early studies were influenced by clinical 
research on the emotional damage suffered by survivors of the holocaust, pris-
oners of war and victims of terrorism, which had emerged in the wake of the 
second world war (Maguire, 1991). Most of the studies focused on serious 
violent offences and illustrated the intense impact crime had on the lives of 
the victims (see for example Burgess and Holmstrom, 1974). Victims of seri-
ous crimes experience a large range of emotions including fear, suspicion, 
isolation, uncertainty, a sense of guilt and depression (Smale, 1980). 
By the late 1970s and early 1980s, it became increasingly clear that even less 
serious offences such as burglary could have an immense impact on its vic-
tims (Waller and Okihiro, 1978; Maguire, 1985). Victimization constitutes a 



threat to the ability of the victim to have faith in others and in the existence 
of a largely just, or at least predictable social order (Van Dijk, 1988). It shat-
ters the individual's belief that the world is caring and that the self is worthy 
(Janoff-Bulman and Morgan, 1994). Not all victims exhibit the same reac-
tions to crime. Specific assault factors, the victims' histories, and the psycho-
logical functioning prior to the crime may all play a role in how they react 
and recover from victimization (Resick, 1987). While there are differences 
between victims, Lurigio (1987) finds that different groups of crime victims 
are highly similar in their reported reactions to the episode. 
Besides individual differences in how victims react to crime, the reaction by 
the victim's environment, including family and friends, plays an important 
role in how well the victim copes with the victimization. Support from others 
is important to restore the victim's self-esteem and his/her belief in a caring 
world (Janoff-Bulman and Morgan, 1994). Without emotional support from 
others, some victims are unable to cope effectively with the aftermath of their 
victimization (Smale, 1977; Shapland et al., 1985). 

2.6 	Material damages 
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In the early 1970s, government attention was drawn to the material damages 
suffered by victims by the Committee on Property Sanctions (Commissie 
Vermogensdelicten, 1972). The committee believed that the material damages 
suffered as a result of victimization put a major financial strain on victims 
and proposed the introduction of state compensation for such damages. White 
this proposal was never implemented, the problem addressed by the commit-
tee is a valid concern. 
Many victims suffer financial problems as a result of their victimisation 
(Steinmetz, 1990). Victims of violent crimes are often left with financial loss-
es following their victimisation (Smale, 1977). In countries like England and 
the Netherlands medical costs are fairly well covered by health insurance. 
However, in the United States many victims are not covered by health insu-
rance (Maguire, 1985), making these victims particularly vulnerable to high 
medical costs. Victims whose property has been damaged are often put to 
expense as a result of the offence (Steinmetz, 1990). 
A Dutch study directed at restitution and the material damages suffered by 
victims of crime was carried out by Junger and Van Hecke (1988). The study 
was based on some 2,000 dossiers which had been dealt with by the criminal 
court. Only felonies were included in the study and in all cases the defendant 
had been found guilty by the judge. Traffic accidents were excluded from the 
sample as well as cases in which the defendant had appealed the verdict. They 



17 

found that 74% of the cases involved material damages. In almost half of the 
cases which included material damages, the amount of the damages was 1,500 
guilders ($ 900) or more and in 9% of the cases the damages amounted to 
10,000 guilders ($ 6,000) or more. 
While it is difficult to make an exact calculation of the total amount of mate-
rial damages resulting from crime annually, it is estimated that this figure 
could be as high as 8 to 12 billion guilders a year (Eijken, 1994). Studies sug-
gest that between 1980 and 1992 the amount of material damages suffered by 
victims increased by 50%. This rate is much higher than the increase in the 
registered crime rate for that same period (approximately 20%). The sharp in-
crease in the total amount of material damages can be attributed to increases 
in particular types of crimes (Eijken, 1994). Some offences, like burglary and 
auto theft, typically involve substantial material damages simply because the 
stolen goods are of considerable value. According to the 1991 victim survey, 
in about half of all burglaries, the value of the stolen property is 500 guilders 
($ 300) or more. In contrast, when the offence is theft from an automobile, 
three-quarters of the victims claim the stolen property is worth less than 100 
guilders ($ 60) (CBS, 1991). Furthermore, within a particular type of offence, 
the damages suffered by the victim can vary greatly between cases. For exam-
ple, although half of all burglaries involve stolen property worth 500 guilders 
or more, in one quarter of the cases the value of the stolen property is nil 
(CBS, 1991). Police statistics show a recent increase in the number of burgla-
ries and auto thefts since the start of the 1990s. This has led to a drastic in-
crease in the total amount of material damages resulting from crime (Eijken, 
1994). 

Victims with damages frequently do not receive any form of reimbursement 
for their financial losses. Data from the 1987 Dutch victim survey revealed 
that 71% of the victims with financial losses are not compensated. Of those 
who are compensated, 89% of the victims were reimbursed by an insurance 
company (Mulder, 1989). 
The likelihood that a victim will be reimbursed varies with the type of of-
fence. Victims of burglary, and to a lesser extent, car-related offences are 
most likely to receive some compensation. Bicycle theft, on the other hand, is 
rarely compensated. The probability that a victim will receive compensation 
is related to the value of the material damages: generally larger values have 
a better chance than smaller ones (Mulder, 1989). Notably, the most common 
crimes in the Netherlands include vandalism and bicycle theft (Eijken, 1994). 
These crimes typically involve small amounts of damages. For this large 
group of victims compensation is rare. 



The characteristics of the victim are also correlated with reimbursement. 
Youths (15 to 19 years) and full-time students are least likely to receive com-
pensation for material damages resulting from victimization. Education, 
income, sex and urbanisation-level are not related to compensation (Mulder, 
1989). 

Victims prefer compensation from the offender and see it as a proper aim of 
sentencing and as an integral part of the criminal justice system (Shapland et 
al., 1985; Van Hecke and Wemmers, 1992). Receiving restitution may even 
have a therapeutic value. Research shows that victims who receive restitution 
are less distressed following the victimization than victims who have not 
been reimbursed by the offender (Tontodonato and Erez, 1994). In addition, 
victims who receive restitution exhibit more trust and satisfaction with legal 
authorities and the criminal justice system than victims who do not (Cozijn, 
1988; Van Hecke and Wemmers, 1992; Zeilstra and Van Andel, 1989). 
Yet, relatively few victims are compensated by the offender (Mulder, 1989; 
Shapland et al., 1985). This is in part due to the low clearance rate. For exam-
ple, in 1992 only 16% of all felonies that were reported to the police led to 
the arrest of a suspect (SIBa, 1993). However, even when an offender is tried 
and found guilty of an offence, restitution is not common. In Junger and Van 
Hecke's study of 2,000 dossiers, only 7% of all sentences included restitution 
(1988). 
Besides restitution, the material losses suffered by the victim may be relieved 
by the return of the stolen property. Based on the above mentioned study by 
Junger and Van Hecke (1988) with criminal court cases, it is estimated that 
in 52% of the cases all of the stolen property is returned to the victim and in 
17% some of it is returned. However, in these cases an offender had been 
tried and found guilty. Here again, the low clearance rate limits the number 
of victims who will enjoy the return of their property. 

2.7 	Victims' needs 
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Several different types of needs are found in the literature, they include: emo-
tional, financial, practical and informational needs (Maguire, 1985). How-
ever, most of the research has been concerned with relatively narrow defini-
tions of crime and victims, limited mainly to victims of conventional personal 
and household offences which have been recorded by the police and which 
have been committed for the most part by strangers (Maguire, 1985; Van 
Dijk, 1988). A further restriction is that expressed needs are related to the 
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expectations of victims and to their knowledge of what remedies exist (Shap-
land et al., 1985), 
People who are suffering or are under stress appear to have a special need for 
close, supportive interactions with others (Silver et al., 1990). Close social 
ties can provide victims with the necessary emotional support. There is con-
siderable evidence that close social ties following victimization are positively 
associated with mental and physical health (Cohen and Wills, 1985). Close 
social tjes may provide feedback that the person is valued and thereby help 
restore the victim's self-esteem (Cohen and Wills, 1985). 
Victims also desire practical assistance, which may include information con-
cerning how to obtain compensation for damages suffered as a result of the 
offence and aid in filling out the necessary application forms (Smale, 1977; 
Shapland et al., 1985). Some practical needs repeatedly identified by victims 
are help with cleaning up or repairs to damaged property, fitting new locks, 
replacing stolen documents or credit cards, transportation and babysitting. 
The type of crime will often determine if and which of these needs the victim 
experiences (Maguire, 1985). Moreover, the extent to which these needs are 
perceived as a problem is also influenced by factors such as aid from family 
or friends and the skills of the victim. 
Police and judicia] authorities can play an important role with respect to the 
needs of victims. Police are often the first agents to have contact with the vic-
tim following their victimization. In that first contact they can provide vic-
tims with emotional support as well as with Much of the information that they 
need. Information is not only important to the psychological recovery of the 
victim, and to his/her satisfaction with the police or criminal justice agencies, 
but it is a prerequisite for access to many other kinds of services (Maguire, 
1985). For example, many victims are not aware of victim assistance or state 
compensation programs (Maguire, 1985; Cozijn, 1988). 
The informational needs of victims are often identified as the most common 
need of all victims (Maguire, 1985). Besides the need for practical informa-
tion on insurance and compensation, victims often need advice on crime 
prevention, and information about police progress in investigations (Maguire, 
1985). If an offender has been arrested, victims' wish to be kept informed 
by the police and the criminal justice authorities on the course of the criminal 
proceedings (Shapland et al., 1985; Smale, 1977; Kilchling, 1995). Victims 
need accurate information regarding procedures and the likely timetable for 
the steps in the prosecution of cases (Resick, 1987). If the victim has to 
appear as a witness, then victims often wish to be informed of the court pro-
cedures and may want legal advice (Maguire, 1985). This need for informa-
tion has been described by Shapland et al. (1985) as a need for a respected 
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and acknowledged role in the criminal justice system. Victims feel they 
deserve such treatment in exchange for the considerable time and effort that 
they put into the system at a time when they were injured or shocked (Shap-
land et al., 1985). They want to be consulted throughout the criminal justice 
process. For example, they should be informed of the possibility and rationale 
for plea bargaining prior to its occurrence rather than after its completion. 
Victims whose cases are dropped or plea bargained without being informed 
are often left bitter and angry at the system (Resick, 1987). 

The role of the criminal justice system in exacerbating the negative effects 
of victimization gradually became apparent during the 1970s (Maguire, 
1991). Unsympathetic reactions from the police and the courts heighten the 
suffering of the victim (Shapland et al., 1985; Symonds, 1980). This is com-
monly referred to as 'secondary victimization'. For the crime victim who is 
already having problems with fear and anxiety, depression, or self-esteem, 
the criminal justice proceedings can be quite confusing and demoralizing. 
The victims may be very sensitive to behaviour they perceive as callous or 
uncaring and may take the perceived unresponsiveness of the system very 
personally (Resick, 1987). 

One of the earliest Dutch studies on victim's satisfaction with police follow-
ing victimization was conducted in 1978. The researchers found that 38% of 
the victims were dissatisfied with police conduct. Surprisingly, the research-
ers found that the level of dissatisfaction among victims was comparable to 
that of citizens who had been fined by the police (Junger-Tas and Van der Zee-
Nefkens, 1978). One would expect people who had voluntarily come to police 
for assistance to be more positive about the contact than those who had in-
voluntarily been stopped and fined. A more recent survey conducted by Van 
Schie and Wiegman (1992) shows similar results. 
Further evidence of victim satisfaction is provided by the national survey on 
police performance. This survey was conducted in 1993, and involved inter-
views with 50,704 Dutch citizens of 15 years of age or older. This survey 
revealed that 60% of the respondents who had been victimized during the 
previous year and who reported the crime to the police, was (very) satisfied 
with police performance. However, 35% of the victims claimed to be (very) 
dissatisfied with police performance (Politiemonitor, 1993). 
In comparison to other countries, the findings for the Netherlands are not 
particularly poor. The international victim survey respondents who had re- 
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ported a crime to the police over the last five years were asked whether they 
were satisfied with the way the police dealt with their last report. In all, data 
are available from 19 different countries. The researchers report that satisfac-
tion with the police response was the lowest in Poland (16%), Italy (41%) 
and Spain (47%), Satisfaction was the highest in Australia (77%), Canada 
(75%), S weden (75%) and the Netherlands (73%) (Van Dijk and Mayhew, 
1992). 

The low clearance rate means that most victims' cases do not go any further 
in the criminal justice system and remain with the police. However, when an 
offender is arrested, the victim can come in contact with the public prosecutor 
and the courts. Research by Hagan (1983) shows that victim dissatisfaction 
with the public prosecution and the courts is even lower than their dissatis-
faction with police. He asked Canadian victims to rank the job done by po-
lice, the prosecution and the courts. The victims were interviewed when the 
offender was charged with the offence. Hagan reports that 89% of the victims 
feit that police were doing a (very) good job, while only 58.5% feit this way 
about judges and 55.5% feit this way about the prosecution. Similar findings 
are reported by Smith (1988) in the United States and by Shapland et al. 
(1985) in Great Britain. The conclusion that victims are less satisfied with the 
prosecution than with police is also supported by Dutch research. Cozijn inter-
viewed victims who had applied for state compensation and victims who had 
received restitution through the criminal courts. Unfortunately the number of 
victims who actually had contact with the prosecution is small. However, the 
conclusion does follow the same trend as other studies: victims claimed to be 
more sa.tisfied with police performance than with that of the prosecution 
(Cozijn, 1988). 
Research by Van Schie and Wiegman (1992) suggests that more negative 
views of the public prosecution may not be unique to victims, but that these 
views are more pronounced among victims. The researchers conducted a 
public survey which included both views on the police and judges. Their 
results show that Dutch citizens have more positive views of the police than 
of judges. They report that 79.8% of the respondents agreed with the state-
ment that police help people while only 41.9% feit this way about judges. 
There was also more support for the ability of the police to solve problems: 
62.4% felt that the police solved problems while only 38.3% feit this way 
about judges. Police were also seen as contributing more to crime reduction: 
60% feit that the police made a contribution while 27.7% agreed that judges 
contributed to the reduction of crime. Moreover, they found that victims were 
generally less satisfied with both the police and the courts than non-victims. 



Victimization appears to have a negative impact on evaluations of the police 
and the courts. 

As the case proceeds through the criminal justice system, victims' satisfaction 
with the performance of authorities changes. In Hagan's (1983) study, victims 
were interviewed twice: once when the offender was charged with the offence 
and again after the disposition of the case. Comparing the victims' responses 
at the time of the second interview with those from the first interview, Hagan 
found, that although victims stil! rated the job done by police the most favour-
ably, satisfaction with police performance had decreased and satisfaction with 
both judges and prosecutors had increased. Comparable findings are reported 
in an English study by Shapland et al. (1985). 
Interestingly, the reasons for dissatisfaction with the police, the public prose-
cution and the courts show considerable overlap. Two major themes appear in 
the research namely, the outcome of the case and the treatment by authorities. 
A recent Dutch survey shows that almost 20% of victims complain about the 
inability of the police to solve the crime. Other complaints include the lack 
of interest shown by police (15%) the haste with which police handled the 
complaint (16%) and the failure by police to inform the victim of the develop-
ments in his/her case (24%) (Politiemonitor, 1993). Similar results are report-
ed by Bennett, 1990. Victim dissatisfaction with the public prosecution sterns 
largely from the lack of information provided by this authority (Tontodonato 
and Kratcoski, 1995). The reasons expressed by victims for dissatisfaction 
with the courts include lenient sentencing, not informing the victim of the 
date of the trial or of the outcome of the case and insufficient warning to 
attend as a witness (Shapland et al., 1985). 

2.9 	Victim cooperation 
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With the introduction of victim surveys it became apparent that many crimes 
were not brought to the attention of authorities. It was important for autho-
rities to find out why many victims were not going to the police. The first 
Dutch victim surveys already included questions on why individuals failed 
to report crimes to the police (Van Dijk and Steinmetz, 1979). Since then, 
much research has evolved on victims' motives for not reporting crimes to the 
police. 
Some researchers view reporting behaviour as a reflection of attitudes to-
wards police (Glaser, 1974). Victims surveys reveal that less than half of all 
alleged victimizations are reported to police (CBS, 1992; Van Dijk and May-
hew, 1992; Greenburg and Ruback, 1985; BJS, 1992; Politiemonitor, 1995). 
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The reasons victims give for reporting a crime include the severity of the 

offence (Ennis, 1967). More serious offences are more likely to be reported 
to police than minor offences (Fiselier, 1978). While seriousness is in part a 

function of the damages, material or immaterial, resulting from the crime, se- 

riousness is a subjective appraisal and the perceived seriousness of an offence 

varies between individuals. When the crime is judged to be serious, the vic-

tim will, in all likelihood, experience a greater degree of stress and will there-

fore feel more strongly motivated to take corrective action (Greenberg and 

Ruback, 1985). Victims may notify the police, with the hope that the offender 
will be caught and punished and that the stolen property will be recovered 

(Greenberg and Ruback, 1985). Another reason for reporting a crime is that 

in order to receive compensation from third parties, such as insurance compa-

nies, the crime must be reported to the police (Ennis, 1967). In the case of 

violent crimes, material motives are often less important and for many of 

these victims reporting the crime to the police tends to be a natural response 
rather th an a rational decision (Shapland et al., 1985). 

Although victims' reasons why they have not reported crimes vary in accord-
ance with the type of crime, most victims report that nothing could be done 

about the crime or that the victimization was insufficiently important to merit 

reporting (Ziegenhagen,1982). For property crimes in particular, non-report-

ing is associated with a lack of trust in the ability of the police to act effec-

tively (Glaser, 1974; Fiselier, 1978). Van Dijk and Mayhew (1992) reported in 
their international victimization survey, that the most common reasons given 

by victims for not reporting a crime were that the incident was 'not serious 

enough', that there was 'no loss' or that the `police could do nothing'. The 

authors found that the reasons for not reporting a crime to the police were 

relatively stable across countries. Victims fail to involve police because they 

see linie to be gained from notifying the police. 

There is considerable evidence suggesting that poor treatment by authorities 

can effect future reporting behaviour. Shapland et al. (1985) found that 

among victims who were disappointed with the way they were treated by 

police, there was a tendency to be less willing to involve the police in the 

future. Most said that in the future they would deal with the offence them-

selves. The reasons given stressed the part the police played such as the lack 

of information from the police and the trouble the criminal case had caused 

them. Dutch survey data also support this finding. People who have had 
several experiences as a victim of crime in the past, tend to report crimes to 

the police less often than others. Negative experiences with the police are the 

major reason for disbelief in the ability of the police and failure to report the 



crime (Politiemonitor, 1993). Based on longitudinal data on victims of violent 

crime, Conaway and Lohr (1994) found that victims were more likely to 

report crime to the police if the police did routine follow-up activity or if 

the police activity on the previous victimization resulted in an arrest or the 
recovery of property. 

The relationship between past experiences with legal authorities and future 

reporting behaviour poses a serious threat to the criminal justice system. It 

suggests that police are in part responsible for the low percentage of victims 
reporting crimes. Failure by police to improve their contacts with victims not 

only augments victims' suffering, it directly diminishes the influence police 

can have on crime. Victims acting as complainants and witnesses serve as a 

major source of information about crime. Without such information, police 
cannot fulfil their task properly. Crimes which are not reported to the police 

remain undetected and therefore exempt from control by the criminal justice 

system. 

2.10 Compensatory crime 
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The knowledge that the police are not capable of solving most crimes may 

further frustrate victims and eventually lead to poor cooperation with the po-

lice and to compensatory crime (Nuijten-Edelbroek and Spickenheuer, 1982). 
As we have seen, many victims are left with material damages and most vic-

tims with damages are not reimbursed (Mulder, 1989). Moreover, negative ex-

periences with legal authorities may discourage victims from seeking police • 

assistance in the future. It is not improbable that under such circumstances 
victims may seek alternative ways to compensate their losses. 

Victims may choose to settle the matter themselves. Among victims of violent 

offences this reason is often given for not notifying police (Van Dijk and 
Steinmetz, 1980). Settling the conflict with the offender may entail retaliation 

or compensation. By seeking restitution or through retaliation, the victim can 

reduce the distress suffered as a result of the victimization (Walster et al., 
1973). But this requires that the victim knows and finds the offender and 
often this option is not available to the victim. 

Compensatory crime is an alternate way in which victims may compensate 
losses resulting from crime. In two studies of Dutch juveniles, Van Dijk and 

Steinmetz (1983) discovered a substantial overlap between being a victim of 
various theft offences and admitting to having committed them. A classic 

example of this type of crime in the Netherlands is bicycle theft. Youths (15 

to 19 years) and full-time students are least likely to receive compensation for 
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material damages resulting from victimization (Mulder, 1989). Compensatory 
crime among this group may come as no surprise. As Fattah (1992) writes in 
his paper on the revolving roles between victims and victimizers: 

'CA The sense of being victim (...) provides not only the motivations and 
justifications for offending but also the necessary rationalizations and 
neutralizations that make it possible for the potential delinquent to overcome 
whatever formal and informal controls may stand in the way of the offending 
behaviour (...)' (p. 27). 

Compensatory crime seems to be a logical response to victimization. 
According to Fattah (1994), social experience plays an important role in shap-
ing the attitudes and behaviours of delinquents and he considers victimization 
to be a significant life experience. Fattah bases his thesis, in part, on the well 
established finding that criminals are more frequently victimized than non-
criminals and that victims of violent crime themselves have considerable 
criminal involvements, the similarities between the victim and offender popu-
lations may be due to the social and geographic proximity between victims 
and victimizers (Fattah, 1991; 1994). However, he is well aware that not all 
victims become victimizers and points out that people do not respond in an 
identical manner to victimization. Human behaviour is complex and is influ-
enced by a variety of factors including the morals of the individual and his/ 
her social environment. 

A different approach to the relationship between victimization and victimiz-
ing can be found in the work of Schuyt. Schuyt (1991) looks at the role of 
societal institutions in creating criminality among citizens. He argues that 
modern institutions treat citizens with indifference and that this breeds cyni-
cism among the public which leads to criminality. To support his thesis he 
refers to the crime statistics which show a sharp rise in the early 1980s. 
According to Schuyt, this increase in crime took place at a time of high 
unemployment and major cutbacks in government spending. Schuyt argues 
that the government was indifferent to the public's needs. Delinquency is one 
way of expressing frustration with authorities and institutions (Grotenberg et 
al., 1993; Baron and Fisher, 1984; Demore et al., 1988). The only solution to 
the problem, according to Schuyt (1992) is the return of personal attention in 
societal institutions. By treating citizens with personal interest and respect, 
authorities can counterbalance this process of alienation. 

Whether victimization is related to crime or not, the large number of victims 
retaining damages as a result of victimization creates a potentially fertile 
basis for the development of compensatory crime. This development threatens 



the already deteriorating ability of the criminal justice system to control 
social interactions. That governments should be concerned about such devel-
opments is obvious. That such fears were active in the Netherlands in the late 
1970s is reflected in several studies conducted for the Ministry of Justice. 
Fear of retaliation by victims is given as a motive for studies into feelings of 
unrest among Dutch citizens (Cozijn and Van Dijk, 1976) and for experiments 
with new forms of policing (Nuijtens-Edelbroek and Spickenheuer, 1982). 
Compensatory crime necessarily implies citizens taking the law into their 
own hands. With this, the criminal justice system loses all control over crime. 

2.11 	Conclusion 
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A trend that started in the 1960s has continued through to the 1990s. Crime 
was on the rise and police were increasingly unable to cope with the large 
volume of crime. Police, and politicians feared the effects of this trend on 
citizens. Fear of crime became a political issue as it shaped people's lives in 
an effort to avoid victimization. The increasing crime rate meant that a grow-
ing number of citizens were directly experiencing the emotional and financial 
aftermath of crime and the inability of the criminal justice system to cope 
with crime. This threat was augmented by the realization that insensitive reac-
tions by authorities could further alienate citizens from the justice system. 
Unless something was done to improve the relationship between citizens and 
legal authorities, the gap between police statistics and victim surveys would 
grow even larger. In a desperate search for solutions to the growing crime 
problem, reforms were introduced into policing, aimed at improving the 
effectiveness and efficiency of the police organization. Police reforms proved 
to be insufficient and it soon became apparent that strategies to effectively 
control crime would have to have a broader social basis. 
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Victim Policy and Practice 

In the previous chapter, the importance of the treatment of victims by police 
and judicial authorities surfaced as an important factor in shaping victims' 
attitudes towards authorities. In this chapter we will look at what has been 
done to improve the treatment of victims and examine the motives used by 
policy-makers to improve the position of the victim within the criminal 
justice system. Dutch victim policy tests on three pillars: state compensation, 
victim assistance and the guidelines for police and public prosecutors. All 
three areas will be discussed however, because the guidelines directly affect 
the treatment of victims by criminal justice authorities, they will be given 
special attention. Before discussing these services, the arguments put forth 
by policy-makers in favour of these services will be considered. 

3.1 	Why victim policy? 

Throughout the years various Committees, and policy plans have put forward 
a number of different arguments for why the position of victims in the crimi-
nal justice system should be improved. One of the first arguments to be used 
was victim cooperation. Most crimes can only be detected with the aid of the 
public. Crimes which remain outside of the knowledge of police are exempt 
from control from the criminal justice system. Victims form a crucial source 
of information for the police, both in reporting crimes and in helping them 
solve crimes. The low cooperation levels found in the victim surveys formed 
an important stimulus for the development of victim policy. In 1978 the 
Dutch Ministries of Justice and Internal Affairs installed a committee on 
victims of violent sex crimes. This was one of the first committees in the 
Netherlands to consider the treatment of victims within the criminal justice 
system. Referring to the large gap between police statistics and victim sur-
veys, the committee concluded that many violent sex crimes were not being 
reported to police. The committee asserted that by improving the treatment 
of these victims by police, victims would be more inclined to come forth and 
report the crime to police (Werkgroep aangifte sexuele geweldsmisdrijven, 
1981). 
This argument was used again in 1989 by the Minister of Justice when new 
legislation to enhance the possibilities for victims to obtain restitution within 



28 

the criminal justice system was discussed in the Second Chamber of the 
Dutch Parliament. The Minister claimed that a 'not unimportant' side-effect 
of this legislation was that by making it easier for victims to obtain restitution 
within the criminal justice process they might be more inclined to report 
crimes to the police (Wetsvoorstel 21 345). 
Similarly, in the United States, the low cooperation level found in victim sur-
veys, motivated the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) to 
begin funding a number of `victim witness assistance' programs in the early 
1970s (see Maguire, 1991). The LEAA, stationed in the Ministry of Justice, 
was established as part of President Johnson's 'war on crime' program in 
1968. The war on crime program included the complete social mobilization 
against crime (Fijnaut et al., 1985). Everyone had to pull together to fight 
crime. The cause of uncooperative victim behaviour was seen to be the poor 
treatment of victims and witnesses by criminal justice authorities (Ziegen-
hagen, 1982). In the United States victims play an important role as witnesses 
for the police and the public prosecution. In the Netherlands, the public pros-
ecution is less dependent upon victims however, Dutch police rely heavily 
upon the information from victims and witnesses in solving the case. By 
improving the treatment of victims in the criminal justice system, it was 
thought that victims might be more inclined to involve police. 
This standpoint can also be traced in the policy plan of the Dutch Ministry of 
Justice for the period 1985-1990, entitled, Society and Crime (Samenleving 
en Criminaliteit, 1985). This report sees a potential role for citizens in crime 
prevention. According to the plan the dramatic increase in crime since the 
early 1970s meant that the criminal justice system was becoming overloaded. 
The question facing policy-makers was how to deal with this overload. The 
traditional response to the growing crime problem was to increase the size of 
police forces and other organizations in the criminal justice system. For exam-
ple, between 1975 and 1983 the number of detectives working for the police 
increased by 120%. But in this plan a new approach is put forward namely, 
prevention. Society had become individualized and social control was dis-
appearing. All levels of society had to become more involved in crime preven-
tion. An important difference between this policy and the American 'war on 
crime' is that the focus here is on crime prevention while the American plan 
is directed at crime detection and punishment. However, critics of Society 
and Crime point out that at the heart of this policy plan lies the role of the 
victim in crime control (De Beer, 1987). 

A second argument is that by treating victims of crime with respect police are 
in fact reinforcing socially desirable behaviour. This stand point is put for- 
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ward in the above mentioned policy plan, Society and Crime. According to 

the report, when police react to a victim of petty crime with disinterest be-
cause they know that the chances of catching the thief are nu, they are send-

ing out the message that it is okay to commit an offence. Failure to react to 

an offence suggests consensus by society. The victim may come to view law-

breaking behaviour as socially acceptable if authorities fail to react. In this 

approach the victim is viewed as a potential offender. By improving the treat-

ment of victims by police, the norm-reinforcing function of the criminal 

justice system would be strengthened (Samenleving en Criminaliteit, 1985). 

A third argument is that interest in the victim will enhance public support 

for the criminal justice system. This argument is expressed in the policy plan 

of the Nlinistry of Justice for the period 1990-1995, entitled, Law In Action 
as well as in the final report of the Committee on Judicial Policy and Victims. 

Law in ,kction focuses on improving the credibility of the criminal justice 
system. An important aim for the coming years is to improve respect for the 

law, the police and the courts. It assumes that by improving the effectiveness 

and the efficiency of the criminal justice system it can enhance respect for the 
law. However, the ministry recognizes that in order to effectively carry out its 

societal rok, it requires the support of all levels of society. Victim assistance 

is viewed as an important element in maintaining the support of society for 

the criminal justice system (Recht in beweging, 1990). 
Similarly, the Committee on Judicial Policy and Victims believes that by 

including the victim in the criminal justice procedure, satisfaction with the 

performance of the criminal justice system can be enhanced. The committee 
asserts that the general public will be more accepting of sentences when the 

interests of victims are included in the criminal justice process. They argue 

that victims are not vengeful and that inclusion of victims in the criminal 

justice system would not lead to harsher sentences (Werkgroep justitieel 

beleid en slachtoffer, 1984, 1985). Public dissatisfaction with sentencing 

practises would be tempered by the inclusion of the victim in the procedure 
and enhance support for sentencing policy. 

The fourth argument is directed at the effects on offenders. The payment of 
restitution to the victim can act as a deterrent to the offender and to other 
(potential) offenders. At the individual level, restitution has a pedagogical 

value. By including the damages suffered by the victim in the criminal justice 
process the offender is confronted with the consequences of his/her offence. 

The payment of restitution allows him/her to repair the damages and this 

constructive act can have a positive effect on his/her self-worth. In this case 
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restitution is seen as part of the rehabilitation of the offender. At a general 

level, restitution may have a shock effect on other (potential) offenders, dis-
couraging them from committing an offence. This is believed to be truc for 

some offences, such as vandalism. The deterrence argument was expressed by 

the Committee on Judicial Policy and Victims in 1984 and again in 1988 by 
the Committee 'Legal Provisions Victims in the Criminal Justice Process' 

(Werkgroep justitieel beleid en slachtoffer, 1984, 1985; Commissie wettelijke 

voorzieningen slachtoffers in het strafproces, 1988). 
Besides the offender, restitution can also have a positive effect on the victim. 

Restitution can have a healing effect on the victim, returning him/her to the 

state he/she was in prior to the offence. This argument was put forward by 
the Committee on Property Sanctions (Commissie Vermogensstraffen, 1971). 

However, the committee emphasized that restitution must not exceed the 

(financial) ability of the offender. Moreover, the committee only considered 

material damages suffered by the victim. It felt that victims suffering im- 
material damages can turn to the existing social services for assistance. Given 

these restrictions, it appears that the committee was more concerned with the 
needs of the offender than those of the victim. 

A final argument which has been used by various committees in favour of a 

better deal for victims is secondary victimization. Victimological research 

shows that the treatment of victims by police and judicial authorities can en-

hance the victim's suffering. This argument can be traced in the 1981 report 
of the committee on victims of violent sex crimes. The starting-point for their 

discussion is the `well-being of the victim' (Werkgroep aangifte sexuele ge-

weldsmisdrijven, 1981,p.4). It appears again in the 1984 report of the Com-
mittee on Judicial Policy and Victims. Interestingly, both committees insist 

that the needs of the victim must be given priority above the interests of the 
criminal justice system. The Committee on Judicial Policy and Victims believ-

es that by including the interests of the victim in the criminal justice system 

and ordering restitution, harsher sentences can be avoided. However, they 

point out that in this argument the needs of the victim do not play a central 

role and therefore they reject it as an argument for victim policy. They em-
phasize that the interests of the victim must be given priority above those of 

the criminal justice system. Similarly, the committee on victims of violent sex 

crimes found that when the interests of the victim are in conflict with the 

interests of the criminal justice system the needs of the victim should prevail. 

Several different reasons for the inclusion of the victim in the criminal justice 

system have been put forward by the Ministry of Justice over the years. As De 



Beer (1987) points out, the well-being of the victim is apparently not a suffi-

cient reason. In contrast, offenders enjoy a number of civil rights which often 
conflict with the goals of the criminal justice system. It is not clear why the 

civil rights of the victim should not provide necessary and sufficient reason 

for the itnprovement of the position of the victim in the criminal justice sys-
tem. According to 't Hart (1994) the public prosecution has a duty not only to 

fight crime but also to protect the rights of citizens and that includes victims 

as well as offenders. He points out that criminal justice policy tends to pre-
sent the inclusion of the victim in the criminal justice system as something 

which is not necessarily in conflict with the character of criminal law. 't Hart 

goes even further than this, in his view the victim necessarily belongs in the 

criminal j ustice system. 

Most of the arguments put forward by policy-makers focus on the benefits for 
the criminal justice system and in particular, crime control. The inclusion of 

the victim in the criminal justice system would improve its public image, 

enhance public support, improve reporting rates and act as a deterrent. In con-

trast, Fattah (1986) warns that victim policies may go too far and may create 

expectations among victims that are not or could not be met. Disappointment 

may aggravate the victim's feeling of frustration and dissatisfaction with the 

criminal justice system. Fattah's warning illustrates that although the argu-

ments used by policy-makers seem reasonable, they may very well be incor-

rect. But if one assumes that the arguments put forth by policy-makers have 
a factual basis, then surely the introduction of the victim into the criminal 

justice system is vital for the effectiveness of the criminal justice system. 
As we have seen in the previous chapter, support and non-reporting were all 

valid concerns of policy-makers. Because of the increasing crime rate and 

the decreasing clearance rate, policy-makers were concerned about the public 

image of the criminal justice system and the low reporting rate revealed in the 

victim surveys fuelled these concerns. 

3.2 	State compensation 
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One of the first services to be established for victims of crime were state com-

pensation programs. State compensation provides victims with government 

payments to restore the losses incurred from victimization. In 1955, the Eng-

lish penal reformer, Margery Fry made a strong plea for state compensation, 

emphasizing the state's failure to protect the victim (Drapkin and Viano, 
1974). The first of such programs was established in New Zealand in 1963 

(Viano, 1983). Under the `Criminal Injuries Compensation Act' of New Zea-

land, personal damages caused by violent crimes can be compensated by the 
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state. One year later a similar program was introduced in Great Britain and in 

1965 the state of California proposed the first American compensation pro-
gram (Viano, 1983). 

In the Netherlands the discussion on state compensation became quite active 

in the early 1970s. The report of the Committee on Property Sanctions pub-
lished in 1970 focused on state compensation (Commissie Vermogensstraf-

fen). The report includes a review of programs operating outside of the Neth-

erlands and closes with a worked out program for the Netherlands. Contrary 
to practises in countries like the U.S.A. and Great Britain, the committee 

proposed state compensation for the material damages suffered by victims 

of crime and that state compensation should not be restricted to victims of 

violent crimes. The central recommendation of the committee was the intro-

duction of a state fund which would provide compensation for the material 

damages suffered by victims of crime. The immaterial damages suffered by 

victims were literally brushed aside. The committee argued that the Dutch 
welfare state already had a good health care system for medical injuries result-

ing from violent crimes and that social work agencies existed which could 

assist the victim suffering immaterial damages. The committee found that 

victims of property crime were most often left with damages which could be 

financially crippling for victims with little income. For this group, the com-
mittee concluded, the existing social services were inadequate. 

It was not until 1976 that state compensation was actually implemented in 

the Netherlands and then, contrary to the proposals made by the Committee 

on Property Sanctions, the program was restricted to victims of violent 

crime (Cozijn, 1984). When it was introduced, the program was meant as a 
temporary measure which would be re-evaluated and eventually achieve a 

permanent structure. Like many other countries, the Dutch program follows 

a narrow definition of a victim (Maguire,1991). For example, only victims 

of violent crime who have suffered serious bodily injuries are eligible for 

state compensation. In the case of death, the (financial) dependents of the 

deceased victim can apply for compensation. The victim must be unable to 
collect payments elsewhere (e.g. from the offender) and must not be able to 

carry the financial costs him/herself. Damages which can be compensated 

by social insurance (i.e. health insurance) or private insurance policies (i.e. 

theft) will not be compensated by the state. Furthermore, the victim must be 

completely innocent and in no way be responsible for the offence. The list 

of restrictions continues however, without going into further detail, the point 

that only a small group of victims is eligible for compensation, should be 
clear. 
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Since the fund was first established it had always been the intention of the 
government to evaluate and possibly restructure the program. However, it was 
not until 1984 that the first evaluation of the program took place. This study 
showed that the procedure was long and very bureaucratic and in many cases 
the results were disappointing. In the first six years, the Dutch program made 
629 awards to victims while 1725 applications had been received (Cozijn, 
1984). 
Public reactions to the state compensation program show that they too see 
state compensation as a last resort. Restitution from the offender is preferred 
to state compensation (Cozijn 1988, Van Hecke, and Wemmers, 1992). State 
compensation is appreciated by victims. Satisfied claimants have more posi-
tive attitudes towards the criminal justice system (Cozijn, 1988; Elias, 1986). 
However, only a few victims are actually helped by the program. And those 
who are not helped, experience dissatisfaction with the program as well as 
with the criminal justice system in general (Cozijn, 1988; Elias, 1986). In 
1982, several questions regarding the Dutch state compensation fund were 
included in the national victim survey. Only 39 out of the 10,000 people > inter-
viewed had ever heard of the fund (Cozijn, 1988)! When asked what they 
thought of the fund (after being told about it) most people thought that the 
criteria were too strict (Cozijn, 1988). Broadening the criteria would necessa-
rily mean expanding the funding of the program and the public supported an 
increase in the budget for victims of crime (Steinmetz et al., 1984). 
Only after Cozijn's study, was the question of restructuring the program for-
mally addressed. The Committee Legal Provisions and Victims in the Crimi-
nal Justice System, was installed in 1985 and instructed to deliberate over 
this question. The Minister of Justice however, explicitly instructed the com-
mittee that any changes could not lead to an increase in the budget for the 
fund (Cozijn, 1988). Thereby creating little room for any real improvement 
to the fund. 
In carrying out this task the Committee Legal Provisions and Victims in the 
Criminal Justice System considered the international treaties which had 
arisen during the early 1980s. In 1983 the Council of Europe set out a number 
of minimum provisions that it considers member states should provide, in 
its convention state compensation for victims of violent crime (Council of 
Europe, 1983). Similarly, the UN Declaration (1986) supports state compen-
sation, when full compensation from the offender or from other sources is not 
available, for victims who retain significant bodily or psychological injuries 
as a result of serious crimes. The committee concluded that the Dutch pro-
gram satisfied international requirements and introduced only minimal chang-
es to the existing system. They proposed that the term victims with `severe 
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bodily damages' should be replaced by `serious bodily or mental damages'. 
The practical implications of this change were minimal as the fund had, in 
practice, traditionally included mental damages. A second change was that the 
program be extended to include not only all people living in the Netherlands 
but also all people on Dutch ships and airplanes. With the recommendations 
of this committee, state compensation is no longer a temporary measure but 
a permanent program. 

In addition to these changes, modifications have been made to the organiza-
tion of the fund. The complaint that the procedure was too long and bureau-
cratie was taken seriously. For example, victims may receive an advance 
while awaiting a final decision. Efforts to improve the procedure have had 
some effect. In 1991 1633 applications were made to the fund and 767 appli-
cants were granted an award and 195 applicants were given an advance pend-
ing the final decision in their case. (Schadefonds Geweldsmisdrijven, 1992). 
In recent years the number of applications made by victims to the fund has 
increased substantially. In 1993, 2108 applications were received by the fund, 
this is a 30% increase from 1992 when 1631 applications were received. In 
1994, this new, record high was already exceeded by September (Schadefonds 
Geweldsmisdrijven, 1994). This recent increase is viewed as an indication 
that the public is becoming more aware of the existence of the fund (Schade-
fonds Geweldsmisdrijven, 1994). 
Other recent changes to the fund include the extension of the deadline for 
applications and the increase of the maximum awards. The deadline for appli-
cations has been enlarged from six months following the offence to three 
years. In practice, applications which exceeded the six month deadline were 
still considered as the fund was well aware that many people did not know 
of its existence. In the future this policy will be continued and applications 
exceeding the new three year deadline will still be taken into consideration. 
Regarding the maximum awards, since 1976 the maximum award for mate-
rial damages following physical injuries was 25,000 guilders ($ 15,000) and 
10,000 guilders ($ 6,000) for immaterial damages. As of January first 1994 
these maximums have been increased to 50,000 guilders ($ 30,000) for mate-
rial damages and 20,000 guilders ($ 12,000) for immaterial damages (Schade-
fonds Geweldsmisdrijven, 1994). 

In the 1993 nota on victim policy, the basic philosophy underlying the pro-
gram since it was first established in 1976 was continued. The policy rests 
on the assumption that state compensation is a last resort and that it is the res-
ponsibility of citizens to take out insurance against criminal offences. State 
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compensation is intended to fill the gaps rather than to take over the responsi-
bility of citizens. Serious violent crimes like rape are, according to the nota, 
an exception because they occur relatively infrequently so that victims cannot 
be expected to insure themselves against such crimes. The case of work-relat-
ed victimization is, however, an area of doubt and the ministry plans to ini-
tiate research on this area. For this purpose the ministry intends to set up a 
committee which will address the issue of improper use of state compensa-
tion. In addition the issue of obtaining compensation from the offender will 
be investigated. This committee will also consider whether certain types of 
material damages can be standardized. In general it appears that the policy is 
directed at restricting the number of eligible cases at a time when the number 
of victirns of violent crime in the Netherlands is increasing. It is expected that 
by the year 2000 between 4,000 and 5,000 victims will apply for state com-
pensation. With this increase in view, the nota provides some extra funding 
for state compensation. In 1993 the fund was granted 4,5 million guilders 
($ 2,700,000) and in 1994 this was raised to 5 million guilders ($ 3,000,000). 
At the same however, it emphasizes the limitations of the state's responsibi-
lity. In the long-term policy the conclusions of the committee will play an 
important role in further defining the boundaries of the state's responsibility 
(Ministerie van Justitie, 1993). 

The problems facing state compensation in the Netherlands are not unique. 
The programs are often criticized as symbolic products of opportunistic poli-
ticians (Maguire, 1991). Limited funding is a major complaint both in the 
Netherlands and in the United States (Elias, 1986). Meanwhile policy-makers 
strongly support the development of victim services. It is attractive for gov-
ernments because it shows the public that the government is doing something 
for victims. It is normally nationally introduced, administered and controlled 
which makes it manageable for governments (Maguire and Shapland, 1990). 
The state decides who is eligible and what expenses may be claimed in each 
case, according to the guidelines used to set it up (Shapland et al., 1985). 

Victim assistance schemes began to surface in the Netherlands in the early 
seventies. These early initiatives began outside of the government. In line 
with the recommendations put forward by the Committee on Property Sanc-
tions, expressed in 1970, the first projects were developed by probation offi-
cers. The Committee on Property Sanctions stated that existing social services 
such as social work provided sufficient support for victims with immaterial 
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damages. The committee realized, however, that many victims may not be 
able to find their way in the mesh of social services and feit that the probation 
services should have an active role in victim assistance. Afterall, they argued, 
the probation organization has a national network of offices and has expertise 
in social work and is specialized in the area of criminal justice. Probation 
would act as a central organization which could refer victims, when necessary 
to other existing social services (Commissie Vermogensstraffen, 1972). 

In 1975 probation officers working for 'Humanitas', an organization concern-
ed with heiping offenders, set up the first experimental project (Ruyter, 
1977). By the early seventies, conflict resolution and restitution were gaining 
attention as alternatives to imprisonment within the rehabilitation ideology 
(Steinmetz, 1990; Van Dijk, 1982). This ideology had dominated the criminal 
justicé system in the Netherlands since the second world war (Winkel, 1990; 
Van Dijk, 1982). The first projects aimed at helping victims cope with the 
material and immaterial aftermath of victimization and conflict resolution 
formed an important method in this process (Steinmetz, 1990). By 1979 there 
was a handful of projects operating in various cities, including Amsterdam, 
Rotterdam and Groningen (Steinmetz, 1990). At that time, Humanitas publish-
ed a blue-print for victim assistance schemes that was based on its experien-
ces with the initial projects (Beaudoin, 1979). An important aspect of this 
blue-print was conflict resolution. According to the plan, the legal system 
should be viewed as a last resort. Parties should first try to solve the conflict 
between themselves and only if that failed should the parties seek a solution 
within the criminal or civil courts (Steinmetz, 1990; Van Dijk, 1988). 

In 1980, however, the existing projects were granted funding by the Ministry 
of Justice which led to changes in the goals of the projects (Steinmetz, 1990). 
Funding was granted for the period of two years provided this term would 
be seen as a period of experimentation, after which the optima] organization 
for victim assistance could be decided. The major question for the ministry 
was not what type of help victims need but whether victim assistance should 
formally be a part of the police organization or whether it should become au 
extension of the existing social work agencies. 
The new organization which grew from this period of experimentation is 
closely related to the British system (Maguire and Shapland, 1990). In Great 
Britain, victim support began as a community-based, grassroots movement. 
The first victim support schemes in Britain appeared in the 1970s (Maguire 
and Shapland, 1990). These were independent voluntary groups, mostly fund-
cd by charitable donations and administered by a coordinator. Volunteers of- 
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fered emotional and practica] support to victims, often victims of burglary or 

other crimes of low to medium seriousness (Maguire and Corbett, 1987). In 
1979 the National Association of Victim Support Schemes (NAVSS) was form-

ed by a group of these schemes. The NAVSS served to standardized methods 

of operation and training for the various schemes (Maguire and Shapland, 

1990). In 1986 the government granted the NAVSS 9 million pounds (about 

$ 14 million) over a period of three years. This money was to be channelled 

through the NAVSS to the various local assistance schemes. 

Similarly, after 1980 the regular meetings between the existing victim assis-
tance projects throughout the Netherlands were less non-committal and by 

1984 they were institutionalized in the form of the Dutch Association of Vic-

tim Support Schemes (LOS) (Winkel, 1990). One of the first acts of the LOS 

was to establish a national service office (Landelijk Buro Slachtofferhulp). 

This office was established in Utrecht in 1985. The national office acts very 

much lik e the NAVSS, providing structure and standardization for the local 
victim assistance schemes. The tasks of the national office include (Landelijk 

Buro Slachtofferhulp, 1987): 

• initiating and organizing new local/regional schemes 

• supporting local initiatives on behalf of victims 

• to confer and cooperate with connected national organizations in the field 

of victim support 

• supplying information, advice and training both externally and internally 

• to stimulate and carry out the joint registration 

• setting up a central documentation system 

• editing the association's newsletter 

• evaluating the different organizational models 

• giving publicity to the aims of the association 

• to be a central point of contact for the government 

With the introduction of funding from the Ministry of Justice, the emphasis 

within victim assistance in the Netherlands shifted away from conflict resolu-

tion to helping victims cope with the emotional aftermath of victimization 

(Steinmetz, 1990). The schemes offer victims the following services (Lande-

lijk Buro Slachtofferhulp, 1987): 

• first aid and guidance 

• moral and practical support 

• information and advice 

• help to solve practical problems 

• referral to more suitable organizations or persons 

• preventing the process of secondary victimization 
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• looking after the victim's interest especially with respect to mediation, 
penal procedures and contact with insurance companies 

• applying for state compensation 

The assistance offered varies from case to case, depending on the needs of the 
victim. But basically, the assistance is short-term, and complicated cases are 
referred to professional social work agencies. Victim assistance is intended 
to bridge the gap between victim care by police and more professional help 
(Winkel, 1990). Volunteers carry out most of the work with victims. In ad-
dition each office is run by a (paid) coordinator. These services are available 
to all victims of crime. There are no restrictions on the types of criminal 
offences which the LOS serves. In 1990, following pressure from the police, 
the LOS extended its services to include victims of traffic accidents (Ministe-
rie van Justitie, 1993). At present the LOS is considering the role it should 
play in national disasters, such as the El Al plane crash in Amsterdam (LOS, 
1993). 
Victims do not have to report the crime to the police in order to be eligible 
for assistance. However, by and large most of the victims who come in con-
tact with the schemes are referred by police. Police are required to inform 
victims of the possibility of victim assistance and a folder is available which 
police can hand out to victims. The introduction of victim assistance into the 
police organization has had varying success. In some cases volunteers are 
present within the police stations while in others, volunteers will drop by 
every so often for new referrals (Hauber and Wemmers, 1988; Van Hecke et. 
al, 1990). In only a fraction of the police corps is it standard practise to give 
victims this folder (Leenders, 1990). Whether police mention victim assis-
tance to a victim is often dependent on the individual police officer and the 
victim (Hauber and Wemmers, 1988). A 1995 public survey reveals that 27% 
of victims who report a crime to the police are informed of victim assistance 
(Politiemonitor, 1995). Despite the fact that police do not always inform 
victims of victim assistance, each year the number of victims who come in 
contact with victim assistance rises. 

Important to the evolution of victim assistance in the Netherlands are the 
international guidelines for victim assistance which were developed in the 
eighties. In 1985, the United Nations adopted the Declaration of Basic Princi-
ples of Justice for Victims of Crime and Abuse of Power. The UN recognizes 
the importance of victim assistance and recommends that victims should 
receive the necessary assistance that they need and that they be made aware 
of the availability of this service. Soon afterwards, in 1987, the Council of 
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Europe adopted a set of recommendation entitled, `Assistance to Victims and 
Prevention of Victimisation' (No. R(87)21). The latter recommendation is 
more specific than that of the UN. The council recommends that member 
states should create general victim assistance services as well as specific pro-
grams for special categories of victims, such as children and, when necessary, 
victims of particular offences such as rape, domestic violence, organized 
crime and racist violence. Programs should provide victims with immediate 
assistance and emotional support. In agreement with previous recommenda-
tions on participation of the public in crime policy (No. R (83) 7), the council 
encourages the use of volunteers in providing assistance, supported as neces-
sary by professional help for training, specific services, administrative and 
technical support. 

The public is strongly in favour of increased spending on victim assistance. 
A 1984 survey shows that 88% of the respondents are in favour of increased 
government spending on victim assistance while only 1% is in favour of 
cutbacks (Steinmetz, et. al., 1984). In line with public sentiment, the Dutch 
central government has channelled substantial grants to victim assistance 
schemes through the national office (Van Dijk, 1988; Ministerie van Justitie, 
1993). The results of this funding can be seen in the enormous growth of the 
number of victim assistance schemes and the number of victims who have 
received assistance. In 1993 the LOS assisted 87,000 victims of crime and in 
1994 the number of victims helped by victim assistance rose by 20% to 
105,000 (LOS, 1995). The 1993 nota on victim policy includes a budget in-
crease for victim assistance. It forms the largest post on the budget for the 
ministry's victim policy. In 1993 and 1994, 8 million guilders ($ 4,8 million) 
were channelled through the LOS just for victims of crime. This excludes the 
funding which has been made available for victims of traffic accidents and for 
the national office. With extra funding from the government the LOS was able 
to complete its network of offices so that every region in the Netherlands has 
a victim assistance program. In 1994 there were 72 regional victim assistance 
offices spread throughout the country (Eijken, 1994). In order to cope with 
the ever increasing number of clients, the LOS plans to strengthen its organi-
zation and infrastructure (Ministerie van Justitie, 1993). 

3.4 	The treatment of victims in the criminal justice system 

Several countries have adopted regulations concerning the position of victims 
in the criminal justice system. Some countries have chosen to view the victim 
as a party with his/her own rights throughout the criminal justice procedure 
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while others view the correct treatment of victims as a duty of police and 

prosecutors. The different approaches are in part the result of cultural differ-
ences in the criminal justice system (Van Dijk, 1988). In the United States, 

where the Anglo-Saxon adversary model of criminal procedure is followed, 

many states have adopted victims' bill of rights. The first Bill of Rights for 

victims and witnesses was passed in Wisconsin in 1980 and by 1988, 45 states 
had enacted some kind of bill of rights (NOVA, 1988). The demand for pro-

cedural rights for victims in the United States is an extension of the victim/ 

witness assistance programs established in the 1970s (Van Dijk, 1988). In Eu-
rope, where the inquisitorial system is common, many countries have intro-

duced victim guidelines (Van Dijk, 1988). In the Netherlands the word `vic-

tim' does not have a legal basis and victims do not have formal rights (Tak, 

1993). Instead, guidelines for police and prosecutors were introduced. 

Two important tasks in the guidelines are victim notification and restitution. 
Victim notification involves keeping the victim up-to-date on the develop-

ments in his/her case. Restitution involves the reparation or restoration by the 
offender of the victim's losses incurred as a result of his/her victimization. 

Before examining the contents of the guidelines, the developments which led 

to the introduction of the guidelines will be considered. 

3.4.1 Background 

Three committees played a central role in the development of the guidelines. 

These committees have already been mentioned briefly in the above discus-

sion of victim policy. Their instructions were to consider the position of the 
victim in the criminal justice system and what improvements could be made. 

Before we discuss the guidelines, we will first examine the recommendations 
made by these committees. 

The first is the Committee on Victims of Violent Sex Crimes. This committee 
was chaired by L. de Beaufort, the chief public prosecutor of Amsterdam and 

is commonly referred to as the `Committee De Beaufort'. It was introduced in 

1979 by the Ministries of Justice and of Internal Affairs. Its task was to devel-

op guidelines regarding the treatment of victims of violent sex crimes by 
police. In 1981 the recommendations of the committee were published. How-

ever, they were not introduced as guidelines for police until 1986. Their re-

commendations cover a number of different areas including the organization 

and training of the police, the contacts with victims, and the medical examina-
tion. The basic premise of the committee is that the interests of the victim 

must always prevail (Werkgroep aangifte sexuele geweldsmisdrijven, 1981). 
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The second committee was established by the Attorney-Generals in January 
1983. This committee was chaired by F.A. Vaillant, a chief public prosecutor, 
and is commonly referred to as the Committee Vaillant'. The proper title of 
the committee is the Committee on Judicial Policy and Victims. This com-
mittee was asked to examine how the position of victims could be improved 
within the framework of the existing criminal justice system. The recommen-
dations of the committee had to fit within existing legislation and had to be 
inexpensive (1984). In May of 1984 the committee published its first report. 
This report was circulated among the chief public prosecutors and their com-
ments were processed in the final report of the committee which was publish-
ed in April 1985 (Werkgroep justitieel beleid en slachtoffer, 1985). In their 
reports, the committee Vaillant makes a number of recommendations for 
police and the public prosecution regarding the treatment of victims of crime. 
They conclude that both police and public prosecutors should address the 
needs and interests of the victim. Victims should be kept informed of the 
developments in their case and restitution should be actively stimulated by 
police and prosecutors. 
In April of 1986 the recommendations made by the Committee Vaillant, to-
gether with the recommendations of the Committee De Beaufort were intro-
duced as guidelines for police and public prosecutors regarding the treatment 
of victims of serious crimes. A year later the guidelines were expanded to 
include all victims of felonies. 
One of the recommendations of the Committee,Vaillant was that possibilities 
for expanding the opportunities for victims to obtain restitution within the 
criminal justice procedure should be investigated. Following this recommen-
dation a third committee was established. In 1985 the Minister of Justice 
introduced the Committee Legal Provisions Victims in the Criminal Justice 

Process (Commissie wettelijke voorzieningen slachtoffers in het strafproces). 
The committee was chaired by C.A. Terwee-van Hilten, a vice-president of 
one of the district courts and is commonly referred to as the `Committee 
Terwee'. In contrast to the Committee Vaillant, who had to work within the 
existing framework of the law, the Committee Terwee was instructed to devel-
op new legislation. Specifically, this committee had to consider ways to 
expand the existing possibilities for victims to obtain restitution within the 
criminal justice process. 
This issue had already been debated for quite some time. In the early 1970s it 
had been taken into consideration by the Committee on Property Sanctions 
however, the discussion had failed to produce any concrete results (Commis-
sie Vermogensstraffen, 1972). In 1971 the Minister of Justice had ordered a 
new committee, the Committee on Partial Revision of the Criminal Justice 
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Procedure, to consider changes regarding the existing legislation on the 'paai 
civile' procedure. However, an intergovernmental committee for the Benelux 
countries was also considering changes for this procedure. The Benelux com-
mittee put forward a concept treaty in 1977 in which they advised the intro-
duction of the so-called `citation directe'. This would allow the victim to act 
as a private prosecutor. The Committee on Partial Revision of the Criminal 
Justice Procedure subsequently advised against this idea in 1982 and suggest-
ed reconsidering an earlier proposal which had been launched in 1971. How-
ever, the committee was discharged before it could complete its work. 
Another important development in this respect is the publication of Groenhuij-
sen's cnssertation on the parti civile procedure in 1985. Among other things, 
Groenhuijsen examines the legal history of the parti civile model and address-
es the legal arguments for and against expanding the legal position of the 
parti civile. 
The Committee Terwee had to pick up where the others had left off and in 
1988 it published its conclusions in a report. The final report contains a bill 
intended to enhance the possibilities for victims of crime to obtain restitution 
within the criminal justice process (Commissie wettelijke voorzieningen 
slachtoffers in het strafproces, 1988). This new legislation was introduced in 
1995. The changes proposed by this committee will be discussed later in this 
chapter. 
At the same time that these committees were considering the position of the 
victim in the Dutch criminal justice system, efforts to improve the treatment 
of victims of crime were taking place at an international level. In 1985, the 
Council of Europe published its `Recommendation on the Position of the 
Victim in the Framework of Criminal Law and Procedure (Council of Europe, 
No. R(85)11). The Council of Europe recommends that the victim receives 
information on the outcome of the police investigation, the final decision 
concerning prosecution, the court hearings and on the outcome of the case. 
In that same year the General Assembly of the United Nations adopted the 
Declaration of Principles of Justice for Victims of Crime and Abuse of Power 
(United Nations, 1986). The UN suggests that victims should be informed 
of the disposition of their cases. The UN points out that this should facilitate 
the responsiveness of judicial and administrative processes to the needs of 
victims. Besides notification, both the UN and the Council of Europe support 
restitution within the criminal justice procedure. 
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In the Netherlands the treatment of victims by police and public prosecutors 

is regulated by guidelines. The Vaillant guidelines were introduced in 1986. 

At that time, they only applied to victims of serious offences (Richtlijnen 

voor Openbaar Ministerie en Politie, 1986). In 1987 they were expanded to 
include all victims of felonies (Richtlijnen aan politie en openbaar ministerie 

ten aanzien van uitbreiding slachtofferbeleid, 1987). 
At the basis of the guidelines is the correct treatment of victims. This includ-

es victim notification and restitution. The duties of the police and the public 

prosecution can be broken down into a sequence of five steps. In the follow-

ing the contents of the existing guidelines will be outlined. 
The first step involves the initial contact between the victim and the police: 

when the victim reports a crime. The police are often the first and only repre-

sentatives of the criminal justice system with whom the victim has contact. 

Police are required to treat the victim with consideration and have respect 

for their dignity. During this first contact they must inform the victim of the 

possibilities regarding victim assistance and, where appropriate, refer the 
victim to the local victim assistance scheme. Police should give the victim 

a general description of what will happen after their report is made and ask 

him/her if he/she wishes to be kept informed of the developments in his/her 

case. In addition they should ask the victim if he/she wishes restitution from 

the offender. 
The second step involves following through with the victim's wishes regard-

ing notification and restitution. The police are expected to comply with the 
wish of the victim. If a suspect is apprehended and the victim wishes restitu-

tion, the police should attempt to arrange the payment of restitution by the 

offender. Here the police may use some discretion because in complex cases 

restitution may go beyond the ability of the police. Victims who wish to be 

kept informed should be notified of the fact that a suspect has been appre-

hended. When the police fail to solve the case, the victim should be informed 

when the criminal investigation is closed. 

The third step focuses on the information that the police include in the case 
report. In drawing up their report, the police are required to give a detailed 

and accurate description of the damages suffered by the victim and his/her 

wish for compensation from the offender. Information on any efforts made 

by the police to obtain restitution from the offender should be included in 

the report. In addition, the victim's wishes regarding notification should be 
included in the case report. 
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The fourth step is that the prosecution should invite the victim to express his/ 

her wishes regarding notification and restitution. In practise, most jurisdic-
tions use a standard, introductory letter which police are required to include 

with their report. Once the case enters the office of the public prosecutor, the 

office staff mail the letter to the victim. If the victim wishes restitution or 
information, then he/she is required to reply to this letter. Victims who fail to 

reply forfeit their chance to ask for information or restitution. 

Step five involves honouring the wishes of the victim. According to the guide-

ines, the public prosecutor must inform victims of all important decisions 

concerning the case. In addition the prosecutor must consider the wishes of 

the victim (i.e. restitution) when handling the case. This means that a decision 

by the prosecutor to dismiss the case may be taken only if the offender has 

made a reasonable effort to compensate the victim. Finally, the guidelines 

oblige the prosecutors to invite victims of serious crimes of violence (and the 

relatives of deceased victims) for a personal interview in order to explain the 
criminal procedure and any special aspects of the case. 

3.4.3 Possibilities for restitution within the criminal justice system 

As of April first 1995, the existing possibilities for victims to obtain restitu-

tion within the criminal justice system have been modified. Due to the recent 

modifications, both the possibilities prior April 1995 and the new possibilities 

will be presented. When recent changes are discussed, this will be indicated 
in the text. 

In the Netherlands, there are various methods by which victims of crime can 

obtain restitution within the criminal justice procedure. One possibility is res-

titution combined with a dismissal. If restitution is arranged then the police, 

under the authority of the public prosecution, can dismiss the case. Similarly, 

the prosecution can dismiss the case when restitution has been made to the 

victim. This can be done either as a conditional dismissal (i.e. on the condi-

tion that restitution is made) or as an unconditional dismissal (i.e. after resti-

tution has been made). A second possibility is restitution combined with a 

transaction. A transaction is very much like a fine, however, it is imposed by 

the prosecution rather than the court. Under the authority of the prosecution, 

the police may also combine restitution with a transaction. Both a transaction 

and a dismissal means that the case will not be brought before the court, pro-

viding the offender fulfils the requirements imposed by the public prosecutor. 
The existing possibilities for restitution in the pre-trial phase remain unchang-
ed under the new legislation. 
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The next level is the criminal trial. Within the criminal trial there are several 

possibilities for victims to obtain restitution. The first is to combine restitu-
tion with a conditional sentence. Restitution is then designated as a special 

condition which must be met in order to avoid the conditional sentence. 

Because it is part of a normal sentence, the prosecution is responsible for exe-

cuting the sentence. This possibility has not changed in the new legislation. 

The second option is the civil party model. The basis of which lies in civil 

law. Essentially, it incorporates civil law concepts within the criminal trial. 

The victim may add him/herself to the trial as a civil party. The criminal 
judge then considers his/her claim and has the authority to grant or deny the 

victim's claim. If granted the victim has a legal order verifying his/her right 
to restitution. However, in line with civil law, it is entirely up to the victim 

to enforce payment by the offender. Until April 1995, the civil party model 

was plagued by a number of serious limitations. The amount of restitution 

that a victim could claim was limited to a maximum of 1,500 guilders ($ 900) 

for felonies and 600 guilders ($ 360) for misdemeanours. This was intended 

to keep the victim's claim simple. After all the focus of the trial must remain 

on the criminal offence and not the civil damages of the victim. Moreover, 
victims could not claim a portion of their damages through the criminal trial 

and attempt to obtain the remainder through a civil trial. Victims with damag-

es exceeding the legal limits must be satisfied with less or take the case to 

a civil court. Another problem was that in order to make one's claim, the vic-

tim must be present at the trial. To some victims the thought of being con-

fronted with the offender in a court room might discourage them from making 

a claim. 
Recent changes to the civil party model have tried to remove many of the 

problems which plagued this approach. The quantitative limits of 1500 guil-

ders ($ 900) for felonies and 600 guilders ($ 360) for misdemeanours have 
been dropped. In their place, qualitative criteria have been introduced. The 

case must remain simple and clear cut. Simple means that the victim may not 

bring witnesses or experts to the trial to support his/her claim. The claim 
must stand on its own and therefore only straightforward cases will be consid-

ered within the criminal trial. The focus of the trial continues to be the crimi-

nal offence and not the civil claim. However, the victim can split his/her 
claim into two parts: a simple and a complicated part. The simple claim can 

be handled in the criminal trial. For the complicated part the victim will have 

to take the case to a civil court. The victim no longer has to be present at the 

trial in order to make his/her claim. However, because it is a civil measure, it 
is entirely up to the victim to enforce payment by the offender (Wet Terwee, 

1993). 
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An important change put forward by the committee Terwee is the introduction 
of restitution orders. This is a third possibility for victims to obtain restitution 
within the criminal trial. With the introduction of restitution orders, restitu-
tion may be ordered alone or together with an existing sanction. There are no 
limits on the amount of restitution that can be ordered and the prosecution is 
responsible for its execution. As with fines, failure by the offender to pay 
restitution can result in a custodial sentence. 

3.4.4 New guidelines 

Together with the new legislation, a new set of guidelines for police and 
public prosecutors has been developed. These new guidelines came into effect 
on April first 1995. The new guideline builds forth on the Vaillant guideline. 
However, the new guideline applies not only to victims of felonies but also to 
victims of misdemeanours. In line with the intention of the new legislation, 
the duties for police and public prosecutors regarding restitution are highlight-
ed in the new guidelines. 
In addition, the new guideline introduces network forming. For an optimal 
utilization of the possibilities for restitution, the guidelines advise that the 
police and the public prosecution form both internal and external networks. 
Within their own organization police and the public prosecution should make 
distinct arrangements about responsibilities, privileges and procedures. 
Outside of their own organization they should coordinate their activities with 
those of other organizations such as probation, victim assistance, alternative 
sanctions, and legal aid. In some of these organizations, such as alternative 
sanctions, restitution is already an integral part of the organization. In others, 
such as probation, the restitution is not systematically carried out. These 
other organizations can play a role in arranging restitution. For example, pro-
bation may work with victim assistance and assist the offender and victim in 
arranging a settlement. In addition to restitution, cooperation cao advance the 
overall treatment of victims within the justice system. When they are aware 
of each others services, organizations can better inform victims of the possibi-
lities available to them. Networking is viewed as a means which can enhance 
the efficiency and the effectiveness of the guidelines. 
In the following the new guidelines will be presented as a sequence of steps 
to be carried out by the police and the public prosecution. In particular, the 
changes will be addressed. 
The first step is the initial contact with the victim. The duties of police here 
remain largely unchanged. The police remain responsible for the correct and 
prudent treatment of the victim. This includes informing the victim of the 
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possibilities for victim assistance and giving the victim a folder on this sub-

ject. The police inform the victim of the procedures following their report and 

must clearly ask the victim if he/she wishes notification and/or restitution. In 
addition, the police are required to collect information on the damages suffer-

ed by the victim with respect to restitution. 
Following the initial contact with the victim, the police are required to carry 

out the wishes of the victim. This second step is largely unchanged. If the 

victim wishes to be kept informed then the police should inform the victim 

of any developments in the case. If a (suspected) offender is arrested and 
the victim wishes restitution then police are required to assist the victim in 

obtaining restitution. The guidelines advise that restitution be attempted at 
the earliest possible stage of the criminal justice process. Police are required 

to collect information regarding the willingness of the suspect to pay restitu-

tion and his/her (financial) ability to make compensation. 

The third step regards the information in the police report. The prosecution 
depends on the information provided by police. If this information is absent 

or incomplete then it will have to be collected by the prosecution. Basically, 

the information collected by the police in steps 1 and 2 must be included in 
the report. Police are required to include in their report information about the 

wishes of the victim (re: notification and restitution), and the damages suffer-

ed by the victim, such as the nature of the damages and their value. The 

Terwee guidelines specify that the police must include information about the 

willingness and the ability of the offender to make restitution. Any steps 

taken by the police with respect to arranging a settlement between the victim 

and the offender must be reported in the file. If the police have concluded that 

the case is not eligible for restitution, then they must substantiate this deci-

sion in their report. This last point emphasizes the duty of police to seriously 

consider restitution. 
In the Vaillant guidelines, the fourth step is to include an introductory letter 

with the reports. Under the Terwee guidelines the introductory letter has been 

replaced with a form. This so-called `victim form' must contain up-to-date 
information regarding the victim's wishes and damages. Basically, all of the 

information mentioned in the third step is reported using this form. The com-

pleted forms are to be included with the case reports as they enter the office 
of the public prosecutor. In contrast to the letters which only had to be includ-

ed when the victim wanted information or restitution, the form must always 

be included with the case reports. Only when the information in the case re-

port is incomplete or out-dated, is the prosecution obliged to invite the victim 

to malce his/her wishes known. Because the introductory letter has been dropp- 
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ed, in most cases the prosecution will be able to move directly to the fifth 

step namely, addressing the wishes of the victim. 
In accordance with the Vaillant guidelines, the public prosecution is required 

to consider the wishes of the victim when handling a case. This includes the 

decision of the prosecution to appeal a verdict. If the victim wishes to be kept 
informed, then the prosecution must notify the victim when the case enters 

the office of the public prosecution and inform the victim of all relevant deci-

sions made in the case. If the victim wishes restitution then the prosecutor 
must bear this in mind when deciding how to handle the case. 

Like the police, the duties of the prosecution with respect to restitution are 

emphasized in the new guidelines. The prosecution is required to attempt res-

titution at the earliest possible stage of the criminal justice process. If restitu-

tion is unsuccessful then the prosecution must inform the victim of this result. 

If, despite the victim wishes restitution, the prosecution decides against resti-

tution then the victim must be notified of this decision and informed of the 
possibilities to appeal this decision. If the appeal is successful the decision 

will be overturned and the victim's case will be taken to trial. The possibili-
ties for restitution at the trial stage have been described above. 

3.4.5 The implementation of the victim guidelines 

Prior to the introduction of the Vaillant guidelines, there was little to no 

attention given to the interests of the victim. Any such initiatives were done 

on an individual basis. White it was possible for victims to obtain restitution 

within the criminal justice system prior to the introduction of the guidelines, 

in practise this was rare. The research on restitution practises in the courts 

prior to the introduction of the guidelines was conducted by Junger and Van 

Hecke (1988). The researchers examined 2,000 dossiers which had been 

handled by criminal court judges in 1985. Their dossier study revealed that 

only 7% of the cases which included a victim involved restitution. When the 

Vaillant guidelines were introduced restitution was not much more than a 
theoretical possibility. 

Following the introduction of the Vaillant guidelines, some research on the 
implementation of the guidelines was conducted. Unfortunately, neither the 

police nor the office of the public prosecutor keep complete statistics on noti-
fication or restitution. Much of the available data is plagued by limitations. 

Quantitative data covering more than one jurisdiction is not available and 

these studies typically use small samples, making it difficult to draw general 

conclusions from the results. Despite their limitations, in order to have some 
idea of the situation, a few studies will be discussed. 



49 

Two years after the Vaillant guidelines had been in effect, in 1989, Van Hecke 

et al. (1990) evaluated the victim notification program in one jurisdiction. 

This jurisdiction had invested a great deal of time and energy in developing 

what they thought was a good system and the study was conducted at their 

request. In that particular jurisdiction, some 23,000 felonies entered the office 
of the public prosecutor annually. Their findings show that among the cases 

entering the office of the public prosecution, only one third of the victims 

are actually given an opportunity to remain informed of the progress in their 

case. 
In that same year, Leenders (1990) conducted a survey among 122 police offi-

cers from various corps. Although the guidelines had been in effect since 

1987, some police claimed that the guidelines were not in effect in their orga-
nization! When asked to how well the guidelines with respect to notification 

were carried out in their organization most feit that this was done `well' al-

though no one claimed that this was done `very well'. Regarding restitution, 

most police officers said that restitution was attempted `sometimes'. How-

ever, 14% said that, in their organization, police were not at all active in this 

respect. 

Prior to the introduction of the new legislation and guidelines (Terwee) there 

were several signs that the implementation of the existing guidelines 

(Vaillant) was not optimal. This prompted the Minister of Justice to introduce 

the new guidelines in phases. The new law and guidelines were introduced as 

an experiment in two jurisdictions in the Netherlands. Together with the phas-

ed implementation, an evaluation would be carried out to study the effects of 
these new measures for the organizations involved as well as for victims and 

offenders. The new measures were introduced in these two jurisdictions on 

April first 1993. Two years later they were introduced nationally. 
The phased implementation provided a unique opportunity to systematically 

study Ihe implementation of both the existing and the new guidelines. The ef-

fects of the guidelines for the actual treatment of victims of crime are report-
ed in the victim study which formed part of the evaluation (Wemmers, 1994a, 

1994b). Because of their significance for the present study, the treatment of 

victims by authorities will be discussed in considerable detail. The study uses 
an untreated control group design with pretest posttest. The control group is 

based on victims from two jurisdictions where the new measures were not 

introduced until 1995 and the experimental group is based on victims from 
the two jurisdictions where the new measures were introduced in April 1993. 

In the following the implementation of the Vaillant guidelines will be discuss- 
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ed, where the new guidelines have led to significant changes in the treatment 
of victims, the findings from the posttest will be presented. 
When victims report a crime to the police, the police have a duty to provide 
victims with information and register the victims' wishes for notification and 
restitution. Under the Vaillant guidelines, 36% of the respondents claimed 
that police informed them of the possibility of victim assistance. Similarly, 
36% reported that police asked if they wished to remain informed of the 
developments in their case and 35% said they were asked if they desired resti-
tution. With the introduction of the Terwee guidelines, the implementation of 
these tasks has shown some improvement. Police are more likely to inform 
victims of the possibility of victim assistance (55%) and ask if they wish to 
be notified of the developments in their case (51%) or are interested in resti-
tution (42%). 
Notification is in essence a simple request. It requires time and energy from 
officials who are responsible for the communication with victims but it does 
not interfere with the criminal justice process. It can be seen as a symbolic 
gesture to the victim: recognizing his/her existence and personal interest in 
the case. Police have a duty to keep victims, who have expressed an interest 
in notification, informed of the developments in their case. Yet, the results 
show that under the Vaillant guidelines, only 35% of victims are treated in 
accordance with their wish for notification. Under the Terwee guidelines this 
percentage did not improve significantly. 
Restitution is somewhat more complex than notification. While many victims 
suffer financial problems as a result of the victimization (Steinmetz, 1990), 
restitution programs are limited by a number of practical problems. To begin 
with, only a minority of offenders are actually apprehended and convicted. 
Most victims, are simply not eligible for restitution because their case is 
never solved. Secondly, many offenders have limited resources and they are 
often unable to afford restitution. Serious offenders may be given a custodial 
sentence which again decreases the victim's chances for restitution. Neverthe-
less, when available, restitution offers victims relief from the damages caused 
by the offence. The victim study carried out in the evaluation Terwee is based 
on victims of property crimes and simple assault cases in which a suspect has 
been apprehended by police and the case has been sent to the office of the 
public prosecutor. Therefore attempts by police to arrange restitution should 
be relatively common. However, police appear to be reluctant to get involved 
in restitution. Under the Vaillant guidelines, 10% of the respondents report 
that police attempted to arrange restitution. With the introduction of the new 
guidelines this percentage showed little improvement: only 12% of the vic-
tims reported that police attempted to arrange restitution. 
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Once the cases reach the office of the public prosecution, the public prosecu-

tion has a duty to address the wishes of the victim. This requires that the dos-
siers contain information about the wishes of the victim. Under the Vaillant 

guidelines, 50% of the incoming dossiers contained some information regard-

ing the wishes of the victim, albeit that this information was not always com-

plete. For example, the victim's wish for notification might be mentioned but 

no information would be given regarding the victim's wish for restitution. 

With the introduction of the Terwee guidelines, not only did dossiers more 

often include information regarding the wishes of the victim (72%), the 

quality of the information improved as well. 

With more and better information available to them regarding the wishes of 
victims, the public prosecution is in a better position to respond to the inter-

ests of the victim. However, the actual treatment of victims by the public 

prosecution did not improve following the introduction of the Terwee guide-

lines. No less than 80% of the respondents expressed an interest in notifica-
tion. However, only 38% of the respondents report that they were treated in 

accordance with their wish. Almost half of the respondents have retained 

material damages as a result of the victimization and expressed an interest 

in restitution from the offender. However, only 16% of the victims who want 

restitution claim that the public prosecution attempted to obtain restitution 

from the offender. Considering the new possibilities for restitution within the 
criminal justice process, it is surprising that the treatment of victims on this 

point did not improve. 

Bearing in mind that less than 10 years ago, notification and restitution were 
basically nonexistent, one might conclude that considerable progress has been 

made. However, change has been slow. The most progress has been made with 

respect to the informational needs of victims. Police inform victims of the 

possibilities regarding victim assistance and ask if the victim is interested in 

notification and restitution. Although most victims are not notified by police 
and the public prosecution, in comparison to restitution, some progress has 

been made in this area. Authorities appear to be reluctant to attempt restitu-
tion. Both the introduction of the Vaillant guidelines and, more recently, 

the Terwee guidelines, have had little to no effect on the implementation of 

restitution. 

Several services have been developed for victims of crime in the Netherlands. 

Victirn assistance has grown into a strong, nation-wide organization serving 

thousands of victims each year. State compensation is available however, 
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only to a small and select group of victims. Government policy sees offenders 

as a primary source for victim compensation. Guidelines for police and the 

public prosecution have been introduced in an attempt to stimulate restitution 

and victim notification. Together, these services address the major needs of 

victims found in the literature namely, support, information and restitution. 

This chapter opened with a summary of the major reasons for improving the 
position of the victim in the criminal justice process. Research clearly shows 

however, that by and large, victims are still being excluded from the criminal 

justice process. What effect does this have on victims of crime? Following 
the arguments put forward by policy-makers, the effects could be disastrous. 

The inclusion of the victim in the criminal justice system was supposed to 

improve its public image, enhance public support, improve reporting rates 
and act as a deterrent. In the following chapter the effects of the treatment of 

victims by legal authorities will be considered. 
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How Treatment Affects Victims: 
Theory and Research 

The focus of this chapter is how victims' experiences with legal authorities 
influence their attitudes towards these authorities and their law-abiding behav-
iour. In the previous chapter research was presented which showed that al-
though guidelines for the treatment of victims have been in effect for several 
years already, the implementation of the guidelines is poor and most victims 
are not treated in accordance with the guidelines. On the one hand, one might 
expect to find that this has widened the gap between citizens and the criminal 
justice sYstem. Policy-makers have argued that the inclusion of the victim in 
the criminal justice system would improve the public image of the criminal 
justice system, enhance public support, improve reporting rates and act as a 
deterrent. Failure by authorities to treat victims in accordance with the guide-
lines should, therefore, diminish support, cooperation and respect for the law. 
On the other hand, researchers, such as Fattah, have suggested that one of the 
dangers resulting from victim policy is to create expectations among crime 
victims that are not or could not be met (Fattah, 1986). Efforts to enhance the 
position of victim could generate a false sense of hope which in turn could 
lead to embitterment and enhance dissatisfaction with authorities. From this 
perspective, the hesitation of authorities to implement the guidelines seems 
grounded. 

In the following, theory and research regarding the effects of victims' inter-
actions with legal authorities will be presented and discussed. The first part 
of this chapter focuses on theory. Procedural justice theory is presented as a 
theoretical framework for understanding what victims want from legal author-
ities and how their experiences affect their attitudes and behaviour. Two mod-
els for procedural justice are presented. Besides procedural justice, attitudes 
towards legal authorities and factors affecting law-abiding behaviour will be 
addressed and various viewpoints will be presented. The second part of this 
chapter is directed at research. Research from various fields will be presented 
including victimology and social psychology. The research is presented in 
two sections: factors affecting procedural justice judgements and factors 
affected by procedural justice judgements. Based on the theory and research, 
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a model for the meaning of procedural justice and how it affects attitudes and 
behaviour is developed. Throughout this discussion, the implications of this 
research for legal and governmental settings are explored. 

The influence of treatment on evaluations and subsequent behaviour is centra] 
to the theory on procedural justice. Procedural justice is based on the idea of 
fairness, more specifically, judgements about the fairness of social processes. 
The essence of procedural justice models is that the fairness of procedures 
and processes influence the attitudes and the behaviour of those subject to 
the procedure. 
To focus on the process may appear to be somewhat counterintuitive. After 
all, social theories have been dominated by the impact of outcomes on evalua-
tions and behaviour. The image of people as rational human beings who are 
out to enhance their gains and limit their losses is popular. Yet, several stud-
ies among victims of crime suggest that the treatment received by police for 
example, is more important than the outcome of the contact (Shapland et al., 
1985). Focusing on the outcome of the interaction fails to provide a satisfac-
tory explanation for these results. But when the process is taken into consider-
ation as a factor influencing victims' evaluations, the findings are easily 
understood: victims are pleased because the outcome was reached following 
a fair process — even when the outcome is negative. 

Work on procedural justice began with John Thibaut and Laurens Walker in 
the early 1970s. Given the importance of justice in legal settings, their first 
studies appropriately focused on variations on procedure in such settings. By 
1978, Thibaut and Walker published a theory of procedural justice. The work 
of Thibaut and Walker and their colleagues has generated much research on 
procedural justice. The research by Thibaut and Walker and their followers 
will be presented later on in this chapter. By 1988, Lind and Tyler found that 
the original model of Thibaut and Walker was unable to explain some of the 
research findings. In an attempt to better understand the wealth of data accu-
mulated on procedural justice, Lind and Tyler offer two models for procedural 
justice. The first is the traditional self-interest model used by Thibaut and 
Walker in their theory of procedural justice. The second, is a normative model 
which views the procedures as norms of treatment and decision making, that 
regulate much of a group's social structure and processes. While there is some 
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overlap in the predictions made from the models, the underlying cognitive 

processes which are assumed to be at work differ significantly. In particular, 

the two models generate different predictions regarding the criteria used by 

subjects to determine the fairness of procedures. These models correspond 

with the current discussion within victimology on what victims want from 
authorities and the role preferred by victims within the criminal justice sys-

tem (Erez and Tontodonato, 1992). Both models are able to explain some of 

the research in this area and both have their short-comings. Regarding the 

affects of procedural justice judgements on attitudes and behaviour, the two 
models make similar predictions, albeit for different reasons. 

The Self-Interest Model 
Criminal and civil disputes are viewed by Thibaut and Walker as disputes that 

involve the distribution of outcomes and as such are best resolved when the 

distribution meets societal definitions of fairness. According to Thibaut and 
Walker, the only standard to resolve such disputes is the equity rule of alloca-

tions. Equitable distribution forms the basis of equity theory (Adams, 1965; 

Walster et al., 1973). The basic tenet of equity theory is that outcomes from a 
relationship should be in constant proportion to inputs across all members of 

the relationship. Equity theory assumes that humans are selfish individuals 

who will try to maximize their outcomes (Walster et al., 1978). 

Thibaut and Walker contend that people are concerned about fair procedures 

because these generate fair outcomes, which in the long run maximizes the 

individual's gains. The egoistic view of the person which Thibaut and Walker 

base their conception of procedural justice on may seem incompatible with 

concerns for fairness. People are motivated to maximize personal gain in 

interactions with others. But some goals can only be obtained through coope-

ration with others. The group cannot guarantee that members will always find 
their particular interests satisfied. Instead, group membership provides long-

term gain for the individual. In the group, other peoples's outcomes and prior-

ities must sometimes be accepted and the individual's desires must sometimes 
be delayed or foregone. People join and remain in that group because they 

believe that they gain in the long run. This view of humans can be found as 

early as 1651 in Thomas Hobbes' classic philosophical work, Leviathan. It 

is `enlightened self-interest' which, according to Hobbes, leads individuals 

agree to the rules of the group in order to guarantee protection of their own 

self-interest. 

In non-correspondent disputes such as civil and criminal disputes, where the 
gains of one party automatically mean a loss for the other, parties prefer inter- 



56 

vention by a third-party (or judge) to resolve the dispute (Thibaut and Walker, 

1975). In doing so, they would wish to assure themselves that the dispute 
would be resolved reasonably and in a fashion that guarantees a fair outcome. 

Because people are concerned with their own outcomes they seek to influence 

the procedure and subsequently the outcome. Houlden, LaTour, Walker and 
Thibaut (1978) distinguish two different types of control: decision control 

and process control. Decision control refers to the extent to which parties are 

free to accept or reject the result or outcome of a third-party intervention. 

Process control refers to the extent to which disputants are given control over 
the content of the dispute resolution hearing. Another term for process control 

is voice (Folger, 1977). Voice is defined as the opportunity to express one's 
views and arguments. People prefer procedures which allow them to voice 

their side of the story, to autocratic procedures which deny either party the 

opportunity to influence the procedure (Thibaut and Walker, 1975). Thibaut 

and Walker view the amount of control parties retain over the process and 

the outcome as a key factor which determines the perceived fairness of the 

procedure. 

The informed self-interest model can be viewed as a social contract. The 

basic idea is that people adhere to the rules of the contract because they feel 
that, in the long run, they gain from it. They support the law and legal insti-

tutions and in turn these social institutions provide citizens with security and 

protection. Assuming long-term gain is the major concern of the individual 

joining a group, individuals place importance on procedures that ensure fair 

outcomes. Decision making procedures are important for the loyalty of mem-

bers to the group. As long as both parties believe that their interests are being 

served then the social contract stays intact. Unfair procedures pose a threat to 

group maintenance. When people feel that their interests are not being served 
by a social institution then their motivation for following the contract is 

removed. And as a result, they should feel less inclined to continue to support 

legal institutions and the law. 

The Relational Model 
The relational model was first introduced by Lind and Tyler in 1988 as the 
group value model. They used the term `group value model' because of the 

special emphasis they place on the effects of values associated with group 

membership. In a later publication they expand on this model and develop a 
more detailed outline of the processes at work. They refer to this later model 

as the `relational model' (Tyler and Lind, 1992). 
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The model is based on the identification of the individual with the group. 

The model assumes that group membership is a powerful aspect of social life 

and that people base their self-identity on their membership in valued groups. 

In short, it takes the view of humans as social beings. Group identification 

models have in the past been used in social psychology as an alternative 

explanation for phenomena that cannot be explained by informed self-interest 

models (see for example Lerner, 1981 and Tajfel et al., 1971). According to 

Lind and Tyler (1988), much of our thoughts and behaviour with respect to 

groups, organizations and society are governed by two elements. The first 
element is group identity. Group identity refers to the factors that distinguish 

the group from other social groups. Such factors may be culture, race, sex, 

religion, or even arbitrary group features like hair colour or hobbies. Basical-
ly, it refers to the 'us and them' distinction in which practically any range 

of characteristics may be used to define the differences between the two 

groups. The second element is group procedure. Group procedures are seen 
as specifying the relations, both formal and informal, that regulate much of 

the group's activity. Customs and values shared by members of a group form 

an important part of such procedures. Authority relations are also defined 
by group procedures. The external features of the group are defined by the 

group identity and the internal characteristics of the group are defined by 

the procedures. 
The relational model is influenced by the work of Leventhal (1980). Leven-

thal specifies five criteria that determine the fairness of procedures. These 

include representation which dictate that all phases of the process should take 

into account the concerns and viewpoints of important individuals affected 

by the process. A second criterion described by Leventhal is consistency. 

Consistency includes consistency across persons and consistency across time. 

Leventhal's third criterion is bias suppression. The allocative process must be 

free from bias based on personal interest or pre-conceptions. A fourth criteri-
on is decision accuracy which means that allocations should be based on as 

much good information and informed opinion as possible. The fifth and final 

criterion is correctability. It requires the existence of methods for modifying 

and reversing decisions made in the allocative process. According to Leven-

thal, procedures which meet these criteria enhance group harmony and main-

tenance. 

In the relational model procedures are viewed as norms of treatment and 

decision making that regulate much of a group's social structure and process. 

Lind and Tyler argue that when procedures are in accord with fundamental 

values of the group and the individual, a sense of procedural justice results. 

While values may differ between groups as well as individuals, they believe 
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that there are some fundamental values that affect procedural justice in all 
groups. The examples offered by Lind and Tyler all relate to the maintenance 
or survival of group such as group solidarity, maintaining authority relations, 
status in the group, security of membership, and the chance to fully 
participate in the life of the group. 

Tyler and Lind (1992) distinguish three factors which determine the fairness 
of procedures. These factors they refer to as'standing' truse and `neutrality'. 
Standing is based on a fundamental value, namely, recognition of one's status 
as a member of a valued group. This means that in their interactions with so-
cial organizations, people want to be treated with dignity and respect because 
this shows the individual that he/she is a valued member of the group and en-
hances his/her feeling of self-worth. To illustrate, victims who have reported 
a crime to the police should desire to be treated politely and with respect. 
This reaction by police has a positive impact on the self-esteem of the victim, 
reinforcing his/her belief that he/she is a valued group member. Standing is 
defined in terms of being treated with dignity and respect and showing re-
spect for the rights of the individual. Neutrality refers to honesty, the absence 
of bias, and making an informed decision based on the facts of the case. The 
concept of neutrality has been specified by Leventhal (1980). Leventhal 
emphasizes bias suppression as an important factor in fair procedures, The 
allocative process must be free from bias based on personal interest or pre-
conceptions. In addition he asserts that allocations should be based on as 
much good information and informed opinion as possible. Trust is directed 
at the individual's concern about an authority's intentions. People look for 
signs of ethical behaviour such as concern for the individual's needs, and an 
intention to act fairly. Trust is defined in terms of concern for the needs of the 
individual and consideration of the individual's views. Figure 1 provides an 
illustration of the relational model. 
Socialization plays an important role in the relational model. Values, includ-
ing procedural justice values, are seen as the result of socialization. Similarly, 
support for social and political systems develops from the childhood socializa-
tion process. Lind and Tyler (1988) assert that individuals develop an affec-
tive loyalty to their social group before they make calculations about the 
utility of short or long term allegiances. This affective loyalty determines that 
people will accept negative outcomes in their interactions with authorities. 
This is a key distinction between the relational and the self-interest model. 
The former excludes outcomes in its approach to procedural justice. In con-
trast, the self-interest model assumes that fair procedures are important 
because they insure fair outcomes. The relational model assumes that fair 
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Figure 1: Relational model: Tyler and Lind, 1992 
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procedures are important irrespective of the outcomes. What is important 
is that the procedures followed by the authority coincide with the fundamen-
tal values of the group. When the decision making process is perceived as 
unjust this wilt have a negative effect on attitudes towards authorities an insti-
tutions. 
The relational model assumes that the affective relations between and within 
groups form important determinants of attitudes and behaviour. Similarly, the 
cognitive constructs people hold with respect to these relations are important 
to attitudes and behaviour. Tyler and Lind (1992) contend that procedural 
justice promotes the feeling that one is valued by the group which in turn 
prornotes loyalty to the group. This model implicitly assumes a relationship 
between loyalty and compliance. Procedural justice and the sense of group 
value it creates affect attitudes and behaviour including judgements of legiti-
macy and obedience to authority. It is through its effect on legitimacy that 
procedural justice influences compliance. 
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4.1.2 Attitudes towards legal authorities 

Both models predict that procedural justice affect attitudes towards authori-
ties. The attitude concept has been the focus of extensive theoretical and 
empirical social psychological work since the 1920s and it would be naive to 
think that seventy-five years of research could be covered in one paragraph. 
Moreover, the attitude concept is stil] much debated within the field of social 
psychology (Eagly and Chaiken, 1993). To cover all the different viewpoints 
would form a dissertation in itself, therefore, the following discussion will 
necessarily be limited to a few essential issues on the attitude concept. 

What is an attitude? Attitudes reflect the way an individual thinks or feels 
about a particular object. They can be defined as a favourable or unfavourable 
evaluation of an object (Fishbein and Ajzen, 1975). The word 'object' is a 
neutral term and indicates that people can hold attitudes towards many diffe-
rent types of things be it an entity, an intention or a behaviour. It is this eval-
uative or affective characteristic of attitudes that distinguishes them from 
other concepts such as beliefs. Attitudes are based on beliefs or expectations. 
Beliefs zrepresent the information that he/she has about the object. Evaluations 
of a particular experience therefore can be seen as a positive or negative 
confirnation of one's expectations. Hence, the same experience can lead to 
different evaluations, depending on the individual's expectations. 
Attitudes are presumed to predispose the individual to behave in a way that 
is consistent with his/her attitudes. However, an attitude does not predict a 
specific behaviour, rather it is associated with an overall pattern of behaviour 
that is consistent with the attitude toward a particular object (Fishbein and 
Ajzen, 1975). 

The relational model assumes that attitudes are acquired during childhood. 
Through the socialization process, attitudes towards authorities and institu-
tions develop. Attitudes are learned or acquired, through an individual's own 
experience and through the perceived experiences of relevant others such 
as family and friends (Keers and Wilke, 1978). This gives attitudes a strong 
social basis. The beliefs on which attitudes are based are derived from the 
world around us. Implicit in the self-interest model is the assumption that 
people are rational beings whose attitudes are formed on the basis of a careful 
calculation of gains and losses. 

Some theorists consider it wrong to speak about attitudes towards critica] 
cultural institutions, such as the law and the criminal justice system, as it 
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suggests that the individual cao rationally decide how and what to think. 

They argue that the social fabric of a culture predisposes people to act and 
think in a particular way (Sarat, 1993). The criminal justice system embodies 

the ideals or values of a society (Arnold, 1962). Through socialization people 

accept the values of a society and its institutions. Thus, despite negative 

experiences with authorities, people will continue to hold positive attitudes 

towards such authorities and institutions. 

Inherent in this approach is the assumption that there are different types of 

attitudes and that some attitudes are more important than others. Some atti-
tudes, such as attitudes towards social institutions are crucial to people's view 

of themselves and the society in which they live. These important attitudes 

are part of the person's self-concept, they are closely related to the indivi-

dual's values and are viewed as characteristic of the person. They are also 

linked to other aspects of the self, such as important group memberships and 

to related social values. Unimportant attitudes are not related to the indivi-

dual's self-concept (Sherif and Cantril, 1947). Important attitudes are general-

ly considered to be more enduring than unimportant attitudes (Sherif and 

Sherif, 1967). 
Although the beliefs on which attitudes are based are socially defined and 

prior attitudes can influence perceptions, important attitudes may change 

(Sherif and Sherif, 1967). As we saw in chapter 2, many people, and especial-
ly victims of crime, are critical of legal authorities. Moreover, while the 

police, the public prosecution and the courts all play vital roles in the crimi-

nal justice system, public attitudes towards these three institutions are by no 

means equal. People generally hold more favourable attitudes towards the 
police than towards the public prosecution and the courts (Shapland et al., 

1985; Hagan, 1983). Therefore, attitudes towards legal authorities and the 

law may be quite enduring but they are not static. 
Victirnization is a shock to the victims' system of beliefs. Attitudes which 

they have held their entire lives about the world they live in and the social in-

stitutions in it, are put to the test. Under such conditions, even important atti-

tudes may be susceptible to change. Reactions from the victim's environment 

can help shape how the victim re-builds his/her view on the world (Janoff-

Bulman and Morgan, 1994). This includes reactions from legal authorities, 
as they can affect how well the victim copes with the victimization (Resick, 

1987; Maguire, 1991; Shapland et al., 1985). 

An illustration of the complex relationship between different types of atti-

tudes is provided by Easton (1965). For legal authorities to function effective-

ly it is important that the public support them. Lack of support can make it 
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very difficult to secure compliance. When the public supports a particular 
'decision it is more likely that this decision will be followed by those subject 
to it. This applies to crime policy, laws, court decisions and sentencing 
practises. Easton (1965) distinguishes two levels of support. One is specific 
support. Specific support refers to support for particular authorities and their 
decisions and policies. It occurs in return for the particular benefits and 
advantages that members of a system experience as part of their membership. 
It represents the satisfaction a member feels when he/she perceives his/her 
demands as having been met by a particular incumbent or policy. The second 
level of support is general or 'diffuse' support. Diffuse support is a general 
evaluation of an institution's performance. It is a favourable affective orienta-
tion (attitude) toward an authority, an orientation that prepares a citizen to act 
as directed by the authority. Other terms for diffuse support are loyalty, 
attachment or faith in the system. In terms of importance, one could say that 
specific support, or satisfaction, is less important to the individual's self-
image than the individual's faith or diffuse support for authorities. 

According to Easton, public support for an institution is of far greater impor-
tance for its effectiveness than public support for its decisions. If an unpleas-
ant decision is made by a respected institution then people will continue to 
accept that decision (Tyler, 1991; Murphy and Tanenhaus, 1969). Diffuse 
support is more strongly related to law-abiding behaviour than evaluations 
of performance (Tyler, 1990). The relationship between diffuse support and 
compliance is particularly important for organizations like the police and the 
courts because those authorities will undoubtedly, at times, find themselves 
in a position where they have to make an unpleasant decision. Thus, public 
support for an institution gives the authorities a certain degree of freedom in 
the decisions they can make. Lack of support can make it very difficult to 
secure compliance. The authority may become socially isolated and will have 
to use force (Rood-Pijpers, 1988). 
The relationship between these two types of support is complex. The level of 
specific support may rise or fall for particular authorities or policies without 
substantial impact upon the level of overall diffuse support. Dissatisfaction 
with the performance of authorities may not influence the effectiveness of 
criminal justice authorities while a lack of faith in the system would be disas-
trous. But dramatic changes in the level of specific support may have an 
impact on diffuse support (Easton, 1965; Fagan, 1987). Therefore, both types 
of support are important for policy-makers. 
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The effectiveness of the criminal justice system can be measured in terms of 
its ability to secure public compliance. Criminal justice aims to deter people 
from breaking the law and encourage them to comply with the rules govern-
ing society. Influencing behaviour is the essence of the criminal justice sys-
tem. The implications of procedural justice judgements are of great impor-
tance for the effectiveness of the justice system. However, besides procedural 
justice, other explanations for compliance exist and in the following sections 
some of these competing explanations will be discussed. 

Procedural justice theory assumes that experiences with legal authorities 
affect behaviour. The self-interest model contends that when people feel that 
their int erests are being served by authorities then they will continue to 
support authorities and comply with their decisions (Lind and Tyler, 1988). 
Unfair procedures threaten the long-term interests of the individual and can 
result in decreased support and compliance. The relational model contends 
that fair procedures create a sense of group value which perpetuates group 
maintenance and preserves the legitimacy of social institutions. Through its 
effect on legitimacy, procedural justice affects law-abiding behaviour (Tyler 
and Lind, 1992). 
The importance of the treatment of citizens by government authorities and 
institutions is reflected in Schuyt's assertion that the manner of indifference 
with which the Dutch government, and in particular the criminal justice 
system, treats its citizens and organizations cultivates criminal behaviour 
(Schuyt, 1991; 1992). Indifference leads to alienation between government 
and citizens and to cynicism. Inherent in Schuyt's thesis is the relationship 
between treatment, attitudes and behaviour. Schuyt uses the term cynicism 
to describe the deteriorating relationship between citizens and government. 
Schuyt does not directly address the question of procedural justice and his 
theory can be interpreted within both the self-interest and the relational mod-
els. For example, Schuyt argues that citizens' reaction is one of: if the govern-
ment won't do anything for me, then I won't do anything for the government. 
This is clearly an instrumental approach to the relationship between citizens 
and government. Citizens are portrayed as individuals whose compliance is 
based on the ability of authorities to serve their personal interests. However, 
Schuyt also contends that it is up to the government to set a good example 
for others and he argues that the only way to counter the growing indifference 
is the return of personal attention to organizations and in particular to their 
dealings with the public (Schuyt,1992). Here Schuyt emphasizes the social 
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function of institutions which is inherent in the relational model. 

Some researchers view non-compliance as a direct result of perceptions of 
injustice. Law-breaking is one way to rectify an unfair situation. When people 

feel that they are not being treated fairly by an authority and are unable to rec-

tify the situation, law-breaking can balance out the scales (Baron and Fisher, 
1984). Non-compliance can reflect protest behaviour (Grotenberg, Rondon, 

and Brunt, 1993). Frustration and dissatisfaction with the system may be vent-

ed through non-compliance. This approach is based on equity theory (Baron 

and Fisher, 1984) which forms the basis of the self-interest model. It assumes 
that justice is based on a balance of outcomes. By diminishing the outcomes 

for the other (i.e. the state) a sense of justice is restored. 

However, these approaches focus on the quality of the relationship between 

citizens and social authorities and institutions. They fail to consider other 

factors affecting law-abiding behaviour such as social influences and the 

individual's personal sense of right and wrong. Operating outside of the 

individual two potential sources of compliance can be distinguished namely, 
deterrence or punishment and social control. The influence of punishment on 

behaviour forms the basis of learning theory. Classical learning theory states 

that behaviour is altered by rewarding good behaviour and punishing bad 

behaviour (i.e. Tolman, Skinner, Hill). Reward stimulates behaviour while 

punishment deters the actor from performing that particular behaviour again 

in the future. Special prevention refers to the function of punishment in 
criminal law to prevent offenders from re-offending. The offender learns that 

committing crime is followed by punishment. Because punishment is unpleas-
ant, the offender will want to avoid it and will stop committing crimes. The 

threat of sanctions is also assumed to have a general preventative effect. 

Punishing offenders acts as an example for other potential offenders. The 

potential offender sees that crime leads to punishment and refrains from 

committing crime. 

However, if reward and punishment alone were sufficient to insure compli-

ance, legal authorities would find their task relatively simple and straight-

forward. The inability of punishment to secure compliance is illustrated 
through repeat offenders. The likelihood of recidivism grows with every 

arrest and conviction. Feldman (1977) points out three factors important to 

learning theory that are not met in the criminal justice system. To begin with, 

the time between committing the offence and receiving punishment is usually 

so long that the criminal fails to associate the offence with the punishment. 
Secondly, the sanctions an offender receives gradually increase (harshen) 

with the number of offences committed. The offender develops a tolerance 
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for sanctions and the effectiveness of the punishment is diminished. Thirdly, 

the offender can only be punished when he is caught. Offenders may commit 
any number of successful offences before they are caught and punished and 

this hinders the learning process. 

Besides formal sanctions, informal sanctions can shape behaviour. White such 

variations in rewards and costs are not under the control of public authorities, 

they function in the same manner as do public incentives and disincentives. 

If, however, certain behaviours are approved by the group, then their reluc-
tance will disappear. Group influence may also exert normative pressure on 

people, because individuals look to their social groups for information about 

appropriate conduct. When significant others possess deviant norm and behav-

iour patterns, criminal behaviour may reflect strong attachment to the group. 
This point of view is put forth in Sutherland's theory of differential associa-

tion (Sutherland and Cressey, 1974). Law breaking is strongly related to 
people's judgements about the sanctions or rewards their behaviour elicits 

from members of their social group (Giordano, Cernkovich and Pugh, 1986). 

Another approach is to view compliance as the result of a successful socializa-

tion process in which law-abiding behaviour becomes internalized. According 

to Hirschi (1969) the two most important factors that determine whether a 

person will behave in accordance with the social norms are attachment and 

commitment. Attachment is the degree to which people feel emotionally 

attached to their environment. Commitment refers to the degree to which 

people feel they have something to lose. Attachment and commitment are 
considered determinants of a successful socialization process. Two remaining 

factors described by Hirschi are involvement and beliefs. These factors are 

the products of a successful socialization process and are less important than 

the others. Juvenile delinquents are often characterized by a low attachment 

with parents, school and peers (Hirschi, 1969). People who have developed 

a strong sense of attachment and commitment to their environment will not 

commit a crime because they have too much to lose in doing so. This sug- 

gests that internalized control is based on fear of sanctions from others. Inter-

nalized norms may develop originally from fear. Through the growing up 
process, compliance through fear gradually becomes internalized (Willemse, 

1981). 

A more recent version of this approach is Gottfredson and Hirschi's general 
theory of crime (1990). According to the authors criminality is the absence 

of self-control. The primary theme of their theory is that low self-control, 

combined with crime opportunity, is a major determinant of crime. Self- 
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control is established in early childhood and is the product of successful 
parenting. Gottfredson and Hirschi propose that low self-control is establish-
ed early in childhood in families in which parents do not closely monitor the 
child's behaviour. Once established, individuals' levels of self-control remain 
stable over the life course and are relatively unaffected by other institutions. 
Self-control is considered to be a personality trait. Low self-control includes 
a tendency to respond to tangible stimuli in the immediate environment, to 
have a concrete 'here and now' orientation, in contrast to high self-control 
which enables people to defer gratification. People with high self-control 
think about the long-term consequences of their behaviour and therefore 
refrain from comrnitting crimes. 

Another type of internal control is obligation to obey the law. Through the 
socialization process people develop a generalized acceptance of the rules of 
the social interaction and the signs of authority that go with them. Fróm this 
socialization process a sense of obligation to obey the law develops (Tyler, 
1990). People who accept the legitimacy of the legal system and its officials 
are expected to comply with their dictates even when this is in conflict with 
their self-interest (Weber, 1947). Tyler and Lind (1992) view obligation as 
an important determinant of voluntary compliance. 
Rokeach (1973) believes that behaviour and attitudes are largely determined 
by a person's own set of normative values. In this case, behaviour is guided 
by the person's own sense of right and wrong. This internal control is referred 
to as personal morality. Personal morality is not a feeling of obligation to an 
external political or legal authority. However, personal morality does suggest 
that people will voluntarily act against their self-interest. 
Internal control provides a relatively stable basis for compliance. Compared 
to sanctions, formal or informal, it is far more reliable as it does not depend 
on detection by others. However, internal control is unresponsive to external 
rewards or punishment. It is developed in childhood and is the product of 
successful parenting (Dunaway and Cullen, 1991; Gottfredson and Hirschi, 
1990). The state can control formai sanctions but the use of punishment is 
relatively ineffective and inefficient. According to Tyler and Lind (1992) the 
state can influence or enhance its legitimacy and legitimacy provides a means 
to secure voluntary compliance. It offers authorities a significant degree of 
influence on the law-abiding behaviour of individuals without the cost of 
external rewards or punishments. 
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Procedural justice is based on the fairness of processes and procedures. Two 
models have been presented which each make different predictions about why 
fair procedures are important. The self-interest model takes the view that 
people are rational beings out to maximize their gains. It states that fair proce-
dures are important because they guarantee fair outcomes which, in the long-
run, serve the self-interest of the individual. It is an instrumental model: fair 
procedures are seen as a means to generate maximum gains for the individual. 
The second model presented is the relational model developed by Tyler and 
Lind (1992). In this model people are viewed as social beings. Procedures are 
important because they reflect the values of the individual and the group and 
provide people with information about their worth in the group. Despite their 
differences regarding the cognitive processes assumed to be at work, both 
models predict that procedural justice judgements affect attitudes towards 
authorities and compliance. People may hold many different types of attitudes 
towards authorities. Some attitudes, are crucial to people's view of them-
selves and the society in which they live, while others are not related to the 
individual's self-concept. While important attitudes are more stable than 
unimportant attitudes, major changes in unimportant attitudes may affect a 
person's support for legal authorities and the law. Attitudes are presumed to 
predispose the individual to behave in a way that is consistent with his/her 
attitudes. It is through its effect on attitudes that procedural justice influences 
compliance. While attitudes towards legal authorities and the law are only 
one factor affecting compliance, it is a factor which authorities can control 
without added expense or effort. 

In this section research on procedural justice in particular, as well as on 
victims of crime will be presented. The discussion is divided into two main 
parts. The first part examines research on what it is about procedures that 
makes them fair. In this section, the predictions of the self-interest and the 
relational models, presented earlier in this chapter, are examined and contras-
ed with research findings. In the second part research on the effects of proce-
dural justice on attitudes and behaviour is discussed. 
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4.2.1 Factors affecting procedural justice judgements 

Having discussed theoretical concepts involved in procedural justice, it is 
now time to address the research on procedural justice and on victims of 

crime. An important difference between the self-interest and the relational 
model is the role they give to control. In Thibaut and Walker's self-interest 

model control is a defining feature of fair procedures: parties wish to retain 

control over the process and the outcome of the case. Tyler and Lind's rela-

tional model does not include control. Instead they emphasize the importance 

of treating parties with dignity and respect. In the following the basis for 

these two positions will be examined and research in support of both view-

points will be presented. 

Thibaut and Walker's early experiments 

Research on procedural justice began with the work by Thibaut and Walker in 

the early 1970s. The basic experiment developed by Thibaut and Walker 

(1975) used two different legal procedures, the adversary and inquisitorial 

procedures. In the adversary procedure, evidence was presented at the hearing 
by two lawyers selected by the disputing subjects. Each lawyer was said to 

have been directed to present the most favourable case that they could for 

their 'client'. Through the use of a contingent fee arrangement, each lawyer's 

outcome was based on that of their 'dient'. These manipulations were meant 

to enhance the subjects perceived control over the procedure: he/she could 

chose his/her own representative and by making the lawyers fee contingent 

on the outcome of the case, subjects assumed that the lawyer would do his/ 
her best for his/her client. In the inquisitorial procedure, all of the evidence at 

the hearing was presented by a single lawyer selected by the judge. Subjects 

were told that this lawyer had been directed to present both sides of the evi-
dence and that the lawyer's fee was independent of the outcome of the trial. 

In this case, the subjects were completely excluded from the decision making 

process. 

The study focused on the judged fairness of the procedures, satisfaction with 

the procedures and the subject's satisfaction with the outcome. They found 

that the adversary procedure was consistently judged to be a fairer and more 

satisfying procedure. Regarding the outcome, subjects were consistently more 

satisfied with outcomes which were reached following the adversary proce-

dure than the inquisitorial procedure. 

Recognizing that the adversary procedure is common in the United States and 

the subjects were American, Thibaut and Walker conducted an international 

study. The study included American subjects as well as subjects from Great 
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Britain, France and West Germany. Again, the adversary procedure, in which 

both parties are allowed to choose their own legal representative, was prefer-

red to inquisitorial procedures, where the judge appointed one lawyer to 

represent both parties (Thibaut and Walker, 1975). 

According to Thibaut and Walker, their finding that the adversary procedure 
was preferred was based on its ability to provide fair outcomes. Thibaut and 

Walker (1975) believed that the adversary procedure was preferred by sub-
jects because within this procedure, parties retained some degree of control 

over the proceedings. When parties can influence the decision making process 
and outcome, they enhance the possibility of receiving a favourable outcome 

and therefore prefer the adversary procedure. 

Control 

Since the original studies by Thibaut and Walker, the finding that control en-

hances the perceived fairness of procedures has been documented by several 

studies (Lind and Tyler, 1988; Tyler, 1990; Tyler, Rasinski and Spodick, 

1985). 'Thibaut and Walker distinguish two types of control: control over the 

decision making process and control over the outcome. These two types of 

control are referred to as process control and decision control (Houlden, 

LaTour, Walker and Thibaut 1978). Process control refers to the extent to 

which parties can decide on which information is presented during the dispute 
resolution hearing. This is also referred to as `voice' (Folger, 1977). Voice 

reflects the ability to voice one's opinion about a decision and is considered 

to be an important determinant of the perceived fairness of a procedure. Deci-

sion control refers to the extent to which parties are free to reject or accept 

the result of a third-party intervention. 
Evidence suggests that of the two types of control, process control is more im-

portant than decision control. Thibaut and Walker's experiments in the court-
room setting revealed that disputants prefer that most of the control over the 

conflict resolution be vested in them rather than in the role of the third-party 

(judge). However, some third-party control is often necessary and parties are 

willing to give the third-party control over the decision itself, provided they 

retain control over the process (Thibaut and Walker, 1975). Disputants appear 

to give priority to process control. More recent research has supported the 

relative importance of process control in procedural evaluations (Tyler,1988). 

Some showing that process control is more important than decision control 

(Tyler, Rasinski and Spodick, 1985, Tyler, 1987) and others suggesting that 

only process control matters. 
For example, Lind, Lissak and Conlon (1983) found that satisfaction in simu-

lated trials was linked only to process control, not to decision control. In an 
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experiment that took place in a legal setting, Lind et al. manipulated process 
and decision control independently. Process control was, as had been done in 
previous studies (see Walker et al., 1974), manipulated using the adversary 
and non-adversary procedures. High decision control was created by allowing 
disputants to reject the judge's decision while, in the low decision control 
condition disputants were told that the judges decision was final. In addition 
the outcome was controlled. While an outcome-orientated approach would 
expect high decision control to be more important than procedure, the results 
showed that the decision control manipulations had little effect on procedural 
fairness judgements. Even when disputants were able to reject unfavourable 
decisions, process control was more important to procedural justice judge-
ments than decision control. 

The self-interest model predicts that the amount of control parties are granted 
over the decision making process and the outcome determines the perceived 
fairness of the procedure. The early work on procedural justice was based in 
civil law and the above definitions strongly reflect this. Even when decision 
control is excluded and only process control is considered, the implications 
for the criminal justice process are considerable. The control hypothesis 
suggests that victims want an active role in the criminal justice process. 
Victims should, according to this approach, want to directly influence the 
outcome of the case through presenting evidence and voicing their opinion. 
The Dutch victim guidelines, which focus on notification and restitution, are 
largely based on the passive participation by victims. In the Dutch system, 
victims have very few opportunities to influence the outcome or the criminal 
justice process. For the most part, victims are reliant upon the good-will of 
the police and the public prosecution. 

An example of a measure that aims to give victims an opportunity to voice 
their opinion about the case is the victim impact statement (VIS). Victim 
impact statements are usually written statements submitted by the victim to 
the judge at sentencing. It usually includes a description of the harm in terms 
of financial, social, psychological and physical consequences of the crime. 
Sometimes it will include a statement concerning the victim's feelings about 
the crime, the offender and a proposed sentence (Erez, 1991). VIS have been 
introduced in some parts of the United States and Australia. Because it offers 
victims a form of process control namely, an opportunity to express their 
views about the case, the VIS should enhance the perceived fairness of the 
criminal justice process. Researchers like Erez and Bienkowski (1993) view 
the research on process control as support for recent efforts in legal adversary 
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systems to increase victim control of and involvement in proceedings and to 
allow victims to provide input into sentencing decisions. In their study on 
victim participation in proceedings and satisfaction with justice, they report 
that victims actively participating in the proceedings are more satisfied with 
the process. 
However, research by Davis and Smith (1994) finds that victim impact state-
ments do little to promote satisfaction with the justice process. In their study 
victims were randomly assigned to one of three groups. The first group of vic-
tims were interviewed about the consequences of the crime and victim impact 
statements were written and distributed to court officials. In the second 
group, victims were interviewed but no statements were written, and in the 
third group victims were not interviewed. The first group consisted of 104 vic-
tims, the second group 100, and the third group 89 victims. All three groups 
were contacted by the researchers and asked a number of questions about 
their ex periences with the public prosecution and the courts. The results show 
that victims' evaluations of how fairly they were treated by the court, did not 
differ significantly across the three groups. Moreover, there was no indication 
that impact statements led to greater feelings of involvement, greater satisfac-
tion with the justice process or greater satisfaction with dispositions. The 
researchers suggest that the failure of the VIS to increase victim satisfaction 
may be due to the fact that many victims do not seek increased participation 
in the justice process. While they concede that many studies report a relation-
ship between participation and satisfaction they argue that such findings are 
largely based on correlational data and are therefore open to several different 
interpretations. 
As the VIS was not found to enhance feelings of involvement, one can argue 
that the VIS was not a successful instrument for creating process control. 
While the VIS does meet the definition of process control or voice namely, 
the opportunity to express one's views about a decision, it apparently does 
not fit with victims' perceptions of fairness. Studies show that while victims 
wish to be included in the criminal justice process, they do not appear to want 
an active role in the decision making. Shapland et al. (1985) find that most 
victims did not appear to wish to play a more active decision making role in 

• the present court system. They did wish to be consulted, particularly on deci- 
sions that would make a significant difference to the charges on which the 
offender would be tried or whether he/she would be required to face trial on 
any charges relating to them at all. This conclusion is supported by research 
conducted by Smale (1980) in the Netherlands. In interviews with victims of 
serious violent and property crimes, Smale found that 75% of the respondents 
agreed with the statement that the victim should always be invited to attend 
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the trial. Yet, 62% did not believe that the victim should have a say in the 
sentence and almost half of the respondents agreed that during the trial the 
sentencing of the offender should receive more attention than the position of 
the victim. Similarly, research conducted by Kilchling (1995) in Germany 
shows that the majority of victims are neither interested in being a mere wit-
ness or playing an active role in the criminal justice procedure. Instead they 
favour a 'medium strong' position. This includes being informed and consult-
ed throughout the criminal justice process. Hence, it appears that victims do 
not seek an active role in the decision making process. Their dissatisfaction 
with the courts and the prosecution stems from the failure of authorities to 
show any interest in them at all throughout the criminal justice process. 

The Dutch guidelines for police and public prosecutors are directed at includ-
ing victims in the criminal justice procedure. Authorities are required to 
inform victims of the developments in their case and, where possible, arrange 
the payment of restitution by the offender to the victim. However, the guide-
lines give victims no control over the decisions made by the judge. Notifi-
cation merely informs the victim of the outcome of the case. It does reflect 
an interest in the victim and recognizes the involvement of the victim in the 
case but it does not give victims an opportunity to express their views nor 
does it give them any influence on the outcome of the case. In terms of the 
self-interest model, notification should not affect perceptions of process or 
decision control. 
Research on the effects of the guidelines for police and the public prosecution 
on victims of crime suggests that victims place great importance on notifi-
cation. In an experiment with burglary victims, Van den Bogaard (1992), 
randomly assigned subjects to one of three different treatments. The first 
group, the minimum group, received the basic information police are required 
to give to victims of crime in accordance with the Vaillant guidelines. Victims 
were asked if they wished to be informed if and when the offender was appre-
hended. They were also asked if they wished to receive restitution from the 
offender. The second group was given the same information as the minimum 
group and on top of that was also given information about the activities of 
the police in tracing the offender as well as information on coping with the 
emotions following burglary. Of particular interest to the present study is the 
information victims were given about the activities of the police. Van den 
Bogaard assumed that this kind of information would give the victims the 
idea that they were being taken seriously by the police and would restore 
their trust in society. The third group of victims, the maximum treatment 
group, received the same treatment as the second group and was also given 
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information on prevention. This included re-visitation by police at a later 
date. 
While Van den Bogaard did not directly examine which treatment was prefer-
red by victims or the amount of control they felt they had over the process, he 
did however look at the effects of the different treatments on victims' evalua-
tions of the police. The victims in Van den Bogaard's study who had received 
better service from police (groups two and three) judged police more positive-
ly than the victims in the minimal treatment group. Victims who had received 
information about the activities of the police in tracing the offender were 
more likely to believe that the police were working on their case and judged 
the activities of the police more positively than the victims in the minimum 
group who had not received this information. Furthermore, the victims receiv-
ing beuer treatment showed more trust in the government. According to Lind 
and Tyler (1988), judgements of procedural justice affect evaluations of autho-
rities and institutions. Hence, the positive evaluations of police observed in 
Van den Boogaard's study should indicate that the treatment received by 
victims is judged to be fair. It appears that the victims prefer procedures that 
allot them more attention from police. This includes giving victims informa-
tion on the activities of the police and the consequences of the crime. 

In terms of the self-interest model, the subjects in Van den Boogaard's study 
may prefer notification because they feel that this increases their chances 
of receiving a fair outcome. The enhanced satisfaction among victims who 
are kept informed of the developments in their case may simply reflect the 
victims' perception that such procedures enhance the probability of receiving 
a fair outcome which, in the long run, maximizes the likelihood of receiving 
favourable outcomes. However, evidence suggests victims are not as concern-
ed about outcomes as the self-interest model would suggest. Shapland et al. 
(1985) found that burglary victims were often aware that the police would 
probably be unable to recover their stolen property. Yet, they still placed great 
importance on being treated correctly. If police come to the victim's home, 
treat the victim politely and fill out a burglary report, the victim is likely to 
have positive feelings about the police. They find that victims interpret fail-
ure by police to keep them informed as a lack of interest. Similarly, Van der 
Vijver (1983; 1993) finds that victims are not particularly concerned about 
whether or not the police catch the offender. It is more important that police 
are sincere and treat the victim with respect. Van der Vijver emphasizes the 
symbolic function of law enforcement authorities. He claims that victims look 
to police for support and because of this, being treated with dignity and 
respect is very important for victims. Both Shapland et al. (1985) and Van 
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der Vijver (1993; 1983) report that a major complaint expressed by victims is 
failure by authorities to keep them informed of the developments in their 
case. These findings suggest that the extra time and attention given to victims 
is valued regardless of any potential effect it may have on the outcome of the 
case. The extra time and effort by police is perceived by the victims as a sign 
of respect and interest. 

This is not to say that outcomes are not important. Rather, they are not as 
important as is generally assumed. Tyler's (1988) study on the meaning of 
procedural justice to citizens in tileir interactions with legal authorities sug-
gests that there is more to procedural justice than just outcomes and control. 
Drawing from the previously mentioned work by Thibaut and Walker as well 
as that of Leventhal, Tyler examined the relative importance of control, 

consistency, impartiality, decision accuracy, correctability, and ethicality. 

Control is approached in terms of process and decision control. Process 
control was measured by asking respondents how much opportunity they had 
to express their views and decision control was assessed by asking how much 
influence they had had over the decisions made by the authorities. Impartiali-
ty was equated with bias suppression and includes honesty as well as the 
effort made by authorities to be fair. Ethicality refers to the degree to which 
the decision making process accords with general standard of fairness and 
morality. He established ethicality by combining two questions: whether the 
authorities had been polite to the respondents and whether they had shown 
concern for their rights. Decision accuracy was based on two elements: 
whether authorities had gathered sufficient information to make an informed 
decision and whether authorities had tried to bring the problem into the open 
so that it could be solved. 
Using regression analysis Tyler assessed the relative importance of each of 
these variables on procedural justice judgements. His results show that, with 
the exception of correctability, all of the criteria have an independent influ-
ence on procedural justice judgements. The resulting order of importance for 
each of these variables is: effort to be fair, ethicality, control and honesty, 
lack of bias, decision accuracy and consistency. The results show that two 
of Leventhal's criteria, namely consistency and correctability, add relatively 
little to the meaning of procedural justice. Bias suppression and decision 
accuracy, another two criteria derived from Leventhal, do however appear 
to have a significant impact on procedural justice judgements. Interestingly, 
control is neither the only factor that influences procedural justice judge-
ments, nor the most important one. 
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The self-interest model cannot adequately explain the non-instrumental con-

cerns of victims evidenced in the above research. The relationship between 
notification and victim satisfaction with the treatment by authorities and the 

absence of a relationship between the VIS and the perceived fairness of proce-

dures simply cannot be accounted for by the self-interest model. Control is 

based on the individual's desire to have influence on the proceedings and 

notification gives victims absolutely no input. Notification appears to have 

a symbolic value. It reflects the relationship between victims and legal autho-

rities. From this perspective, the relational model provides a more suitable 

explanat ion. 

The Value - Expressive Function of Process Control 

In the relational model, process control is not explicitly included as a determi-

nant of procedural justice judgements. Tyler and Lind recognize the impor-

tance of control on procedural justice judgements but do not distinguish con-
trol as a separate factor. According to Tyler and Lind the impact of control is 

inherent in their three-factor model. However, they are ambiguous about the 

role of control as a determinant of procedural justice. At one point they state 
that 'feelings of control can both result from and contribute to perceptions 

that one has standing within the group' (Tyler and Lind, 1992, p. 143). How-

ever, later in this same paper they contend that `if process control affects 

feelings of value to the group (...) it appears to do so by virtue of its effects 

on judgements of standing, trust and neutrality' (Tyler and Lind, 1992, 

p. 159). While it is unclear whether standing or all three relational factors 

mediate the effects of process control on procedural justice judgements, 
the authors clearly do not distinguish a direct relationship between process 

control and procedural justice. 
Yet, earlier research by Tyler (1990) shows that process control is strongly 

related to procedural justice. In his study on citizens' interactions with legal 

authorities, Tyler reports that citizens who were given an opportunity to 

express their views (process control) judge the treatment by authorities to be 
fairen Tyler also reports that process control is strongly related to perceptions 

that the individuals were taken into consideration by authorities. The link 

between consideration of views and process control can also be traced in the 

work by Leventhal (1980). According to Leventhal, throughout all phases 

of the decision making process, the concerns and viewpoints of the parties 

affected by the process should be taken into account. Leventhal refers to this 

as the representation rule. 
Interestingly, the variable `consideration of views' is included in Tyler and 

Lind's relational model (1992). However, while the authors state that process 
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control affects procedural justice either through standing or through all three 
factors, they locate consideration of views as an indicator of the factor trust. 
They do not recognize the link between consideration and process control. 
The concept of consideration is further muddled when, elsewhere, in their 
paper, they describe consideration of views in relation to standing (Tyler and 
Lind, 1992, p. 141). Despite the ambiguity surrounding the role of considera-
tion, one might argue that because they have included consideration of views 
in their model, their model automatically includes process control. 

However, Tyler's (1990) interpretation of the link between process control 
and consideration of views is somewhat different from the self-interest model. 
Tyler concludes that when people deal with authorities there is a great deal 
more involved than just the outcome of a particular allocation or dispute. 
Their social standing and feelings of security within the group are on the 
line. Procedures that allow people to express their own point of view and 
the willingness of authorities to listen to them and consider their arguments 
reaffirms their status within the group. Non-instrumental issues like conside-
ration of one's view and politeness, enhance the self-esteem of the individual, 
making him/her feel like a worthy member of the society. Such effects sug-
gest that there is more to procedural justice than is captured in an instrumen-
tal model. 
This non-instrumental approach to process control has been described by 
Tyler, Rasinski and Spodick (1985). They suggest that control has a value-
expressive rather than an instrumental function. They argue that control is 
based on reactions to the procedure per se, independent of its relation to the 
outcome. Recognition of the victim and his/her personal interest in the case 
is sufficient to satisfy this need to participate. 

Looking at the research carried out on victims of crime, the arguments put 
forth by Tyler et al., for a value-expressive approach to control, seem quite 
plausible. Victims of crime often experience a wide range of negative emo-
tions (i.e. fear, anxiety and a lack of self-esteem) which can make them partic-
ularly sensitive to the reactions from legal authorities (Resick, 1987). Unsym-
pathetic reactions from police and public prosecutors can heighten the vic-
tim's suffering (Maguire,1991). Victims may begin to feel alienated as they 
realize that their requests for involvement (passive or active) are consistently 
denied and their opinions and concerns are ignored (Erez,1991). Victims want 
to be treated with dignity and respect (Shapland et al., 1985). Keeping vic-
tims informed and updated about the case acknowledges them as the aggriev-
ed party. By treating victims of crime with respect, authorities suggest to . 
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victims that they are a valued member of the group and this can help restore 
the victim's damaged self-esteem. 
The importance of respect may help explain why Davis and Smith (1994) 
did not find a significant relationship between victim impact statements and 
satisfaction with the justice process or with the dispositions. In this study, 
which was described earlier in this chapter, only one group of victims filled 
in a victim impact statement which was presented in court. A second group 
was interviewed about the impact of the crime but this was not presented 
in court and a third group was not asked about the impact of the crime. Yet, 
across all three groups of victims, most feit that they had been treated with 
respect by the staff of the District Attorney. No significant differences were 
found between the three treatment groups. If respect is important, as the 
relational model predicts, then their procedural justice judgements should not 
differ. While Davis and Smith do not measure the perceived fairness of the 
treatment by the District Attorney, they do examine victims' perceptions of 
how fairly they were treated in court. They report that the majority of victims 
feit that they had been treated fairly in court and there were no significant 
differences between the three groups. 

The research suggests that victims do not want control over the decision-
making process. They simply want to be treated with dignity and respect. 
That includes being shown interest and consideration. They want to be taken 
seriously. Whether this influences the outcome of the case is not their primary 
concern. Rather, they seek validation. The value-expressive approach to con-
trol is supported by much of the research on victims' needs. While the value-
expres sive function of control is in agreement with the basis premises of the 
relational model, it is not specified by Tyler and Lind as a determinant of 
procedural justice. 

Prior Attitudes 
The relational model assumes that attitudes are acquired during childhood. 
Through the socialization process, attitudes towards authorities and institu-
tions develop. Attitudes are viewed as a general predisposition that may 
colour one's evaluations of experiences. The self-interest model does not 
address the origin of attitudes. It promotes the view of people as rational, 
calculating humans whose appreciation of authorities is based on a balance of 
inputs and outcomes. While both models assume that the fairness of decision 
making processes can effect subsequent attitudes towards authorities and 
institutions, only the relational model clearly recognizes the impact of prior 
attitudes on perceptions. 
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Within the relational model, the influence of prior attitudes on perceptions of 
procedural justice is inherent in the factors 'trust' and `neutrality'. Often, the 
individual will have little or no objective information on which he/she can 
judge the integrity or good-will of a particular authority. Prior attitudes or 
expectations play an important role in judging one's experiences. When an 
individual group member comes in contact with an organization that is highly 
respected by the group, this positive predisposition towards the organization 
would lead to a more positive evaluation of the treatment by the organization. 

The influence of prior attitudes on procedural justice judgements works 
through the individual's appraisal of the experience. The influence of prior 
attitudes on procedural justice judgements has been documented by Tyler 
(1990). Tyler made use of panel data collected in interviews with residents of 
the city of Chicago. For the first interview citizens were approached at ran-
dom. Respondents who reported having had contact with the police or courts 
in the year prior to the interview were included in the study (N=652). One 
year later, respondents were again approached and interviewed. Subjects who 
reported having contact with the police or courts between the first and second 
interview were included in the panel analysis (N=291). If citizens hold 
positive views and expectations of authorities then they tend to believe that 
the views were considered, that they were given opportunity to express their 
point of view and that they were treated fairly. These effects are particularly 
strong when decision control is low. Tyler finds no relationship between prior 
views and perceived decision control. Prior views about the legitimacy of 
authorities influence interpretations of the procedural justice of experiences 
with police officers and judges. When authorities were viewed as legitimate, 
their actions were likely to be seen as fair. These results show that the inter-
pretation of experience is influenced by prior views. A person's faith in the 
good-will of authorities predisposes him/her to judge the treatment by author-
ities favourably. 

Positive attitudes towards legal authorities and institutions can shape judge-
ments about individual experiences. As was mentioned in chapter 2, public 
attitudes towards the police are typically positive and compared to the courts 
and the prosecution, the police enjoy a considerable amount of support. For 
example, in their survey on public support for police and the courts, Van 
Schie and Wiegman (1992) report that two-thirds of the respondents (67%) 
are generally satisfied with the police. In contrast, only 49% of the respon-
dents were satisfied with the judges. Moreover, victims have less positive 
views of both the police and the judges than non-victims (Van Schie and 
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Wiegman, 1992). The influence of prior attitudes on procedural justice judge-
ments suggests that these negative attitudes will effect the perceived fairness 
of subsequent experiences with legal authorities. Consequently, the police 
will be viewed as treating citizens fairly while the prosecution and the courts 
will be considered to treat citizens less fairly. 

The relationship between attitudes and procedural justice judgements is com-
plex. While prior attitudes influence procedural justice judgements, procedu-
ral justice judgements also influence attitudes towards legal authorities and 
institutions. Authorities can do little to influence prior views towards the cri-
minal justice system however, procedural justice predicts that they can in-
fluence future views by treating people fairly. This is particularly important 
for the courts and the public prosecution as prior attitudes towards these insti-
tutions are fairly negative. The relationship between experience and subse-
quent attitudes towards legal authorities will be discussed later in this chapter. 

The Salience of Procedural Justice 
According to the self-interest model, procedures function as a mechanism for 
making difficult decisions foregoing short-term self-interest for the benefit 
of gaining in the long run. Logically, increasing the importance of a decision 
correspondingly increases the importance of the decision making procedure. 
As the self-interest model assumes that only fair procedures guarantee long-
term gain, increasing the importance of the decision automatically increases 
the importance of the fairness of procedure. Therefore, when the decision is 
very important to the parties involved, issues of procedural justice should be 
particularly salient. Furthermore, because fair procedures enhance group 
harmony, fair procedures become increasingly important as risk of conflict 
increases. 
Procedural justice has been found to play a role in high stake situations. 
Based on data collected from defendants charged with felonies, Casper, Tyler 
and Fisher (1988) argue that procedural justice influences the defendants 
evaluations of the sentence. Similar results are reported by Machura (1994) in 
his study of defendants in Germany's lower criminal courts. Unfortunately, in 
both studies the authors do not attempt to compare the relative importance of 
procedural justice issues across decisions of varying importance. Therefore, 
these studies provide us with little insight into the prediction of the self-
interest model that procedural justice becomes more prominent as the impor-
tance of the decision increases. They do, however, illustrate that procedural 
justice matters in real life, high stake situations and suggest that procedural 
justice concerns are relevant across cultures. 
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The relational model places more importance on procedural fairness than the 
self-interest model does. This is because, procedures are viewed in this model 
as being an important feature of social life, rather than simply a means for 
obtaining long-term favourable outcomes. The relational model suggests that 
the more important the group is to the individual, the more important proce-
dures become. Procedures function to reassure the status of group members. 
The model predicts that those who most fervently hold traditional group 
values will be strongly concerned with procedural justice. This prediction 
seems to be supported by research showing stronger procedural justice effects 
for political conservatives than for political liberals (Rasinski, 1987). How-
ever, Tyler (1990) fails to find a relationship between personal characteristics 
such as age, sex, education, income, and liberalism or conservatism, and the 
meaning of procedural justice. 
A further prediction of the relational model is that procedural justice will 
assume special importance for individuals who are uncertain about their 
status within the group. Victimization can shatter the individual's self-esteem 
and belief in a caring world (Janoff-Bulman and Morgan, 1994). Therefore 
victims of crime may be particularly sensitive to procedural justice issues. 
Support for this prediction can be found in Tyler's study on why people obey 
the law. Tyler (1990) assessed the importance of procedural justice in volun-
tary and involuntary contacts with the police. He finds that procedural justice 
is a more important issue when citizens have called the police for help than 
when they have been stopped by police. Although his study did not specifical-
ly examine victims of crime as a distinct group, the findings suggest that 
procedural justice is more important to victims, who voluntarily contact the 
police, than to offenders whose contact with the police is generally involun-
tary. This might explain why offenders generally hold more positive views 
about the police than victims do (Van Schie and Wiegman, 1992). 

A Model for Procedural Justice 
The two models presented above provide very different explanations for why 
procedural justice is important. In short, the self-interest model assumes that 
procedural justice is important because is ensures long-term gain while the 
relational model assumes that people are looking for validation of their status 
as a valued member of the group. While evidence for both models is avail-
able, the self-interest model is unable to explain why victims value being 
treated in considerate manner and being kept informed of the developments in 
their case, when such factors do not provide victims with any control over the 
criminal justice procedure and do not increase the likelihood of a favourable 
outcome. Victims are fully aware that police will most likely be unable to 
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solve the case. Yet, still they value the extra time and attention from authori-
ties and are more likely to complain about the treatment by authorities than 
about the outcome of the case. These findings can be interpreted within the 
relational model. However, the relational model is ambiguous about the role 
of process control while there is considerable evidence that process control 
directly effects procedural justice judgements. Both models have short-
comings and an alternative model for the relational model will be developed 
and elucidated below. 
Tyler and Lind's relational model provides an interesting framework for the 
empirical research on victims' interactions with legal authorities. However, 
the model is far from complete. Many questions are left unanswered includ-
ing whether standing, neutrality and trust, the three factors distinguished in 
their model, are in fact distinct. They note that while they present these three 
factors as theoretically distinct concepts, they may not be phenomenologi-
cally distinct (Tyler and Lind, 1992, p. 140). People may lump these concerns 
together. Although the model was inspired by research findings, it has not 
been ernpirically tested. 

A related problem is the operationalization of these three factors. In their 
paper Tyler and Lind (1992) present a figure showing the components of 
trust, standing, and neutrality (see figure 1). Each factor is represented by a 
set of concrete variables. However, they note that this figure does not contain 
an exhaustive listing of the components. The figure, they claim, is simply 
intended to illustrate the causal ordering which they propose. In an appendix 
they present a long list of how these concepts have been operationalized in 
various studies. Here again, one secs how the relational model has been 
inspired by prior research on procedural justice. The problem is that different 
studies use different questions to assess these three components and in some 
studies only one or two of the factors are examined. 
For example, the concept of neutrality has undergone several changes. In his 
1988 paper Tyler used the term impartiality instead of neutrality. Besides 
honesty and lack of bias, this factor included the variable effort to be fair. 

In their relational model, Tyler and Lind (1992) consider effort to be fair to 
reflect trust in authorities rather than the impartiality of authorities. However, 
this distinction is obscure. In their discussion of the research in support of 
trust, they cite an experiment by Lind and Lissak (1985) in which the in-
dependent variable is the impartiality of the judge (p. 157). In one setting the 
judge is presented to be a friend of the opponents lawyer and in the other 
he/she showed no sign of knowing any of the parties or their lawyers. Here 
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trust is discussed in connection with impartiality which blurs the distinction 
between trust and neutrality. 
In the relational model, neutrality refers to honesty, the absence of bias, and 
making an informed decision based on the facts of the case. In their more 
recent paper, the concept effort to be fair is replaced by decision accuracy. 

In his 1988 study, Tyler equated decision accuracy with fact-based decision 
making and getting the problem into the open. In the relational model, the 
latter aspect of decision accuracy is no longer mentioned. 

Staying within the normative approach, a more complete model would in-
clude process control. Process control, that is the opportunity to express one's 
views, would have a value-expressive function. This opportunity would have 
a value in Itself, independent of its effect on the outcome. But control is not a 
separate factor. It is closely related to issues like the degree of interest shown 
by authorities and whether authorities considered the individual's point of 
view. Without consideration of views, the opportunity to express one's views 
lacks sincerity. The same can be said for interest. From this perspective, the 
opportunity to express one's views or process control, is linked with common 
courtesy and respect for the individual. The first factor in the new model is 
respect. Together all of these elements contribute to a general feeling that one 
has been treated with respect. 
Of course, when the individual feels his/her views have been considered, 
he/she may feel that he/she had some influence on the decision made. This 
would indicate that opportunity and consideration have an instrumental value. 
However, victims do not seem to want control over the outcome of the case 
(Smale, 1980; Shapland et al., 1985). This suggests that despite its ability to 
influence outcomes, consideration is valued in and of itself. The opportunity 
to express one's views is more important than the ability to influence the 
outcome or the decision made. What matters is respect for the individual; 
opportunity and consideration indicate respect for the individual's views. 

A second factor is what Tyler and Lind (1992) call neutrality or the impartia-
lity of the decision-maker. This includes the concepts honesty and bias. The 
concept of decision accuracy, that is whether or not authorities collected 
sufficient information to be able to make an accurate decision, also fits within 
this factor. 
Inherent in this model is the influence of prior attitudes on perceptions. 
Individuals often have only limited information available to them on which to 
base their judgements. Where information is not, or only partially available, 
trust in authorities will fill in the blanks. For example, a victim may have no 
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concrete evidence that his/her views have been considered by the police, 
however, because he/she was treated with respect when he/she reported the 
case to the police and generally trusts the police, he/she assumes that his/her 
views were respected. Thus, prior attitudes towards authorities will colour the 
individuals perception of the treatment by authorities. 

In figure 2 the measured or observed variables are represented by squares. 
The latent variables, respect and neutrality, are represented by circles. The 
long arrows between the items indicate that latent variables (hypothetical 
instruments) are measured by the observed variables. The short arrows show 
measurement error. The arrow connecting the factors illustrate that these are 
not independent but correlate to a certain degree. The arrows between the 
factors and procedural justice show that the factors predict the dependent 
variable with error in prediction. 
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4.2.2 Variables affected by procedural justice judgements 

Having considered what it is about procedures that makes them fair, it is 
important to examine how procedural justice judgements affect attitudes and 
behaviour. Despite their differences, both the self-interest and relational mod-
els emphasize the importance of procedural justice judgements for attitudes 
and behaviour. In the following research on the effects of procedural justice 
judgements on attitudes and behaviour will be addressed separately. Based on 
the research findings and the theory presented earlier in this chapter, a model 
is presented for how procedural justice might affect attitudes and behaviour. 

Evaluations 
Both the self-interest and relational models predict that procedural justice 
judgements influence evaluations of authorities and institution.  s. When parties 
feel that they have not been treated fairly by authorities then their subsequent 
attitudes towards these authorities are negatively affected. As was pointed out 
in chapter 2, negative attitudes towards legal authorities have been linked 
with non-reporting (Politiemonitor, 1993; Shapland et al., 1985). When vic-
tims fail to report crimes to the police, these crimes remain undetected and 
are therefore exempt from control by the criminal justice system. Consequent-
ly, the link between procedural justice and attitudes is one of great impor-
tance for criminal justice policy. 
In the relational model, procedural justice is presumed to influence compli-
ance to laws through its effect on legitimacy. Procedural justice and the sense 
of group value it creates, affects attitudes and behaviour including judge-
ments of legitimacy and obedience to authority (Tyler and Lind, 1992). The 
self-interest model assumes that when parties are confronted with unfair 
procedures they feel that their long-term interests are not being served by an 
authority and their support for authorities is brought into question. Both mod-
els consider people's general evaluations of authorities and institutions to be 
affected by procedural justice judgements. They assume that the individual 
generalizes from a specific experience to their overall view about the author-
ity or organization. In the following, research on the impact of procedural 
justice on general evaluations and the cognitive processes at work will be 
discussed. However, before addressing general evaluations of authorities, 
specific evaluations of the particular experience will be considered. 

Specific evaluations 
In Thibaut and Walker's (1975) early experiments with procedural justice, 
they were concerned with how people evaluated the outcome of a dispute- 
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resolution process. As was pointed out, they viewed procedural justice 
as a means to generate fair outcomes. In their view, outcome fairness, or 
distributive justice as it is often called, and procedural justice are related 
concepts. 
Comparing subjects' evaluations of verdicts reached through the adversary 
and the inquisitorial procedure they found that subjects consistently judged 
the adversary procedure to be fairer and that subjects were always more 
satisfied with the verdict when they won the case (i.e. were found innocent). 
Interestingly, they found that even when subjects lost the case, they were 
more satisfied with the outcome when it was reached following the adversary 
procedure than when the inquisitorial procedure had been followed. Fairness 
and satisfaction were higher in the adversary procedure conditions than in 
the inquisitorial conditions; regardless of the outcome. Whether they won 
their case or not, parties were more satisfied when the outcome had been 
reached following a fair procedure. Although the subjects did rate the proce- 
dure as more fair when they won than when they lost, this outcome effect was 
independent of the procedure effect. 
This effect is referred to as the `cushion of support' and has been replicated 
in several studies (Lind and Tyler, 1988; Tyler, 1990). According to Lind and 
Tyler (1988) fair procedures make a negative outcome more palatable. That 
is, that the enhancing effect of fair procedures on outcome evaluations is 
stronger when the outcomes are negative than when the outcomes are posi-
tive. Besides satisfaction with the outcome, fair procedures have also been 
found to enhance evaluations of authorities and satisfaction with the experi-
ence (Tyler, 1990). 

Research by Lind et al. (1980) suggests that the fairness of procedures is not 
wholly dependent upon its ability to produce fair outcomes. In an experiment 
the effects of variance in outcomes and procedures on distributive and proce-
dural j ustice are examined. In a controlled simulation of the legal setting 
procedures were varied by implementing either the adversary or inquisitorial 
procedure. Outcomes were either positive (defendant found innocent) or nega-
tive (defendant found guilty). Interestingly, while the adversary procedure 
was consistently found to be fairer than the inquisitorial procedure, when the 
outcorne was negative subjects rated the procedure fairer than when the out-
come was positive. In other words, within the adversary procedure, subjects 
rated the procedure more fair when their team was found guilty than when 
their team was found innocent. In terms of distributive fairness, a negative 
outcome was judged less fair than a positive outcome across both types of 
procedures. 
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The finding that fair procedures provide a cushion of support is particularly 
important for victim policy. Critics such as Fattah (1986) have argued that 
victim policy may create expectations among victims that are not or could not 
be met. Disappointment may aggravate the victim's feeling of frustration and 
dissatisfaction with the criminal justice system. Evidence of the negative 
impact of disappointment on satisfaction is reported by Erez and Tontodonato 
(1992). They find that unfulfilled expectations regarding the effects of the 
victim impact statements on sentencing are associated with low satisfaction. 
Similarly, research on the impact of restitution on victim satisfaction suggests 
that failure to receive restitution is associated with dissatisfaction with the 
criminal justice process (Erez and Bienkowska, 1993). Victims who do not 
receive restitution have less trust in and are less satisfied with the criminal 
justice system than victims who receive restitution (Cozijn, 1988: Van Hecke 
and Wemmers, 1992; Zeilstra and Van Andel, 1989). These findings suggest 
that authorities should avoid raising victim's expectations regarding the 
possible outcome of the case. 

Macauly and Walster (1971) contend that from a victim's point of view, a 
fair outcome would include restitution. Restitution reduces the outcomes of 
the offender and enhances the outcomes for the victim. Besides restitution, 
notification can also affect the perceived outcomes for the victim. Notifica-
tion informs of the punishment imposed upon the offender. In terms of equity 
theory, punishment reduces the outcomes for the offender, thereby, bringing 
the relative outcomes of the victim and the offender into balance. However, 
punishment does not relieve the losses suffered by the victim. Therefore, 
victims should prefer restitution to punishment of the offender. When neither 
punishment or restitution are available, victims should consider the outcome 
to be unfair. 
From this perspective, the low clearance rate should be a major source of con-
cern for policy-makers. In 1992, less than 20% of all crimes that were known 
by the Dutch police were solved (Kester and Jonger-Tas, 1994). Yet, despite 
the inability of police to provide victims with justice, 60% are (very) satisfied 
with the police (Politiemonitor, 1993). Failure by police to apprehend the 
'offender does not necessarily lead to disappointment and dissatisfaction. This 
suggests that outcomes are not the only concern of victims. 

Van der Vijver (1993) examines both quantitative and qualitative research on 
victims dissatisfaction with police and concludes that failure by police to 
take the victim seriously is a major complaint expressed by victims. He finds 
that failure by police to apprehend the offender is an uncommon complaint. 
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This seems to suggest that the treatment by police can provide a cushion of 
support. As long as victims feel that they have been treated fairly, their 
evaluations of police will be positive. 
Similarly, Shapland et al. (1985) argue that victims have realistic expecta-
tions of police and do not expect them to always apprehend the offender. 
Reeves (1992) reports that victims are less concerned about recovering prop-
erty or about identifying the offender than might be expected. Even when 
police are successful in achieving these results, it does not affect the level of 
satisfaction. Similarly, Conaway and Lohr (1994) stress that the relationship 
they find between routine follow-up activity or positive results from the 
police and subsequent crime reporting may reflect satisfaction from the vic-
tim in being informed. Victims cannot report on the outcome of a case unless 
they have knowledge of that outcome. 
Further evidence of the importance of procedures for satisfaction is found in 
consumer research. When consumers have a complaint about a purchase, the 
way in which the retailer deals with the complaint is the most important 
factor for customer satisfaction (Francken, 1983). Consumers care about how 
their complaint is receTived by the retailer and the effort they put into solving 
the problem. 
These findings suggest that punishment and restitution are not the only 
elements in the meaning of fairness to victims. Umbreit (1990) finds that 
participation by crime victims in the criminal justice process is an important 
element of fairness for victims. Participation can be both passive or active. 
Passive participation includes receiving information from police on the 
developments in the case. Being present at the criminal trial is an example 
of active participation by the victim. 

Returning to the research on restitution, these studies clearly show that 
restitution affects satisfaction. However, most studies are based on victims 
participating in restitutión projects and they fail to compare the responses of 
the victims participating in the project with victims who do not. The cushion 
of support hypothesis suggests when authorities attempt to obtain restitution 
from the offender, victims receiving restitution should be more satisfied than 
victims who do not, and that victims who fail to receive restitution should be 
more satisfied with outcome than victims who wanted restitution but claim 
that police or the public prosecution did not attempt to arrange restitution. 
The interest in the position of the victim, reflected by the attempt to secure 
restitution, should enhance the perceived fairness of the procedure and there-
fore make negative outcomes more palatable. Unfortunately, only one study 
uses a control group and none of the studies use a control group consisting 
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of victims who wanted restitution but were not assisted by authorities. In 
Cozijn's (1988) study examining victims receiving restitution within the 
criminal procedure, a control group of victims not requesting restitution was 
included. Cozijn concedes that the comparability of the control group is 
limited. Comparing victims who hoped to receive restitution with those who 
did not, he finds that the former group shows less trust in police and in the 
courts. The findings suggest that while restitution enhances victims' evalua-
tion of the criminal justice system, not receiving restitution has a negative 
effect. Bot Cozijn's study leaves unanswered the question of wliether attempts 
by authorities to secure restitution provide a cushion of support. 

Lind and Tyler acknowledge that the favourability and fairness of outcomes 
are often found to affect procedural justice judgements, however they stress 
that these factors are not as important as they were previously believed to be 
(Lind and Tyler, 1988). They criticize Thibaut and Walker for having under-
estimated the importance of procedure in its own right and for having over-
estimated the extent to which procedures would be viewed as mere mecha-
nisms to generate (fair) outcomes. The relative importance of outcomes is 
crucial for the success of victim policy. The Dutch victim guidelines rest on 
the assumption that the treatment or process is more important than the out-
come, If this assumption should prove to be incorrect, then efforts to enhance 
the position of victims and improve victim satisfaction with authorities are 
destined to fail. 

The generai finding of a cushion of support on specific reactions to experi-
ences has several important implications. It suggests that evaluations of legal 
authorities can be enhanced by treating victims fairly; regardless of the out-
come of the case. For victims of crime, key issues for a fair procedure are: 
consideration and perceived effort (Tyler, 1990; Shapland et al., 1985; CBS, 
1992; Erez, 1991). Victims will be satisfied with police provided they are 
treated with respect — even when police fail to solve a case. Attempts by legal 
authorities to obtain restitution may fail but the victim will be pleased with 
authorities as long as they consider the position of the victim. However, when 
victims are not given attention, their evaluations of legal authorities are 
diminished. The tasks for police and public prosecutors outlined in the Dutch 
victim guidelines correspond with the key aspects of a fair treatment for vic-
tims. The participation of victims in the criminal justice system, as outlined 
in the guidelines, should enhance victims' evaluations of their experiences 
with legal authorities. Failure to carry out the guidelines should diminish 
victims' evaluations of legal authorities. This effect should be particularly 
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strong when the outcomes are negative. As was pointed out in chapter 2, 
victims have particularly negative prior attitudes towards the courts and the 
public prosecution and this makes the fair treatment of victims especially 
important for these authorities. 

General evaluations 
Besides specific reactions, the perceived fairness of an experience may affect 
one's overall evaluations of legal authorities and institutions. In their relatio-
nal model, Tyler and Lind (1992) argue that procedural justice judgements 
affect the perceived legitimacy of authorities. Legitimacy, in turn, is viewed 
as an important determinant of voluntary compliance with an authority's 
directives. 
In accordance with Weber (1947), Tyler views obligation to obey as an im-
portant aspect of legitimacy. Obligation reflects acceptance of the legal rules 
of a system by an individual. Through legitimacy people obey a law because 
they accept that the authority enforcing the law has the right to dictate behavi-
our. According to Tyler (1990), legitimacy is more than just a perceived 
obligation to obey the law. It is also based on support. Support is a generally 
favourable attitude towards legal authorities and institutions (Tyler, 1990). 
Together, these two concepts, obligation and support, make up Tyler 's (1990) 
concept of legitimacy. 
In his study on citizens' interactions with legal authorities and its impact on 
their evaluations and law-abiding behaviour, Tyler (1990) examined the 
impact of procedural justice on citizens' satisfaction with the performance by 
authorities, their general support for authorities and their perceived obligation 
to obey the law. Satisfaction with performance was measured by asking 
respondents how good a job police (or the courts) were doing, how well the 
police (or the courts) solved problems, how satisfied the respondents were 
with the fairness of outcomes when they dealt with the police (or the courts), 
and how satisfied they were with the fairness of the treatment by authorities. 
Support for the police was measured by asking respondents how much respect 
they had for the local police, whether they feit the local police were honest, 
whether they were proud of the local police and whether they feit they should 
support the local police. Support for the courts was measured by asking 
respondents whether they felt that the local courts guaranteed everyone a fair 
trial, whether they feit that the basic rights of citizens were well protected in 
the local courts, whether the judges were honest and whether their decisions 
were fair. Perceived obligation to obey the law was measured using the 
following six items: people should obey the law even if it goes against what 
they think is right; 1 always try to follow the law even if 1 think that it is 
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wrong; disobeying the law is seldom justified; it is difficult to break the law 
and keep one's self-respect; a person who refuses to obey the law is a menace 
to society; obedience and respect for authority are the most important virtues 
children should learn. Tyler's sample consisted of citizens from the Chicago 
area. He interviewed respondents twice. The second interview took place one 
year after the first interview. In the first wave of interviews, 652 respondents 
had a recent personal experience with the police or courts and 291 respon-
dents in the second wave had such an experience during the year following 
the first interview. 

Using regression analysis Tyler examined the impact of judgements about the 
experience on specific evaluations of the experience, and generalized views 
about the quality of performance and the legitimacy of authorities. Judge-
ments about the experience include assessments of the quality of the outcome, 
and judgements of procedural and distributive justice. Tyler reports that 61% 
of the variance in satisfaction with the outcome was explained by judgements 
about the experience in the first wave. He also reports that 34% of the vari-
ance in satisfaction with performance and 4% of the variance in legitimacy in 
the first wave were explained by judgements about the experience. 
Unfortunately, Tyler does not specify the individual impact of procedural 
justice judgements on evaluations. However, his findings do illustrate that 
different attitudes are affected differently by experience. Judgements about 
the experience have a stronger effect on specific evaluations than on general 
attitudes towards legal authorities. Moreover, not all general attitudes towards 
legal authorities are affected to the same degree. The effect of experience on 
performance evaluations is much stronger than its effect on legitimacy. This 
suggests that attitudes which are closely linked to the individual's values 
and his/her self-image such as his/her support for authorities and his/her per-
ception of him/herself as a law-abiding citizen, are more resistant to change 
than attitudes towards the performance by authorities. Tyler concludes that 
people's views about the legitimacy of legal authorities are more strongly 
insulated than performance evaluations are from the influence of a good or 
bad experience with police officers or a judge. 
Using the data of the 291 respondents who were interviewed at two points in 
time and had had a personal experience with the police or courts in the year 
between the two interviews, Tyler was able to examine causal impact of expe-
rience on legitimacy. Tyler reports that legitimacy scores computed before 
their experiences were found to explain 15% of the variance in their assess-
ments of legitimacy made after their experiences. Adding their judgements 
about the experience to the analysis increased the explanatory power to 18%. 
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This is a statistically significant increase in explaining power. Regarding sat-

isfaction with performance, Tyler reports that 40% of the variance in the sec-
ond interviews is explained by subjects' satisfaction with performance prior 

to their experience with the police or the courts. When their judgements about 

the experience were added to the analysis, 8% more variance was explained. 
Tyler concludes that prior attitudes are strongly related to subsequent atti-

tudes and that experience does influence general attitudes towards authorities. 

Tyler's findings illustrate that while attitudes towards legal authorities and 
the law are relatively stable, they can change. These findings stand in contrast 

to Sarat's assertion that, once developed, attitudes towards critical social 

institutions are permanent (1993). Further support for Tyler's findings can 

be found in research on the development of attitudes towards political institu-

tions. Generally, studies have found that children hold political institutions, 

and individuals associated with the major political institutions, in high regard 

(Easton, 1965; Easton and Dennis, 1969; Greenstein, 1965). Children have 

these strong positive feelings before they have personally experienced such 

individuals and institutions or before they have much knowledge as to the 
functions they are supposed to fulfil. However, as individuals gain knowledge 

and experience, they become less idealistic in their beliefs and may become 

more critical (Fagan, 1987). 

Research on victims of crimes suggests that the experience of the victim can 

influence his/her attitudes towards legal authorities. For example, Van Schie 

and Wiegman report that victims have significantly less favourable views of 

the pol ice and judges than non-victims (1992). The individual's attitudes to-

wards authorities and sense of obligation may be damaged by an unjust expe-

rience. Providing victims with information about the activities of the police 

restores their faith in the police (Van den Bogaard, 1992). Restitution is also 
associated with positive evaluations of in the criminal justice system (Cozijn, 

1988). This findings suggest that victims attitudes towards the criminal jus-
tice system are affected by the treatment by legal authorities. 

However, these studies are based on correlational data only. A more convinc-

ing example of the impact of experience on attitudes towards legal authorities 

is provided by Hagan (1983). Hagan, asked Canadian victirns to rank the job 

done by police, the prosecution and the courts. The victims were interviewed 

twice: once when the offender was charged with the offense and again after 
the disposition of the case. As in the general public surveys Hagan found that 

victims are generally more satisfied with police performance than that of the 

courts and the prosecution. At the time of the first interview, 89% feit that 
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police were doing a (very) good job, while only 58.5% feit this way about 
judges and 55.5% feit this way about the prosecution. Hagan then compared 
the responses of victims at the time of the second interview with those from 
the first interview and found that, although victims still rated the job done by 
police the most favourably, satisfaction with police performance had decreas-
ed and satisfaction with both judges and prosecutors had increased. Compara-
ble findings are reported in an English study by Shapland et al. (1985). Both 
Shapland et al. (1985) and Hagan (1983) find that victim participation in the 
criminal justice process increased satisfaction with the courts and satisfaction 
with sentencing. These findings show that victims' experiences with autho-
rities can have a substantial impact on their satisfaction with the performance 
by authorities. 

Regarding the different types of judgements about the experience, Tyler 
(1990) reports that satisfaction with performance and legitimacy are more 
strongly influenced by procedural fairness than by the favourability of the 
outcome or outcome fairness. He finds that respondents' views about the 
legitimacy of the legal authority are correlated with judgements of the proce-
dural justice of their recent experience (r=0.19; p<0.001) and the distributive 
justice of the outcome of the experience (r=0.15, p<0.001) but are not related 
to the favourability of the outcome (r=0.08; ns.) (see also Tyler and Lind, 
1992). These correlations show that procedural justice and, to a lesser de-
gree, distributive justice are associated with attitudes towards legai authori-
ties. 
Unfortunately, Tyler (1990) does not discuss the impact of procedural justice 
on obligation and support separately. Rather, in his analyses these two meas-
ures are combined to form one concept namely, legitimacy. Tyler's definition 
of support is directed at authorities while obligation is directed at the law. 
Lind and Tyler (1988) cite research by Tyler, Casper and Fisher in which 
views about the legal system are found to be more strongly influence by 
experience than views about the law. Given the above finding that satisfaction 
with performance by authorities is more strongly effected by experience than 
legitimacy, one would expect to find that support, which is directed at author-
ities, is more strongly affected by experience than obligation. The differential 
effects of experience on support and obligation cast doubt on Tyler's assump-
tion that support and obligation reflect one and the same attitude. 
That is not to say that obligation and support are not related. Law enforcers 
and the law are functionally related to one another. According to the self-inte-
rest model, when parties feel that their interests are not being served, they 
will no longer continue to support authorities. When support is damaged, citi- 
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Figure 3: Model for the impact of procedural justice on victims' attitudes towards 
legal authorities and the law 
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zens may distance themselves from social institutions and their rules (Adams, 

1965; Schuyt, 1991). This can be explained using Heider's balance theory 

which dictates that the relationships between related objects must be in bal-

ance (1958). When an individual holds a negative attitude towards law enfor-

cers, then according to the balance theory, this will have a negative impact on 
his/her attitudes towards the law. In this approach, support and obligation are 

presented as two separate but related concepts. Balance theory hypothesizes 

that the direction of the attitude change will be the same. However, given the 

differential effect of experience on attitudes towards authorities and attitudes 
towards the law, the magnitude of the attitude change will not necessarily be 

equal. Support should be more strongly affected by experience than obliga-

tion. 
If obligation and support do not reflect one concept namely, legitimacy, but 

are instead two separate but related concepts, then Tyler's notion of the 

relationship between procedural justice, legitimacy and compliance needs to 

be adjusted. Based on the above research findings and the theory presented 

earlier in this chapter, a model on how procedural justice judgements effect 
attitudes towards legal authorities and law-abiding behaviour can be develop-

ed. The resulting model is presented in figure 3. Included in the model is 

the impact of prior attitudes on subsequent attitudes. This is reflected in the 
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horizontal axis; attitudes on the left indicate prior attitudes and those on the 
right indicate subsequent attitudes. In addition, the model is based on the 
assumption that attitudes which are closely linked to the individual's values 
are more resistant to change than superficial attitudes. In the schema this is 
reflected by the vertical axis; attitudes along the top of the schema are less 
important and as one moves downwards, the attitudes become increasingly 
imbedded in the individual's self-concept. The model also illustrates the 
relationships between attitudes. Support for authorities and perceived 
obligation to obey the law are presented as separate but related concepts. 

Law-abiding Behaviour 
The effectiveness of the criminal justice system can be defined in terms of its 
ability to secure law-abiding behaviour. In the criminal justice system sanc-
tions, or the threat thereof, are used to induce law-abiding behaviour. How-
ever, the use of criminal sanctions to induce compliance is often costly, time-
consuming and, as the high crime-rate testifies, ineffective. But coercion, or 
the use of rewards and punishment, is only one way to induce compliance. 
Often people will voluntary comply with the law because this coincides with 
their personal idea of right and wrong or because they believe that the law 
should be obeyed. In comparison to the use of external rewards and punish-
ment, voluntary compliance offers a more effective means to secure law-abid-
ing behaviour. 	 • 

In Tyler's 1990 study on citizens who had recently had an encounter with 
the police or courts, he examined the relative importance of deterrence, peer 
disapproval, personal morality and legitimacy in predicting compliance. Com-
pliance was measured by asking respondents how often they had committed 
various minor offences in the last year. Specifically, he asked how often they 
had: driven over the speed limit; parked a car in violation of the law; made 
enough noise to disturb neighbours; littered in violation of the law; driven a 
car while intoxicated; taken expensive items from stores without paying for 
them. Deterrence was measured by presenting subjects with the same six 
items and asking them for each of these items, how likely they thought that 
they would be arrested or issued a citation by police, if they were to commit 
the offence. Peer disapproval was measured by presenting respondents with 
the same six offences. Respondents were asked to think about five adults that 
they knew well and indicate, for each offence, how much they would dis-
approve or feel that the individual had done something wrong if he/she was 
arrested for doing these offences. Personal morality was measured using the 
same six offences. This time respondents were asked to indicate how wrong 
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they feit these offences were. How Tyler measured legitimacy has already 
been discussed. Briefly, it is based on the combination of two concepts name-
ly, support for legal authorities and perceived obligation to obey the law. 
Tyler reports that each of these factors is significantly correlated with compl-
iance. The strongest correlation was found between the factor personal mora-
lity and compliance (r=0.42). Lower correlations were found for peer dis-
approval (r=0.34), deterrence (r=0.28) and legitimacy (r=0.22). 
Using regression analysis, he examines the relative impact of each of these 
factors on compliance. Included in his analysis are background factors such 
as sex, race, age, income and education as well as satisfaction with author-
ities' performance. Tyler finds that the personal morality of the individual 
is able to explain the most variance in law-abiding behaviour (beta=0.23; 
p<0.01). Other good predictors of compliance are sex (beta=0.18; p<0.001) 
and age (beta=0.25; p<0.01). In addition, independent effects are found for 
legitimacy (beta=0.06; p<0.05) and peer disapproval (beta=0.11; p<0.01). 
No effects are found for deterrence, race, income, education or satisfaction 
with authorities' performance. 
The above beta coefficients are based on a normal regression analysis. Tyler 
also conducted a reliability-adjusted multiple regression which controls for 
differences in the reliability with which the various constructs are measured. 
The results of the reliability-adjusted regression are similar to those of the 
regular regression except the predicting power for legitimacy increases 
slightly (beta=0.11; p<0.01) while that for peer disapproval decreases slightly 
(beta=0.08; p<0.05). 
Tyler points out that the regression analysis is problematic because it meas-
ures beha viour that occurred prior to the interviews. He therefore conducted 
a panel analysis based on the 291 respondents who had reported contact with 
the police or the courts in between the two interviews. This time the indepen-
dent variables were the attitudinal and demographic measures from the first 
interview and the dependent variable was compliance at the second interview. 
The results show that legitimacy has a significant impact on subsequent law-
abiding behaviour (beta=0.19; p<0.01). In addition, he reports that sex, age 
and personal morality also emerge as important predictors of compliance 
while deterrence, peer disapproval and satisfaction with authorities' perfor- 
mance are not found to influence behaviour. Unfortunately, he does not report 
the strength of the observed relationship for these factors. 
Tyler does provide information on the separate impact of support and obliga-
tion, the iwo components of legitimacy, on law-abiding behaviour. He reports 
that both factors have a significant zero-order correlation with compliance. 
The correlation between compliance and obligation is 0.22 and for support 
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this is 0.11. Tyler repeated the above regression analysis this time substituting 
support and obligation for legitimacy. The demographic variables as well as 
the sociological factors (deterrence, peer disapproval and personal morality) 
were once again included in the regression analysis. The dependent variable 
was compliance. Tyler reports that in the regression a significant effect was 
found for obligation (beta=0.08; p<0.01) but not for support (beta=0.03; n.s.). 
Support can be further divided into support for the police and support for the 
courts. Conducting separate analyses for the two subscales Tyler finds that 
support for the police (beta=0.04; p<0.05) significantly influenced compli-
ance and the support for the courts did not (beta=0.03; n.$). 

In the discussion of his findings, Tyler focuses on the relationship between 
legitimacy and compliance. While the observed relationship between legiti-
macy, and in particular obligation, and compliance is important evidence of 
how procedural justice can effect compliance, many of his other findings 
raise equally important issues which need to be addressed. 
To begin with, Tyler does not find a relationship between deterrence and com-
pliance. In objective terms, the chance of being caught by police is less than 
one in four. Since 1984, less than 25% of the crimes known by the Dutch 
police have been solved (SIBa, 1991). For some offences, this percentage 
is even lower. However, people are often unaware of the actual chance of 
getting caught. The perceived likelihood of sanctions is influenced by experi-
ence. People experienced at breaking the law, estimate the chance of detec-
tion much lower (and more realistically) than people without such experience 
(Buikhuizen en Dijksterhuis, 1969). When people have no direct experience 
in breaking the law, their perceived chance of detection depends on what they 
hear and see around them. Tyler does find that people typically think it quite 
likely that they will be caught and punished if they commit a crime. Yet, this 
threat apparently has no impact on compliance. 
Similar findings are reported by Moerland (1991). Moerland examined the 
factors affecting (self-reported) shoplifting and found no correlation between 
the perceived likelihood of being caught and the actual behaviour (p. 278). 
According to Moerland, his findings rule out the possibility that legal deter-
rents could contribute to an increased controllability of the shoplifting pro-
blem. He concludes that committing a crime is sooner inhibited by social 
control and by personal moral views, than by the threat of criminal sanc-
tions. 
In the policy plan Society and Crime (1985) of the Dutch Ministry of Justice, 
victim policy is presented as a means to enhance law-abiding behaviour. 
Reactions by police to victims of crime are assumed to have a norm-reinforc- 
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ing affect. Policy-makers feared that insensitive reactions by police to victims 

would suggest to victims that law-breaking behaviour is socially acceptable 
and by taking victims of crime seriously, police would show victims that 

crime, no matter how minor, is socially unacceptable. The norm-reinforcing 

function of legal authorities implies that the treatment of victims can affect 

their law-abiding behaviour. Although the authors of Society and Crime never 

refer to procedural justice, their predictions coincide with those made by 

procedural justice. However, their respective assumptions about the processes 

at work do differ. In Society and Crime social control is presented as the 
mitigating factor affecting compliance while procedural justice focuses on the 

impact of legitimacy. While Tyler's study focused on significant others in the 

direct environment of the individual and not on the opinions of law-enforce-
ment authorities, his data suggest that the opinions of significant others does 

have a significant impact on law-abiding behaviour. 

Tyler's findings show that the strongest determinant of law-abiding behaviour 
is internal, namely, the personal morality of the individual. Personal mofality 

acts as an internal control which prevents law-breaking behaviour. The strong 

influence of internal control as a restraint is exemplified in Gottfredson and 

Hirschi's genera] theory of crime (1990). They argue that deviance is a func-

tion of the internal control (or self-control as they call it) of the individual 

and the opportunity to commit a crime. When presented with an opportunity 

to commit a crime, individuals with high self-control will not take advantage 

of the opportunity. In their view, low self-control is established early in child-

hood in families in which parents do not closely monitor the child's behavi-

our, do not recognize deviant behaviour when it occurs, and do not punish 

such behaviour. Once established in early childhood, individuals' level of 

self-control remains stable over the life course and is relatively unaffected 

by other institutions. Self-control is the product of successful parenting. 

But interim' control, in the terms of self-control, leaves no room for author-

ities to influence law-abiding behaviour. Legitimacy offers authorities a 

significant degree of influence on the law-abiding behaviour of individuals 
without the cost of external rewards or punishments. Tyler recognizes this 

and maintains that `because legitimacy is under the control of legal authori- 

tics, it is the primary focus of attention in his discussion of normative forces 

promoting compliance' (1990: p. 65). 

In Tyler's view, legitimacy is affected by injustice, specifically unjust proce-

dures. Other research on the relationship between injustice and compliance 
similarly shows that authorities can directly influence compliance. An expe-

riment by Thibaut et al. (1974) shows that when both the lawmaker and the 
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individual benefit from the latter's compliance, individuals are motivated to 

observe rules. Under these conditions surveillance is not necessary to pro-

mote compliance to rules. They conclude that the interaction between rule-
makers and those subject to the rules is important for compliance. Their 

findings coincide with the predictions of the self-interest model namely, that 
legitimacy enhances compliance because people realize that their interests are 
being served by authorities. 

Baron and Fisher (1984) argue that when people feel that they are not being 
treated fairly by an authority and are unable to rectify the situation, law-

breaking is one way of restoring a sense of justice. According to the authors 
vandalism is an effort to restore equity. The individual responds to one type 

of perceived rule-breaking (i.e. perceived violations of norms of fairness) 

by breaking another set of rules regarding the sanctity of property rights. 

They assume a direct relationship between equity and vandalism and do not 
include legitimacy in their theory. In an experiment with college students 

they examined the relationship between perceived fairness, control and vanda-

lism. Fairness was defined both in terms of the fairness of outcomes and the 
fairness of decision making processes (DeMore, Fisher, and Baron, 1988). 

They propose that perceived control is the primary factor which determines 

how inequity will be dealt with. Low perceived control together with inequity 

leads to vandalism. When the individual feels that he/she has high control 

over the situation than they will channel their efforts into more constructive 

acts. Using written interviews with 58 college students the researchers exam-

ined the relationship between perceived equity, control and vandalism. The 
authors conclude that feeling unfairly treated and perceiving little ability to 

rectify the situation is associated with vandalism. However, they point out 

that the findings have limitations. For example, the data are correlational 
which makes it impossible to infer causality. 

Non-compliance as protest behaviour has also been used as a motive for wel-

fare fraud. Grotenberg, Ronden and Brunt (1993) conducted a dossier study 

and interviewed people who depended on social security for their income. 

One of their conclusions was that within the society groups have evolved 

who distance themselves from society at large. They are not interested in the 

rules and norms of society because society is not interested in them. They are 

dissatisfied with the developments in society but are unable to rectify the 

situation. They are frustrated with the system and their dissatisfaction is 

expressed through their (fraudulent) behaviour. In this framework crime is 
a vent for frustration and dissatisfaction with authorities and institutions. 
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The importance of the treatment of citizens by government authorities and 

institutions is reflected in Schuyt's assertion that the manner of indifference 

with which the Dutch government, and in particular the criminal justice 

system, treats its citizens and organizations cultivates criminal behaviour 

(Schuyt, 1991; 1992). Indifference leads to alienation between government 
and citizens and to cynicism. Inherent in Schuyt's thesis is the relationship 

between treatment, attitudes and behaviour. Instead of legitimacy he uses the 

term cynicism to describe the deteriorating relationship between citizens and 

government, Like Tyler and Lind, Schuyt sees the solution to this problem in 
the treatrnent of citizens by authorities. He believes the only way to counter 

this development is the return of personal attention to organizations and in 
particular to their dealings with the public (Schuyt,1992). Treating victims 

politely and with respect, rather than with indifference, legal authorities 
diminish cynicism as well as crime. 

But none of the studies reported so far have addressed victims of crime speci-

fically. Survey data reveals a positive correlation between attitudes towards 

legal authorities and institutions and willingness to comply to the law. Posi-
tive evaluations of police are generally correlated to readiness to cooperate 

with police (Geva, 1992). Victims who are disappointed with the way police 

handled their case are less likely to go to the police again in the future (Poli-
tiemonitor, 1993; Shapland et al., 1985). Besides cooperation with police, 
citizens \vith a positive view of the police and the courts tend to report a low 

intention for law breaking behaviour. 

Some researchers suggest that victimization in itself can affect law-abiding 
behaviour. Victims of crime tend to report a stronger intention for law-break-

ing behaviour than non-victims (Van Schie and Wiegman, 1992). Similarly, 
Van Dijk and Steinmetz (1983) discovered a substantial overlap between 

being a victim of various theft offences and admitting to having committed 
them. The nature of this data does not allow the researchers to draw causal 

inferences, however, they suggest that victimization and attitudes towards 
legal authorities are related to compliance. 

While many different factors may affect compliance, victims' experiences 

with legal authorities is one important factor which authorities have under 
their control. The manner in which they treat victims may enhance indivi-

duals' law-abiding behaviour or detract from it. The findings suggest a legal 
system characterized by fair procedures, strengthens the relationship between 
citizens and legal authorities which in turn enhances compliance to the law. 
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Figure 4: Model for the impact of procedural justice on victims' attitudes and 
law-abiding behaviour 
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A legal system based on unfair procedures would on the other hand lead to 
the gradual erosion of obedience to the law. 
A model for the relationship between procedural justice and compliance is 
presented in figure 4. In agreement with Tyler's research, the model is based 
on an indirect relationship between procedural justice and compliance. How-
ever, contrary to Tyler's notion of legitimacy, in this model obligation and 
support are presented as two separate but related concepts. 

The main issue in this chapter has been how the treatment of victims by legal 
authorities can affect their attitudes towards these authorities and their law-
abiding behaviour. Victimological research shows a relationship between 
victims' experiences with legal authorities and their attitudes towards these 
authorities. However, the findings are in conflict with respect to how experi-
ences affect attitudes. Some studies suggest that disappointment can heighten 
victim dissatisfaction with authorities while others suggest that the treatment 
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of victims is more important than the outcome of the case. Based on these 
results, the Dutch victim guidelines might improve the relationship between 
victims and the criminal justice system or they might worsen it. The finding 
that fair procedures provide a cushion of support suggests that the fear of 
creating false hope and greater disappointment is not valid. Fair procedures 
make an unfavourable outcome more palatable. Procedural justice allows 
authorities to make unpopular decisions while retaining public support. Autho-
rities who follow the guidelines, directly contribute to the improvement of 
their own public image. 
The ability of the guidelines to create a cushion of support depends on wheth-
er or not they generate fair procedures. In other words, does the treatment of 
victims as outlined in the guidelines, meet with victims' perceptions of fair-
ness? According to the guidelines, authorities are to notify victims of the dev-
elopments in their case and, where possible, arrange restitution. Victims are 
included in the process but they are not given any influence over the process 
or the outcome of the case. Two models were presented: the self-interest and 
the relational model. Each model makes different predictions about the cri-
teria used by people to assess the fairness of procedures. The self-interest 
model predicts that people want to retain control over the decision making 
process and over the outcome of the case. The relational model predicts that 
people want to be treated with dignity and respect. While there is no research 
available on the meaning of procedural justice for victims of crime, victimolo-
gical research appears to support the predictions of the relational model. 
Studies show that while victims wish to be included in the criminal justice 
process, they do not appear to want a role in the decision making. 
However, the relational model is far from complete. It is plagued by several 
ambiguities including the impact of control issues on procedural justice judge-
ments. An alternative model for the meaning of procedural justice for victims 
of crime is developed. As in the relational model, procedural justice is consid-
ered to have a normative function. The model is based on two factors, respect 
and neutrality. The model predicts that victims want to be treated by autho-
rities with dignity and respect and want them to act in a professional and 
unbiased marmer. From this perspective, the guidelines should enhance the 
perceived fairness of the treatment by authorities. 
While attitudes towards legal aóthorities and the law are not the only factors 
affecting law-abiding behaviour, they do significantly influence behaviour. 
Other important factors are the personal morality of the individual, age, sex 
and peer disapproval. The threat of sanctions (deterrence) has little to no 
effect on law-abiding behaviour. Authorities have few possibilities open to 
them to affect compliance. Internalized control, such as personal morality, is 
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the product of successful parenting and is not open to the influence of authori-
ties. Procedural justice offers police and judges an important opportunity to 
improve victims' attitudes towards them. Through its effect on attitudes, 
procedural justice can increase the willingness of citizens to obey the law. 
When citizens are treated fairly, the legitimacy of the criminal justice system 
is enhanced, which in turn stimulates compliance. 
However, the research on procedural justice has not focused on victims of 
crime as a specific group. The assumption that procedural justice applies to 
victims of crime, is purely speculative. If this assumption is correct, then 
victim guidelines are of great importance to the effectiveness of the criminal 
justice system. Failure by authorities to implement the guidelines should 
worsen the relationship between victims and legal authorities and undermine 
their own authority. 
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Research Design 

In this chapter, the design of a field experiment on the fairness of the treat-

ment of victims in the criminal justice system and its impact on their attitudes 

and law-abiding behaviour will be presented. This study is part of a larger 

study on the impact of the new victim legislation and guidelines discussed 
in section 3.4.4. Therefore, before the design can be presented, it is necessary 

to take a brief side step and recall the development of the new legislation and 

guidelines. 
In section 5.2 the central problem is presented. Section 5.3 addresses the 

organizational preparations. Following this, in section 5.4, the experimental 
design is presented and in section 5.5 the methodology is discussed. The 

chapter closes with a description of the subjects participating in the study and 

the comparability of the research groups. 

5.1 	Background 

In the Netherlands, guidelines for police and public prosecutors regarding the 
treatment of victims were first introduced in 1986. However, even after the 

introduction of the guidelines, efforts to improve the position of the victim 

in the criminal justice system continued. In 1988 the committee Terwee made 

a number of recommendations to improve the position of the victim in the cri-

minal justice system. These recommendations form the basis for new legisla-

tion which was accepted by the Dutch parliament in 1992 (Wet Terwee, 
1992). This legislation, commonly referred to as Terwee, expands the existing 

possibilities for victims to obtain restitution within the criminal justice proce-

dure. This includes the introduction of restitution orders and the improvement 
of the civil party model. Together with this legislation a new set of guidelines 

bas been developed, the so-called Terwee guidelines. Under the new guide- 

lines police and public prosecutors continue to be responsible for information 

and restitution for victims of crime. 
With the introduction of these new measures it was hoped that the relation-

ship between citizens and government would improve (Wetsvoorstel 21 345). 

The possibility of obtaining restitution might motivate victims to report crime 

to the police and enhance victim cooperation. 



5.2 	The problem 

104 

The new guidelines and legislation were introduced gradually. At the time 

that these new measures were developed, several questions existed regarding 
how these new measures should be introduced into the criminal justice system 

and how much the implementation of these changes would cost. Moreover, 

the existing guidelines had never been evaluated. Little was known about the 

implementation of these existing guidelines and their effects on victims and 

offenders. Consequently, the Minister of Justice decided that the new guide-

lines and legislation would be tried out in one or two jurisdictions for a peri-

od of two years before being introduced nationally. During this trial period, 
an evaluation could take place which would benefit the national introduction. 

In April 1993 the new measures were implemented in two jurisdictions. Two 
years later, in April 1995, they were introduced nationally. 

The present study formed part of a langer evaluation of the effects of the new 

legislation and guidelines. The evaluation consisted of four studies, one of 

which explored the effects of these new measures on victims of crime. The 
primary purpose of the victim study is policy-based, namely, the affect of the 

new measures on the treatment of victims of crime. A secondary, but equally 
important goal of this study, is to show how the treatment of victims affects 

the relationship between victims and the criminal justice system. The effects 

of the new measures on the treatment of victims have been published in a 
separate report (Wemmers, 1994b). The present report focuses on the second 

goal namely, how the treatrnent of victims affects their relationship with the 
criminal justice system. 

The central question in this study is: how does the treatment of victims in the 

criminal justice system influence their attitudes towards legal authorities and 

their law-abiding behaviour? 

In chapter 4 theory and research on how the treatment may affect victims of 

crime was presented. Procedural justice was presented as an overall frame-
work for the impact of victims' experiences with authorities on their attitudes 

and law-abiding behaviour. While considerable research has been conducted 
on victims in the criminal justice system and on procedural justice, no study 

has systematically combined these two areas of theory and research. Conse-

quently, it is not yet clean what procedural justice means to victims of crime 

or how the criteria used by victims to assess the fairness of procedures relate 
to the Dutch victim guidelines. Nor is it clear how victims' experiences in the 

criminal justice system affect their attitudes towards legal authorities and 

law-abiding behaviour. The present study attempts to address these topics. 
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Thus, the above question needs to be further sub-divided into the following 
basic parts: 
1 when do victims of crime feel that they have been treated fairly? 
2 how does this relate to the tasks outlined in the victim guidelines? 
3 do victims' procedural justice judgements affect their attitudes towards 

legal authorities and the law? 
4 do victims' attitudes towards legal authorities and the law affect their law-

abiding behaviour? 

5.3 	Organizational preparations 

As was pointed out, this study forms part of a larger evaluation of the effects 
of the Terwee guidelines and legislation. The Minister of Justice decided that 
the new measures should be tried out in two jurisdictions prior to being intro-
duced nationally. Two jurisdictions were appointed by the Ministry of Justice 
as pilots: Dordrecht and 's-Hertogenbosch. 
In the Netherlands there are 19 jurisdictions and 17 of them could function as 
a control group. The use of a control group was important in order to examine 
whether the new measures led to changes in the treatment of victims of crime. 
The jurisdictions of Dordrecht and 's-Hertogenbosch are, respeCtively, a small 
and a large sized jurisdiction; control groups were sought on the basis of this 
criteria. Participation as a control group, was purely voluntary and the chief 
public prosecutors in the jurisdictions had to give their permission before 
they could be included in the control group. The jurisdictions of Assen and 
The Hague were approached and asked if they were willing to participate as 
a control group. Assen is a small jurisdiction located in the north east of the 
Netherlands. The Hague is a densely populated area located along the west 
coast of the Netherlands. 
The chief public prosecutors in both of these jurisdictions agreed to partici-
pate in the study. 

5.4 	Design 

The experimental design is based on the evaluation of the new guidelines and 
legislation (Terwee) which was the starting point for this research. The phas-
ed introduction of the new measures made it possible to use an untreated con-
trol group design with pretest and posttest (Cook and Campbell, 1979). The 
experimental group was based on victims from the two jurisdictions where 
the new guidelines were introduced in April 1993, namely, 's-Hertogenbosch 
and Dordrecht. The control group was based on victims from two regional 
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offices of the public prosecutor of a comparable size: The Hague and Assen. 

This design enabled the systematic study of the changes in the treatment of 

victims following the introduction of the new guidelines and legislation in 

the experimental jurisdictions. As was pointed out, this was important for the 

primary purpose of the study, namely, whether or not the new measures led to 
changes in the treatment of victims. 

In order to study procedural justice and its impact on attitudes and behaviour, 

the use of a control group was not vital. For this purpose it is not important 
whether victims were treated in accordance with the new guidelines or the 

old, but rather how fairly the victim feels that he/she has been treated. Both 

the Vaillant guidelines and the Terwee guidelines require that police and the 

public prosecution notify victims of the status of their case and, where pos-

sible, attempt to arrange restitution. However, the Terwee guidelines place 

special emphasis on the duty for authorities to arrange restitution and the 

legislation offers judges new possibilities to include restitution in sentencing 

(see chapter 3). At the time that the new measures were introduced, research 

showed that the implementation of the existing guidelines varied between 
jurisdictions as well as between individuals (Wemmers and Zeilstra, 1991). 

Therefore, it was presumed that in both the experimental and the control 

groups, some victims would be treated in accordance with the guidelines 

while others would not. It was thought that following the introduction of the 

new measures in the experimental group, the victims in these jurisdictions 

would more often be treated correctly than victims in the control group. Thus 
in the present analyses the experimental and control groups as well as the 
pre-Terwee and post-Terwee samples are combined. 
However, in order to understand how the treatment of victims by the legal 

authorities affects their subsequent attitudes and behaviour it was important 
to know victims' attitudes and behaviour prior to their contact with autho-

rities. Therefore, it was necessary to use a longitudinal design. It was im-

possible to assess victims' attitudes prior to their initial contact with the 

police. This would entail a large-scale victimization survey and the likelihood 

of finding a substantial group of victims who had recently been victimized 

and had not yet contacted the police was relatively small. Hence, it was decid-

ed to use the office of the public prosecutor as the starting point for data col-

lection. Victims were interviewed prior to having any contact with the public 

prosecution and again, some five months later, after the public prosecution 
had taken their case into consideration. The focus is on a comparison of res-

ponses in the first interview with those from the second interview (Ti, Tx2)• 

In this way, the effects of the experience with the public prosecution on 
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attitudes and behaviour can be examined. The interviews with victims includ-

ed questions about how they were treated by the police, the public prosecu-
tion and the courts. In addition, in the interviews victims' attitudes towards 

legal authorities and their law-abiding behaviour were assessed. This design 

permits a systematic study of the causal effects of the treatment of the victim 

by the public prosecutor on the attitudes and (self-report) law-abiding behav-

iour of the participants. Figure 5 illustrates the experimental design. 

Subjects were recruited via the four participating regional offices of the 

public prosecutor. Cases entering the offices of the public prosecution were 
screened for potential respondents. Because these cases came from the office 

of the public prosecutor, in each case a suspected offender was known by 

authorities. 
The selection of respondents was restricted to victims of property offences 

(e.g. burglary) or assault. Initially, only victims of property crimes were in-

cluded in the sample but it soon became apparent that this would generate too 

few potential respondents. Therefore, during the data collection the sample 

was expanded to include victims of minor assault. Only individual victims 

were included in the study; corporations and department stores were not. 

The victim had to be 18 years of age or older. An additional criterium in the 

post-Terwee samples was that the offence had to be committed on or after 

April first 1993 in order to fall under the new legislation. 

For all of the individuals who met these criteria, data were collected from the 

case reports. This included their name, address, the offence, and whether or 

not police had included information about the wishes of the victim (e.g. notifi-

cation and restitution) in the report. These individuals were subsequently sent 

a letter from the Ministry of Justice in which they were informed of the pur-

pose of the study and asked if they wished to participate in it. The names and 

addresses of those individuals who had no objections to the study were then 
passed on to the NIPO. The personal information (Le. names and addresses) of 

those individuals who did not wish to participate was destroyed. 
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The NIPO (Nederlands Instituut voor de Publieke Opinie en markonderzoek 
bv) is a large company that conducts survey research and was contracted to 
carry out the interviews with victims of crime. The interviews were conduct-
ed using the `CAPI' system. This entails the use of a small portable computer. 
The computer contains the questionnaire and subjects' responses are entered 
immediately into the computer. For the most part, the computer is operated 
by the interviewer. However, for some sensitive questions (e.g. income) the 
respondent is asked to enter his/her response personally. 

In the pre-Terwee measure 638 victims of felonies were approached for a face-
to-face interview. Respondents had been chosen from the dossiers which had 
entered the office of the public prosecutor during the months of August, Sep-
tember and October in 1992. In all, 315 victims completed the first interview 
and 193 completed both the first and second interview. The first interviews 
took place between October and December 1992 and the second interviews 
were held between March and May 1993. 
In the post-Terwee measure 709 victims were approached for an interview. 
Their cases had entered the office of the public prosecutor between Septem-
ber and November 1993. Between October 1993 and January 1994, 325 vic-
tims completed the first interview. The second interviews were held from 
April to June 1994 and a total of 242 victims participated. 
Combining the pre- and post-Terwee groups, a total of 640 respondents parti-
cipated in the first interviews and of these respondents, 435 also participated 
in the second interviews. 

5.6 	The questionnaire 

Two questionnaires were developed: one for the first interview and one for 
the second interview. Both questionnaires are made up of two parts. The first 
part examines the treatment of victims by authorities and how it relates to 
the perceptions of a fair treatment. The second part is directed at the impact 
of procedural justice on attitudes towards legal authorities and law-abiding 
behaviour. 
In the first interview, victims were asked about the treatment received by 
police and their attitudes towards legal authorities and law-abiding behaviour 
were assessed. In the second interview, respondents were asked about the 
treatment received by the public prosecution and the courts and their attitudes 
towards authorities and law-abiding behaviour were, once again, assessed. 
The resulting questionnaires are based largely on the previous work on proce-
dural justice by Tyler (1990; 1988) and by Lind and Tyler (1988) which has 
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been discussed in chapter 4. In the following, the questions used in the 
interviews will be presented. 

5.6.1 Variables affecting procedural justice judgements 

Criteria for procedural justice 
In chapter 4 the self-interest and relational models for procedural justice were 
presented and discussed. Both models distinguish several possible factors 
which rnight determine the perceived fairness of the treatment by authorities. 
Based on the victimological research, an alternative model was developed 
(see figure 2, chapter 4). The model builds forth on Tyler and Lind's relation-
al model (1992). But unlike the relational model, the new model explicitly 
includes control as a determinant of procedural justice. Control is traditional-
ly associated with the self-interest model. There control has an instrumental 
function; it maximizes the likelihood of a favourable outcome. However, 
Tyler, Rasinski and Spodick (1985) argue that control has a value-expressive 
function; it is important in itself. And it is this approach to control which is 
incorporated in the new model. 
In the new model, procedural justice judgements are based on two factors: 
respect and neutrality. Each factor is in turn based on a number of variables. 
Each variable has been used previously in research by Tyler (1990; 1988) 
and his work was used as a starting point for the operationalization of each 
variable. However, these variables and corresponding questions are based 
on American research and to some extent, must be adapted to the Dutch 
situation. 
For example, Tyler's concepts of consideration and opportunity are based on 
whether or not authorities showed consideration for the individual's views 
and whether the individual was given sufficient opportunity to express his/ 
her views (1988; 1990). The concept of victims"views' does not completely 
match with the Dutch situation. The victim may express his/her wishes with 
respect to restitution and notification. The concept of views is much broader 
and may include aspects such as the preferred sentence. Therefore, the con-
cept of 'views' has been replaced with the term `wishes' which more accurate-
ly reflects the position of the victim. Furthermore, Tyler (1988) refers to 
concern for the individual's rights in his analysis of procedural justice. The 
Dutch guidelines do not provide victims with rights, rather they give autho-
ritjes duties. Therefore, it is not accurate to speak of victims' rights. In addi-
tion, Tyler's (1988) analysis of procedural justice includes politeness. In the 
translation the aim was to use terms which would best fit into the Dutch lan-
guage and culture. Dutch research on the treatment of victims by legal author- 
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ities has typically focused on issues such as the amount of interest shown by 

authorities and whether or not authorities treated the victim in a friendly man-

ner (see Zeilstra and Van Andel, 1989, 1990; Van Hecke and Wemmers, 1992). 

The meaning of the Dutch concept of being treated in a friendly manner' is 

not completely equal to the English. Being treated in a friendly manner means 

being treated in a courteous manner. Therefore, instead of asking about the 

politeness shown by authorities, victims were asked if authorities had shown 

an interest in them and had treated them in a friendly manner. 

With these modifications, perceptions of the treatment by authorities is 

operationalized in as follows: 
• the amount of interest shown by authorities 
• whether or not the victim was treated in a friendly manner 
• whether the victims was given sufficient opportunity by authorities to 

make his/her wishes regarding restitution and notification known. 
• whether the authorities considered the wishes of the victim when handling 

the case. 
• the amount of influence the victim feels he/she had on the decision 

his/her case. 

• whether authorities had been honest with the victim 
• whether the treatment by the authorities had been biased due 

or social characteristics of the victim. 

• whether authorities gathered sufficient information to handle 
properly. 

Victims were asked these questions regarding their interactions with the 

police, the public prosecution and, where applicable, the courts. One excep-

tion is the ability to influence the authority's decision. Formally, police can-

not decide the outcome of the case; this decision rests in the hands of the 

prosecution and the courts. Therefore, this question was not asked regarding 
the police. 

in 

to personal 

the case 

Prior Attitudes 

Another factor that may affect procedural justice judgements is prior atti-

tudes. Prior attitudes can colour a person's perception of the experience. The 

research design made it impossible to assess victims' prior attitudes towards 

the police. This would entail interviewing victims before they reported a 

crime to the police which is practically impossible, However, this was possi-

ble for the prosecution and the courts. In the first interviews, victims were 

asked to indicate how fairly the prosecution and the courts treated victims in 
general. 
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Notification and restitution 

Besides victims' perception of the treatment by authorities, an important part 
of the present study involves how victims' perceptions of procedural justice 

relate to the Dutch victim guidelines. How victims should be treated is out-

lined in the guidelines for police and the public prosecution, described in 
chapter 4. The tasks outlined in the guidelines can be reduced to two main 

points: notification and restitution. Authorities are required to ask whether 

the victim wants information and/or restitution and to respect the victim's 

wish. Therefore, the treatment of victims is based on the victims' wishes and 
the subsequent behaviour by authorities. Specifically, did authorities notify 

victims, who want notification, of the developments in his/her case and did 

they attempt to assist victims, who desire restitution, in obtaining restitution 

from the offender? When restitution was attempted, respondents were asked 

how this was arranged and how it turned out. 

Procedural justice judgements 

In accordance with previous research by Lind and Tyler (1988) and Tyler 

(1990) procedural justice was assessed by asking victims how fair the treat-
ment by authorities (the police, the public prosecutor or the judge) was. They 

had a choice of five responses: very fair; fair; not fair/not unfair; unfair; very 

unfair. 
Besides their perceptions of fairness, victims were also asked how satisfied 

they were with the treatment by authorities. Here too a five-point scale was 

used to indicate their degree of satisfaction. 

5.6.2 Victims' evaluations and law-abiding behaviour 

Specific evaluations 
An important finding in the research on procedural justice is that fair proce-

dures provide a cushion of support. They make unfavourable outcomes more 

palatable. The assessment of evaluations of outcomes is however impeded by 
the fact that for some victims the case wijl end with the public prosecution 

while for others the case will be taken to court. Moreover, when victims are 

not kept informed of the developments in their case, it is unlikely that they 
will be aware of the outcome of their case. In addition, the research design 

dictates that for some respondents the case may still be undecided at the time 

of the interview. Therefore, questions regarding outcome fairness and satis-
faction had to be modified to fit the specific situation. Instead of referring 

directly to the outcome, victims were asked how satisfied they were with that 

which the authority (the police, the public prosecutor, the judge) had achiev- 
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ed in their case. In the cases which had been completed, victims were asked 
how fair they feit the outcome was. 

Attitudes towards legal authorities and law - abiding behaviour 

Previous research on procedural justice shows that people's evaluations of the 
fairness of procedures affect their evaluations or attitudes towards authorities 
and institutions. In his book, Why People Obey the Law, Tyler (1990) exam-
ines this affect of -  procedural justice extensively. Tyler studies two different of 
attitudes namely, satisfaction with the performance of authorities and support 
or trust in authorities. In addition, he examines people's perceived obligation 
to obey the law and their law-abiding behaviour. In the present study Tyler's 
approach was followed. 

Satisfaction with performance 

The guidelines state that authorities are to provide victims with specific 
services. Satisfaction with performance focuses on the services provided by 
authorities. In accordance with Tyler (1990) satisfaction was measured separa-
tely for the police, the public prosecution and the courts. The questions are 
derived from Tyler's questionnaire. However, in the translation into Dutch, 
minor modifications had to be made to two of the four questions. Tyler asks 
about citizens' satisfaction with the fairness of the outcomes people receive. 
As was pointed out above, the police do not decide the outcome of the case. 
Instead, victims were asked about that which the authorities had achieved in 
their case. Secondly, the phrase `satisfaction with the fairness(...)' does not 
translate well into Dutch. It was feared that victims would find the literal 
translation of this question confusing. Instead, victims were simply asked to 
indicate their satisfaction with that which authorities had achieved. This also 
applies to Tyler's questions regarding satisfaction with the fairness of the 
treatment. These changes resulted in the following four questions: 
• how good a job are they (police/prosecution/courts) doing? 
• how satisfied are you with the way they solve problems? 
• how satisfied are you with what they achieve for citizens? 
• how satisfied are you with the way they treat people? 
Responses to each of these questions were indicated on a five-point scale (i.e. 
very good; good; fair; poor; very poor). The responses to these four questions 
were combined to form separate satisfaction scales for the police, the prose-
cution and the courts. 
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Support 
A second evaluation of authorities is support. Tyler defines support as a 
`favourable affective orientation towards an authority' (p. 28, 1990). Other 
terms for support are trust or faith. In accordance with Tyler, support was 
measured separately for the police, the public prosecution and the courts. 
Respondents were presented with a series of statements regarding authorities 
and asked to indicate (on a five-point scale) the extent to which they agreed 
or disagreed with each statement. Their responses to these questions were 
combined to form separate support scales for the police, the prosecution and 
the courts. 
The questions used to measure support for the police are: 
• I have a great deal of respect for the local police. 
• On the whole, police officers in my area are honest. 
• I feel proud of the local police. 
• I feel that I should support the local police. 
Regarding the courts the following statements were used. 
• The courts in my region generally guarantee everyone a fair trial. 
• The basic rights of citizens are well protected in the courts in my region. 
• On the whole the judges in my region are honest. 
• Court decisions in my region are almost always fair. 
Tyler's study does not include the public prosecution. With the exception of 
the first statement (fair trial), the statements used for the courts are not in 
conflict with the role of the public prosecution and were used to measure 
support for the public prosecution. Instead of asking about the fairness of the 
trial, respondents were presented with the statement: the public prosecution in 
my region guarantees everyone a fair treatment. 

Obligation 
Oblig,ation refers to the individual's perceived obligation to obey the law. In 
accordance with Tyler (1990), this concept was measured using six statements 
which were combined to form a scale for obligation. Respondents were pre-
sented with the following statements and asked to indicate (on a five-point 
scale) the degree to which they agreed or disagreed with each statement. 
• People should obey the law even if it goes against what they think is right 
• I always try to follow the law even if I think that it is wrong. 
• Disobeying the law is seldom justified. 
• It is difficult to break the law and keep one's self-respect. 
• A person who refuses to obey the law is a menace to society. 
• Obedience and respect for authority are the most important virtues children 

should learn. 
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Law-abiding behaviour 
The affect of procedural justice on law-abiding behaviour was assessed using 
the self-report method. This approach was used by Tyler in his 1990 study. 
Although the self-report method is often used to measure law-abiding behav-
iour (Hirshi, et al., 1980) one must use caution when interpreting the results. 
Compliance to laws is a sensitive issue and susceptible to social desirability: 
people may not be answering the questions accurately. Another problem is the 
time frame used. In order to maximize the likelihood that some law-breaking 
behaviour would be reported, a relatively broad time frame was used. Respon-
dents Were asked about their behaviour in the preceding year. 
Tyler's assessment of law-abiding behaviour included the following offences: 
driving over the speed limit; parking violations; littering; drunk driving; shop-
lifting; making enough noise to disturb neighbours. However, crime is cultur-
ally related, and therefore a Dutch self-report test on deviance was used in-
stead of Tyler's questions. This test was previously used by the Dutch Central 
Bureau of Statistics to assess deviancy. It includes typical Dutch offences 
such as buying a stolen bicycle and using public transportation without a 
valid ticket. In accordance with Tyler, the types of behaviours included in the 
questionnaire are relatively minor offences. The behaviours addressed in the 
questionnaire are: 
• not reporting a crime to the police 
• riding the bus/tram/train without a valid ticket 
• changing prices on an item in a store in order to pay less. 
• buy a stolen bicycle 
• hide or give false information to a welfare agency 
• hide or give false information to an insurance agency 
• speeding 
• driving under the influence of alcohol 
• hire help without paying taxes 
Respondents were asked to indicate how often they had carried out these 
behaviours in the last year. The possible responses are: often, sometimes, 
rarely, never. In some cases respondents could answer that the question was 
not applicable. For example, if they did not own a car then driving offences 
were not applicable. 

5.6.3 Alternative ihfluences on law-abiding behaviour 

In chapter 4 it was pointed out that besides procedural justice, other factors 
may influence law-abiding behaviour. Three alternative influences on law-
abiding behaviour are considered, namely, chance of detection, peer dis- 
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approval and personal morality. The measurement of these variables is based 

on Tyler's 1990 study. 
The perceived chance of detection was measured by presenting respondents 

with the same list of behaviours and asking them to indicate for each behav-

iour how great the chances were that such behaviour would be detected by 

police. The responses were assessed using a five-point scale (very likely / 
very unlikely). 

Approval by others was assessed by asking respondents to think of five adults 

whom they knew well (family or friends) and to indicate whether they would 
approve or disapprove of each of the behaviours in the list. Respondents 

could place their answer on a five-point scale which varied from `strongly 

disapprove' to `strongly approve'. 

Personal morality was measured by asking respondents' personal views. 
Using the same list of behaviours used to measure law-abiding behaviour, res-

pondents were asked to indicate for each behaviour listed whether they con-
sidered it: very wrong, wrong, a little wrong, not wrong, or not wrong at all. 

5.6.4 Socio-demographic variables 

In addition to the above measures, data were collected on a number of socio-

demographic variables. Respondents were asked to report their age, sex, level 

of education, income, household size, and employment situation. 
Besides these background variables, respondents were asked if they had ever 

been victimized before the present incident. 

In order to get an impression of the impact of the offence on the victim, res-
pondents were also asked to assess the seriousness of the present incident. 

In addition, they were asked if they were still troubled by the offence: if they 

thought about it often, if they experienced trouble sleeping at night and if 
they feared it happening to them again. 

5.7 	Subjects and comparability of the samples 

In all, 1347 victims were approached for an interview. However, 431 victims 

informed the researcher that they did not wish to participate in the study and 

another 271 victims later expressed this wish to the interviewers. The non-

response was 707 victims which is 52% of all victims approached for an 

interview. The remaining 640 victims conceded to an interview. Only victims 
who participated in the first interview were later approached for the second 

interview. The number of respondents who participated in the second inter-

view is 435. This is 68% of those approached for a second interview. 



116 

With regard to the quality of the samples, the following questions must be 
addressed: how representative is the sample for the population of victims in 
general and how do the victims who participated in the interviews differ from 
those who refused to participate. Besides these questions, the comparability 
of the respondents in the first and second interview must be considered. 

5.7.1 The comparability of the sample to victims in general 

A consequence of the selection criteria is that the sample of potential respon-
dents is biased. Victims under 18 years of age do not appear in the sample and 
only particular types of offences are included in the sample. However, it is 
worthwhile to compare the sample with data from the national victim survey 
in order to get some idea of how the victims compare to the population. 
For all of the 1347 approached for an interview, information was collected 
from the case files regarding their ages, sex, and type of victimization. Most 
of the victims in the sample are male (67%). Similarly, the national victim 
survey reports that men are more often victimized than women (Eijken, 
1991). With respect to household crimes, such as burglary, men are usually 
the head of the household and are therefore more likely to report the crime 
to the police (Van den Boogaard, 1992). Therefore, the fact that men are more 
strongly represented in the sample than women.is  not surprising. 
A comparison of the ages of the victims in the sample with those in the nation-
al victim survey is hindered by the fact that the national survey includes 
victims from 15 to 19 years of age while the sample excludes victims who are 
younger than 18. However, the national survey shows that the elderly have a 
relatively small chance of victimization. Similarly, in the sample relatively 
few victims are 65 years of age or older (see table 2). 
A comparison of the types of victimization in the sample with those in the 
national survey data was not carried out as the cases in the sample were 
selected on the basis of this criteria. 

5.7.2 Participants and non-participants 

In all, 640 victims participated in the first interview and 707 did not. In the 
tables 1 and 2 the sex and the ages of both groups of victims are presented. 
A comparison of the victims who participated in the first interview with 
those who did not, shows no significant differences on the basis of these 
variables. 
Due to the selection procedure, the types of victimization represented in 
the sample are limited. Among the victims approached for an interview, 73% 



Table 1: The sex of the participants and the non-participants 

no interview 	 481 	( 52%) 	215 	( 51%) 

interview 	 406 	( 48%) 	217 	( 49%) 

total* 

* 	missing = 17 

Table 2: The ages of the participants and the non-participants at the time of the 
victimization 

18-19 

20-24 

25-29 

30-39 

40-49 

50-64 

65 or olcler 

total* 

* 	missing = 63 
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reported a theft to the police, 11% reported an act of vandalism, 13% reported 
an assault and 3% reported a crime against the public order. This distribution 
of offences is identical to that among the victims who participated in the first 
interview. 

5.7.3 Participants in the second interview 

male 	 female 

887 	(100%) 	432 	(100%) 

no interview 	 interview 

30 	( 5%) 	22 	( 4%) 

110 	( 17%) 	81 	( 13%) 

98 	( 15%) 	88 	( 14%) 

143 	( 21%) 	148 	( 24%) 

141 	( 21%) 	132 	( 21%) 

102 	( 15%) 	108 	( 18%) 

43 	( 6%) 	38 	( 6%) 

667 	(100%) 	617 	(100%) 

Only victims who participated in the first interview were approached for a 
second interview. However, not all respondents were prepared to participate 
in the second interview. Of the 640 who participated in the first interview, 
435 participated in a second interview. 
The samples from the first and the second interview were compared on the 
basis of the victims' sex, age, level of education, income and type of victimi-
zation. The frequency distributions for the type of victimization and the vic-
tim's level of income are presented in tables 3 and 4. The only background 
variable found to be related to participation is level of income (chisq=21.3; 
df=11; p=0.03). Among the victims who participated in both interviews, 56% 



Table 3: Frequency distribution of victimizations in the first and second inter-
views* 

burglary 	 93 	( 15%) 	57 	( 13%) 
break and entry (non residential) 	 51 	( 8%) 	34 	( 8%) 
pick pocket 	 2 	( 0%) 	0 	( 0%) 
robbery 	 27 	( 4%) 	17 	( 4%) 
car theft 	 43 	( 7%) 	27 	( 6%) 
bicycle/moped theft 	 71 	( I I %) 	45 	( 10%) 
theft from car 	 83 	( 13%) 	65 	( 15%) 
other thefts 	 47 	( 7%) 	31 	( 7%) 
vandalism 	 72 	( 11%) 	48 	( 11%) 
assault 	 93 	( 15%) 	66 	( 15%) 
other** 	 58 	( 9%) 	45 	( 10%) 

total 	 640 	(100%) 	435 	(100%) 

* 	Slight discrepancies between the offences listed in paragraph 5.7.2 and in table 3 are due to the 

fact that the information in table 3 is based on the victims' responses and the percentages given 

in paragraph 5.7.2 are based on the case files. Due to rounding off percentages may not add up 

to 100. 

** This category includes offences such as threats and attempted thefts. 

Table 4: Frequency distribution of the net monthly income of the respondents in 
the first interview, the second interview and those not participating in a 
second interview 

less than 1,000 guilders 	 14 
1,000 to 1,499 guilders 	 62 
1,500 to 1,999 guilders 	 71 
2,000 to 2,499 guilders 	 79 
2,500 to 2,999 guilders 	 85 
3,000 to 3,499 guilders 	 61 
3,500 to 3,999 guilders 	 47 
4,000 to 4,449 guilders 	 41 
4,500 to 4,999 guilders 	 27 
5,000 or more 	 65 
no answer 	 88 

total 

chisq=21.3; df=11; p=0.03 
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interview 1 	 interview 2 

interview I 	 interview 2 

2%) 
10%) 
11%) 
12%) 
13%) 
10%) 
7%) 
6%) 
4%) 

10%) 
14%) 

8 
39 
43 
48 
62 
43 
35 
35 
21 
50 
51 

2%) 
9%) 

10%) 
11%) 
14%) 
10%) 
8%) 
8%) 
5%) 

11%) 
12%) 

640 	(100%) 	435 	(100%) 



elementary school 
lower technical school 
middle secondary school 
middle technical school 
higher secondary school 
college or university 

total 

* 	missing = 1 

chisq=10.01; df=6; p=0,124 

5.8 	Summary 
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Table 5: Frequency distribution of the level of education in the first and the 
second interview 

interview 1 	 interview 2 

67 	( 10%) 	36 	( 8%) 
152 	( 24%) 	101 	( 23%) 
83 	( 13%) 	63 	( 15%) 

138 	( 22%) 	94 	( 22%) 
46 	( 7%) 	32 	( 7%) 

153 	( 24%) 	108 	( 25%) 

639* 	(100%) 	434* 	(100%) 

has a monthly income of 2,500 guilders ($ 1,500) or more while this percen-
tage is 39 among the respondents who only participated in the first interview. 
The fac:t that victims with a lower income are more likely to not partake in 
the second interview may be a result of the complexity of the questionnaire. 
However, if that were the case then one would expect participation to be relat-
ed to the individual's level of education and that is not the case (see table 5; 
chisq=10.01; df=6; p=0.124) 
It was thought that victims who feit the crime was extremely serious or who 
had specific wishes with respect to notification and restitution might be more 
motivated to continue to participate in the study. A comparison of the respon-
dents who took part in the first interview with those in the second interview 
shows that victims who want notification are more inclined to participate in 
both interviews than victims who do not want notification (chisq=8.4; df=3; 
p=0.039). The other variables (seriousness and restitution) were not signifi-
cantly related to participation. Thus, the respondents who participated in both 
interviews are more interested in knowing what action was taken in their case 
by authorities than those who only participated in the first interview. 

The centra' problem in the present study is how the treatment of victims in 
the criminal justice system influences their evaluations of legal authorities 
and their law-abiding behaviour. Procedural justice provides the theoretical 
framework for the study. As a result, the study focuses on victims' evalua-
tions of how fairly they were treated by authorities and how this relates to 
the actual and perceived treatment by authorities. In addition, the perceived 
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fairness of the treatment by authorities is assumed to influence victims' subse-
(went attitudes towards legal authorities and their law-abiding behaviour. 
In order to test these hypotheses, the study uses a longitudinal design. The 
respondents were interviewed at two points in time. In the interviews, victims 
were asked about the treatment they received from authorities and their atti-
tudes towards legal authorities was assessed as well as their (self-reported) 
law-abiding behaviour. In all 640 victims participated in the first interview 
and 435 in the second interview. The samples are based on victims of proper-
ty crimes and assaults whose cases were sent by police to the office of the 
public prosecution. 
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The Meaning of Fairness to Victims 

The question that will be addressed in this chapter is, what it is about the 
legal procedure that leads victims to consider it to be fair. Examining what 
procedural justice means to victims will involve studying how victims are 
treated by the police and the prosecution. In the Netherlands, the treatment 
of victims of crime by these authorities is regulated by guidelines. The Dutch 
victim guidelines do not provide victims rights, rather they render specific 
duties for the police and the public prosecution. This includes keeping vic-
tims informed of the developments in their case and considering restitution 
for the victim. 
Besides, the actual treatment of victims, understanding the meaning of proce-
dural justice also involves a test of the criteria used by victims to assess the 
fairness of procedures. In chapter 4, two models for procedural justice were 
discussed: the relational and the self-interest models. These models make 
very different predictions about the criteria used by people to assess the fair-
ness of procedures and lead to different conclusions about the ability of the 
victim guidelines to enhance procedural justice judgements. The self-interest 
model asserts that fair procedures have an instrumental function: they gene-
rate fair outcomes. Because people are concerned about the outcomes they 
receive, the model predicts that they will want to retain control over the 
decision making process. If control is an important determinant of procedural 
justice then victims should want an active role in the criminal justice process. 
While the guidelines may enhance victim participation in the criminal justice 
process, participation is largely passive and it is questionable whether these 
measures will provide victims with sufficient influence to enhance the per-
ceivecl fairness of the criminal justice process. The relational model assum-
es that fair procedures have a normative function. Tyler and Lind (1992) 
emphasize the symbolic value of procedures and the messages that they send 
to parties about their status in the group. They argue that procedural justice 
depends on the implications of the procedure for feelings of self-worth and 
for the belief that the group is functioning properly and fairly. From this 
perspective, outcomes are not important and neither is the amount of control 
which parties retain over the decision making process. While parties seek 
recognition and respect from authorities, they do not seek control over the 
decision making process. Procedures which recognize the position of the 
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victim, such as notification, should enhance the perceived fairness of the 
procedures. By examining how these criteria relate to the treatment of victims 
and their procedural justice judgements, the meaning of procedural justice 
will be investigated. 

6.1 	The treatment of victims 

The Dutch victim guidelines focus on the treatment of victims in the criminal 
justice process. The guidelines give the polide and the public prosecution well 
defined duties. Specifically, police are required to treat the victim with con-
sideration and respect. Police must inform victims of the possibilities regard-
ing victim assistance and ask them if they wish restitution and notification. 
If the victim indicates that he/she wishes notification, then police are to in-
form the victim of all relevant developments in his/her case. When the victim 
has expressed an interest in restitution and a sugpect is apprehended then 
police are required to examine the possibilities for restitution and, where pos-
sible, arrange a settlement between partjes. When the case enters the office 
of the public prosecutor, the public prosecution must continue to address the 
wishes of the victim. This includes notifying victims of the developments 
in their case and examining the possibilities for restitution. The guidelines 
apply only to the police and the public prosecution and do not apply to the 
judiciary. 

There are several ways in which the guidelines may affect victims' procedural 
justice judgements. Notification informs victims of the status of their case. 
It recognizes the position of the victim and his/her interest in the case, This 
information may be perceived by victims as a sign of respect and have a posi-
tive impact of the individual's feeling of self-worth. According to the relation-
al model, this should enhance the perceived fairness of the criminal justice 
procedure. Notification may suggest to victims that authorities have kept their 
interests in mind and therefore, that they had some influence on the proce-
dure. In this case, the self-interest model predicts that victims should feel that 
they have been treated fairly. But, notification does not provide victims with 
any input into the procedure. They are not asked to give their opinion, rather 
they are informed of the decisions made in their case. Victims may feel that 
decisions were made without any consideration of their personal views. 
According to the self-interest model, this would have a negative impact on 
their procedural justice judgements. Depending on how victims interpret 
notification, it may either enhance or reduce the perceived fairness of the 
treatment by authorities. 
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Restitution does allow the victims to give a description of the damages suffer-
ed as a result of the crime. Moreover, when restitution is arranged, it has a 
direct impact on the sanction imposed upon the offender white reducing the 
losses suffered by the victim. When authorities initiate restitution, victims 
may feel that they were able to influence the procedure and the outcome of 
the case or they may feel that authorities showed a sincere interest in them. 
According to the self-interest model, because restitution enhances the vic-
tim's perceived control over the procedure and the outcome of the case, it 
will have a positive impact on their procedural justice judgements. The relati-
onal ~del predicts that such supportive reactions from authorities cao help 
restore the victim's self-esteem and enhance the perceived fairness of the pro-
cedure. Victims who want restitution are largely dependent upon the good-
will of the police and the public prosecution. Both models predict that failure 
by authorities to consider restitution will have a negative impact on victims' 
procedural justice judgements. 

But how often are victims treated in accordance with the guidelines? All of 
the victims included in this study fall under the realm of the guidelines and 
in all cases a suspected offender had been apprehended by the police. Hence, 
in principle, all of the victims should have been offered these services. How-
ever, as was mentioned in chapter 3, the implementation of the guidelines is 
not optimal and many victims are not treated in accordance with the guide-
lines. 
The treatment of victims by the police was measured in the first interview and 
in the second interview the treatment by the public prosecution was meas-
ured. In the first interview, respondents were asked if they wished notification 
and if they had suffered any damages as a result of the crime. Those victims 
who had suffered damages, were asked if they had since been compensated 
and by whom (e.g. insurance or the offender). Those victims who had retained 
damages as a result of the offence were asked if they wished restitution. In 
addition, respondents were asked whether police had respected their wishes 
regarding restitution and notification. Subsequently, in the second interview, 
respondents were asked whether the public prosecution had respected their 
wish for notification and restitution. Their responses are summarized in 
table 6. Most victims want to be notified of the developments in their case. 
Roughly 80% of the victims who participated in the interviews fall into this 
category. However, only 33% of the victims who want information is actually 
notified by the police and 27% is notified by the public prosecution. In other 
words, two-thirds of the victims who are interested in finding out what 
happened in their case, are never notified by authorities. 
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Table 6: Overview of the victims' wishes and treatment by the police and the public 
prosecution 

6.2 	Procedural justice judgements 

police 	 prosecution 

(n=.640) 	(n=435) 

notification 

want information 	 511 	 363 
- receive it 	 169 	 108 
- do not receive it 	 342 	 255 
do not want information 	 129 	 72 

restitution 

want restitution 	 321 	 231 
- attempted 	 34 	 38 
- not attempted 	 139 	 193 
- uncertain 	 148 	 - 
do not want restitution 	 78 	 50 
no damages 	 241 	 154 

About half of the victims retained damages and expressed an interest in resti-
tution. However, restitution is relatively uncommon. Only 11% of the victims 
who wanted restitution claimed that the police tried to arrange a settlement 
with the offender and 16% claimed that the public prosecution attempted to 
arrange restitution. 
The guidelines do not include duties for judges and consequently, victims 
were not asked if the courts had kept them notified or had considered restitu-
tion. These duties belong to the public prosecution. Nevertheless, victims 
who participated in the second interview, were asked if their case had been 
handled by the court, if they had attended the trial and if they had been given 
an opportunity to speak during the trial. The majority of respondents (81%) 
had no experience with the courts. Only 82 (19%) respondents claimed that 
their cases were handled by the court and 21 claimed to have been present at 
the trial. Of the victims who attended the trial, 14 were given an opportunity 
to speak at the trial. 

How did victims judge their treatment by authorities? Considering the large 
number of victims whose wishes for restitution and notification were not 
respected by the police and the public prosecution, one might expect that 
most victims feel they were treated unfairly by these authorities. Both the 
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Table 7: Fairness of treatment by police and the public prosecution (in %) 

missing=3 

police 
(n=640) 

prosecution 	couns 
(n=435) 	(n=79*) 

very unfair 	 2 	 3 	 1 
unfair 	 5 	 9 	 6 
not fair / not unfair 	 14 	 69 	 51 

fair 	 68 	 18 	 38 
very fair 	 11 	 1 	 4 

100 	 100 	 100 

relational and the self-interest models lead to this prediction. In the relational 

model, procedural justice depends on the implications of the procedure for 

feelings of self-worth. Failure to notify the victims of the developments in 

their case and address their interest in restitution may be interpreted as a 

lack of respect, suggesting to the victim that he/she is not a valued member of 
the group. From the self-interest model, the amount of control parties retain 

over the process and the outcome are important determinants of procedural 

justice. When authorities fail to address the wishes of the victims, they may 

feel that they were unable to influence the procedure or the outcome of the 

case. 

In order to assess victims' procedural justice judgements, the interviews with 
victims of crime included questions about the fairness of the treatment by 

legal authorities. The 640 respondents who participated in the first interview 

were asked how fairly they had been treated by police. In the second inter-
view, respondents were asked how fairly they were treated by the public 

prosecution. In addition, respondents who indicated that their case had been 

handled by the courts were asked how fairly they had been treated by the 

courts. The responses to these questions are presented in table 7. 

The results show large differences between victims' evaluations of the treat-

ment by these authorities. While 79% of the victims feel that they were treat-

ed fairly by the police only 19% feel this way about the public prosecution. 

Placing the responses on a scale from 1 to 5, where high scores indicate fair 

procedures, the average ratings for the police, the public prosecution and the 

courts are: 3.83, 3.07, and 3.37 respectively. A comparison of the mean judge-
ment of police with that for the public prosecution shows that the difference 

is very significant (t=17.35; df=434; p=0.000). Victims' evaluations of the 

courts are not significantly better than the public prosecution (t=1.81; df=78; 
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p=0.073) but less favourable than their evaluations of the police (t=5.46; df= 
78; p=0.000). 

While victims' evaluations of fairness of the treatment by police, the public 
prosecution and the courts differ, their reasons for dissatisfaction with their 
treatment by these authorities are quite similar. In all, 11% of the respondents 
is (very) dissatisfied with the treatment by police, 34% feels this way about 
the treatment by the public prosecution and 24% is dissatisfied with the treat-
ment by the courts. Respondents were asked in open-ended questions, to ex-
press why they were dissatisfied with the treatment they received. Victims' 
complaints against the police focus on the failure by police to inform the vic-
tim of the developments in their case, failure by the police to take the victim 
seriously, and their failure to take action in response to the victims' com-
plaint. Victims' complaints against the public prosecution also focus on the 
failure by the prosecution to keep the victim informed, their failure to give 
sufficient attention to the position of the victim and the final disposition of 
the case. Similarly, many victims complain about the want of information pro-
vided by the courts and the lack of interest shown by the judge. Regarding the 
police, the public prosecution and the courts, failure to notify the victim of 
the developments in the case is an important source of victim dissatisfaction. 

If procedural justice judgements differ across authorities, perhaps they also 
differ with respect to the type of victimization. In order to test this possibili-
ty, the procedural justice judgements for the police and the public prosecution 
were compared across the three major categories of offences namely, assault, 
vandalism and theft. Using the chi-square test, the relationship between these 
two variables was tested. As the reliability of the chi-square is reduced when 
less than 5 observations per cell are expected, the procedural justice judge-
ments were reduced to three categories: (very) fair, not fair / not unfair, 
(very) unfair. The results reveal that procedural justice judgements are not 
associated with the type of offence (police: chi-sq=3.9; df=4; p=0.41; prose-
cution: chi-sq=2.5; df=4; p=0.64). 
Besides situational variations, procedural justice judgements may be influenc-
ed by the personal characteristics of the victim. Using the chi-square test the 
relationships between the following socio-demographic variables and proce-
dural justice judgements were assessed: age, sex, education level, employ-
ment, household size, place in the household, employment, and income. None 
of these personal characteristics of the victims are significantly related to 
procedural justice judgements. This finding converges with previous research 
on procedural justice by Tyler (1990; 1988; 1994). 



Table 8: Procedural justice judgements (mean scores) for the various treatments 

notification 

want notification 

- received 	 3.97 	 3.30 

- did not receive 	 3.72 	 2.94 

do not want notification 	 3.95 	 3.19 

Table 9: Procedural justice judgements (mean scores) for the various treatments 

restitution 
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police 	 prosecution 

police 	 prosecution 

want restitution 

- attempted 	 3.82 	 3.34 

- not attempted 	 3.65 	 2.96 

- uncertain 	 3.78 	 - 

do not want restititution 	 3.77 	 110 

no damages 	 3.97 	 3.13 

6.3 	Treatment and procedural justice judgements 

The finding that most victims feel that they were treated fairly by the police 
while the police generally failed to respect victims' wishes for restitution and 
notification raises the question whether these services are actually related to 
procedural justice judgements. 
In order to assess the impact of notification on procedural justice judgements 
the mean procedural justice scores for the different treatment categories were 
calculated and compared using t-tests. The mean scores for each group are 
presented in table 8. Comparing the fairness judgements of the victims who 
wanted and received notification with those who wanted but did not receive 
notification, the latter group judged the procedure to be less fair (police: 
t=3.21;c1f=509;p=0.001; prosecution: t=4.82; df=361; p=0.000). Notified 
victims judged the treatment by authorities to be fairer. 
When the police and the public prosecution attempted restitution, victims 
considered the treatment to be fairer than when restitution was wanted but 
not attempted (see table 9). The significance of these differences was assessed 
using t-tests. Only for the prosecution data are the observed differences signi-
ficant (police: t=1.03; df=171; p=0.3; prosecution: t=3,14; df=229; p=0.002). 
However, only a smalt number of victims reported that the police or the pub-
lic prosecution attempted to obtain restitution from the offender. Significance 
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testing is of limited value when the sample size is smalt, and caution must be 
used when interpreting the results. 

The results show that the guidelines have a significant impact on victims' 
evaluations of the fairness of the treatment by the authorities. While notifica-
tion has a significant impact on victims' evaluations of the police and the 
public prosecution, restitution is only important for victims' evaluations of 
the public prosecution. Victims' perceptions of the fairness of the treatment 
by the police are not significantly affected by attempts to secure restitution. 
However, the number of respondents who claim that authorities attempted to 
obtain restitution for the victim is small and caution must be used when inter-
preting this finding. The fact remains, however, that victims' evaluations of 
the police as well as the public prosecution are influenced by notification and 
both of these authorities failed to keep most victims informed of the develop-
ments in their case. Why then, do victims judge the treatment by police so 
favourably? In order to answer this question, victims' interpretation of the 
treatment by authorities must be examined more closely. This issue will be 
considered in the following sections of this chapter. 

6.4 	Possible criteria 

Based on the self-interest and the relational models, several possible criteria 
for procedural justice judgements can be distinguished. According to the self-
interest model, victims of crime should want to influence the decision making 
process. Two types of control are distinguished in the literature: process and 
decision control (Houlden, LaTour, Walker and Thibaut, 1978). Process 'con-
trol refers to the extent to which disputants are given control over the content 
of the dispute resolution hearing and includes giving people an opportunity to 
express their views and arguments (Folger, 1977). Decision control refers to 
the amountoof control partjes have over the outcome of the case. Because 
parties want to influence the outcome, they want their views to be considered 

by authorities. And when their views are considered, they may feel that they 
have had some influence on the outcome of the case. 
From the relational perspective, the ability to influence the outcome of the 
case should be of little importance to parties. According to Tyler and Lind 
(1992), in their encounters with authorities, people are concerned about recog-
nition of their status and membership in a valued group or society. This leads 
people to examine their encounters with authorities for evidence that they are 
being treated with politeness and dignity (Tyler and Lind, 1992). This may 
include the opportunity to express one's views. However, in contrast to the 
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self-interest model which assumes that opportunity has an instrumental func-
tion, in the relational model, people value such an opportunity regardless of 
any impact it may have on the outcome. Process control is considered to have 
a value-expressive function (Tyler, Ransinski and Spodick, 1985). This may 
also include consideration. Giving people an opportunity to express their 
views without showing any consideration for their views lacks sincerity. 
Therefore, consideration may not necessarily mean that the individual feels 
that he/she has influence, it may simply reflect respect and common courtesy. 
This may also include interest. By giving people an opportunity to express 
their views, authorities show an interest in the individual. These qualities are 
also characteristic of being treated in a friendly or courteous manner. When 
people are treated in a friendly manner their feelings of positive social stand-
ing are enhanced. All of these aspects can enhance the individual's feelings of 
self-worth. Besides feelings of self-worth, procedural justice also depends on 
the belief that the group is functioning properly and fairly. According to Tyler 
and Lind (1992), this includes concerns about the neutrality of the decision-
maker. The honesty of authorities and the absence of bias should influence 
procedural justice judgements. A neutral decision is based on facts rather than 
preconceptions and to fulfil this requirement authorities must gather suffici-
ent information in order to make an informed or accurate decision. This may 
mean getting information from the parties involved in the dispute as well as 
other sources. Therefore, decision accuracy may not only signify neutrality, 
it may also be associated with contacting the individual parties and allowing 
them to express their views. 
Thus, eight possible criteria can be distinguished. Not all of the criteria are 
unique to one particular model. Besides the role of process control which may 
be either value-expressive or instrumental, the neutrality of the decision-
maker may fit either model. From the perspective of the self-interest model, 
the neutrality of the decision-maker would enhance the ability of a procedure 
to generate fair outcomes. The major difference between the two models is 
the importance they place on influence. Consequently, the relative importance 
of issues not related to the outcome of the case, such as friendliness, also 
differs between the two models. 

In the interviews with victims of crime, respondents were asked to assess the 
treatment by the police, the public prosecution and the courts based on the 
following parameters. The first interview, in which 640 respondents partici-
pated, focused on the quality of the treatment by police. Victims were asked 
to assess the amount of interest shown by police, whether the police acted in 
a friendly manner towards the victims and gave him/her sufficient opportunity 
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to express his/her wishes, and whether police had considered the wishes of 
the victim when handling his/her case. In addition, respondents were asked 
about the neutrality or impartiality of the police: the honesty of the author-
ities, whether or not they appeared biased, and whether they had collected 
sufficient information in order to make an informed decision (decision 

accuracy). 

In all, 435 respondents were interviewed a second time. The second interview 
was directed at the treatment by the public prosecution. In this interview, 
respondents were presented with the same questions only this time the ques-
tions fOcused on the quality of the treatment by the public prosecution. In 
addition to these questions, respondents were asked whether they feit that 
they had had any influence on the decision of the public prosecutor. As police 
do not independently decide on the outcome of a case, this question was not 
included in the assessment of the treatment by the police. 
The second interview also included questions about the treatment by the 
courts. In all, only 82 respondents said that their case had been handled by 
the courts. These respondents were asked to assess the amount of interest 

shown by j udge, whether or not the judge considered their wishes when 
handling their case whether the judge had collected sufficient information 
to make an accurate decision, how much influence they feit they had on the 
decision by the judge, the honesty of the judge and whether the judge appear-
ed biased. In addition victims who had attended the trial were asked how 
friendly they had been treated by the judge. Because the guidelines do not 
apply to judges, respondents were not asked if the judges had given them an 
opportunity to express their wish for restitution and notification. Victims who 
had attended the trial were however asked if they had been given an opportu-
nity to speak at the trial. 

Regarding the treatment by police, most victims feit that the police had 
shown an interest in them and had given them an opportunity to express their 
wishes concerning restitution and notification (see tables 10 and 11). The vast 
majority (89%) feit that they had been treated in a friendly manner by the po-
lice. However, only 39% feit that the police had considered their wishes when 
handling their case and 31% feit that their wishes had not been considered. 
The remaining 30% of the respondents were ambiguous and feit their wishes 
had neither been considered nor not been considered. Most victims feit that 
the police had collected sufficient information to make an accurate decision 
and were convinced of the honesty of the police (see tables 12 and 13). While 
most victims (84%) feit that the treatment by the police had not been biased, 
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Table 10: Victims' assessments of the amount of interest shown by authorities 

(in %) 

police 	prosecution 	couns 
(n=640) 	(n=435) 	(n=79*) 

a lot of interest 	 53 	 9 	 16 

little interest 	 30 	 23 	 22 

no interest 	 14 	 49 	 62 

don't know 	 3 	 20 

* 	missing=3 

Table 11: Victims' assessments of whether authorities had given them an opportu-

nity to express their wishes regarding restitution and notification (in %) 

police 	prosecution 
(n=640) 	(n=435) 

yes, very much so 	 17 	 4 

yes 	 38 	 20 

not yes /not no 	 10 	 7 

no 	 19 	 26 

no, not at all 	 7 	 24 

don't know 	 10 	 19 

Table 12: Victims' assessments of whether authorities had collected sufficient 

information to make an accurate decision (in %) 

police 	prosecution 	couds 
(n=640) 	(n=435) 	(n=82) 

yes 	 66 	 25 	 42 

no 	 14 	 18 	 15 

don't know 	 20 	 57 	 44 

Table 13: Victims' assessments of the honesty of the police, the public prosecutor 

and the judge (in %) 

police 	prosecution 	couns 
(n=640) 	(n=435) 	(n=82) 

dishonest 	 8 	 7 	 6 

honest 	 89 	 71 	 67 

don' t know 	 3 	 22 	 27 



Table 14: Victims' assessments of the amount of influence they had on the decision 
of the public prosecutor and the judge (in %) 

much influence 	 2 	 7 
little influence 	 7 	 8 
no influence 	 91 	 85 

missing=3 
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prosecutor 	judge 
(n.435) 	(n=79*) 

11% feit that the treatment had been influenced by their sex, race, social class 
or other personal characteristiés and 5% was uncertain. 
A majority of victims feit that the public prosecution had shown little to no 
interest in them and had not given them an opportunity to express their wish-
es (see tables 10 and 11). Consequently, many victims found it difficult to 
assess how friendly they had been treated by the public prosecution and 53% 
of the respondents feit unable to answer this question. Among the respondents 
who were able to answer this question, 26% judged the treatment as friendly, 
20% feit that it was neither friendly nor unfriendly and 1% feit the treatment 
was unfriendly. Most victims (57%) believed that the public prosecutor had 
not considered their wishes when handling the case. Only 11% of the respon-
dents feit that their wishes had been considered by the public prosecutor 
and 31% was undecided (not yes / not no). Almost all of the respondents feit 
that they had had little to no influence on the decision by the public prose-
cutor (see table 14). Regarding the neutrality of the public prosecutor, 71% 
believed that the prosecutor was honest and 79% believed that he/she was not 
biased. Only 6% feit that the treatment they received had been influenced by 
their sex, race, social class or other characteristics and 14% said they were 
not sure. 
Regarding the courts, most victims feit that the judge had shown little to no 
interest in them (see table 10). Besides showing little interest, 57% feit that 
the judge had not considered their wishes when handling the case. One-
quarter of the respondents took a neutral stand on this issue and 19% feit that 
their wishes had been considered. Only 6% feit that the treatment by the 
judge had been biased by the victim's race, social class or other characteris-
tics and 11% was not sure. Most victims were convinced of the honesty of the 
judge (see table 13) however, the respondents were fairly evenly split over 
the accuracy of the decision made by the judge (see table 12). Of the 21 vic-
tims who had attended the trial, 14 had been given an opportunity to speak. 
Regarding the treatment by the judge at the trial, 12 feit that the treatment 
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had been friendly, 8 feit it was neither friendly nor unfriendly and 1 respon-
dent described the treatment as unfriendly. 

6.5 	Interpreting notification and restitution 

What do notification and restitution mean to victims of crime? The finding 
that victims judge the fairness of the treatment by police more favourably 
than that by the public prosecution while the treatment by these authorities, 
in terms of notification and restitution, is quite similar, raises the question of 
how victims interpret these services. In the following, the above criteria will 
be used to explore the meaning of notification and restitution to victims of 
crime. 

In order to assess victims' perceptions of notification and restitution, a sub-
sample of cases was used. As was observed in section 3 of this chapter, the 
impact of these services on procedural justice judgements is the strongest 
among victims who expressed an interest in them (see tables 8 and 9). 
Therefore, only victims who wanted information (police: n=511; prosecution: 
n=363) and restitution (police: n=321; prosecution: n=231) were included 
in the analysis. Each variable (notification and restitution) consists of two 
categories: victims whose wishes were respected by authorities and those 
whose were not. Victims who were uncertain whether police had attempted 
to arrange restitution form an ambiguous group: their procedural justice 
judgements closely resemble those of victims who did not want restitution. 
Therefore, this group was also excluded from the analysis. The analyses for 
restitution by police are consequently based on 173 respondents who wanted 
restitution and were clear about whether police had attempted to arrange a 
settlement or not (see table 6). 
Subsequently, the correlation coefficients for notification and restitution with 
victims' perceptions of the treatment by the police and the public prosecutor 
were calculated. For this purpose the above criteria were recoded so that 
higher scores reflected favourable evaluations. The findings are presented in 
table 15. 
The results show that, for both the police and the prosecution data, notifica-
tion and restitution are strongly correlated with the perception that victims 
were given the opportunity to express their wishes and that these wishes were 
considered by authorities. In addition, these services are associated with fa-
vourable evaluations of the accuracy of the decisions made by these authori-
ties. For both the police and the public prosecution these services are not 
correlated with the variable 'absence of bias'. Nor are attempts by authorities 



Table 15: The relationship between treatment and evaluations of treatment by the 
police and the public prosecution (correlation coefficients) 

evaluations 
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treatment 
police 	 prosecution 
notification restitution notification restitution 
(n=511) 	(n=173) 	(n=363) 	(n=231) 

friendly 	 0.07* 	0.02* 	0.57 	0.26 
interest 	 0.15 	0.03* 	0.37 	0.23 
consideration of wishes 	 0.28 	0.23 	0.28 	0.25 
opportunity to make wishes known 	0.21 	0.24 	0.33 	0.16 
influence decision 	 - 	- 	0.20 	0.21 
absence of bias 	 -0.02* 	0.09* 	0.07* 	-0.04* 
honesty 	 -0.02* 	0.05* 	0.12  
decision accuracy 	 0.13 	0.19 	0.24 	0.17 

* = n.s. 

Legend: notification: (I) want but do not receive information (2) want and receive information; 

restitution: (I) want restitution but not attempted (2) want restitution and attempted 

to arrange restitution correlated with victims' evaluations of the honesty of 
authorities. 
While there is considerable overlap in the correlations for the police and the 
public prosecution, there are also many differences. For the public prosecu-
tion, notification and restitution are strongly correlated with perceptions that 
the prosecution treated the victim in a friendly manner and with interest. 
Yet, victims' evaluations of the friendliness of the police are not correlated 
with notification and restitution. Notification is significantly correlated with 
positive evaluations of the interest shown by police, however, compared to 
the public prosecution, this relationship is weaker. Another difference is the 
observed relationship between notification by the public prosecution and 
victims' evaluations of the honesty of the public prosecution. While notified 
victims are more convinced of the honesty of the public prosecution, notifica-
tion by the police is not significantly correlated with honesty. 

The results leave room for several possible interpretations. The observed 
relationships between notification and restitution and victims' perceptions 
of process and decision control suggest that these services indicate to victims 
that authorities kept their interests in mind which in turn produces a sense of 
control. Therefore, notification and restitution may enhance procedural 
justice judgements because they give victims a feeling of control over the 
process as well as the decision. These findings appear to support the self- 
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interest model. However, there are several problems with this interpretation. 

To begin with, if control is such an important aspect of fair procedures and 

restitution is associated with perceptions of control, then why are victims' 

procedural justice judgements of the police not significantly influenced by 

restitution? While most victims are not offered restitution, they tend to feel 

that they were treated fairly by the police. Secondly, while restitution does 
give victims an opportunity to directly influence the criminal justice process, 

notification does not. Hence, one would expect restitution to be more strongly 

correlated with the control variables than notification. But this is clearly not 

the case: the observed correlation coefficients are actually larger for notifica-

tion than for restitution. 
Another possible interpretation of these findings is provided by the relational 

model. Although the relational model does not explicitly include control as a 

determinant of procedural justice, Tyler, Rasinski and Spodick (1985) assert 
that process control has a value-expressive function. They argue that giving 

people an opportunity to express their views, has value in itself, regardless 

of its capacity to secure favourable outcomes. Notification and restitution are 

significantly correlated with opportunity to express one's wishes and consider-

ation. Furthermore, notification is associated with favourable evaluations of 

the amount of interest shown by authorities. These findings suggest that noti-

fication and restitution may serve as an indication of standing. Consequently, 
the findings provide some support for the predictions of the relational model. 

However, the relational model predicts that victims do not seek control over 

the decision making process. The observed correlation between influence and 
notification and restitution suggests that victims' procedural justice judge-

ments may be affected by decision control. The relative importance of influ-

ence on procedural justice judgements will be considered in the following 

section. 

The differences in the correlations for the police and the public prosecution 

data seem to suggest that notification and restitution by the police have an 
instrumental function while they have a normative function when they are 

provided by the public prosecution. While notification and restitution are 

related to perceptions of interest and friendliness in victims' contacts with the 

public prosecution, in the police data, these associations are much weaker and 

often insignificant. As both models make assumptions about human nature, 

it seems unlikely that the self-interest model applies to police contacts while 
the relational model applies to contacts with the public prosecution. A more 

plausible explanation for the observed differences is that the nature of the 

contact between victims and the police is different from that between victims 
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and the public prosecution. When judging the interest and friendliness of the 

police, victims may be basing their evaluations largely on police behaviour 
at the time when they reported the crime and not what developed afterwards, 

namely, restitution and notification. With the public prosecution victims 

generally do not have face-to-face contact. To a large degree, notification and 
restitution form the basis of victims' contact with the public prosecution. This 

may explain why notification and restitution have different meanings in vic-

tims' contacts with the police and the public prosecution. 

6.6 	The meaning of procedural justice 

The next question to be asked is how do the criteria relate to victims' proce-

dural justice judgements. Eight possible criteria were presented in section 4 

of this chapter. These criteria include control issues as well as indications of 

standing and the neutrality of the decision-makers. Most victims feel that 
they were treated fairly by the police. Is it, as the self-interest model predicts, 

because victims feel that they could influence the criminal justice process 
that they judge the treatment by the police so favourably? Or is the relational 
model correct? Do victims judge the treatment by the police so favourably 

because they feel that the police treated them in a respectful manner? Victims 

appear to be using different information when judging the fairness of the treat-
ment by the police and the public prosecution. But does that mean that they 

use different standards to determine the fairness of the treatment by these 

authorities? The relative importance of these criteria for victims' procedural 

justice judgements should provide insight into the meaning of procedural 

justice. 

In order to assess the relevance of these criteria for victims' procedural jus-

tice judgements, correlation coefficients were calculated. Separate analyses 

were conducted for the police, the public prosecution and the courts. The 

results are presented in tables 16, 17 and 18. 

When comparing the correlations across organizations it is important to bear 
in mind that significance of the observed correlation coefficients is influenc-

ed by sample size. Rather than focus on the significance of the relationships, 
it is better to consider the strength of the relationships in terms of shared 
variance (e.g. r=0.32 means 10% shared variance). 

Regarding victims' judgements of the fairness of the treatment by the police, 

all of the variables examined are significantly correlated with procedural 
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Table 16: Correlations coefficients between the criteria used by victims to evaluate 
the fairness of the treatment by the police (n=640) 

n.s. 

n.s. 

friendly interest consid- opportu- honest 	absence decision proced. stdev 

eration 	nity 	 of bias 	accuracy justice 

friendly 	1.0 	0.45 	0.33 	0.34 	0.25 	0.22 	0.31 	0.59 	0.68 

interest 	 1.0 	0.48 	0.48 	0.17 	0.09 * 	0.35 	0.48 	0.73 

consideration 	 1.0 	0.66 	0.13 	0.09 * 	0.29 	0.46 	1.06 

opportunity 	 1.0 	0.19 	0.14 	0.34 	0.43 	1.22 

honesty 	 1.0 	0.18 	0.29 	0.31 	0.28 

bias 	 1,0 	0.18 	0.22 	0.64 

decision 

accuracy 	 1.0 	0.40 	0.38 

procedural 

justice 	 1.0 	0.75 

Table 17: Correlations coefficients between the criteria used by victims to evaluate 
the fairness of the treatment by the public prosecution (n=435) 

friendly interest consid- oppor- infl. 	honest absence decision proced. stdev 

eration tunity 	 of bias accur. 	justice 

friendly 	1.0 	0.33 	0.22 	0.33 	0.22 	0.15 	0.07 * 	0.23 	0.39 	1.86 

interest 	 1.0 	0,54 	0.62 	0.32 	0.15 	0.00 * 	0.49 	0.42 	0.69 

consideration 	 1.0 	0.69 	0.28 	0.19 	0.03 * 0.41 	0.46 	0.92 

opportunity 	 1.0 	0.29 	0.19 	0.00 * 0.54 	0.50 	1.2 

influence 	 1.0 	0.01 * 	0.00 * 	0.18 	0.27 	0.36 

honesty 	 1.0 	0.34 	0.14 * 	0.39 	0.28 

bias 	 1.0 	0.08 * 	0.02 * 	0.57 

decision 

accuracy 	 1.0 	0.34 	0.65 

procedural 

justice 	 1.0 	0.65 

justice,. Interestingly, the fairness of the treatment by police is most strongly 

related to the friendliness and interest shown by police. Friendliness was not 

correlated with notification or restitution and interest was only correlated 

with notification. This suggests that, compared to the public prosecution, 
notification and restitution are less important for victims' evaluations of the 

fairness of the treatment by police. It seems that when judging the police, 

victims focus on the interaction or the contact with police. 

In acklition, the correlations between the variables are relatively strong. One 

exception is the variable 'absence of bias', which is not correlated with the 
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Table 18: Correlations coefficients between the criteria used by victims to evaluate 
the fairness of the treatment by the courts (friendly and opportunity 
n=21, otherwise n=79) 

n.s. 

friendly interest consid- oppor- infl. 	honest absence decision proced. stdev 

eration tunity 	 of bias 	accur. justice 

friendly 	1.0 	0.44 	0.60 	0.71 	0.50 	0.62 	0.00 * 	0.69 	0.72 	0.92 

interest 	 1.0 	0.63 	0.38 * 	0.42 	0.26 * 	0.08 * 	0.42 	0.40 	0.76 

consider. 	 1.0 	0,54 	0.56 	0.21 * 	-0.15 * 	0.41 	0.46 	0.79 

opportunity 	 1.0 	0.28 	0.22 	-0.15 * 0.68 	0.46 	0.48 

influence 	 1.0 	0.16 * 	-0.17 * 	0.27 	0.40 	0.58 

honesty 	 1.0 	0.29 	0.36 	0.47 	0.56 

bias 	 1.0 	0.08 * 	0.14 * 	0.58 

decision 

accuracy 	 1.0 	0.57 	0.70 

procedural 

justice 	 1.0 	0.72 

consideration or the interest shown by authorities. There is an extremely 
strong and positive relationship between the variables `opportunity' and 'con-
sideration'. Victims who were given an opportunity to express their wishes 
concerning notification and restitution are more likely to feel that police con-
sidered their wishes when handling their cases. In addition, these variables 
are strongly associated with the amount of interest shown by authorities. 
When victims are given an opportunity to request notification and restitution, 
they often feel that police showed an interest in them. And the amount of 
interest displayed by police is also strongly associated with victims' evalua-
tions of the friendliness shown by police. 
Concerning the public prosecution, all but one of the variables correlate with 
procedural justice judgements (see table 17). The variable 'absence of bias' 
does not correlate with procedural judgements. The variables `opportunity to 
express one's wishes', 'interest' and `consideration of wishes' share the 
strongest correlations with procedural justice judgements. These variables 
were also strongly related with notification and (attempted) restitution. Here 
again the findings suggest that notification and restitution may be more impor-
tant for procedural justice judgements of the prosecution than the police. 
All of the variables are inter-correlated, the one exception again being the 
variable 'absence of bias'. This variable is correlated with only one other 
variable, namely, honesty. As with the police data, the amount of interest 
shown by the public prosecution is strongly associated with whether or not 
they gave victims an opportunity to request notification and restitution and 



139 

whether victims feel that authorities considered their wishes when handling 

their case. And, as was found in the police data, the variables `opportunity' 

and `consideration' are strongly correlated. 
Concerning the courts, all of the variables except 'absence of bias' are signifi-

cantly correlated with victims' procedural justice judgements (see table 18). 
As with the police data, victims' procedural justice judgements of the courts 

are most strongly correlated with their evaluations of how friendly the judge 

was towards them. This question, as well as whether the victims had been 

given an opportunity to speak during the court proceedings, were only asked 
when respondents had attended the courts. Yet clearly, friendliness, a non-

control variable, is more strongly associated with procedural justice than 
whether the victims had been given an opportunity to express their views in 

court. 
Regarding the inter-item correlations, these are generally weaker than was 

observed with the police or the prosecution data. The weaker correlations 

may be due to the small size of the sample (n=79). As was the case with the 

police and the public prosecution, here too the variable 'absence of bias' is 

not correlated with any of the other variables. Only the honesty of the judge 

is significantly correlated with bias. 

The strong correlations between non-control issues, such as friendliness and 

interest, with procedural justice judgements support the predictions of the 

relational model. However, the strong correlations between process and 

decision control with procedural justice support the self-interest model. The 

correlation between influence and procedural justice is contrary to the predic-
tions of the relational model. This finding seems to suggest that victims' pro-

cedural justice judgements are influenced by the amount of control which 

they have over the decision making process. But, the self-interest model can-
not explain why the friendliness of the police and the judge should be such an 

important aspect of procedural justice and why it should be more important 

than control. Ignoring these findings and focusing on control issues does not 

do justice to the data. 

Process control can be interpreted within the relational model. From an value-

expressive approach, giving victims an opportunity to express their wish for 

notification and restitution has a value in itself and can be interpreted as a 
sign of respect. Influence is significantly correlated with the variables 'inte-

rest', `opportunity' and `consideration'. When authorities show an interest in 
victims and take their views into consideration, victims are more likely to 

feel that they had some influence on the decision made by the public prose-

cutor. When victims feel that they have had some influence, they may simply 
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mean that they feel that they were taken seriously. Victimological research 
shows that victims find it very important that they be taken seriously by 
authorities (Shapland et al., 1985; Van der Vijver, 1994). From this perspec-
tive, influence does not reflect a desire to control the criminal justice process 
but a desire to be treated with respect. Therefore, influence is not necessarily 
in conflict with the relational model. Victims' evaluations of the treatment 
by authorities seem to be based on the implications of the procedure for the 
individual's feelings of self-worth. 

6.6.2 Predicting procedural justice judgements 

Multiple regression analysis shows the degree to which the variance in proce-
dural justice judgements can be predicted from the predictor variables. How-
ever, here the problem arises that all of the predictor variables (in both the 
police and the prosecution samples) are relatively strongly correlated with 
one another. This makes it difficult to use the regression weights produced 
by this analysis in order to say something about the relative importance of the 
separate predictor variables. Step-wise regression appears to offer a solution 
to the problem because the predictors are selected based on their semi-partial 
correlations with the criterium and corrected for that portion which can be 
predicted by the other predictor variables. However, this approach does not 
do justice to the independent importance of each of the predictor variables. 
When two variables are highly correlated with one another as well as with the 
dependent variable but one is just slightly stronger, then the step-wise regres-
sion will select the one variable which is correlated slightly stronger with the 
dependent variable. If this one variable consumes most of the predicting 
power of the second, slightly weaker variable, then despite its strong correla-
tion with the dependent variable, it will not be included in the regression 
equation. While both variables may be good predictors of the dependent 
variable, because there is apparently a strong overlap in what they measure, 
only one variable is included in the regression equation. 

Despite the above mentioned limitations, it is useful to know what proportion 
of the variance in procedural justice judgements can be predicted from the 
predictor variables. Hence, normal multiple regression analysis was conduct-
ed. To get some idea of the relative importance of the predictor variables in 
predicting procedural justice judgements, a step-wise regression was perform-
ed. 
Regression analysis only uses those cases where information is available for 
all of the variables in the analysis. Therefore, for the analyses a subset of 
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'clean' cases was used. Missing data and non-usable categories (i.e. `don't 
know') were removed from the data set. This resulted in a subset of 429 
'clean' cases for the police data. 
However, in their evaluations of the public prosecution, victims often used 
the category 'clon't know'. Excluding all of these cases has considerable 
consequences for the sample size. With the help of homogeneity analysis by 
means of alternating least squares (HOMALS) the relationship between the 
categories within the variables was assessed. HOMALS provides a quantifica-
tion of the data in which the relationships between different categories of the 
same variable are illustrated (Van der Geer, 1985). It was hoped that the ambi-
guous category `don't know' would fit in between the positive and negative 
ends of the scale. This expectation was satisfied for the variables honesty, 
decision accuracy and friendliness. Where this was not the case (the variables 
interest, opportunity and bias), the category `don't know' was excluded from 
the analysis. This resulted in a subset of 277 'clean' cases for the prosecution 
data. 
Regarding the courts, the total number of respondents who claim that their 
cases were handled by the courts is small to begin with (n=82). Once missing 
and non-usable categories are removed from the data set, the size of the data 
set is reduced considerably. Because of the small number of cases available 
for data analysis, it was felt that the results would not be reliable. Conse-
quentl y, regression analysis was not conducted for victims' procedural justice 
judgernents of the courts. 

The results of the step-wise regression are summarized in table 19. For the 
police data, the seven predictor variables have a multiple correlation of 0.70. 
This rneans that approximately 50% of the variance in the procedural justice 
judgements is predicted by these variables. Using the eight predictor varia-
bles with the prosecution data a multiple correlation of 0.57 is obtained. In 
other words, 33% of the variance in the procedural justice judgements of the 
prosecution is predicted by these variables. 
Based on the findings from the regression analyses several conclusions can 
be drawn. First of all, the predictor variables are better able to predict proce-
dural justice judgements of the police than of the prosecution. When judging 
the fairness of the treatment by the police, victims appear to focus on the 
friendliness shown by police. For the prosecution, victims' judgements of 
the fairness of the treatment are largely influenced by the control variables: 
opportunity to express one's wishes and the ability to influence the decision 
made by the public prosecutor. However, here too the friendliness of the pros-
ecution contributes to procedural justice judgements. The neutrality of the 
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Table 19: Sequence of Predictors obtained by step-wise regression 

police data 	 prosecution data 
predictor 	rpj.x 	predicted variance predictor 	rpj.x 	predicted variance 
variable 	 (cumulative) 	variable 	 (cumulative) 

1 friendly 	0.60 
2 consideration 0.66 
3 dec. accuracy 0.68 
4 honesty 	0.69 
5 interest 	0.70 
6 bias 	0.70 

0.36 
0.43 
0.46 
0.48 
0.49 
0.50 

1 opportunity 
2 infiuence 
3 honesty 
4 friendly 

0.48 
0.53 
0.55 
0.57 

0.23 
0.28 
0.31 
0.33 

decision making process also contributes to the perceived fairness of the 
procedure. 
The affects of notification and restitution on procedural justice judgements 
were examined by adding these variables to the (step-wise) regression ana-
lysis. Interestingly, these variables do not appear in the regression equation. 
Apparently, victims' interpretation of their experience is a better predictor of 
procedural justice judgements than the actual treatment by authorities. 

In terms of the self-interest and relational models, the results provide evi-
dence for both models. In line with the self-interest model, the relative impor-
tance of opportunity, consideration and influence suggests that the amount of 
control that victims retain over the decision making process is an important 
determinant of procedural justice. However, the self-interest model is unable 
to explain why non-instrumental variables, such as whether victims were treat-
ed in a friendly marmer, affect procedural justice judgements. The relational 
model assumes that procedural justice depends on the implications of the 
procedure for the self-worth of the individual. From this perspective, the 
importance of friendliness for procedural justice judgements is understand-
able. Similarly, opportunity and consideration may indicate to the victim that 
he/she is a valued member of society and enhance his/her feeling of self-
worth. The relationship between influence and procedural justice judgements 
may not mean that victims seek control over the decision. Giving victims an 
opportunity to express their wishes without considering them lacks sincerity. 
Similarly, influence may indicate that the victim feels that he/she was taken 
seriously by the authorities. 
In addition, the findings show that process control directly influences proce-
dural justice. This finding does not support Tyler and Lind's (1992, Lind, 
Tyler and Huo, unpublished manuscript) proposal that process control affects 
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procedural justice indirectly, namely, through the other factors. In other 
words, process control appears to be a relational factor. 
However, as was pointed out at the beginning of this section, regression ana-
lysis is not the best tool to use in order to understand the construction of the 
theoretical concept of procedural justice. The high inter-correlations between 
the variables render regression analysis less appropriate. In the following 
section an alternative method will be tested. 

6.7 	A model for procedural justice judgements 

The relational model, proposed by Tyler and Lind (1992), is based on three 
factors: standing, trust and neutrality. The model does not include control 
issues and cannot account for the relationship between process and decision 
control and procedural justice judgements. The results from the regression 
analysis clearly show a significant relationship between control issues and 
procedural justice judgements. 
The victimological research shows that victims want to be treated with digni-
ty and respect. This includes showing an interest in the position of the victim 
and considering his/her views when handling the case. Research by Shapland 
et al. (1985) and Van der Vijver (1993; 1983) suggests that the concept of 
control may in fact be misleading. While victims are concerned about process 
and feel that they should be included in it, there is no evidence that victims 
want control over the outcome of the case. From this standpoint, control has a 
value-expressive function (Tyler, Rasinksi and Spodick, 1985). In this expla-
nation of control people value an opportunity to express their views and con-
sideration because it suggests that their views are worth listening to. Further-
more, from this perspective, control implies that one is considered a valued, 
full-fledged member of society. This approach to control coincides with Tyler 
and Lind's definition of standing. 

In chapter 4, an alternative for Tyler and Lind's relational model was present-
ed. In contrast to the relational model, this alternative model includes control 
issues. The opportunity to express one's wishes and consideration are viewed 
in terms of respect for the individual. When the victims feel their views have 
been considered, they may feel that they had some influence on the decision 
by authorities. However, in relative terms, the opportunity to express one's 
views is more important than the ability to influence the outcome or the deci-
sion made. Similarly, being treated with interest and in a friendly manner 
would also symbolize respect for the individual. Together, all of these ele-
ments contribute to a general feeling that one bas been treated with respect. 
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Because of its impact on the individual's feeling of self-worth, respect affects 
the perceived fairness of the treatment by authorities. 
In agreement with Tyler and Lind's relational model, a second factor influenc-
ing procedural justice judgements is the neutrality of the decision maker. This 
factor is based on the honesty of the decision maker, the absence of bias and 
decision accuracy. Figure 2 (p. 83) provides an illustration of the model. 
This model is supported by the correlations reported earlier in this chapter 
(see tables 1 and 2). The variables which make up respect (friendly and inter-
est) and control (opportunity, consideration and influence) are all strongly 
inter-correlated with one another as well as with procedural justice. However, 
the latent variable `neutrality' does appear to be measuring something differ-
ent. The variables `honesty' and 'absence of bias' are not strongly correlated 
with the respect variables. They are strongly correlated with one another as 
well as with the variable `decision accuracy'. 
In order to study the construction of the theoretical concept of procedural 
justice, the structural equation model was used to analyze the data. This con-
cerns models containing observed variables and latent variables (or factors), 
and the pattern of interrelations among them. The observed variables are con-
sidered to be indicators of the factors. They are supposed to measure the fac-
tors, although with a certain amount of measurement error. The relationships 
between the factors are assumed to reflect the underlying `causar processes. 
The above model of procedural justice is in fact formulated as a structural 
equation model. Using the program EQS (Bentler, 1989) the fit of the model 
for both the police and the prosecution data was tested. The data used in these 
analyses are the same as those used in the regression analysis, namely, a 
subset of 429 'clean' cases for the police data and 277 'clean' cases for the 
prosecution data. 
The input for a structural equation modelling program like EQS, are the 
interrelations between the observed variables given by the correlation or 
covariance matrix. Estimation of model parameters is aimed at reproducing 
this matrix as well as possible and making use of the pattern of relationships 
specified in the model. All of the analyses presented here were conducted 
using the covariance matrix. The generalized least squares method was used 
for estimation. 
For both the police and the prosecution data, comparable models were fitted. 
The comparability of the models in terms of fit is, however, hampered by the 
effect of sample size. Therefore, when judging the results of the analysis, 
besides the chi-square test and the standardized regression weights, the 
Bentler-Bonnett Normed Fit Index (NFI) is reported. The NFI claims to be 
unaffected by sample size (Bentler and Bonnett, 1980). It has a maximum 



Figure 6: The standardized solution for the meaning of procedural justice to 
victims based on their contacts with the police 
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value of one, which means a perfect fit. A rough guideline for using the NFI 
to assess the adequacy of fit states that values of less than 0.90 are not 
satisfactory and call for substantial improvement of the model. 
In the figures, the standardized solution is presented. This solution is derived 
by standardizing the latent variables and adjusting all other parameters of the 
model accordingly. 
For the police group this results in the model presented in figure 6. The 
Bentler-Bonnett fit index for this model is 0.979 for the police data which can 
be viewed as high and satisfactory (chi-sq=128.1; df=18; p<0.001). 
Applying the same model to the prosecution data results in a curious finding, 
namely, that neutrality and procedural justice are negativély related. This is 
caused by the variable bias which is negatively related to the latent variable 
neutrality. This variable does not correlate with procedural justice judgements 
and is not correlated with most of the other predictor variables (see table 17). 
When the variable bias is removed from the model, the model improves con-
siderably. This gives rise to the model presented in Figure 7. The Bentler-
Bonnet fit index for this model is 0.990 which can be viewed as high and 
satisfactory (chi-sq=65; df=19; p=0.004). 
For both the police and the prosecution data, it appears that these two con-
cepts together are able to explain the variance in procedural justice judge- 



Figure 7: The standardized solution for the meaning of procedural justice to victims 
based on their contacts with the public prosecution 
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ments fairly well. For the police data this is approximately 64% (1-0.599 2) 
of the variance and for the prosecution data this is 39% (1-0.781 2). This is 
an improvement compared to the results from the regression analysis (50% 
for the police; 34% for the prosecution). The stronger explanatory power 
using the structural equation model, as opposed to regression analysis, is 
due to the fact that it corrects for `measurement error'. 
Interpreting the results, the relative importance of the concepts 'respect' and 
'neutrality' is reflected in the different weights. For both groups, respect is 
relatively more important than neutrality for victims' procedural justice judge-
ments. The two concepts are, however, strongly related (police r=0.71; prose-
cution r=0.87). 
Examining the latent variable 'neutrality', the relatively low weight for hones-
ty stands out in both the police and the prosecution data. For both groups, 
`decision accuracy' is the most important factor in determining the neutrality 
of decision makers. 
With the exception of influence, all of the variables contribute strongly to the 
latent variable 'respect'. For both the police and the prosecution data, 'oppor-
tunity' and 'consideration' are the most important variables in the concept of 
'respect'. This, together with the finding that influence plays a relatively 
small role in the model suggests that control has a value-expressive function. 



In forming procedural justice judgements, victims place little importance on 
`influence', they do, however, value the opportunity to express their wishes 
and want authorities to show consideration for their wishes. Besides `opportu-
nity' and `consideration', the amount of interest shown by authorities and 
being treated in a friendly manner are also important signs of respect. 

While there are several similarities between the model for the police data and 
that for the public prosecution, there are also differences. The most striking 
difference is that the data are better able to predict and explain victims' pro-
cedural justice judgements of the police than the public prosecution. In addi-
tion, respect plays a (relatively) stronger role in victims' evaluations of the 
police than the public prosecution. These differences can be viewed as a con-
sequence of the criminal justice procedure. When victims report a crime to 
authorities they come in direct contact with the police. This provides victims 
with a rich source of information regarding police conduct. Unlike the police, 
the public prosecution generally does not have face-to-face contact with vi-
ctims. Unless victims are approached by the public prosecution and asked if 
they desire notification and restitution, victims will generally not have con-
tact with the public prosecution. This might explain why giving victims an 
opportunity to express their wishes is such an important aspect of their evalua-
tions of the public prosecution. When forming their evaluations of their treat-
ment by the police, victims appear to focus on the treatment by the police 
when Ihey reported the crime. 

6.8 	Conclusion 
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Victims generally feel that the treatment by the police was fairer than that by 
the public prosecution. But the treatment of victims, in terms of notification 
and restitution, does not differ between these authorities. Both the police and 
the public prosecution rarely treat victims in accordance with the guidelines. 
What differs is the nature of the contact with these authorities. When victims 
report crimes to the police they have direct contact with them. Unlike the 
police, victims usually do not have direct contact with the public prosecution. 
Unless the public prosecution notifies victims of the developments in their 
case and attempts to arrange restitution, victims will generally not come into 
direct contact with them. Since these services are more important in victims' 
contact with the public prosecution than the police, failure by authorities to 
provide these services has a greater impact on victims' evaluations of the 
public prosecution than the police. 
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Victims' evaluations of the fairness of the treatment by the police is based on 
whether police treated them in a friendly or courteous manner, whether they 
showed an interest in them and whether they showed them consideration. 
When the public prosecution shows consideration for the wishes of the victim 
and takes him/her seriously, victims feel that they were treated fairly. Regard-
ing the courts, very few victims came in contact with the courts and therefore 
it was necessary to restrict the analyses carried out on the data from the 
courts. However, the image which emerges is similar to that of the police and 
the public prosecution namely, that when judging the fairness of the treatment 
by the courts, victims focus on aspects like courtesy and interest. 
In terms of the self-interest and the relational models for procedural justice, 
the findings show that the implications of the procedure for victims' feelings 
of self-worth seem to be the most important factor affecting procedural jus-
tice. While there is some evidence which supports the self-interest model, 	. 
such as the relatively important role played by control, the relational model is 
best able to explain all of the findings. This means that control is viewed as 
having a value-expressive function (Tyler, Ransinski and Spodick, 1985). 
Giving victims an opportunity to express their wishes and taking their wishes 
into consideration are viewed as having a value in themselves. In Tyler and 
Lind's model (1992) control is not explicitly included as a factor which 
affects procedural justice judgements. The findings, however, clearly show 
that a model for procedural justice which excludes control is incomplete. A 
fair treatment includes giving victims an opportunity to express their wishes 
and taking their wishes into consideration. 
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Effects of Procedural Justice on 
Evaluations 

The relationship between victims and criminal justice authorities has concern-

ed policy-makers since the early 1970s. With the introduction of the victim 
survey, it became apparent that a large number of crimes were not being 

brought to the attention of authorities. An important motive behind victim 

policy is that it will improve the relationship between citizens and govern-

ment. It is thought that the inclusion of the victim in the criminal justice sys-

tem will enhance public support for criminal justice authorities and satisfac-
tion with the performance of legal authorities (Recht in beweging, 1990; 

Openbaar Ministerie, 1990; Werkgroep justitieel beleid en slachtoffer, 1984, 

1985). However, critics such as Fattah (1986) argue that victim policy may 
create expectations among victims that are not or could not be met. The result-

ing dissappointment may aggravate victims' feelings of frustration and dis-

satisfaction with the criminal justice system. Theory and research on proce-
dural justice suggests that the fairness of the treatment by authorities will 

effect people's specific reactions to their experience as well as their general 

evaluations of authorities. When people feel that they have been treated 

fairly, they will be more satisfied with decisions made by authorities as well 

as with the authorities themselves. From this perspective, the fears expressed 

by critics of victim policy are not realistic. However, it also implies that 

when authorities fail to treat victims in a fair manner, the repercussions for 

public support will be disastrous. 

In this chapter, these issues will be addressed. The chapter opens with a dis-
cussion on the impact of the negative outcomes on victims' procedural justice 

judgements and their satisfaction with the outcome. In section two, victims' 
satisfaction with the performance of legal authorities and their support for 

legal authorities are presented. Subsequently, in section three, the relationship 
between these evaluations and the fairness of the treatment by authorities is 

examined. In section four, the impact of notification and restitution on vic-

tims' evaluations of legal authorities is considered. 



7.1 	Cushion of support 

150 

The criminal justice system cannot guarantee victims favourable outcomes. 
There may be insufficient evidence for a conviction or the offender may de-
fault on his/her obligation to make restitution to the victim. How do victims 
evaluate the fairness of the treatment by authorities when they are faced with 
negative outcomes? From the perspective of the relational model, procedural 
justice judgements are by definition not affected by outcomes. Procedural 
justice depends on the implications of the procedure for one's feelings of self-
worth and for the belief that one's social group is functioning fairly and prop-
erly. Outcomes are more important in the self-interest model than in the rela-
tional model. The fairness of the procedure is based on its ability to generate 
fair outcomes. But because of the long-term perspective that social associa-
tion requires, the self-interest model suggests that procedures that produce 
negative outcomes can nonetheless be seen as fair. Thus, both models predict 
that the outcomes victims receive should not have a negative impact on the 
perceived fairness of their treatment by the authorities. 

Notification can confront the victim with bad news about the outcome of the 
case. For example, the victim may be dissatisfied with the sentence imposed 
upon the offender. In all, 41 of the 435 victims who participated in the second 
interview claimed that they had been informed by the public prosecutor of the 
outcome of the case. Among these respondents, 16 felt the sanction too leni-
ent, 7 found it to be satisfactory and 18 had no opinion. A very small group 
was aware of the outcome of the case and had a clear opinion about it. This 
makes it difficult to evaluate the impact of outcomes on procedural justice 
judgements. T-tests are affected by sample size and are of little use with such 
small groups. However, to get some idea of the processes which might be at 
work, the victims' procedural justice judgements for these groups were com-
pared with those of victims who wanted information but were not informed. 
For victims who feit the sanction was too lenient the average procedural 
justice score was 3.19 and for those who feit the sanction was `just right' this 
was 3.14. The average procedural justice score for victims whose wish for 
notification was not respected by the public prosecution was 2.94. Victims 
appear to judge the treatment as fairer when they are informed, regardless of 
their feelings about the outcome. However, the number of cases is extremely 
small and when subjected to t-tests the observed difference is statistically not 
significant (p>0.1). 
Besides the sanction imposed on the offender, attempts by authorities to 
secure restitution from the offender can also result in disappointment. 



151 

Table 20: Number of attempts by authorities to secure restitution and the outcome 
for victims who want restitution 

restitution 	 police 	 prosecution 

(n=321) 	 (n=231) 

attempted and successful 	 4 	 6 

attempted and unsuccessful 	 30 	 32 

not attempted 	 139 	 193 

uncertain 	 148 	 - 

Table 21: T-test of perceived fairness of treatment by authorities for victims 
wanting but not receiving restitution 

variable 	 mean 	sd 	t 	df 	P 

police 

procedural 	 failed attempt 	 3.83 	0.65 	1.04 	167 	0.3 

justice 	 not attempted 	 3.65 	0.89 

public prosecution 

procedural 	 failed attempt 	 3.28 	0.73 	2.47 	223 	0.014 

justice 	 not attempted 	 2.96 	0.66 

Here again, the number of respondents who claim that restitution was attempt-
ed is small and extremely few attempts were successful (see table 20). 

In order to assess the impact of outcome on procedural justice judgements, 
victims' evaluations of the treatment by the police and the public prosecution 
were compared for victims who claimed that restitution was unsuccessful and 
victims who wanted restitution and claimed that authorities never attempted it 
(see table 21). Among victims who claimed that restitution was successful, 
the average procedural justice score for the police was 3.75 and 3.67 for the 
public prosecution. The average procedural justice score for victims who 
claimed that authorities attempted to secure restitution for them but were un- , 
successful was 3.83 for the police and 3.28 for the public prosecution. Com- 
paring these scores with those of victims who wanted restitution but for 
whom authorities did not.attempt to arrange restitution, victims judged the 
treat-rnent by authorities to be fairer when restitution was unsuccessful. How-
ever, when subjected to t-tests, only the observed difference in victims' eva-
luations of the public prosecution is statistically significant (see table 21). 
The finding, that attempts by authorities to secure restitution are more impor-
tant for victims' procedural justice judgements regarding the treatment by the 
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public prosecution than the police, was addressed in the previous chapter. 

It was concluded that due to the nature of the contact between victims and 

the public prosecution, the guidelines are of a greater importance for victims' 
evaluations of the fairness of the treatment by the public prosecution than 

the police. Unless the public prosecution notifies the victim and attempts 
to arrange restitution, victims will generally not come into contact with the 

public prosecution. The finding that even unsuccessful attempts by the public 

prosecution to arrange restitution enhances the perceived fairness of the treat-

ment illustrates the effectiveness of the guidelines as a means to improve the 
treatment of victims in the criminal justice process. 

But what about victims' satisfaction with the outcome? Common sense tells 

us that people are less satisfied with negative outcomes. Critics of the Dutch 

victim guidelines argue that they may create false expectations among victims 

and should therefore be applied sparingly (Van Hecke, et al., 1990; Bloem 
and Stoppelenburg, 1994). An important finding in procedural justice research 

is that fair procedures provide a cushion of support, making unfavourable 

outcomes more palatable (Thibaut and Walker, 1975; Tyler, 1990; Lind and 
Tyler, 1988). This finding is particularly important for victirn policy. There-

fore, although the number of attempts by authorities to secure restitution is 
small, the impact of negative outcomes on outcome satisfaction will be 
examined. 

In the interviews, victims were asked how satisfied they were with the out-

come achieved by the police, the public prosecution. Their responses are 
presented in table 22. By placing victims' responses on a five-point scale, 

where low scores indicate dissatisfaction and high scores reflect satisfaction 

with the outcome, the average outcome satisfaction scores were calculated. 

The mean outcome satisfaction scores for the police and the public prosecu-
tion were 3.42 and 2.65, respectively. 

The cushion of support hypothesis suggests that when authorities attempt to 

secure restitution but without success, victims should be more satisfied with 
the outcome achieved by authorities than victims whose wish for restitution 

was not considered by authorities. In order to test this hypothesis the mean 

outcome satisfaction scores were calculated and compared for these two 
groups. The results are presented in table 23. 

Based on the observed mean satisfaction scores, it appears that victims are 

more satisfied with the outcome reached by authorities when restitution was 
unsuccessful than when it was not attempted. However, the number of respon-

dents who claim that restitution was attemped is small and when subjected to 

t-testing, the observed differences are statistically not significant. 
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Table 22: Satisfaction with the outcome achieved by the police and the public 
prosecution (in %) 

7.2 	Evaluations of legal authorities 

potice 	 prosecution 
(n=640) 	(n=435) 

very dissatisfied 	 7 	 1 

dissatisfied 	 16 	 16 

not dissatisfied / not satisfied 	 20 	 43 

satisfied 	 41 	 27 

very satisfied 	 16 	 13 

100 	 100 

Table 23: T-test of satisfaction with outcome by authorities for victims wanting but 
not receiving restitution 

variable 	 mean 	sd 	t 	df 	P 

police 

outcome 	 failed attempt 	3.03 	1.03 	0.16 	167 	0.873 

satisfaction 	 not attempted 	2.99 	1.30 

public prosecution 

outcome 	 failed attempt 	2.56 	1.04 	0.60 	223 	0.552 

satisfaction 	 not attempted 	2.46 	0.92 

Due to the small number of cases, caution must be used when interpreting 
the results, Neither the cushion of support hypothesis nor the hypothesis that 
disappointment leads to greater dissatisfaction are firmly maintained by the 
findings. However, the observed trend in the data suggests that fears of aug- 
menting victims' dissatisfaction are unfounded and that victims appreciate the 
effort made by authorities even if such efforts do not generate the desired 
results. 

Perhaps more important than victims' specific evaluations of their experience 
with legal authorities, is the impact of such experiences on their general 
evaluations of these authorities. For authorities to function effectively it is 
important that the public supports them, without it, authorities may become 
isolated (Rood-Pijpers, 1989). Public support is particularly important for an 
organization like the police, which is highly dependent on the public in their 
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work. However, support is also important for organizations like the public 

prosecution and the courts. Although they are not directly dependent upon 
the public, these organizations fulfil an important societal role. Errors made 

by the public prosecution as well as court decisions can form an important 

source of public dissatisfaction with the criminal justice system. It has been 

suggested by policy-makers that interest in the position of victims will en-

hance public support and satisfaction with the criminal justice system and for 

the authorities working in it (Recht in beweging, 1990; Werkgroep justitieel 

beleid en slachtoffer, 1984, 1985). Research on procedural justice suggests 
that this assumption may be correct. However, the effects will not always be 

positive. Failure by authorities to consider the needs of victims should have 
a negative impact on victim satisfaction and support. 

In the following, these evaluations by victims will be considered. Following 

a discussion of victim satisfaction and support, the impact of victims' experi-
ences on these evaluations will be examined. The results are based on the 

responses of 435 victims who participated in both the first and the second 

interview. 

7.2.1 Satisfaction with performance 

Are victims satisfied with how legal authorities perform? Respondents were 

presented with four questions regarding the performance by police, the pros-

ecution and the courts. These questions focus on their satisfaction with the 

services provided by the authorities. In table 24 these questions and the vic-

tims' (positive) responses are presented. 

Examining victims' responses two things stand out. The first is the finding 

that in both the first and the second interview, victims' evaluations of police 

performance are considerably more positive than that of the public prosecu-
tion or the courts. In particular, almost three-quarters of the respondents said 

they were satisfied with the way the police treated people, while for the pub-

lic prosecution and the courts this percentage is considerably lower. Based on 
the findings from the previous chapter, these results are not surprising. Vic-

tims generally find few indications that the public prosecution and the courts 

have recognized their position and their interest in the case. 

Secondly, the observed percentage of positive responses is generally slightly 

higher in the second interview than in the first. One exception is victims' 

evaluations of how good a job the police are doing: here there is a significant 
drop in the number of victims who respond positively (t=2.89; df=434; 

0.004). It is unclear why victims' satisfaction with the job police are doing 

decreases as their case precedes through the criminal justice process. In all of 
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Table 24: Victims evaluations of the performance by the police, the prosecution 
and the courts in the first and second interviews; N=435 (% positive 
reactions) 

question interview 1 	interview 2 

police 
- how good a job are the police doing 	 45 	 37 

- satisfaction with the way they solve problems 	 54 	 57 
- satisfaction with what they achieve for citizens 	43 	 49 

- satisfaction with the way they treat people 	 72 	 71 
public prosecution 
- how good a job is the public prosecution doing 	14 	 16 
- satisfaction with the way they solve problems 	 22 	 27 
- satisfaction with what they achieve for citizens 	27 	 30 
- satisfaction with the way they treat people 	 29 	 32 

courts 
- how good a job are the courts doing 	 22 	 26 
- satisfaction with the way they solve problems 	 29 	 31 

- satisfaction with what they achieve for citizens 	35 	 36 

- satisfaction with the way they treat people 	 38 	 40 

the cases in this study the police had apprehended a suspect and had forward-

ed the case to the office of the public prosecutor. Therefore, the observed 
drop is not due to an inability by police to solve their case. In the study by 

Shapland et al. (1985) the authors similarly find that victims' evaluations of 

'how well the police do their job' declines over time, although the drop is 
statistically not significant. They do report a significant drop in victim satis-

faction with the way police handled their case as well as other aspects of 

police functioning such as efficiency and workload. The authors attribute this 

decline to dissappointment in the treatment by police and in particular to the 
failure by police to keep the victim informed of the developments in his/her 

case. However, this does not seem to be the case here. In both the first and 

the second interview more than 70% of the respondents said they were satis-

fied with the way the police treated people. In Tyler's (1990) study citizens' 

evaluations of how good a job the police are doing does not decrease over 

time, in fact, there is a slight increase over time. However, Tyler's study does 
not deal specifically with victims of crime and research suggests that such 

victims are more critical of legal authorities than non-victims (Van Schie and 

Wiegman, 1992). Perhaps victims are basing their judgements on other 

aspects of police functioning such as police availability and police priorities 

(Van der Vijver, 1993). 
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Table 25: Overview of the reliability coefficients for the 6 scales regarding 
satisfaction with performance 

organization 	 interview 1 	interview 2 

police 	 0.80 	 0.82 
public prosecution 	 0.80 	 0.82 
courts 	 0.80 	 0.85 

Table 26: Average satisfaction scores for the police, the public prosecution and the 
courts in the first and the second interview 

organization 	 interview 1 	interview 2 

police 	 3.37 	 3.36 
public prosecution 	 3.03 	 3.05 
courts 	 3.15 	 3.16 

For each organization, victims' responses were combined to form one meas-
ure of satisfaction with performance. The reliability of these new scales was 
assessed using Cronbach's alpha. The reliability coefficients (alpha scores) 
for these scales are presented in table 25. Based on these scores the scales 
appear to be reliable. 
These scales are based on victims' average response over all four questions. 
The minimum value of the scale is one (low satisfaction) and the maximum 
value is five (high satisfaction). The average scores for each of these scales 
are presented in table 26. 
These satisfaction scores clearly illustrate the differences between victims' 
satisfaction with the performance by the police, the public prosecution and 
the courts, noted earlier. Using the data from the first interviews, the signifi-
cance of the differences between the observed means for the organizations 
was tested. The results show that victims are significantly more satisfied with 
police performance than with that of the courts (t=8.16; df=639; p=0.000) 
or the public prosecution (t=13.16; df=639; p=0.000). In addition, the mean 
satisfaction with the prosecution is significantly lower than that for the courts 
(t=7.57; df=639; p=0.000). 
This pattern of responses is also reported by Hagan (1983). Hagan finds that 
although a notable number of victims had specific complaints about the po-
hee, their overall evaluations of police performance were generally positive. 
Similarly, Van der Vijver (1993) notes that citizens' general judgements about 
the police are virtually always positive, even if there are major problems 



between the police and certain sections of the population. He suggests that 

citizens' judgements are probably less an actual evaluation of the police than 
of the symbolic value of the police in upholding law and order. Attitudes to-

wards the police are important to people's view of themselves and the society 

in which they live. From this perspective, the lower satisfaction with the pub-

lic prosecution and the courts would suggest that the symbolic significance of 

these authorities is less intense than that of the police. 

As the case precedes through the criminal justice system, victims' overall 

satisfaction with the performance by authorities remains fairly stable. While 
victims' satisfaction with the public prosecution and the courts is slightly 

higher in the second interview, these changes are statistically not significant 

(p>0.1). Similarly, the observed drop in satisfaction with police is not statical-

ly significant (p>0.1). 

7.2.2 Support 
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Unlike satisfaction, support does not focus on the quality of the services but 

on faith or trust in authorities. It is more abstract than satisfaction with perfor-

mance and is directed at the individual's general orientation towards these 

authorities. Support for the police, the public prosecution and the courts was 

measured using four items. These items and the percentage of respondents 

agreeing with each statement are presented in table 27. 

Overall, the differences in victims' support for the police and the public prose-

cution are not great and are certainly less pronounced than the differences 

observed in their satisfaction with the performance by these authorities. Com-
pared to the police and especially the public prosecution, victims are general-

ly more supportive of the courts. One exception is victims' evaluation of the 

honesty of authorities. While some 60% of the respondents agrees with the 
statement that the police in their area are honest, 40% feels this way about the 

courts and less than 40% feels this way about the prosecution. 

These four items were subsequently combined to form one measure of sup-

port per organization. The reliability of these new scales was assessed using 

Cronbach's alpha. The standardized alpha scores for these scales are present-

ed in table 28. These scores are fairly high which suggests that the scales are 

reliabl e. 

The support scales reflect the respondents' average score across the four 
items. The minimum possible score is one, which reflects low support, and 

the maximum possible score is five, which indicates high support. The mean 

scores for each organization are presented in table 29. 
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Table 27: Support for the police, the public prosecution and the courts in the first 
and second interviews; N=435 (% agreeing with statement) 

statement 	 interview I interview 2 

police 
- I have a great deal of respect for the local police 	 57 	51 
- the police in my area are honest 	 61 	62 
- I feel proud of the local police 	 27 	27 
- I feel that I should support the local police 	 58 	60 
public prosecution 
- the prosecution guarantees everyone fair treatment 	50 	51 
- the rights of citizens are well protected by the prosecution 	45 	52 
- the prosecutors in my region are honest 	 34 	39 
- the decisions made by the prosecutors in my region are fair 38 	45 
courts 
- the courts in my region guarantee everyone a fair trial 	63 	63 
- the rights of citizens are well protected in the courts in my 	61 	69 
region 
- the judges in my region are honest 	 40 	43 
- court decisions in my region are fair 	 40 	46 

Table 28: Overview of the reliability coefficients for the 6 scales regarding support 

organization 	 interview I 	interview 2 

police 	 0.83 	0.81 
public prosecution 	 0.73 	0.78 
courts 	 0.70 	0.77 

Table 29: Average support scores for the police, the public prosecution and the 
courts in the first and second interview 

organization 	 interview 1 	interview 2 

police 	 3.30 	3.29 
public prosecution 	 3.27 	- 3.31 
courts 	 3.37 	3.45 

Based on the mean support scores for each organization, victims are most 
supportive of the courts and less supportive of the public prosecution and 
the police. Using (pair-wise) t-tests the significance of the observed differ-
ences between the scores in the first interview were tested. The results show 
that victims are significantly more supportive of the courts than the police 
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(t=2.73; df=639; p=0.007) and the public prosecution (t=6.21; df=639; p= 
0.000). The average support scores for the police and the public prosecution 
do not differ significantly (t=0.691 df=639; p=0.49). This pattern of responses 
also appears in the second interview. 
Moreover, in the second interview, victims' support for the courts increases 
significantly (t=-2.97; df=434; p=0.003). Besides the courts, victims' support 
for the public prosecution also appears to improve over time, although the 
difference is statistically not significant (t=1.75; df=434; p=0.08). Regarding 
the police, there is a slight but insignificant drop in victims' support between 
the first and the second interview (t=0.47; df=434; p=0.64). 
The finding that victims are more supportive of the courts than of the police 
is quite unique. In Tyler's (1990) study on citizens' interactions with the 
police and the courts he reports that citizens are more supportive of the police 
than the courts. Similarly, survey research on citizens' faith in the police and 
the courts shows that the levels of confidence in the police forces is higher 
than public confidence in the court system (Adams, 1990; Ouellet, 1991). 
However, neither of these studies focused on victims of crime and those 
studies which do, generally focus on satisfaction with authorities rather than 
support. Van den Boogaard's (1992) study on victims of burglary does exam- 
ine victims' support for the police but not their support for the public prosecu-
tion or the courts. Notably, Van den Boogaard reports a significant drop in 
victims' support for the police as their cases proceed through the criminal 
justice system. 

7.3 	Evaluations and procedural justice 

Using the satisfaction and support scales described above, the impact of 
procedural justice judgements on victims' attitudes towards authorities can be 
assessed. Theory and research on procedural justice suggest that the perceiv-
ed fairness of the treatment by authorities should have a significant impact on 
people's evaluations of authorities. According to the relational model, proce-
dural justice and the sense of group value it creates, affect attitudes towards 
authorities (Tyler and Lind, 1992). Procedures are viewed as key character-
istics of the group and perceptions of the procedure affect other cognitions 
about the group. The self-interest model assumes that when parties are con-
fronted with unfair procedures they feel that their long-term interests are not 
being served by an authority and their support for authorities is brought into 
question. 
In order to assess the impact of procedural justice on victims' attitudes to-
wards authorities, their procedural justice judgements were reduced from five 



160 

categories (very fair to very unfair) into two groups: fair and not fair. The 

latter group includes respondents who judged the treatment to be neither fair 
nor unfair. Many victims had used this category, especially in their assess-

ments of the public prosecution, which made it impossible to exclude this 

category from the analysis and still retain a substantial sample. Before re-

grouping the responses, the relationship between the original five categories 

was assessed using HOMALS. This revealed that the category 'not fair / not 

unfair' is more closely related to the category 'unfair' than the category 'fair'. 

The number of respondents in each group is presented in table 30. 

Victims' procedural justice judgements of the police are based on their experi-

ences which took place prior to the first interview. Therefore, the impact of 

victims' experiences with the police on their evaluations of authorities was 

examined using the data of the 640 respondents who took part in the first 

interview. For the analyses t-tests were used. The independent variable in the 

analysis is whether victims feit that they had been treated fairly or not fairly 

by the police. The dependent variables are victims' satisfaction and support 

scores for the police, the public prosecution and the courts in the first inter- 
. view. The results are presented in table 31. 

The results show that the perceived fairness of the treatment by police affects 
not only victims' attitudes towards the police but also their attitudes towards 

the public prosecution and the courts. If victims feel that they have been treat-

ed fairly, then they are more likely to hold positive attitudes towards these 
authorities. 

However, the above results do not consider initial differences in attitudes 
prior to the victims' contact with the police. As was pointed out in chapter 5, 

while procedural justice affects attitudes, prior attitudes can also colour the 

perceived fairness of procedures. The t-tests do not eliminate the possibility 

that prior attitudes affect the perceived fairness of the treatment by the police. 

This problem is removed when the longitudinal data are used. At the time of 

the first interview, the respondents had not yet had experience with the public 

prosecution or the courts. The second interviews were held some five months 

later, after the victims' cases had been processed by the public prosecution 

and, in some cases, by the courts. By comparing victims' attitudes in the first 

and second interview, the causal impact of the fairness of the treatment by the 
public prosecution and the courts can be assessed. 

In order to assess the impact of the treatment by the public prosecution on 

attitude change, analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) was used. This allows one 

to control for initial differences in victims' attitudes. The analyses are based 



Table 30: Distribution of the respondents' assessments of the fairness of the treat-
ment by the police, the public prosecution and the courts 

police 	 509 	 131 
public prosecution 	 86 	 349 
courts* 	 33 	 46 

* 	Excluding 3 respondents whose procedural justice judgements for the courts are not known. 

Table 31: T-tests for the impact of the fairness of the treatment by police on victims' 
satisfaction and support for the police, the public prosecution and the 
courts 

dependent variable 	fairness of the 	mean 	sd 	t 	df 	P 
treatment by police 

police 

satisfaction with 	fair 	 3.47 	0.57 	8.92 	638 	0.000 
performance 	not fair 	 2.95 	0.70 

support 	 fair 	 3.40 	0.71 	8.61 	638 	0.000 
not fair 	 2.80 	0.78 

public prosecution 

satisfaction with 	fair 	 3.08 	0.53 	4.26 	638 	0.000 
performance 	not fair 	 2.86 	0.49 

support 	 fair 	 3.31 	0.53 	4.61 	638 	0.000 
not fair 	 3.07 	0.53 

courts 

satisfaction with 	fair 	 3.22 	0.55 	4.42 	638 	0.000 
performance 	not fair 	 2.98 	0.51 

support 	 fair 	 3.41 	0.54 	3.94 	638 
not fair 	 3.20 	0.52 

Lower scores indicate unfavourable evaluations. 

161 

fair 	 not fair 

on the responses of 435 victims who participated in both the first and the 

second interview. The results are presented in table 32. 

The results show that the fairness of the treatment by the public prosecution 

has a significant impact on victims' satisfaction with the performance by this 

authority. In addition, victims' satisfaction with the performance by the police 
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Table 32: ANCOVA results for the impact of the fairness of the treatment by the 
public prosecution on victims' satisfaction and support for the police, the 
public prosecution and the courts 

dependent variable 	 procedural justice 	mean 	F 	P 

police 

satisfaction with perfomance 	fair 	 3.53 	4.54 	0.034 
not fair 	 3.31 

support 	 fair 	 3.48 	2.84 	0.09 
not fair 	 3.24 

public prosecution 

satisfaction with performance 	fair 	 3.34 	21.34 	0.000 
not fair 	 2.98 

support 	 fair 	 3.54 	4.98 	0.026 
not fair 	 3.26 

courts 

satisfaction with performance 	fair 	 3.35 	9.11 	0.003 
not fair 	 3.11 

support 	 fair 	 3.60 	1.00 	0.31 
not fair 	 3.41 

Lower scores indicate unfavourable evaluations. 

and the courts are also significantly affected by the quality of their experience 

with the public prosecution. When victims feel that they have been treated 

fairly, their satisfaction with these authorities improves substantially. How-

ever, when victims feel that they have not been treated fairly, their satisfac-
tion decreases. 

Besides satisfaction with performance, victims' support for the public pros-

ecution is also affected by the fairness of the treatment by the public pros-

ecution. When victims are treated fairly by the public prosecution, their 

support for this authority increases. Their support for the police and the 

courts is, however, not significantly affected by the treatment by the public 
prosecution. 

Regarding the treatment by the courts, relatively few repsondents claimed 

that their case had been handled by the courts. In order to get some idea of 

how the treatment of victims by the courts affects their evaluations, ANCOVA 

was conducted based on the responses of 79 victims whose procedural justice 
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judgements for the courts were known. However, ANCOVA is affected by 

sample size and caution must be used when interpreting the results. For this 

reason the analysis is restricted to victims' attitudes towards the courts and 

the impact of experience on attitudes towards the public prosecution and the 

police is not examined. The results show that while the mean satisfaction 
scores for the courts are higher among victims who were treated fairly by the 

courts than those who were not treated fairly (3.27 vs. 3.15), the difference is 

not significant (F=0.664; p=0.41). Victims' support for the courts is however 

significantly affected by the fairness of the treatment by the courts (F=4.87; 
p=0.03). The average support score is 3.65 among victims who were treated 

fairly and 3.3 among victims who were not. 

The finclings support the predictions of both, the relational and self-interest, 

models. The perceived fairness of the treatment by authorities influences their 

attitudes towards these authorities. Moreover, victims' experiences with one 

authority can also affect their attitudes towards other legal authorities. This 

finding suggests that victims generalize from their experience with one auth-

ority to other, related authorities. This effect is particularly strong for victims' 
experiences with the police. When victims are treated fairly by the police 

they tend to hold more positive attitudes towards the public prosecution and 
the courts as well as the police. The observed relationship between procedural 

justice judgements and victims' attitudes towards legal authorities implies 

that authorities have the means available to them to enhance or diminish 

public attitudes towards them. Compared to the police, victims' satisfaction 

with the quality of service provided by the courts and especially the public 

prosecution is low. By recognizing the position of the victim and his/her 

interest in the case, these authorities can actively improve victims' attitudes 

towards them. 

7.4 	Evaluations, notification and restitution 

When the guidelines were first introduced, it was hoped that they would 

improve the relationship between victims and the criminal justice system 

(Werkgroep aangifte sexuele geweldsmisdrijven, 1981). While it is evident 
that the perceived fairness of the treatment received from authorities influ-

ences victims' attitudes towards them, it is not clear if the services outlined 

in the guidelines directly influence victims' attitudes towards authorities. In 

chapter 6 it was found that notification influences victims' assessments of the 
fairness of the treatment by the police and the public prosecution. Although 

efforts by the police and the public prosecution to arrange the payment of 
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restitution are infrequent, they were found to influence the perceived fairness 

of the treatment by the public prosecution. If these services affect victims' 

attitudes towards authorities, then the guidelines offer authorities an impor-

tant tool with which they can enhance or diminish the relationship between 

victims and the criminal justice system. 

In order to assess the impact of notification and restitution on victims' atti-

tudes, a sub-sample of cases was used. Only victims who wanted notification 

or restitution were included in the analysis. Because these victims are interest-
ed in these services, the potential impact on their subsequent attitudes should 

be most pronounced amongst this group of respondents. This same sub-sam-

ple was used previously in the analysis of victims' interpretations of notifica-
tion and restitution discussed in chapter 6. 

Each variable consists of two categories: victims whose wishes were respec-

ted and those whose were not. Victims who were uncertain whether the police 

had attempted to arrange restitution form an ambiguous group and were ex-

cluded from the analysis. The analysis for restitution by the police is conse-
quently based on 173 respondents who wanted restitution and were clear 

about whether police had attempted to arrange a settlement or not. For the 

analyses on notification by police a subsample of 511 is used and for notifica-

tion by the prosecution, 363. The analysis for restitution by the public prose-

cution is based on the responses of 231 victims who wanted restitution. 

By comparing the mean satisfaction and support scores across the treatment 

groups, the impact of notification and restitution on these attitudes was assess-

ed. For the police, t-tests were used to measure the significance of the observ-

ed differences. The results are presented in table 33. 

The results from the t-tests show that notification by police has a significant 

impact on victims' satisfaction with police performance and especially on 

their support for police. When police fail to notify victims of the develop-

ments in their case, victims exhibit less satisfaction with police as well as less 

support for police. 
Regarding restitution, the observed mean scores suggest that attempts by 

police to secure restitution have a positive impact on victims' attitudes. How-

ever, the number of respondents who claim that police attempted restitution is 
small and the observed differences are statistically not significant. T-tests are 

affected by sample size and caution should be used when interpreting these 

results. 

In order to assess the impact of notification and restitution on victims' atti-

tudes towards the public prosecution, ANCOVA was used. This method is 

preferred to the t-test because it can control for initial differences between 
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Table 33: T-test of evaluations of police with the treatment by police 

variable mean sd 	t 	df P 

not ification 

satisfaction with 	notified 	 3.45 	0.58 	2.42 	509 	0.016 

performance 	 not notified 	 3.31 	0.63 

support 	 notified 	 3.37 	0.71 	2.63 	509 	0.009 

not notified 	 3.19 	0.76 	• 

restitution 

satisfaction with 	attempted 	 3.34 	0.53 	0.66 	171 	0.51 

performance 	 not attempted 	3.24 	0.75 

support 	 attempted 	 3.33 	0.68 	0.31 	171 	0.76 

not attempted 	3.24 	0.88 

Lower scores indicate negative attitudes. 

respondents' attitudes. This is done by including the respondents' attitudes in 

the first interview in the analyses as a covariant. Among victims who wanted 

and received notification the mean satisfaction score is 3.14 and the average 

satisfaction score for victims who wanted but did not receive notification 
is 2.98. Notification by the public prosecution has a significant impact on 

victims' satisfaction with the performance by the public prosecution (F=3.39; 

p=0.035). The mean support score among victims who wanted and received 

notification is 3.35 and 3.27 among victims who wanted notification but were 

not informed by the public prosecution. However, the difference between 

these two means is not significant at the 0.05 level (F=2.63; p=0.073). Appar-

ently, satisfaction with the public prosecution is more strongly affected by 

notification than support. 

Regarding efforts by the public prosecution to arrange restitution, the observ-
ed mean satisfaction and support scores are higher among victims who claim 

that restitution was attempted than when it was not (satisfaction 3.14 vs. 2.98; 

support 3.36 vs. 3.21). But the number of victims who claim that restitution 

was attempted is small and neither victims' satisfaction with the performance 
by the public prosecution (F=0.48; p=0.49) or their support (F=0.88; p=0.35) 

is significantly affected by restitution. However, significance testing is of 
limited value when the sample size is small and caution must be used when 

interpreting the results. 
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In their contacts with legal authorities, victims are confronted with a system 
which largely neglects their interests. They are often not taken seriously 
and are excluded from the criminal justice process. While guidelines which 
require that the police and the public prosecution inform victims of the devel-
opments in their case exist, only a fraction of victims are actually notified. 
Victims interpret this as a lack of interest and feel that they were not treated 
fairly. Victimization constitutes a threat to the victim's view of him/herself 
and of the world he/she lives in. Reactions from the police and the public 
prosecution can affect how the victim reconstructs his/her view of society. 
Failure to recognize the position of the victim augments victims' disillusion-
ment with the world they live in and has a negative impact on their satisfac-
tion and support for legal authorities. 
As a result of the poor implementation of the guidelines by the police and the 
public prosecution, few victims were notified of the outcome of their case and 
efforts by the authorities to arrange restitution were rare. This hampers the 
analyses of the impact of outcome favourability on procedural justice judge-
ments and outcome satisfaction and makes it impossible to draw definitive 
conclusions. However, the findings show no signs that negative outcomes 
lead to greater dissatisfaction with the outcome or the treatment than when 
authorities avoided restitution and notification. The hypothesis that the guide-
lines may give victims false hope, and should, therefore, be applied with 
restraint is not supported by the findings. While the observed differences be-
tween the evaluations of victims whose wishes were not addressed and those 
whose were but with an unfavourable outcome, are statistically not signifi-
cant, the evaluations of the latter group are consistently more positive. One 
must bear in mind that the t-test is affected by sample size and is less reliable 
when applied to small samples. The observed trend in the data suggests that 
these services are valued by victims, regardless of the outcome. 
The findings confirm the conclusion made by Shapland et al., (1985) that 
when police treat victims with interest and consideration and notify them of 
the developments in their case, their satisfaction with police increases. In 
addition, the findings correspond with Tyler's conclusion that the quality of 
the treatment by authorities influences people's satisfaction and support for 
authorities. How victims are treated affects both their satisfaction and support 
for legal authorities. 
Notification is a simple task. It does not give the victim any influence over 
the decision making process and does not infringe on the rights of the offend-
er. It does recognize the position of the victim and his/her interest in the case. 



167 

When the police and the public prosecution respect the victim's wish to be 

notified of the developments of their case, this is interpreted by victims as a 
sign of interest and consideration. Notification provides authorities with a 

simple means to enhance victims' satisfaction and support. 

How legal authorities treat victims affects the quality of the relationship be-

tween victims and the criminal justice system. The guidelines offer police and 
public prosecutors an effective means to enhance the relationship between 

victims and the criminal justice system. When authorities fail to implement 

the guidelines they in effect widen the gap between victims and the justice 
system, resulting in diminished satisfaction and support for the authorities. 

Clearly, the implementation of the guidelines must increase if the relationship 

between citizens and the criminal justice system is to improve. 
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Effects of Procedural Justice on 
Compliance 

According to the policy plan of the public prosecution titled, Criminal Law 
with Policy (Openbaar Ministerie, 1990), the goal of the criminal justice 

policy of the government cao be described as `influencing human behaviour 
in such a way that it conforms with the law and justice' (p. 14). Compliance 

is not something authorities can simply assume will occur and the question is, 

how does one influence human behaviour in such a way that people comply 

with the law. In Criminal Law with Policy the focus is on improving the cer-

tainty, quickness and effectiveness of sanctions. Underlying this approach is 

the assumption that when (potential) offenders know that punishment follows 

crime, they will conform with the law and public faith or confidence in the 
justice system will be restored (Openbaar Ministerie, 1990). A different ap-

proach is put forward in the policy plan, Society and Crime (1985) where it is 

argued that the treatment of victims in the criminal justice system is an impor-

tant factor in influencing normative behaviour. In the plan, the normreinforc-

ing function of the police is emphasized and it is suggested that when police 

treat a victim with disinterest, they are sending a message to the victim that 

crime is tolerated. As was pointed out in chapter 4, the theory and research on 

procedural justice also stresses the importance of treatment on people's atti-

tudes towards authorities and their law-abiding behaviour. Fair procedures 

perpetuate group maintenance by strengthening loyalty and commitment to 
the group (Lind and Tyler, 1988). 

While these two policies advocate very different approaches to compliance, 

they both offer the criminal justice system and the authorities working in 

it, methods to influence law-abiding behaviour. Outside of the power of the 

criminal justice system, there are several factors which may also influence 

compliance. These include the morality of the individual (internal control) 
and the influence of peers (social control). The individual's sense of right 

and wrong is something which develops during childhood and once develop-

ed, it remains relatively unaffected by other institutions (Gottfredson and 

Hirschi, 1990). The attitudes of significant others is another factor which can 

deter a person from committing certain behaviours. When one's peers dis-

approve of certain behaviours, the individual may refrain from such behavi- 
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our because he/she fears the disapproval of those people who are important to 
him/her. 

In this chapter, the impact of these different forces on law-abiding behaviour 
will be explored. Special attention will be given to those factors which are 
under the control of criminal justice authorities namely, the treatment of 
victims and deterrence. Next, the relationship between procedural justice and 
compliance is examined and a model for the impact of procedural justice on 
law-abiding behaviour is presented and tested. The analyses presented in this 
chapter are based on the responses of the 435 victims of crime who participat-
ed in both the first and the second interview. When this is not the case, it will 
be indicated in the text. Throughout the text the findings are compared with 
those of Tyler's 1990 study on procedural justice and law-abiding behaviour. 

8.1 	Compliance 

Compliance was assessed using the self-report method. Respondents were 
presented with various types behaviours and asked how often they had com-
mitted these behaviours in the past year. This approach had also been used by 
Tyler in his 1990 study on citizens' contacts with authorities. The types of 
behaviour included in the questionnaire are generally not serious although in 
some instances, such as drunk driving, the consequences of such behaviour 
can be quite serious. Possible responses included `often"sometimes"sel-
dom' and 'never'. Respondents could also choose not to answer a particular 
question. In some cases the respondents could also chose the category 'not 
applicable'. This applied to the questions regarding driving, reporting a crime 
to the police, welfare fraud and hiring help without paying taxes. In table 34 
the responses to these items in the first interview are presented and in table 
35 the responses in the second interview. 

Before discussing the findings, it is important to address the self-report meth-
od as a means for assessing non-normative behaviour. The self-report method 
is often used in research, however, caution must be used when interpreting 
the results (Hirschi et al., 1980). The results may be inaccurate for several 
different reasons. Respondents may be reluctant to honestly answer questions 
concerning their non-normative behaviour. For example, research by Veen-
drick (1976), finds that Dutch adult males tend to underreport certain serious 
offences such as burglary. While none of the behaviours that were used in the 
present questionnaire concerned serious offences, it is possible that respon-
dents will be sensitive to the social desirability of their responses. Besides 
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social desirability, the findings may be subject to memory error. The self-

report method requires that respondents recall past behaviour. In the present 

study, respondents were asked to recall their behaviour during the past year. 

Respondents may forget things they did in the past or they may recall events 

which occurred prior to the specified period. Memory error can lead to under-
reporting or overreporting. Due to these problems some researcher question 

the reliability of the self-report method (Bruinsma, 1991; 1994). However, 

this method is thought to be more reliable when it is applied to groups who 

are not known for their criminality (e.g. victims) (Bruinsma, 1991). Several 

studies have addressed the validity of the self-report method. Typically, such 

studies compare self-reported behaviour with other sources of information 

concerning one's behaviour such as observed behaviour and official records. 

However, the findings are inconclusive. Junger (1990) compared self-report 
data with police records and found a relatively strong relationship between 

the two. She also found that self-report delinquency results provide a good 
indication of the 'real order' of the respondents. Hessing and Elffers (1995), 

however, found that the correlation between different measures of behaviour 

varied greatly and they concluded that the self-report method is a poor indi-

cator for actual behaviour. The fact is that most measures of behaviour are 

plagued with short comings. In Hessing and Elffers (1995) study, the research-

ers compared a single observation either, double parking on one particular 
street or obeying traffic signals at one particular set of traffic lights, with the 

respondent's self-reported behaviour for the entire week. However, observing 

someone's behaviour in one specific situation at a given moment is not a 
perfect indicator of their behaviour at other times and in other situations. In 

another example they compared self-report behaviour with the official records 

of the national tax office. Such records only reveal who has been caught or 

suspected of illegal behaviour but they tell us nothing about people who have 

committed offences without being caught. The self-report method, like other 

measures of behaviour, is merely an indication of actual behaviour and in no 

way should it be viewed as a perfect reflection of how people behave. 

The results show that some behaviours are relatively common, such as speed-

ing, while others, like buying a stolen bicycle, are fairly uncommon. A com-

parison of the responses in the first interview with those in the second inter-

view shows no significant changes over time. On the whole the respondents 

are rather non-compliant. In the first interview, 91% admitted to having 
committed one or more of the behaviours specified in the questionnaire while 

it is 88% in the second interview. 
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behaviour 
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often 	some- 	seldom 	never 	not ap- 	missing 

times 	 plicable 

failed to report a crime to the 

police 	 2 	15 	15 	53 	13 	1 

use public transportation without 

paying 	 2 	9 	12 	77 	0 	1 

change prices on items in a store 

to pay less for the item 	 I 	2 	7 	90 	0 	0 

buy a stolen bicycle 	 1 	3 	7 	90 	0 	0 

lie or withhold information from 

a welfare agency 	 I 	6 	6 	69 	18 	1 

lie or withhold information from 

an insurance company 	 0 	7 	12 	81 	0 	0 

drive over the speed limit 	24 	42 	15 	11 ' 	7 	1 

drive a car when you've been 

drinking 	 1 	13 	17 	59 	9 	0 

hire help without paying taxes 	I 	12 	9 	45 	33 	1 

* 	Due to rounding off some percentages may not add up to 100%. 

Comparing these findings to other Dutch self-report studies, the respondents 
appear to be reporting quite a lot of law breaking behaviour. In 1986 the 
Dutch Centra! Bureau of Statistics conducted a public survey on self-report 
delinquency in which 8,704 Dutch citizens aged 15 years or older were asked 
about their behaviour (CBS, 1988). In the CBS study, 89% of the respondents 
claimed that in the last year they never used public transportation without 
paying for it. In the present study, this percentage is only 77% in the first 
interview and 78% in the second interview. Similarly, in the CBS study 85% 
of the respondents claimed that in the last year they never drove a car when 
they had been drinking. In the present study this percentage is 59% in both 
the first and the second interview. When the respondents who answered 'not 
applicable' are added to this then the percentage increases to 69% which is 
still considerably lower than the CBS findings. The CBS study also included 
a question regarding changing prices in a store to buy something for less 
money. In the CBS study 97% of the respondents said they had never done 
this while in the present study 90% claimed that they had never done this. 
Finally, the CBS study reports that 98% of the respondents claimed that they 
had not committed welfare fraud in the last year. In the present study this 
percentage is 69% in the first interview and 66% in the second interview. 
When the category 'not applicable' is added to this then the percentage of 
respondents who did not commit welfare fraud in the last year rises to rough-
ly 87%, which is still considerably lower than the CBS finding. 
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Table 35: Frequency of law-abiding behaviour in the second interview; N=435 (in %) 

behaviour often 	some- 	seldom 	never 	not ap- 	missing 

times 	 plicable 

failed to report a crime to the 

police 	 3 	15 	15 	50 	17 	 1 

use public transportation without 

paying 	 1 	 7 	14 	78 	0 	 1 

change prices on items in a store 

to pay less for the item 	 0 	3 	6 	90 	0 	 1 

buy a stolen bicycle 	 0 	3 	 5 	92 	0 	0 

lie or withhold information from 

a welfare agency 	 1 	 4 	7 	66 	21 	 1 

lie or withhold information from 

an insurance company 	 0 	8 	13 	78 	 0 	0 

drive over the speed limit 	 20 	42 	18 	13 	 7 	 1 

drive a car when you've been 

drinking 	 0 	13 	18 	59 	10 	0 

hire help without paying taxes 	I 	11 	 7 	47 	34 	 1 

* 	Due to rounding off some percentages may not add up to 100%. 

There are several possible explanations for the observed differences between 
the present findings and the CBS data. To begin with, the CBS data are ten 
years old. Unfortunately, after 1986 the study was not repeated (Eijken, 
1994). It is possible that during the last ten years, these types of behaviour 
have become more common. More recent self-report data is available regard-
ing the use of public transportation without paying among people living in 
urbanized areas. This study is based on the year 1990 and reports that 83% of 
the respondents questioned claimed that they never used public transportation 
without paying for it (Lagendijk, 1991). Although this percentage is lower 
than the CBS finding of 89%, it is still considerably higher that the 77% 
found in the present study. However, urbanization correlates with self-report 
delinquency (CBS, 1988). It is possible that the higher frequency of non-nor-
mative behaviour found in the 1990 study is due to the sample on which the 
findings are based. Another approach is to compare the findings from victim 
surveys. If law breaking is in fact much more common today, then more 
people should be reporting crimes in the more recent victim surveys than they 
did in 1986. In 1986 34% of the respondents reported having been the victim 
of one or more offences and in 1992 this percentage was 35%. White there is 
a slight increase, it does not correspond with the large differences observed 
above. 
A more plausible explanation is that victims are more delinquent than non-
victims. In the above mentioned CBS study the relationship between victimiza- 
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tion and self-report delinquency was examined. The researchers found that 

among respondents who had not been a victim of crime in 1986, 33% reported 
having committed one or more offences. Among the respondents who were 

victimized once in 1986, 53% admitted to having committed one or more of 
the offences listed in the questionnaire, and among those who were victimiz-

ed more than once this percentage was 66%. The authors conclude that there 

is a clear relationship between victimizatiori and offending..Similar findings 

are reported by Fattah (1991; 1994). Therefore, it seems reasonable to con-
clude that the significantly higher percentages of non-normative behaviour 

found in the present study are due to the fact that the sample is based on 
victims of crime. 

Comparing the present findings to those reported by Tyler (1990), one also 

finds that the victims in this study report more law-breaking behaviour than 

the Chicago citizens interviewed in Tyler's study. For example, he reported 
that in the last year, 38% of the respondents never drove over the speed limit 

and 81% never drove a car when they had been drinking. These percentages 
are much higher than those observed in the present study. Here again, the 

higher frequency of law-breaking behaviour may be due to nature of the 

sample, namely, victims of crime. 

The separate behavioural items were subsequently combined to form a scale 

for law-abiding behaviour. First of all, the reliability of the scale was assess-

ed using Cronbach's alpha. The alpha scores for the first and second interview 
are, 0.592 and 0.539, respectively. 

In creating the scales, respondents who chose not to answer one or more 

items were excluded from the analysis. In all 18 respondents in the first inter-

view and 13 respondents in the second interview were excluded from the 

analysis for this reason. For 407 cases compliance scores for both interviews 
were available. 

Besides missing cases, a number of respondents had made use of the category 

'not applicable'. It seemed reasonable to include this category with the cate-

gory 'never' as these respondents had not carried out the particular behaviour. 

However, given the opportunity, they might have carried out the particular 

behaviour. The relative position of this category with respect to the others 

was assessed using homogeneity analysis by means of alternating least 

squares (HOMALS). This analysis was conducted for the variables: speeding, 
drunk driving, not reporting a crime, welfare fraud and hiring help without 
paying taxes. 

The results show that for three of the five items which include the category 

'not applicable', this category corresponds with the category 'never'. This 
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applies for the variables `reporting a crime' welfare fraud' and 'hire help 
without paying taxes'. However, for the two questions regarding driving 
behaviour, the category 'not applicable' is more closely related to the cate-
gory `sometimes' than to the category 'never'. 
For these two items it was necessary to research the effects of combining the 
categories 'not applicable' and 'never'. This was done by creating two scales. 
In one, respondents who had answered 'not applicable' to the driving ques-
tions were excluded from the scale. In the second, the category 'not appli-
cable' was combined with the category 'never'. For each scale the average 
score was calculated and compared. When the respondents who answered 
'not applicable' to the driving questions are excluded from the analysis, the 
average score on the first interview is 3.51 and 155 for the second. When the 
category 'not applicable' is combined with the category 'never' the average 
scores are 3.53 for the first and 3.56 for the second interview. The differences 
are negligible. In all less than 10% of all respondents used the category 'not 
applicable' in response to the driving questions. Therefore, the category 'not 
applicable' was combined with 'never' for all of the variables. 
Following these modifications, the nine items were combined to create a 
scale for law-abiding behaviour. The average score for the first interview is 
3.53 and 3.56 for the second interview. The minimum possible score is 1 and 
the maximum possible score is 4. High scores indicate strong compliance to 
laws. The average scores indicate that most victims act in accordance with the 
law. Throughout the criminal justice process there is a slight but insignificant 
decrease in the number of law breaking behaviours reported by the respon-
dents (t=-1.72; df=406; p=0.086). 

8.2 	Possible influences on compliance 

In order to understand if and how the treatment of victims in the criminal jus-
tice system affects their law-abiding behaviour, it is necessary to first under-
stand what factors affect compliance. Four potential factors will be discussed: 
deterrence, peers, the personal morality of the individual and the individual's 
perceived obligation to obey the law. Following a description of these factors, 
their influence on law-abiding behaviour will be explored. 

8.2.1 Deterrence 

Deterrence refers to the perceived likelihood that the law-breaker will be 
caught and punished. Based on the assumption that people seek to avoid 
punishment, the impact of deterrence on behaviour is attributed to the general 



Table 36: Frequency of responses regarding likelyhood of detection by police; 
N=435 (in %) 

behaviour 
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* 	Due to rounding off some percentages may not add up to 100%. 

first interview 	 second interview 

(very) 	not smalt, (very) 	(very) 	not smal!, (very) 

small 	not large large 	small 	not large large 

failed to report a crime to the 

police 	 60 	29 	11 	63 	27 	10 

use public transportation without 

paying 	 35 	30 	34 	31 	34 	35 

change prices on items in a store 

to pay less for the item 	 53 	18 	10 	45 	26 	29 

buy a stolen bicycle 	 72 	18 	10 	74 	16 	10 

lie or withhold information from 

a welfare agency 	 34 	26 	30 	28 	31 	31 

lie or withhold information from 

an insurance company 	 39 	29 	32 	37 	32 	31 

drive over the speed limit 	 31 	32 	37 	30 	37 	34 

drive a car when you've been 

drinking 	 39 	30 	31 	34 	31 	35 

hire help without paying taxes 	52 	26 	22 	44 	30 	26 

learning principle that the threat of sanctions will deter people from conduct-
ing certain behaviours. 
In general, studies on the impact of the perceived likelihood of sanctions on 
behaviour either ask respondents to indicate how great the chances are that a 
person would get caught if that person committed a certain act or ask respon-
dents how great the chances are that they themselves would get caught. Re-
earch shows that the latter, direct approach is preferable as it is more strongly 
related with to the behaviour of the individual (Baas, 1995). 
In order to measure deterrence, the same nine behaviours were placed before 
the respondents and they were asked to indicate how great the chances were 
that they would get caught by police if they carried out these behaviours. 
Their responses are presented in table 36. 
Overall, the respondents believe the likelihood of detection for any of the 
above offences is small. Respondents are the most sceptical of the chances 
of being caught when one buys a stolen bicycle: almost three-quarters of the 
respondents believe that for this offence, the chances of being caught are 
(very) small. Interestingly, while speeding was quite frequently reported in 
the self-report data, only one in three respondents believes that the chances 
of being caught for speeding are high. 



Comparing the above findings with those reported by Tyler (1990), it seems 
that the Dutch respondents are somewhat cynical about the likelihood of ar-
rest. For example, 72% of the respondents in Tyler's study judged the chances 
of being caught for speeding as high and 83% thought that it was highly 
likely that they would be caught if they drove under the influence of alcohol. 
These percentages are considerably higher than those found here (37% and 
31% respectively). In addition, Tyler reported that 78% said that detection 
was likely for parking violations and 78% said so for shoplifting. When com-
pared with other Dutch studies, the relatively low estimates of detection 
found in the present study appear to be less peculiar. For example, in a study 
on drunk driving, Verschuur (1988) reports that 22% of the respondents be-
lieved that the chances of being caught by police for this offence were large. 
In another study Cozijn and Kouwenberg (1993) found that 12% of the Dutch 
population thought that the chances of being caught while drinking and driv-
ing were large. Schoenmakers (1993) found that 68% of the Dutch population 
thought that for parking violations there was a high risk of detection by po-
lice. In Moerland's (1991) study on shoplifting, he reports that only 30% of 
the respondents thought that detection was likely. Like the present findings, 
these Dutch studies consistently report lower chances of detection than Tyler 
does. A likely explanation for the observed differences between the present 
findings and those reported by Tyler is the cultural difference. Dutch respon-
dents appear to be more reserved regarding the likelihood of detection by 
police than the Chicago citizens in Tyler's study. 
These nine items were combined to form a scale for deterrence. The reliabili-
ty of the scale was assessed using Cronbach's alpha. The reliability coeffi-
cients for the new scale is 0.82 for the first interview and 0.77 for the second 
interview. The minimum possible score for this scale is 1 which indicates a 
low likelihood of detection. The maximum possible score is 5 which indicates 
a high risk of detection. 
The average scores for the scales are 2.67 for the first interview and 2.73 for 
the second interview. Comparing the mean scores from the first and the sec-
ond interview it appears that the observed increase in the perceived likelihood 
of detection in the second interview is not statistically significant (t=-1.84; 
df=434; p=0.067). 

8.2.2 Peer disapproval 
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Peer di sapproval is based on the assumption that the attitudes of significant 
others can affect the individual's own attitudes and behaviour. Peer dis-
approv al may act as an informal sanction. The individual may refrain from 
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Table 37: Frequency of responses regarding disapproval by friends and family; 
N=435 (in c7o) 

behaviour first interview 	 second interview 

(strongly) neither 	(strongly) (strongly) neither 	(strongly) 

approve 	 disappr. 	approve 	 disappr. 

failed to report a crime to the 

police 	 2 	36 	62 	 3 	43 	54 

use public transportation without 

paying 	 2 	28 	71 	33 	31 	67 

change prices on items in a 

store to pay less for the item 	1 	13 	86 	2 	14 	85 

buy a stolen bicycle 	 2 	15 	82 	 3 	20 	77 

lie or withhold information 

from a welfare agency 	 3 	18 	79 	 1 	17 	82 

lie or withhold information 

from an insurance company 	4 	27 	69 	 3 	28 	69 

drive over the speed limit 	 4 	46 	50 	4 	46 	49 

drive a car when you've 

been drinking 	 1 	 9 	91 	 1 	 9 	90 

hire help without paying 

taxes 	 8 	36 	56 	 8 	37 	55 

* 	Due to rounding off some percentages may not add up to 100%. 

particular delinquent acts because he/she fears that significant others may 

find out and would disapprove of his/her behaviour. When those around us 

approve of certain illegal behaviours then the resistance to commit such 

behaviours may diminish. In this case, the individual has no reason to fear 

disapproval and may adopt the attitude of those around him/her and come 
to view such behaviours as acceptable. 

In order to measure peer disapproval respondents were presented with the 

same list of behaviours used to measure law-abiding behaviour. They were 
asked to what degree the `five adults they know best' would `disapprove or 

feel that they had done something wrong' if they had committed one of the 

nine offences. The responses were placed on a five-point scale which varied 
from strongly disapprove to strongly approve. Their responses are presented 
in table 37. 

The results show that most respondents feel that those around them would 

(strongly) disapprove of each of the nine behaviours. In relative terms, respon-

dents reported that speeding would meet with the least amount of disapproval. 

Drunk driving was believed to be strongly disapproved by others: no less than 
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90% of the respondents feit that their friends and family would (strongly) 
disapprove of this behaviour. 
Similarly, Tyler (1990) reports that most of the respondents feit that their 
peers would disapprove of the behaviours examined in his study. For exam-
ple, 52% claimed that their peers would disapprove of speeding, 86% for 
drunk driving, and 89% for shoplifting. 

Comparing the results from the first and the second interview some differ-
ences do emerge. At the time of the first interview, 62% respondents feit that 
others would disapprove if they failed to report a crime to the police and in 
the second interview this percentage dropped to 54% (t=2.34; df=434; p= 
0.02). At the same time, the percentage of respondents who claimed that their 
family and friends would neither approve nor disapprove of this behaviour 
increased. It appears that the respondents feel that their peers are more ambi-
valent on this point at the time of the second interview. The same trend is 
found with respect to the use of public transportation without paying (t=2.02; 
df=434; p=0.044) and buying a stolen bicycle (t=2.29; df=434; p=0.023). 
In the !second interview there is a significant decrease in the percentage of 
respondents who believe that their family and friends would disapprove of 
these behaviours. Disapproval of welfare fraud seems to increase slightly in 
the second interview however, this difference is statistically not significant 
(t=0.15; p>0.5). 
These nine items were combined to form a scale for peer disapproval. The 
reliability of the scale was assessed using Cronbach's alpha. The reliability 
coefficients for the new scale is 0.79 for the first interview and 0.83 for the 
second interview. The minimum possible score for this scale is 1 which indi-
cates approval by peers. The maximum possible score is 5 which indicates 
strong peer disapproval. 
The average scores for the scales are 3.95 for the first interview and 3.89 for 
the second interview. Comparing the mean scores from the first and the sec-
ond interview it appears that the overall perceived reaction by peers changes 
over time. At the time of the second interview respondents believe that their 
peers are less disapproving of these behaviours (t=2.46; df=434; p=0.014). It 
is unclear why victims' perceptions of their peers' attitudes should change as 
their own case proceeds through the criminal justice process. In his study on 
citizens' contacts with authorities, Tyler (1990) does not compare the respons-
es in his first and second interviews which makes it impossible to contrast the 
observed changes with his findings. While the observed change is concerning, 
the majority of respondents continue to believe that their peers would not 
approve of any of these behaviours. 
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Besides external factors, internal factors can be distinguished which guide 
the individual's behaviour. The key feature of internal factors is that the 
individual voluntarily complies with the law rather than respond to external 
factors such as rewards or punishments. Personal morality refers to the indi-
vidual's own sense of right and wrong. It is independent of the law and as 
such can generate behaviour which is either in agreement or in disagreement 
with law. Personal morality was assessed by presenting the respondents with 
the same nine behaviours and asking them to indicate how wrong they 
thought these behaviours were. The possible responses are: very wrong, 
wrong, slightly wrong, not wrong and not at all wrong. Their responses are 
presented in table 38. 
With the exception of driving over the speed limit, most respondents feit that 
these behaviours were wrong. In both the first and the second interview, 
slightly less than half of the respondents feit that speeding was wrong. In 
contrast, drunk driving was clearly disapproved of by almost all of the res-
pondents. 

Comparing the findings to those reported by Tyler (1990), both similarities 
and differences appear. Tyler reports that 100% of the Chicago citizens inter-
viewed in his study believed that drunk driving was wrong. While the respon-
dents in the present study do not all feel that this is wrong, clearly the vast 
majority do. However, when one examines personal views towards speeding, 
there is a large difference between the personal views of the victims in this 
study and those of the citizens interviewed in Tyler's study. Tyler found that 
84% of the respondents believed that speeding is wrong (39% believed it is 
very wrong) while less than half of the victims interviewed in this study feit 
this way about speeding. Similarly, the other items in Tyler's study are also 
disapproved of by the majority of respondents: 96% believed that littering is 
wrong, 86% disapproved of parking violations and 96% disapproved of dis-
turbing one's neighbours. Clearly, a vast majority of the respondents in his 
study have strong personal views about these behaviours. 

When the findings are compared with other Dutch studies, the results appear 
to be less conspicuous. According to Schoenmakers (1993) 50% of the Dutch 
population thinks that speeding is a serious misdemeanour. This might ex-
plain why the respondents in this study are not very likely to consider speed-
ing as morally wrong. Cozijn and Kouwenberg (1993) report that 84% of the 
Dutch population believes that drinking and driving is wrong. In accordance 
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Table 38; Frequency of responses regarding personal morality; N=435 (in %) 

behaviour 	 first interview 	 second interview 

not 	slightly 	very 	not 	slightly 	very 

wrong 	wrong 	wrong 	wrong 	wrong 	wrong 

failed to report a crime to 

the police 	 14 	25 	61 	15 	29 	57 

use public transportation 

without paying 	 5 	26 	69 	6 	28 	66 

change prices on items in a 

store to pay less for the item 	1 	13 	86 	3 	16 	82 

buy a stolen bicycle 	 4 	12 	84 	4 	15 	81 

lie or withhold information 

from a welfare agency 	 2 	10 	88 	2 	13 	85 

lie or withhold information 

from an insurance company 	4 	19 	78 	 3 	19 	78 

drive over the speed limit 	14 	38 	48 	14 	39 	47 

drive a car when you've 

been drinking 	 1 	 6 	93 	 2 	8 	91 

hire help without paying 

taxes 	 14 	25 	61 	14 	25 	61 

* 	Due to rounding off some percentages may not add up to 100%. 

with the finding that 88% (first interview) of the respondent believes that 
welfare fraud is (very) wrong, Dekker and Maas-de Waal (1992) report that 
welfare fraud is strongly condemned by most Dutch people. In as far as data 
are available to make comparisons, it seems that the present findings con-
verge with those reported in other Dutch studies. 

Comparing the responses in the first and the second interview, some changes 
appear. There is a small and insignificant drop in the percentage of respon-
dents who view not reporting a crime (t=1.21; p>0.1) and using public trans-
portation without paying (t=0.8; p>0.1) as wrong. In the second interview 
significantly less respondents view changing prices in a store (t=3.09; df= 
434; p=0.002) and buying a stolen bicycle (t=2.76; df=434; p=0.006) as 
wrong. Similarly, in the second interview the respondents are somewhat less 
disapproving of drunk driving (t=2.73; df=434; p=0.007) as well as welfare 
fraud (t=2.70; df=434; p=0.007) than they were in the first interview. Al-
though some of the observed changes are statistically significant, in absolute 
terms they are small and the majority of respondents in the second interview 
continues to consider most of these behaviours wrong. 
These nine items were combined to form a scale for personal morality. The 
reliability of the scale was assessed using Cronbach's alpha. The reliability 
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coefficients for the new scale are 0.76 for the first interview and 0.77 for the 
second interview. The minimum possible score for this scale is 1 which indi-
cates personal approval. The maximum possible score is 5 which indicates 
strong personal disapproval. 
The average scores for the scales are 3.97 for the first interview and 3.91 
for the second interview. Comparing the mean scores from the first and the 
second interview it appears that over time, respondents become less critical 
of these behaviours (t=3.11; df=434; p=0.002). However, in absolute terms 
the observed change is actually very smalt. 

8.2.4 Obligation 

Obedience is a basic element in the structure of social life. Some system of 
authority is a requirement for all communal living. Unless one is living in 
complete social isolation, one is faced with the directives of others, and must 
respond either through defiance or submission. As children, our parents tell 
us what to do, then our teachers and as we mature and enter into new social 
settings we are faced with new authorities and their rules. Obligation,refers 
to a person's perception that he/she must obey the directives of others. In the 
present study the focus is on a particular group of rules namely, the law. 
Obligation is characterized by a willingness to obey the law regardless of 
the personal opinion of the individual. When a person has a strong feeling 
of obligation, he/she will comply with the law regardless of his/her own 
personal feelings. This makes obligation a dependable basis for law-abiding 
behaviour. 
Six statements were used to measure the respondents' perceived obligation to 
obey the law. These six statements and the percentage of respondents agree-
ing with each statement in the first and the second interview are presented in 
table 39. 
In both the first and the second interview, all six statements have the support 
of a majority of the respondents. While most people agree with these state-
ments, the percentage of respondents agreeing with each item is generally 
slightly lower in the second interview. In most instances the observed decline 
is small and insignificant. However, in the second interview significantly less 
respondents agree with the statements 'a person who refuses to obey the law 
is a menace to society' (t=2.18; df=434; p=0.03) and 'obedience and respect 
for authority are the most important virtues children should learn' (t=2.72; 
df=434; p=0.007). It appears that as their case proceeds through the criminal 
justice process, the degree to which respondents enforce these two statements 
decreases slightly. 
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Table 39: Percentage of positive responses to the six statements measuring 
obligation in the first and the second interview; n=435 in %) 

statement 	 interview 1 interview 2 

people should obey the law even if it goes against what they 

think is right 	 68 	67 
I always try to follow the law even if I think that it's wrong 	58 	58 
disobeying the law is seldom justified 	 68 	67 
it is difficult to break the law and keep one's self-respect 	63 	60 
a person who refuses to obey the law is a menance to society 76 	72 
obedience and respect for authority are the most important 

virtues children should learn 	 74 	68 

These six statements were combined to form one scale. Separate obligation 

scales were computed for the first and the second interview. The reliability of 

these scales was assessed using Cronbach's alpha. The alpha value for first 

interview is 0.78 and for the second interview this value is 0.81. These scores 
indicate that the obligation scales are reliable. 

The obligation scale is based on the average response across all six state-

ments. The lowest possible score for each scale is 1 (weak obligation) and the 

highest possible score is 5 (strong obligation). The mean scores for the first 

and second interview are, 3.74 and 3.69, respectively. The correlation be-

tween these two measures is quite strong (r=0.63; p<0.001) suggesting that 

these two scales are strongly related. The lower mean obligation score in the 

second interview suggests that throughout the criminal justice process vic-

tims' perceived obligation to obey the law diminishes, however the observed 

decrease is statistically not significant (t=1.85; df=434; p=0.066). The find-
ings show that despite the fact that criminal justice authorities were able to 

apprehend an offender and uphold the law, victims' perceived obligation to 

respect the law is not strengthened. This suggests that obligation is not affect-

ed by the ability of authorities to solve the case but is based on other factors. 
The factors affecting obligation will be discussed in the following section. 

Comparing the present findings to those reported by Tyler (1990), several 

differences appear. To begin with, the percentages of respondents agreeing 

with each statement are much higher in Tyler's study. For example, at the 

time of his second interview, 85% of the respondents in his study agreed with 
the statement that people should always obey the law and the same percen-

tage agreed with the statement that they personally always tried to follow the 

law. A second difference is that in Tyler's second interview, the percentage of 
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respondents agreeing with each statement is somewhat higher than in the first 

interview. Tyler does not discuss the observed differences between his two 
measures of obligation thus it is not clear whether the observed changes are 

statistically significant. However, the pattern of responses found in his study 

is clearly different than those observed in the present study. 

Legitimacy 

As was discussed in chapter 4, Tyler (1990) views the legitimacy of author-

ities as a major factor affecting law-abiding behaviour. Tyler's concept of 

legitimacy is based on a combination of the above concept of the obligation 

with the concept of support which was discussed in the previous chapter. In 

his study support is based on a combination of support for the police and 
support for the courts, forming one general measure of support. However, 

support and obligation are directed at different objects. Support is directed at 

authorities and obligation focused on the law. In chapter 5 it was argued that 
because they are directed at different objects, it was questionable whether 
they measure the same attitude. 

In order to test this hypothesis, obligation and support were combined to form 

one scale and the reliability of the new scale was tested. This meant that the 

three measures of support discussed in chapter 7, namely, support for the 

police, the public prosecution and the courts, first had to be combined to form 
one scale. This general support scale is based on the average scores across the 

three separate scales. Support for the police, the prosecution and the courts 

are highly correlated. The correlations vary from r=0.38 (between the police 
and the public prosecution) to 1 -.0.67 (between the prosecution and the 
courts). The reliability of the general support scale was measured using Cron-

bach's alpha. The standardized reliability coefficients (alpha scores) are fairly 
high: 0.75 for the first interview and 0.76 for the second. 

Having generated a general support measure, this was then combined with the 

above obligation scale to replicate Tyler's concept of legitimacy. The result-

ing scale is, however, not very reliable as is reflected by the reliability coeffi-

cients. The (standardized) alpha scores are 0.41 for the first interview and 

0.36 for the second interview. The low correspondence between these two 
concepts is also reflected in the correlations (see table 40). Although the 

general support and obligation are significantly correlated with one another, 
support is able to explain relatively little of the variance in obligation. For 

example, the correlation between these two variables is the highest in the first 

interview, based on this correlation coefficient support explains less than 8% 
of the variance in obligation. 
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Table 40: Correlation coefficients for the relationship between support and 
obligation for the first and second interview; n=435 

obligation 

genera' support 	 0.276 	(p=0.000) 	0,231 	(p=0.000) 

These findings suggest that support and obligation represent two separate but 

related concepts and should be treated as such in the analyses. 

8.3 	Factors affecting compliance 

interview 1 	 interview 2 

In order to assess the impact of obligation, personal morality, deterrence 

and peer disapproval on compliance, the correlations between these variables 

were examined. The results are presented in table 41. The results show that 

all of these variables are significantly correlated with one another. Particu-

larly strong correlations are found between the variables personal morality 

and peer disapproval as well as between personal morality and obligation. 

Regarding compliance, this variable is strongly correlated with personal 

morality. 
Regression analysis was used to test the independent contribution of obliga-

tion to compliance when the influence of third variables such as demographic 

variables is controlled for. In addition, other possible intluences on compli-
ance such as deterrence, peer disapproval and personal morality were control-

led for. In this way, the independent impact of each factor in the equation can 
be assessed. Compliance measures behaviour prior to the interview while 

the other variables measure attitudes at the time of the interview. Therefore, 

the independent variables are from the first interviews and the dependent 

variable is compliance at the time of the second interview. 

As table 42 shows, together these variables explain 25% of the variance in 

law-abiding behaviour. The results show that four factors are particularly 

good predictors of compliance. These are the personal morality of the indi-

vidual, his/her age, gender and perceived obligation to obey the law. Deter-

rence and peer disapproval appear to be poor predictors of law-abiding be-

haviour. 
Next, step-wise regression was conducted using the four variables which 

appear to be good predictors of law-abiding behaviour namely, personal 

morality, gender, age and obligation. The results show that three of these four 
variables are entered into the regression equation. The variable gender is not 

entered into the equation. Together the variables personal morality, age and 

obligation have a multiple R of 0.48 and an R-squared of 0.23. 
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Table 41: Correlations between obligation, peer disapproval, deterrence, and 
personal morality in the first interview with compliance in the second 
interview 

obligation 	peer 	 deterrence 	personal 	com- 

disapproval 	 morality 	pliance 

obligation 	 1.0000 

(0) 

peer disappoval 	0.2748 	1.0000 

(435) 	 (0) 

P= 0.000 

deterrence 	 0.1856 	0.1804 	1.0000 

(435) 	 (435) 	 (0) 

P= 0.000 	P= 0.000 

personal morality 	0.3739 	0.5618 	0.2383 	1.0000 

(435) 	 (435) 	 (435) 	 (0) 

P= 0.000 	P= 0.000 	P= 0.000 

compliance 	 0.2708 	0.2964 	0.1908 	0.4330 

(422) 	 (422) 	 (422) 	 (422) 

P= 0.000 	P= 0.000 	P= 0.000 	P= 0.383 

Table 42: Influences on compliance with the law 

obligation 	 0.286 	0.106 	0.037 
deterrence 	 0.185 	0.017 	0.728 
peer disapproval 	 0.280 	0.018 	0.745 
personal morality 	 0.419 	 0.302 	0.000 
background factors 
- sex 	 0.118 	 0.096 	0.049 
- age 	 0.306 	0.186 	0.000 
- income 	 -0.100 	-0.054 	0.319 
- education 	 -0.193 	-0.068 	0.222 

1.00 

(0) 

factor 	 zero-order 	beta 	 probablity 
correlation 	 t-value 

Based on the results of these regression analyses, it appears that the indivi-
dual's personal sense of right and wrong is clearly the strongest factor influ-

encing his/her behaviour. Obligation also has a significant effect on compli-

ance. But the perceived likelihood of detection by police and the attitudes of 

peers do not significantly influence law breaking behaviour. 

Regarding the background variables, the respondents' age and sex are signifi-

cantly related to their law-abiding behaviour while income and education are 
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not. Olcler respondents report more law-abiding behaviour. In addition, men 

report more law breaking behaviour than women. The relationship between 

age, sex and compliance is not surprising and has been reported elsewhere 

(Veenendaal, 1991). 
The finding that deterrence is not related to law-abiding behaviour is support-
ed by previous research by Moerland (1991). In his study on shoplifting, 

Moerland finds that the threat of sanctions does not affect (self-reported) 

behaviour. The implications of the finding that deterrence is not an important 

determinant of compliance are tremendous. Efforts to improve the likelihood 
of detection are costly. They require increased police surveillance and in-

crease demands on the criminal justice system to aptly sanction offenders. 

If people's behaviour is not influenced by the threat of sanctions, then what 

effect will efforts by criminal justice authorities to increase the perceived 

likelihood of punishment have on people's behaviour? The findings suggest 

that if authorities wish to influence behaviour, then deterrence is not an 

effective way to do so. 
A far more effective way for authorities to influence law-abiding behaviour 

would be to direct their energy towards the personal morality of the indivi-
dual. Clearly, the individual's own sense of right and wrong has the strongest 

impact on behaviour. However, the essence of personal morality is that it is 

independent of the law and of social institutions. According to Gottfredson 
and Hirschi (1990), once developed, internalized control remains relatively 

stable and is relatively unaffected by other institutions. It is highly doubtful 

that efforts by authorities to influence people's personal morality would be 

effective. 
Of the remaining determinants of compliance, only obligation offers a possi-

ble alternative. Obligation refers to a person's perception that he/she should 

obey the law. As was pointed out earlier, obligation does share a relationship 

with support. In other words, h.ow people feel about criminal justice authori-

ties is related to their perceived obligation to obey the law. In the previous 

chapters, it was shown that how authorities treat victims of crime affects vic-
tims' attitudes towards these authorities. In the next section of this chapter 

the relationship between how victims are treated within the criminal justice 

system and their perceived obligation to obey the law will be explored. 

However, before doing so, it is important to briefly consider Tyler's findings. 

Tyler (1990) also finds that personal morality, sex and age are good predictors 
of law-abiding behaviour. Instead of examining the independent impact of 

obligation on compliance, Tyler uses the variable legitimacy which, as was 

pointed out earlier, is a based on the combination of obligation and support. 
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Tyler reports that legitimacy has an independent impact on compliance. In 

line with Tyler's work, the above forward regression was repeated. This time, 
the concept obligation was replaced by legitimacy. This new concept was 

based on a combination of general support and obligation. The results are 

only slightly different when this new concept is used. The new concept, legiti-

macy, has a slightly larger beta value (0.120) and is slightly more significant 
(p=0.02) than obligation. Apparently, combining support with obligation 

gives a somewhat stronger predicting power. However, obligation alone al-

ready provides a significant predictor of non-compliance and the added value 
of the new concept is negligible. As was pointed out earlier, legitimacy as a 

measure is associated with a low reliability and the two components, support 
and obligation, are directed at two distinct objects. Therefore, the concept 

obligation is preferable to the artificial concept of legitimacy. 

Tyler does examine the independent effects of support and obligation on com-

pliance. He reports that when support and obligation are entered into the re-
gression analysis along with the sociological and demographic variables, only 

obligation is found to have a significant effect on compliance. In line with 

Tyler's work, the forward regression analysis was repeated with support. 
When support is included in the regression analysis the results do not change. 

Support has a beta value of 0.052 and the associated probability of the t-value 

is 0.299 (n.s.). From this it appears that support does not have a significant 
impact on compliance. 

Tyler (1990) reports that the relationship between procedural justice and com-

pliance is not direct. This conclusion is supported by the present data. The 
correlation between victims' assessments of how fairly they were treated by 

the public prosecution and their (self-reported) compliance in the second 

interview is 0.046 (n=422; p=0.172). Based on this finding it appears that 

procedural justice and (self-reported) compliance are not directly related. 
According to Tyler, the impact of procedural justice on compliance is in-

direct, namely, through its affect on legitimacy. In the following paragraph 

this point will be examined. 

8.4 	Does procedural justice influence perceived obligation? 

Do victims' experiences with authorities directly affect their perceived 

obligation to obey the law? Previous research by Tyler (1990) suggests that 
the fairness of the treatment by authorities should affect people's perceived 

obligation to obey the law. 

In order to test the impact of experience on obligation separate analyses were 

conducted for the treatment by the police and the public prosecution. The 
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impact of the treatment by the police on obligation is tested using t-tests. The 

average obligation scores on the first interview are compared for victims who 
claimed to have been treated fairly by the police with those who feit the treat-

ment by police had not been fair. For this analysis the data from all 640 res- 

pondents who participated in the first interviews are used. Both the treatment 
measure and the obligation scores are derived from the first interview. The 

average obligation scores for these two groups are 3.77 and 3.66 respectively. 

The difference between these two scores is however, statistically not signifi-

cant (t=1.55; df=638; p=0.123). The fairness of the treatment by the police 
does not appear to directly affect obligation scores. The absence of a relation-

ship between the fairness of the treatment by police and victims' feelings 
of obligation can also be seen based on the correlation (r=0.083; n=640; p= 

0.018). 
The influence of the treatment by the public prosecution on obligation is as-

sessed using ANCOVA. The fairness of the treatment by the public prosecution 
is treated as an independent variable and the obligation scores in the second 

interview form the dependent variable. Obligation scores from the first inter-

view are included in the analyses as a covariate. The mean obligation score 

for victims who feel they were treated fairly by the prosecution is 3.71 while 

that for victims' who feit the treatment was not fair is 3.67. Although the 

latter group has a weaker perceived obligation, the results from the ANCOVA 
indicale the victims' perceived obligation is not directly influenced by the 

fairness of the treatment by the public prosecution (F=0.793; p=0.53). The 

fairness of the treatment by the public prosecution, like that of the police, 
does not directly affect obligation scores. This conclusion is also supported 

by the correlation between these two variables (r=0.0039; n=435; p=0.478) 

Do these findings contradict Tyler's research? Tyler combines obligation and 

support to form one concept, namely, legitimacy, and does not discuss the 

independent effects of these two concepts. The impact of experience on 

support is examined in chapter 8 and the results show a strong and direct 
relationship between the fairness of the treatment by authorities and support. 

It is possible that Tyler's findings follow the same trend, namely, that support 

is more strongly affected by procedural justice than to obligation. Lind and 

Tyler (1988) cite research by Tyler, Casper and Fisher who find that views 
towards authorities are more strongly affected by experience than views about 

the law. As support is directed at the authorities and obligation is directed at 
the law, one would expect support to be more strongly related to experiences 

with authorities than obligation. Moreover, the present study does not provide 

an exact replication of Tyler's work. Unlike Tyler's study which was based on 
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citizens' contacts with the police or the courts, the present study uses victims' 
contacts with more than one authority namely, the police, the public prose-

cution and in some cases the courts. Another obvious difference is the cultural 

differences between the United States and the Netherlands. The perceived 

obligation to obey the law is weaker among Dutch victims in this study than 
among the American citizens in Tyler's study. Victims in different nations 

may hold different attitudes towards legal authorities and the law. All of these 

mitigating factors make it impossible to draw definitive conclusions regard-
ing Tyler's findings. 

8.5 Attitudes towards authorities and obligation 

Although procedural justice does not directly affect people's perceived obli-
gation to obey the law, it is possible that experience has an indirect impact 

on this attitude. In chapter 7 it was found that the perceived fairness of the 
treatment by authorities has an important impact on victims' attitudes towards 

legal authorities. If people's attitudes towards authorities correspond with 
their respect for the law then attitude change following experience with 

authorities will likely affect obligation. According to Easton (1965), support 

for authorities is an important factor influencing the ability of authorities to 

secure compliance. In his view, support and satisfaction are related attitudes. 

However, Easton clearly states that satisfaction may fluctuate without affect-

ing support. Support is more important than satisfaction and because of this, 

respected authorities can make an unpleasant decision and people will con-
tinue to accept that decision. Support gives authorities a certain degree of 

freedom in the decisions they cao make. Therefore support should be more 

closely related to obligation than satisfaction with performance. 

Before the relationship between obligation, support and satisfaction can be 
assessed, a general measure for support and satisfaction must be created. 

Obligation is a general attitude which is not based on one specific authority. 

The satisfaction and support scales are however authority specific. Therefore, 

the satisfaction and support scales for the police, the courts and the public 

prosecution were combined to form one general measure of support and satis-

faction. The construction of a general support scale has already been discuss-
ed in section 8.2.4. 

The satisfaction scales for the police, the public prosecution and the courts 

are highly correlated with one another. The correlations vary from r=0.38 

(between the police and the prosecution) to r=0.67 (between the prosecution 

and the courts). These three scales were combined to form one general meas- 
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ure of satisfaction. The reliability of this new measure of general satisfaction 

was assessed using Cronbach's alpha. The standardized alpha score is 0.75 for 
the first interview and 0.76 for the second interview. These values are rather 

high and indicate that this new scale is fairly reliable. Like the separate satis-

faction scales, this general scale has a minimum possible value of 1 (low satis-

faction) and a maximum possible value of 5 (high satisfaction). The average 

satisfaction score in the first interview is 3.18 and 3.19 in the second inter-

view. 

Like satisfaction, victims' support for the police, the public prosecution and 
the courts are highly correlated. The correlations vary from r=0.26 (between 

the courts and the police) to r=0.64 (between the prosecution and the courts). 

Support for the police, the public prosecution and the courts are combined to 

form one general measure of support. The reliability of this new, measure of 
general support is good. The standardized alpha coefficient for the first inte-

rview is 0.66 and 0.76 for the second interview. The general support scale has 
a minimum possible value of 1 (low support) and a maximum possible value 

of 5 (high support). The mean support score in the first interview is 3.31 and 

3.35 in the second interview. 

In order to assess the relationship between victims' general attitudes towards 

authorities and their perceived obligation to obey the law, the correlation coef-

ficients were calculated using these items. The variables under examination 

include the victims' general support for authorities, their general satisfaction 

with authorities and their perceived obligation. The data from both the first 

and second interviews are considered. The analysis is based on data from 435 

respondents who participated in both the first and the second interview. 

In table 43 the correlations between general support, general satisfaction and 
obligation in the first and the second interview are presented. The results 

show a weak but significant correlation between general support for authori-

tics and perceived obligation. The observed correlation between support and 

obligation is comparable to that reported by Tyler (1990) namely, r=0.25. In 
comparison, the relationship between general satisfaction and obligation is 

weaker. This finding appears to support Easton's assertion that support is 

more closely related to obedience than satisfaction. 
Reducing general support into its three components, support for the police, 

the public prosecution and the courts, the relative significance of these author-

ities for obligation can be distinguished. In table 44 the correlation coeffi-

cients are presented for obligation and support for the police, the public 

prosecution and the courts in the first and the second interview. 



Table 43: Correlation coefficients for the relationship between support, satisfaction 
with obligation for the first and second interview; n=435 

obligation 

support 
satisfaction 

Support 
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interview 1 	 interview 2 

0.276 	(p=0.000) 	0.231 	(p=0.000) 
0.114 	(p=0.009) 	0.123 	(p=0.005) 

Table 44: Correlation coefficients for the relationship between support for the 
police, the public prosecution and the courts with obligation for the first 
and second interview; n=435 

obligation 

interview 1 interview 2 

police 	 0.308 	(p=0.000) 	0.288 	(p=0.000) 
prosecution 	 0.173 	(p=0.000) 	0.129 	(p=0.004) 
courts 	 0.117 	(p=0.007) 	0.129 	(p=0.004) 

The results show that support for the police is positively correlated with obli-
gation. Although victims' support for the public prosecution and the courts 

are significantly correlated with their perceived obligation to obey the law, 
their support for the police is more strongly associated with obligation. 

The finding that attitudes towards the police are more strongly related to 

people's perceived obligation to obey the law than their attitudes towards the 

public prosecution or the courts, corresponds with Rood-Pijpers' (1988) 
research on people's images of the criminal justice system. The police play an 

important role in people's representations of the criminal justice system, more 

important than the public prosecution or the courts (Rood-Pijpers 1988). 
Research suggests that this image of the police as law enforcers is already 

present in young children (Lissenberg, 1979; 1988). This finding that people 

are more likely to associate law enforcement with the police than with the 

public prosecution or the courts may explain why support for the police is 
more strongly associated with obligation. 

8.6 	Model for the impact of procedural justice on compliance 

Perhaps the most important question in the present study is if and how the 
treatment of victims of crime affects their law-abiding behaviour. Up until 

now the focus has been on how victims' experiences with legal authorities 

influence their attitudes towards these authorities and the law and how these 
attitudes affect law-abiding behaviour. 
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In chapter 6 we saw how the treatment of victims by authorities is related to 

their evaluations of how fairly they were treated. Victims who are treated in 

accordance with the guidelines tend to judge the treatment to be fairer than 

victims who were not treated in line with the guidelines. In chapter 7 it was 

found that when victims feit they had been treated fairly by the authorities, 

this led to enhanced satisfaction with their performance as well as enhanced 

support for them. A strong feeling of support for legai authorities, especially 

for the police, is associated with a strong perceived obligation to obey the 

law. This feeling of obligation is in turn a significant determinant of law-

abiding behaviour. Based on these findings a causal chain can be distinguish-

ed: starting with the treatment of victims and ending with their law-abiding 
behaviour. In addition, it was shown that prior attitudes are strongly related to 

subsequent attitudes. Therefore, although attitude changes take place follow-

ing one's experience with authorities, subsequent attitudes should still be 

related to prior attitudes. The model which emerges is illustrated in figure 4 

(p: 100). 

In order to study the relationship between procedural justice and compliance, 

structural equation models were used to analyze the data. Specifically, the 
program EQS (Bentler, 1989) was used to test the fit of the model. This is 

the same method which was used in chapter 7 to study the theoretical concept 

of procedural justice. However, where the model for procedural justice was 
based on both observed and latent variables, the present model for compli-

ance is based solely on observed variables. 

The data used for this analysis include victims' attitudes and their (self-
report) behaviour from the first and the second interview. The attitudes under 

consideration include general satisfaction with performance and support for 

authorities. These general attitudes are based on the amalgamate of specific 
attitudes towards the police, the public prosecution and the courts. These 

concepts and their construction have already been discussed in detail else-

where in this chapter. In addition, perceived obligation and self-report law-

abiding behaviour are included in the analysis. 

Procedural justice is based on the perceived fairness of the treatment by the 
public prosecution. The first interview was held immediately after the vic-

tim's dossier entered the office of the public prosecution. The second inter-

view was held some five months later. In between the first and the second 
interview, the cases were taken into consideration by the public prosecution 

and, in some instances, the cases were brought to court. Less than 20% of the 

respondents claim that a trial actually took place. This means that the victims' 
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experiences between the first and second interview are based largely on the 

treatment by the public prosecution. Their experience with the police occur-
red prior to the first interview. Therefore, respondents' procedural justice 

judgements for the public prosecution are used in the analysis instead of their 

judgements regarding the police and the courts. 

In all, 407 cases were used in the analysis. Respondents' who had not answer-

ed one or more of the questions regarding compliance were excluded from the 

analysis. In this way a complete set of data that could be used for the analy-

sis. The input for the structural equation modelling program like EQS, are 

the interactions between the observed variables given by the correlation or 

covariance matrix. Estimation of model parameters is aimed at reproducing 

this matrix as well as possible, making use of the pattern of relationships 
specified by the model. All of the analyses presented here were conducted 

using the correlation matrix. The generalized least squares method was used 

for estimation. 

In figure 8 the standardized solution is presented. This solution is derived by 

standardizing the latent variables and adjusting all other parameters of the 

model accordingly. The Bentler-Bonnett fit index for this model is 0.963. 

This value is viewed as high and satisfactory. The resulting chi-squared is 

49.22 with 28 degrees of freedom and a probability of 0.00767. A good fit is 

reflected by an insignificant chi-square value. The observed chi-square value 

together with the Bentler-Bonnett fit index suggests that the model fits the 
data moderately. 

By examining the measurement error (represented by the short lines) one can 
see how well the estimated variables are predicted by the predictor variables. 

Together, prior (self-reported) behaviour and obligation, at the time of the 

second interview, are able to explain 37% of the variance in compliance 

measured in the second interview (1-0.791 2). The stronger explaining power 
using this analysis as opposed to regression analysis (see table 42) is due to 

the fact that it corrects for measurement error. 

Interpreting the results, the relative importance of prior attitudes and behavi-

our on subsequent attitudes and behaviour is reflected in the large weights 
between these items. Besides prior attitudes, the model also shows that the 

fairness of the treatment of victims by the public prosecution has a clear 
influence on their satisfaction with performance by authorities. The strongest 

relationship among the items in the second interview is shared between satis-

faction with performance and support for authorities. Satisfaction with perfor-

mance is more strongly related to support than the individual's prior level 
of support is. The weakest relationship is between support and obligation. 



Figure 8: The standardized solution for the impact of procedural justice on victims' 

attitudes and law-abiding behaviour using general support for authorities 
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Bentler-Bonet fit index=0.963; chisq=49.33; df=28; p=0.0077 
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It appears that obligation in the second interview is more strongly related to 

obligation in the first interview. 

As was pointed out in the discussion on the relationship between obligation to 
obey the law and attitudes towards the authorities, obligation is most strongly 

correlated with support for the police. Although the correlations between 

obligation and support for the public prosecution and the courts are signifi-

cant, they are weaker than that between support for the police and obligation. 

The above analysis makes use of an amalgamate concept of support which 

is based on support for the police as well as the public prosecution and the 

courts. Each authority is given equal weight in this combined variable. The 
weaker correlations found for support for the public prosecution and the 

courts rneans that the correlation between the combined variable and obliga-

tion is weaker. 

Subsequently, the above model was tested again, however, instead of the com-

bined variable for support, support for the police was used. The standardized 

solution is presented in figure 9. 

<k, 
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Figure 9: The standardized solution for the impact of procedural justice on victims' 

attitudes and law-abiding behaviour using support for the police 
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The resulting Bentler-Bonnett fit index is 0.967 which reflects a good fit. The 

corresponding chi-squared value is 38 with 28 degrees of freedom and a prob-

ability of 0.139. Based on these measurements one may conclude that the 

model fits the data very well. 

Interpreting the results one sees that by using support for the police instead 

of genera] support for authorities, obligation in the second interview is more 
strongly influenced by support. Although prior feelings of obligation remain 

an important predictor of obligation in the second interview, they are some-

what less important than in the previous analysis as a predictor of obligation 

in the second interview. Together these prior feelings of obligation and sup-

port for the police explain 40% of the variance in perceived obligation in the 

second interview. 

The results support the assertion that how criminal justice authorities treat 

victims of crime affects not only their satisfaction and support for authorities 

but also their perceived obligation to obey the law and their law-abiding 

behaviour. When authorities treat victims with respect they reinforce the 
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individual's perceived obligation to obey the law and motivate law-abiding 

behaviour. When they fail to treat victims fairly they are in essence contri-

buting to the erosion of obedience to authority and the growth of law break-

ing behaviour. 
The finding that support for-the police is a better predictor for understanding 

how procedural justice affects compliance than general support is also report-

ed by Tyler (1990). Police fulfil a prominent rok in society as law enforcers. 

Citizens are generally more familiar with police activities in law enforcement 

than with the public prosecution or the courts (Rood-Pijpers, 1988). The 

strong association between the police and law-enforcement may explain the 

relative importance of support for the police with respect to people's perceiv-

ed obligation to obey the law. 

8.7 	Conclusion 

This chapter began with the question how criminal justice policy and govern-

ment can affect people's law-abiding behaviour. People's law-abiding behavi-

our was discussed and a number of possible factors affecting compliance were 

considered. The results showed that compared to other Dutch studies on self-

reported delinquency, the victims in this study report a considerable amount 

of law breaking behaviour. Research shows a strong positive correlation 

between victimization and offending (CBS, 1988) and is probable that the 

higher levels of law breaking behaviour found in this study is due to the fact 

that the present study is restricted to victims of crime. 

The majority of respondents feel that they should obey the law, regardless of 

their own personal feelings. Obligation is a significant predictor of law-abid-

ing behaviour. Individuals who do not feel a strong obligation to obey the law 

report more law breaking behaviour. Other good predictors of compliance are 

the individual's personal morality, age and gender. 

Deterrence and peer disapproval are not good predictors of law-abiding behav-
iour. The absence of a significant relationship between deterrence and law-

abiding behaviour raises several important questions about the ability of the 

criminal justice system and the authorities working in it to influence behav-

iour. Efforts to improve the likelihood of detection are costly. They require 

increased police surveillance and increase demands on the criminal justice 

system to aptly sanction offenders. If people's behaviour is not influenced by 
the threat of sanctions, then what effect will efforts by criminal justice author-

ities to increase the perceived likelihood of punishment have on people's 
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behaviour? The findings suggests that if authorities wish to influence behav-
iour then deterrence is not an effective way to do so. 

While obligation is not the only factor affecting compliance, it is an impor-
tant one. Policy-makers cannot change the age or gender of people and it is 
highly unlikely that they can influence people's personal morality. The 
essence of personal morality is that it is based on the individual's personal 
conception of right and wrong and is independent of the law. Authorities can 
enhance people's perceived obligation to obey the law. 
Changes in people's perception of obligation are indirectly influenced by 
their experiences with legal authorities. Through changes in attitudes towards 
authorities, the fairness of the treatment by the authorities affects people's 
perceived obligation to obey the law. When victims feel that they were not 
treated fairly by authorities, their satisfaction and support for authorities 
diminishes. The police fulfil an important symbolic function (Van der Vijver, 
1993). They play an important role in people's representations of the criminal 
justice system, more important than the public prosecution or the courts 
(Rood-Pijpers 1988). When citizens lose support for the police their perceiv-
ed obligation to obey the law decreases as well. A diminished sense of obliga-
tion towards the law increases the likelihood of law breaking behaviour. 
Clearly, the way authorities treat victims affects the relationship between 
victims and the criminal justice system. As was found in chapter 6, fairness to 
victims of crime means being treated in a courteous and respectful manner. It 
means recognizing victims' interest in the case and informing them of the 
developments in their case. By treating victims with respect, authorities can 
improve public attitudes towards the justice system and in effect, prevent 
crime. 
The findings diverge somewhat from earlier work by Tyler (1990) on the 
impact of citizens' experiences with the police and the courts on their law-
abiding behaviour. Tyler combines the concepts of support and obligation to 
form a new concept namely, legitimacy. The present findings suggest that this 
construction is artificial. The two concepts are directed at different objects: 
support focuses on authorities while obligation is directed at the law. Method-
ological arguments against the amalgamation of these two unequal concepts 
exist as well. The two concepts are moderately correlated and the reliability 
of the new measure is low. The two concepts are affected by different varia-
bles. While support for authorities is affected by procedural justice, obliga-
tion is not. Both theoretically and methodologically, it makes more sense to 
treat these two variables as separate but related concepts. 
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The findings suggest that the impact of procedural justice on compliance is 

more complex than the self-interest or the relational models suggest. While 
both models see attitudes as intermediary variables affecting compliance, 

they fail to specify the complex relationship between attitudes towards author-

ities and the law. According to the self-interest model, unfair procedures 
threaten the long-term interest of the individual and can result in decreased 

support and compliance (Lind and Tyler, 1988). However, the findings show 

that support does not have a significant impact on compliance. According to 

the relational model, fair procedures enhance the legitimacy of social insti-
tutions and through its effect on legitimacy, affect law-abiding behaviour 

(Tyler and Lind, 1992). But the impact of legitimacy on compliance is largely 

based on the relationship between obligation and compliance and obligation 

is not affected by procedural justice. It is not one intermediary variable that 

links procedural justice to compliance but rather a series of attitudes. 
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Discussion 

The present study focuses on how reactions by legal authorities affect victims 

of crime. In doing so, it applies social psychological theory to a victimolo-

gical problem. As a result, the findings touch on many different issues includ-

ing the psychology of procedural justice, the field of victimology and crimi-
nal justice policy. In the following, the implications of the findings for these 

three areas will be addressed. 

9.1 	Implications for procedural justice theory 

The present study provides a comprehensive empirical inquiry into procedural 

justice processes. While some research on procedural justice has been con-

ducted in Europe (see for example Thibaut and Walker, 1975; Van den Bos et 

al., 1994; Machura, 1994) much of the research has been conducted in the 

United States (see Lind and Tyler, 1988). The results of this study illustrate 

that procedural justice concerns are not unique to American citizens but also 

apply to other cultures. Despite the large number of studies on procedural 
justice c:onducted in legal settings (Tyler, 1990; Lind and Tyler, 1988; Thibaut 

and Walker, 1975), little is known about procedural justice effects among vic-

tims of crime. The present study, is original in that it systematically studies 

procedural justice issues among victims of crime. Furthermore, the quasi-

experimental nature of the research takes procedural justice out of the labora-

tory and examines such processes in a real life setting. Moreover, field stud-

ies are often limited to correlational data but the design of the present study 

provides evidence of a causal relationship between procedural justice and 

attitude change. The results confirm Lind and Tyler's (1988) assertion that 
across cultures, participants, in a variety of legal settings, are concerned with 

procedural justice. 

The results of this study provide further fuel for the debate on the psychology 
of procedural justice. Two models dominate procedural justice theory, the 

self-interest model and the relational model. The self-interest model takes the 

view that people are rational entities out to maximize their outcomes. In this 

approach, fair procedures have an instrumental function, namely, to generate 

fair outc:omes. The focus is on the quality of the outcomes procedures pro- 
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vide. The relational model views people as social entities; fair procedures 
have a normative function. Here ,  the focus is on the quality of the procedures. 
Procedures are believed to provide people with information about their value 
within the group. While the results in part provide evidence for either model, 
overall support for the relational model dominates. The emerging view of 
people is that they are social entities whose self-concept is closely linked to 
their relationships with others. 
Support for the relational model is, in part, found in the relatively small value 
victims place on decision control. Decision control means the amount of 
influence parties have on the outcome of the case and the self-interest model 
argues that parties value a high degree of decision control. In relative terms, 
the ability of the victim to influence the decision of the prosecution is the 
least important variable in the affecting procedural justice judgements. The 
results suggest that victims desire to be recognized in the criminal justice 
process does not stem from an interest in gaining control over the outcome. 
Victims do not appear to act out of self-interest. If they did, the ability to 
influence outcomes, and thereby generate positive outcomes for themselves, 
should be more important. Not only do victims place relatively little im-
portance on decision control, the favourability of the outcome has little in-
fluence on their procedural justice judgements. Victims do not appear to 
focus on the outcomes procedures provide. Instead they appear to focus on 
the process itself and the message it sends to them about their status in the 
group. 
While decision control is relatively unimportant for procedural justice, 
another type of control is important. Process control refers to the extent to 
which disputants are given control over the content of the dispute resolution 
hearing (Houlden et al., 1978). In the field of procedural justice, the most 
generally accepted and best documented finding is that allowing people an 
opportunity to voice their opinion about a decision enhances their judgements 
regarding the fairness of the decision-making procedure (Van den Bos et al., 
1994). Folger refers to this finding as the voice effect (1977). Within the self-
interest model process control is viewed as a means to maximize the likeli-
hood of a favourable outcome. However, Tyler, Rasinski and Spodick (1985) 
approach process control from a somewhat different perspective. They ad-
vance that process control has a value-expressive function. In their approach 
people value an opportunity to express their views and consideration because 
it suggests that their views are worth listening to. It implies that the indivi-
dual is considered a valued, full-fledged member of society. They argue that 
process control has a value in itself, regardless of any potential effect on the 
outcome of the case. Victims value being treated in a considerate and friendly 
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manner and associate these qualities with fair procedures. Victim notification 

is also positively related to procedural justice judgements. Notification recog-
nizes the position of the victim and his/her interest in the case. It does not 

give the victim any influence on the outcome of the case and merely informs 

them of the developments in their case. These findings support the contention 
that people are social entities who, in their interactions with authorities, seek 

confirmation of their status within the group. 

The model developed in chapter 6 for the meaning of procedural justice 
shows that for victims of crime, fair procedures mean being treated with 

dignity and respect. Although the starting point of the model is Tyler and 

Lind's relational model (1992), it differs on several points from their model. 

Tyler and Lind's model uses three factors: standing, trust and neutrality. In 

the present model, fairness judgements are based on two factors: respect and 

neutrality. Neutrality corresponds with Tyler and Lind's model. It refers to the 

neutrality of the decision-maker and includes elements such as honesty and 

the absence of bias. Respect refers to being treated in a polite and friendly 

marmer. This includes giving victims an opportunity to express their wishes 
and consideration of their wishes by authorities. This last point is an impor-

tant difference between Tyler and Lind's model and the present model. Tyler 
and Lind do not include process control in their relational model. They argue 

that process control does not directly influence procedural justice judge-

ments. However, the present findings show that process control has a strong 

value-expressive function and is directly related to the perceived fairness of 

the treatment by authorities. 
The high correlation between these two factors show that to some extent 

victims do lump these concerns together, however, the process is somewhat 

more subtle than a one factor model would suggest. The data provide empiri-

cal evidence for two factors but these factors are strongly correlated. Both 

conceptually and empirically, the two factor model appears to make the most 

sense. However, further research is needed to better understand the processes 

that are at work in the formation of procedural justice judgements. 

The findings support Tyler's (1990) conclusion that procedural justice is im-

portant for people's attitudes towards legal authorities and their law-abiding 

behaviour. However, the results diverge from Tyler's on several points. 

Tyler's study includes attitudes such as satisfaction with performance, sup-
port or faith in authorities and one's perceived obligation to obey the law. 

Tyler views support and obligation as two faces of the same concept, namely, 

the legitimacy of authorities. However, these two attitudes are directed at 
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different objects. Support is directed at authorities while obligation concerns 
the law. Aside from the theoretical objections, Tyler's concept of legitimacy 
is not supported by the data. 
In the present study, these three attitudes — satisfaction, support and obliga-
tion — are approached in terms of their importance for the individual's self-
concept or, in the words of Sherif and Sherif (1967), the degree of ego-in-
volvement. Attitudes are regarded as important to the extent that they are 
functionally related to the more central characteristics of the individual's 
personality. Obligation is viewed as a highly important attitude, closely 
related to the individual's self-concept. It says something about the way 
the individual perceives him/herself: I am a law-abiding citizen. Support 
is somewhat further removed from the self and satisfaction is perceived as 
a superficial attitude, not related to the self. The fact that authorities do not 
perform satisfactorily has no retlection on the character of the perceiver. 
Because important attitudes are closely linked to one's self-concept, they are 
highly stable and are more resistant to change than unimportant attitudes 
(Sherif and Sherif, 1967). 
Although they operate at different levels, these attitudes are considered to be 
structurally related (Sherif and Sherif, 1967; Easton, 1965). The relationship 
between these different attitudes is complex. Easton (1965) suggests that the 
level of satisfaction with authorities performance may rise or fall without 
substantial impact on the individual's support or faith in authorities. But 
dramatic changes in satisfaction may have an impact on support. The findings 
confirm Easton's contention. Through its effect on satisfaction, procedural 
justice judgements affect one's support for authorities and changes in the 
level of support affect the individual's perceived obligation to obey the law. 
Satisfaction, support and obligation appear to be a chain of attitudes, each 
level more involved in the individual's self-concept. 

The finding that the impact of experience on these three different attitudes is 
step-wise raises the interesting question of the long-term effects of experience 
on support and obligation. The experimental design, which uses pre- and 
posttests, allows a systematic study of the effects of treatment on attitudes 
and behaviour. Often studies have only one measurement available which 
makes it difficult to infer causal relations. The two measurements allows one 
to study changes over time. The results suggest that for future research it 
would be interesting to use more than two measurements in order to advance 
the understanding of long-term changes on attitudes and behaviour. The drop 
in satisfaction with police observed in the second interview raises the inter-
esting question whether attitude change becomes stronger over time. Perhaps 
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if a third measurement was introduced one would find that attitudes between 

victims who were treated fairly and those who were not, lie even further 

apart. A longitudinal study could also address the question of multiple victim-

ization. Victim surveys show that a large proportion of people are victimized 

more than once in their lifetime and this raises the question how repeat con-
tact with authorities affects their attitudes and behaviour over time. 

9.2 	Implications for victimology 

The term secondary victimization is a common theme in victimology. Since 

the seventies victimologists have known that insensitive reactions by author-

ities can augment the victim's suffering. Victimization shatters one's belief 

that the world is caring and that the self is worthy. With their belief in a 

caring world shattered, support is* important to restore one's self-esteem and 

their belief in the world around them (Janoff-Bulman and Morgan, 1994). 
This may make victims particularly sensitive to messages sent by authorities 

regarding their status. Information about standing is often communicated to 

people by the interpersonal quality of their treatment by those in a position of 
authority (Tyler and Lind, 1992). Victimization is often a deliberate act by a 

fellow citizen. Consequently, even in cases where the emotional impact of an 

ordinary crime may not be very severe, there may be other serious needs of a 

moral or cognitive nature which must be addressed. What crime victims seem 

to need most of all is to be reassured by authoritative others about the validity 

of their normative views and that they still live in a basically civilized world 

(Van Dijk, 1985). The present findings show that reactions by authorities can 
affect how victims reconstruct their view of society. 

While the effects of treatment on victims' satisfaction with authorities has 
been well documented in the victimological literature (Erez, 1994; Shapland 

et al., 1985) relatively little research has been done on the effects of treat-

ment on more important attitudes. The present findings show that besides rela-

tively superficial evaluations of the performance by authorities, the treatment 

of victims also affects their faith in authorities and perceived obligation to 
obey the law. These attitudes are not only important in terms of the indivi-

dual's self-concept but are also important to the relationship between citizens 
and the criminal justice system. Victims' experiences with authorities follow-

ing victimization can help restore or destroy their faith in legal authorities 
and institutions. 

The observed trend among victims who feel that they have been treated un-

fairly by authorities, to subsequently report more law breaking behaviour, 
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seems to support Fattah's thesis on the interchangeable roles of victim and 

victimizer (1994; 1992). According to Fattah, social experiences play an 

important role in shaping the attitudes and behaviours of delinquents and vic-

timization is considered a significant life experience. In an attempt to explain 

why all victims do not become offenders, Fattah points out that people do not 

respond in an identical manner to victimization, frustration, humiliation and 

so forth. To this, one should add: nor does the environment react the same to 

all victims. While Fattah's thesis focuses on the link between victimization 

and victimizing, the present study illustrates the influence of external factors, 
namely, the treatment by legal authorities, on how victims cope with their 

victimization. 

Reactions by police are particularly important for how well victims cope with 

their victimization. Not only are police often the first and the only legal 

authorities to have contact with the victim, police fulfil a symbolic role in 
the eyes of victims (Van der Vijver, 1993). While most people are familiar 

with the police and have had concrete experiences with them, few people are 

as familiar with the public prosecution and the courts (Rood-Pijpers, 1988). 

The police represent the criminal justice system. Not surprisingly, attitudes 

towards the police are more strongly associated with perceived obligation to 

obey the law than attitudes towards the public prosecution or the courts and 

the treatment by the police affects victims' evaluations of the public prosecu-

tion and the courts. 

What victims want from legal authorities is to be treated with dignity and 

respect. This includes treating victims in a friendly and considerate manner 

and showing an interest in the position of the victim. In addition to respect, 
the degree to which legal authorities appeared objective or neutral is also 

important. Neutrality includes honesty, the absence of bias, and making an 
informed decision. While both respect and neutrality are important elements 

of fair treatment, there are slight differences in the relative importance of 

these two factors depending on the particular authority. In their interactions 

with police, victims place slightly more emphasis on respect issues compared 

to interactions with the public prosecution. There, neutrality, in relative 

terms, is slightly more important. 

The existing guidelines for police and public prosecutors provide a number 

of concrete tasks which enhance the perceived fairness of the treatment by 
authorities and consequently improve victims' attitudes towards authorities. 

The tasks for the police and the public prosecution outlined in the guidelines 

include notification and restitution. When authorities give victims an opportu- 
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nity to express their wishes for notification and restitution and address these 

wishes, victims are more likely to report that they were treated in a fair man-
nen Victims who are kept informed of the developments in their case feel that 

authorities have not forgotten them. They sense that authorities are interested 

in them and have considered their wishes when handling the case. Similarly, 

attempts by authorities to secure restitution from the offender are viewed as 

a sign of interest in the victim. These tasks offer the police and the public 

prosecution an effective means to improve the treatment of victims within the 

criminal justice system and enhance victims' attitudes towards the justice 

system. 
Notification and restitution may help victims cope with their victimization. 

Lazarus and Folkman (1984) identify two different forms of coping in stress 
situations. These are emotion-focused coping and problem-focused coping. 

Emotion-focused forms of coping are directed at lessening emotional distress. 

The respect and interest shown by authorities who carry out the guidelines, 

may assist this type of victim by helping him/her regain his/her self-esteem. 

Probletn-focused coping strategies are similar to strategies used for problem 

solving, and directed at defining the problem, generating alternative solutions, 
weighting the alternatives, choosing among them and acting. The information 

provided by authorities regarding the developments in the case and the possi-

bilities for restitution may assist this type of victim in coping with the stress 

following their victimization. 
However, there are slight differences in the degree to which these tasks in-

fluence victims' evaluations of their treatment by the public prosecution and 

the police. Victims usually have direct, face-to-face contact with the police at 

the time that they report the crime. When judging the fairness of the treatment 

by police, victims appear to base their judgement largely on the behaviour 

by police at the time they reported the crime. Face-to-face contact with the 

public prosecution is rare. Any contact victims have with the prosecution 

usually takes place following notification or attempts to secure restitution. 

Failure by the public prosecution to carry out the guidelines means that the 
victim will not have any contact with the public prosecution. As a result, 

notification and restitution play a greater rok in their evaluations of the 

public prosecution than of the police. 

Regarding victims' needs within the criminal justice process, the results 

confirm that victims place greater importance on the process rather than on 

the outcome of the case. Notification is a common need among victims. The 

vast majority of the victims in this study expressed an interest in notification. 

Victims have a direct interest in the case and a strong desire to be informed 
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of the developments in their case. When victims retain damages as a result of 
the offence, as is often the case, they are usually interested in restitution from 
the offender. The evidence suggests that although victims' desire is to be 
included in the criminal justice process, they have no desire to take control 
over the outcome of the case. Outcomes are of secondary importance. Failed 
attempts by authorities to secure restitution are associated with more positive 
evaluations of the treatment by authorities than when they never tried to 
obtain restitution for the victim. Similarly, informed victims who are dissatis-
fied with the sentence imposed on the offender, feel that they were treated 
more fairly by the public prosecution than victims who were not kept inform-
ed. The effort shown by authorities is more important for the perceived fair-
ness of the procedure than the favourability of the outcome. Interest and 
consideration are intrinsically important and not just because of their ability 
to provide victims with positive outcomes. 

The findings have considerable implications for the recent discussion on 
victim impact statements (VIS) within the field of victimology. VIS are state-
ments by victims and addressed to the judge for consideration at sentencing. 
It usually includes a description of the harm in terms of financial, social, 
psychological and physical consequences of the crime. Sometimes it will 
include a statement concerning the victims' feelings about the crime, the 
offender and a proposed sentence. The VIS is intended to ensure that the court 
is aware of important information concerning the effect of the crime on the 
victim (Erez, 1991). The present findings show that victims want to be includ-
ed throughout the entire criminal justice process. However, the VIS only plays 
a role in the final stage of the process, namely, during the sentencing hearing. 
For victims this is too late. Moreover, the results show that victims place 
little importance on influencing the outcome of the case. They merely want 
to be kept informed of the developments in their case. If they have retained 
damages, then they appreciate any effort by authorities to secure restitution 
from the offender. Neither of these needs are met through the VIS. Although 
the VIS addresses the damages suffered by the victim, it is not presented as a 
means to generate restitution. Rather it is presented as a means to improve the 
accuracy and efficiency of sentencing while providing victims with an oppor-
tunity to participate in the criminal justice system (Erez, 1991). 
A distressing consequence of the VIS is the position it puts the victim in. 
Opponents of the VIS argue that as it affects sentencing, defence lawyers 
should have a right to contest it (Hinton, 1994). In the United States, where 
the VIS has a longer history, several court cases have focused on the admissi-
bility of such statements in sentencing hearings (Hinton, 1994). As Mawby 
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and Walklate point out, if the VIS influences sentencing then it introduces yet 

another inequity into the criminal justice system (1994). But when the VIS 
can be contested, the victim is put on the stand and that is something which 

may antagonize victims' suffering. This is a classic example of victimagogy: 

doing things thought to be beneficial for victims without any thought as to 
their consequences for victims or for other parties (Shapland et al., 1985; Van 

Dijk, 1983). The VIS unnecessarily introduces conflict between the rights of 

victims and defendants. Victims place greater importance on the treatment 

by authorities than on the outcome of the case. The relative unimportance of 
decision control suggests that victims do not want decision-making power; 

this remains in the hands of the authorities. They, like offenders, simply want 

to be treated with dignity and respect. 

The conclusion that the Dutch approach is preferable to the American model 

of victim impact statements carries important implications. According to the 

UN Declaration of Basic Principles of Justice for Victims of Crime and Abuse 

of Power, judicial and administrative processes should allow the views and 
concerns of victims to be presented and considered at appropriate stages of 
the proceedings where their personal interests are affected, without prejudice 

to the accused and consistent with the relevant national criminal justice 

system (article 6, section b). This can be interpreted as the promotion of VIS. 

Nations committed to meet the standards outlined by the UN should give 
careful consideration to the ramifications of the VIS and the benefits of the 

Dutch approach. 

9.3 	Implications for criminal justice policy 

The findings have considerable implications for crime and victim policy. 
Perhaps the most interesting findings for crime policy concern the factors 

affecting law-abiding behaviour. In trying to understand why people obey the 

law we should not assume that behaviour responds primarily to the threat of 

punishment. Instead we should recognize that behaviour is strongly affected 

by the moral inhibitions of the individual. The individual's personal morality 

and his/her perceived obligation to obey the law guide his/her behaviour. But 
personal morality is a product of good parenting and once developed, it re-

mains fairly stable and is relatively unaffected by other institutions (Gottfred-

son and Hirschi, 1990). It is highly doubtful that the government could direct-
ly influence people's personal morality. The observed relationship between 

victims' experiences and their perceived obligation to obey the law suggests 
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that authorities can reinforce the individual's perceived obligation to obey 

the law and thereby elicit law-abiding behaviour. 

In order to achieve this, the government must set a good example. Legal 

authorities who care about the victim are in fact showing victims that they 

are valued members of society. This requires the return of personal attention 
in modern organizations and in particular, in their dealings with the public 

(Schuyt, 1992). Public organizations, like the criminal justice system, offer 

public services. The quality of the services provided by such organizations 
should be a key concern to any professional organization. The quality of the 
criminal justice system cannot (only) be measured based on crime reduction, 

clearance levels and the size of the prison population. A comprehensive meas-

ure of the quality of the criminal justice system must include some measure 
of the quality of their interactions with the public. The recent introduction 

of the police monitor in the Netherlands is encouraging. The police monitor 

is a public survey which includes information on victims' satisfaction with 
respect to their treatment by police. It provides police and policy-makers with 

consumer feed-back. The police monitor recognizes that police have a respon-
sibility to serve victims, not merely detect crime (Mawby and Walklate, 
1994). The present findings show that such tools are badly needed in other 

criminal justice organizations as well. 

When authorities fail to address the needs of victims they are in essence 

contributing to the erosion of morals among citizens and ultimately to the 

rising level of crime. The victim should be taken care of in order to prevent 

him/her from becoming cynical about the rule of law and potential offenders. 

The majority of citizens in modern, urbanized societies will, at least once 

in their lifetime, report a crime to the police. Because of this, the treatment 

of victims, in the long run, can have a great impact upon the morality of the 

citizenship. 

At present, the implementation of the victim guidelines is extremely poor: 

roughly one in three victims who want information is actually notified of the 
developments in their case. For restitution the number is even lower. Unless 

authorities show a personal interest in the individual, they run the risk of 

widening the rift between themselves and the public. Negative experiences 

with police affect victims' willingness to involve police again in the future 

(Shapland et al., 1985: Politiemonitor, 1993). Without victim cooperation, the 

chances of detection by police are practically zero and police will lose further 

control over the crime problem. 

The loss of faith in legal authorities resulting from negative experiences 

wears away at his/her perceived obligation to obey the law. The end result 
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is that victims are not only less inclined to report crimes but also less willing 

to obey the law. By simply informing victims of the developments in their 
case, police and the public prosecution can effectively improve attitudes 

towards legal authorities and the law. 

By restoring personal attention to the criminal justice system, authorities con-
tribute to crime prevention. Not only victims seek interest and consideration 

in their contacts with authorities. Research shows that personal attention and 

support are important for offenders as well and, when present, improve the 
effectiveness of punishment (Bol, 1995). Moreover, the findings show that the 

threat of punishment is not an important determinant of behaviour and if au-

thorities wish to influence behaviour then deterrence is not the most effective 

way to do so. If criminal justice policy seeks to influence human behaviour 

in such a way that it conforms with the law and justice, as the policy plan 
Criminal Law with Policy (1990) contends, then personal attention provides 

authorities with an effective means to realize this goal. 

The criminal justice system cannot be viewed as a simple organization chain. 

The relationship between citizens and the criminal justice system is too com-

plex for that (Van der Vijver, 1993). The criminal justice system symbolizes 

the ideals of a society (Arnold, 1962). Police play a particularly important 

role as representatives for the justice system. It is not just the police who are 
responsible for victim care. All three links in the criminal justice chain - the 

police, the public prosecution and the courts - influence victims' perceptions 

of justice. Victims do not see these three organizations as completely separate 

entities. Actions by one organization, for example, the police, can affect 

victims' attitudes towards the other organizations. Placed against this back-

ground, recent efforts to stimulate networking and improve cooperation 

between the various organizations acting within the criminal justice system 
look promising. 

The relationship between victims' attitudes towards the various organizations 

within the criminal justice system makes negative attitudes towards any one 
of these organizations a concern for all agents acting within this system. 

Victims' satisfaction and support for the public prosecution is alarmingly 

low. Although this is a common finding (Roberts, 1992; Hagan, 1983), it is 
unclear why victims have such negative views of the prosecution. What is 

clear however, is that the public prosecution can directly influence victims' 

attitudes towards it. When victims feel that they have been treated fairly, their 

satisfaction and support for the public prosecution is enhanced. However, the 

public prosecution cannot do this alone. It requires the assistance of police 

in providing information about the wishes of the victim and it requires the 
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assistance of the courts. Although the courts must remain independent, they 

have an obligation to treat victims - and offenders alike - with dignity and 
respect in the courtroom. 

In order to achieve a person-orientated criminal justice system, where there 

is room for the interests of the victim, old stereo-types must be abandoned. 

In the present, offender-orientated system many old fallacies exist. One of the 

most stifling stereo-types for the advancement of victims' interest is the fear 

that victim policy will give victims false hope. Victims do not have unrealis-
tic expectations. They understand that attempts to secure restitution from the 

offender may not be successful. They don't expect authorities to always be 

successful (Shapland et al., 1985). But they do expect authorities to at least 
try to arrange restitution. The effort alone shows respect and consideration 

which victims appreciate. Fears of disillusioning victims are not grounded. 

Moreover, perceived efforts by authorities to address the interest of the 
victim, provide authorities with a cushion of support. 

The cushion of support provided by fair procedures can be an important tool 

for authorities. It allows them to make unpopular decisions while retaining 

support. In the criminal justice system where authorities cannot guarantee 

a positive outcome, this cushion of support is particularly important. For 

example, some cases will inevitably be dismissed by the public prosecution 

because of lack of evidence. If the public prosecution treats the victim involv-
ed in the case with respect, then the victim will be more accepting of the 

public prosecution's decision. Support for the public prosecution will remain 

high despite the fact that the actual outcome for the victim is unfavourable. 
Given the great amount of media interest in the ineffectiveness of the crimi-

nal justice system, the importance of such processes should not be under-
estimated. 

Besides reflecting an interest in the victim, notification provides victims with 

accurate information regarding sentencing practices. Research suggests that 
victims are not as punitive as policy-makers and courts often assume and that 

their cries for tougher sentencing practices are based on inaccurate informa-

tion (Hough and Moxon, 1985; Roberts, 1992). By providing victims with 
accurate information a substantial portion of the public would be better in-

formed of current practice and authorities could generate support for more 

lenient sentences (Hough and Moxon, 1985). With this, the pressure on the 

government to increase prison sentences would decrease as would the pro-

blem of insufficient cell capacity. As long a policy-makers and courts fail to 

provide the public with accurate information regarding sentencing practices, 
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public dissatisfaction with sentencing practices will remain. Tougher sen-
tences without accurate information will not eliminate the discrepancy 
between practice and public opinion. 

Some authors view the improvement of the treatment of victims in the crimi-
nal justice system as a regression in the treatment of offenders. According to 
Buruma (1994) the relationship between the victim and the judge will neces-
sarily interfere with the important relationship between the offender and the 
judge and hence with sentencing practices. But, Buruma assumes that victims 
want decision making power and seek to influence the decision made by the 
judge. The findings show that these assumptions are not warranted. Fair 
procedures are characterized by neutrality and respect. Victims do not want 
decision-makers to lose their neutrality. They, like offenders, want to be treat-
ed with dignity and respect. Respect is not a zero-sum game. Fair procedures 
benefit both parties. As Boutellier (1994) points out, attention for the victim 
can improve the position of offenders in the criminal justice system. By show-
ing respect for both parties, the offender and the victim are treated as human 
beings rather than as objects of the law. 

An important function of the law is to maintain social order. For this purpose 
it is important that the law be obeyed, for an order without a minimal level of 
obedience cannot be considered law (Van der Wal, 1987). However, the legiti-
macy of a justice system is not vested in its ability to enforce laws. A terrorist 
regime may enforce a social order on a people but we would never consider 
this a legitimate government. The legitimacy of a justice system lies in its 
ability to protect human rights (Van der Wal, 1987; 't Hart, 1994a). This is 
typically interpreted as the duty of the justice system to protect the rights of 
the suspect ('t Hart, 1994a). However, as 't Hart (1994a) points out, protec-
tion of human rights is much broader: it applies to all citizens, including 
victims of crime. Failure by authorities to address the position of the victim 
undermines the legitimacy of the justice system and of the authorities work-
ing in it. From an ethical point of view, when a system loses its legitimacy, it 
has no right to demand obedience (Van der Wal, 1987). Victim policy is an 
important tool with which legal authorities can reinforce the legitimacy of the 
justice system and maintain social cohesion. 
Another important issue which must be addressed, is the potential for politi-
cal abuse of the victim. This issue has been discussed at length by critical 
criminologists such as Fattah (1989) and Elias (1986). Elias argues that the 
victims' movement has been co-opted by government who pays lip service to 
the needs of victims in return for political power. Politicians can misuse 



procedural justice to create an image of fairness without really being fair. 

However, as Lind and Tyler (1988) point out, authorities should be weary of 
assuming they know which procedures will be perceived as fair. The factors 

that drive lay judgements of fairness can be quite different from those that are 

the greatest concern to authorities. Nevertheless, this possibility will always 
be present. The integrity of the individual and the preservation thereof is the 

only reliable protection against abuse. 

9.4 	Final comment 
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The public feels that crime is a serious problem and values efforts by author-
ities, such as the police, to uphold justice. But justice is more than simply 

punishing offenders. The quality of the procedure is also important. When 
authorities fail to address the position of the victim they in effect send a 

message to the victim that he/she is not important. The feelings of frustration 

and uncertainty experienced by victims when authorities fail to notify them of 

the developments in their case should be sufficient justification for improving 
the treatment of victims. However, almost ten years after the victim guide-

lines were first introduced, most victims remain unaware of the developments 

in their case and attempts by authorities to arrange restitution are rare. Author-

ities must realize that they have a responsibility to serve victims, not merely 
to detect and punish crime. Victim policies directly contribute to the control 

of crime by preventing the erosion of morals caused by negative experiences 

with the criminal justice system. This latent function of victim policies has 

not yet been fully appreciated by the authorities. Perhaps when authorities 
realize that they cannot effectively control crime unless they treat victims 

with respect, they will understand the importance of the victim guidelines. 

How they treat victims affects not only how the victim copes with his/her 
victimization but also how he/she rebuilds his/her view of society and in 

particular, the criminal justice system. 
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Summary 

In the last fifteen to twenty years, criminal justice policy-makers and govern-
ment have become increasingly aware that victims of crime are often serious-
ly affected by their experience and that reactions by criminal justice authori-
tics are not always supportive. Besides enhancing victims' suffering, negative 
experiences with legal authorities are associated with diminished victim coop-
eration with authorities, decreased support for authorities and reduced respect 
for the law. This realization has triggered governments to introduce policy 
changes in order to improve the treatment of victims of crime. 

In the Netherlands, guidelines for the treatment of victims in the criminal 
justice system have been in effect since 1986. The Dutch victim guidelines 
are directed at the rendering of actual services by the police and the public 
prosecution to victims. The authorities have been given well defined duties 
concerning victims. These include asking victims if they want to be kept 
informed of the developments in their case and if they desire restitution from 
the offender. Furthermore, they are required to inform victims who want 
notification and to assist in arranging restitution. However, the implementa-
tion of the guidelines has been problematic. Police officers are not always 
aware of the existence of the guidelines and often fail to treat victims in 
accordance with them. Similarly, the public prosecution often fails to notify 
victims of the developments in their case and attempts to secure restitution 
from the offender are rare. In the light of this situation the present study was 
undertaken. 

In order to understand victims' reactions to their experiences with legal 
authorities, procedural justice is used as a theoretical framework. Procedural 
justice refers to the perceived fairness of procedures. Two models for proce-
dural justice were considered. First, the self-interest model, assumes that 
people are concerned about fair procedures because these generate fair out-
comes, which in the long-run, maximizes the individual's gain. Second, the 
relational model; this model is based on the identification of the individual 
with the group. According to the relational model procedures are important 
because they carry information about the functioning of the group and the 
status of the individual in the group. While there are important differences 
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between these two models regarding the underlying psychological processes 
which are assumed to be at work, both models predict that the fairness of 
procedures and process influence the attitudes and behaviour of those subject 
to them. Unfair procedures are considered a threat to loyalty and group 
maintenance. 
The central question is how the treatment by legal authorities affects victims' 
attitudes and law-abiding behaviour. Specifically, the research looks at how 
victims evaluate their treatment by the police, the public prosecution and the 
courts and how the treatment by authorities affects victims' attitudes towards 
these authorities. Three general attitudes are assessed namely, satisfaction 
with performance, support for authorities and the individual's perceived 
obligation to obey the law. Besides these general attitudes, the influence of 
treatment on the victims' (self-reported) law-abiding behaviour is examined. 

In order to be able to attribute the effects of victims' experiences with autho-
rities to the treatment they received and not to other intermediating factors, a 
quasi-experimental design was implemented. The study is based on a pretest-
posttest design. The data are based on interviews with victims of felonies. 
Respondents were interviewed twice: first shortly after their cases had reach-
ed the office of the public prosecutor and again some five months later. In all, 
640 victims participated in the first interview and 435 participated in both 
interviews. 

The findings show that victims are more likely to feel that they were treated 
fairly by the police and the public prosecution when, in accordance with the 
guidelines, they are kept informed of the developments in their case. In addi-
tion, when the public prosecution tries to arrange restitution by the offender, 
victims are also more likely to feel that they were treated fairly. 
Two factors characterize victims' perceptions of procedural fairness. One is 
the neutrality of the decision making process. This should be free from bias 
or dishonesty and the decision should be based on accurate information. The 
second factor is respect. Victims feel they should be treated with courtesy and 
consideration. This includes being kept informed of the developments in their 
case. Failure by authorities to respect victims' wish to be notified, is perceiv-
ed by victims as a lack of interest and has a negative impact on the perceived 
fairness of the treatment by authorities. 
Based on the criteria used by victims to assess the fairness of procedures, it 
appears that procedural fairness depends in part on the implications of the 
procedures for the person's feelings of self-worth. Fairness means being treat-
ed with dignity and respect. This corresponds with the predictions of the 
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relational model of procedural justice which states that in their interactions 
with authorities, people look for signs which indicate that they are a valued 
member of the group. However, there is some support for the self-interest 
model vvhich predicts that victims want to be included in the decision making 
process. Victims value an opportunity to express their wishes regarding notifi-
cation and restitution, and appreciate consideration of their wishes by the 
decision-maker. This seems to suggest that victims want to influence the out-
come of the case, as the self-interest model predicts. But people may value 
consideration and an opportunity to express their wishes because it suggests 
that the ir views are worth listening to. This would reflect respect for the posi-
tion of the victim and as such supports the relational model. 
Regarding the impact of procedural fairness on evaluations of authorities, the 
results show that when victims feel that they were treated fairly, their satis-
faction and support for authorities improve. Among victims who feel that they 
were not treated fairly by the police or the public prosecution, their satisfac-
tion and support for these authorities decreased in the second interview. 
Moreover, the results show that the actions of one organization, for example, 
the police can affect victims' attitudes towards the other organizations. When 
the police fail to treat victims fairly this has repercussions not only for vic-
tims' attitudes towards the police but also for their satisfaction and support 
for the public prosecution and the courts. 

With respect to the victim guidelines, notification by the police and the pub-
lic prosecution has a positive impact on victims' satisfaction and support for 
these authorities. Attempts by authorities to arrange restitution do not have a 
significant impact on victims' attitudes. However, the number of victims who 
claim that authorities attempted to arrange restitution is small and signifi-
cance testing is affected by sample size. Nevertheless, the observed impact of 
notification on satisfaction and support for authorities demonstrates that the 
police and the public prosecution directly influence the relationship between 
victims and the justice system. 

The relationship between the fairness of the treatment by authorities and 
victims' perceived obligation to the law and their law-abiding behaviour was 
examined. Procedural justice does not have a direct impact on obligation or 
law-abiding behaviour, rather the influence of procedural justice is indirect. 
Through changes in attitudes towards authorities, procedural justice affects 
people's perceived obligation to obey the law. In turn, when the individual 
feels less obliged to obey the law, this is reflected in his/her law-abiding 
behaviour. A decrease in one's sense of obligation is followed by an increase 
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in (self-reported) law breaking behaviour. Thus, when authorities treat vic-
tims with respect they reinforce the individual's perceived obligation to obey 
the law and stimulate law-abiding behaviour. When they fail to treat 'victims 
fairly they are in essence contributing to the erosion of obedience to autho-
rity and the growth of law breaking behaviour. 
Besides perceived obligation to obey the law, other predictors of compliance 
are gender, age and the individual's own sense of right and wrong. Male res-
pondents report more law-breaking behaviour than females and older respon-
dents report less law-breaking behaviour than younger ones. 
The perceived chance of detection of by police is a poor predictor of (self-
report) behaviour as is disapproval by peers. Efforts to improve the likelihood 
of detection are costly. They require increased police surveillance and in-
crease demands on the justice system to aptly sanction offenders. The find-
ings suggest that if authorities wish to influence behaviour, then deterrence 
is not an effective way to do so. 

The findings illustrate the important role that legal authorities play in the 
relationship between victims and the justice system. Victims of crime often 
experience a wide range of emotions following their victimization, including 
fear, anxiety, anger and depression. It is important that legal authorities, like 
the police and the public prosecution, treat victims with dignity and respect. 
The guidelines offer authorities an effective means to improve the treatment 
of victims and at the same time, improve victims' attitudes towards them. 
By taking care of the victim and the law-abiding citizen, authorities can shape 
how victims rebuild their view of society and prevent them from becoming 
offenders. 



Samenvatting 

Slachtoffers binnen het strafrechte- 
lijk systeem 

De bejegening van slachtoffers en de gevolgen 

hiervan op hun attitudes en gedrag 

De laatste 15 á 20 jaar is men steeds meer gaan beseffen dat slachtoffers van 

criminaliteit vaak ernstige gevolgen daarvan kunnen ondervinden en dat de 

reacties van politie en justitie niet altijd positief zijn. Behalve onnodige leed-

toevoeging kunnen slechte ervaringen met politie en justitie gepaard gaan met 

een verslechterde samenwerking tussen slachtoffers en politie, een vermin-

derd vertrouwen in justitiële autoriteiten en minder respect voor de wet. 

In Nederland bestaan er sedert 1986 richtlijnen voor de bejegening van slacht-

offers binnen het strafproces. Deze richtlijnen zijn erop gericht dat de politie 
en het openbaar ministerie bepaalde diensten aan slachtoffers leveren. Deze 

autoriteiten hebben duidelijke taken opgelegd gekregen, waaronder infor-
matieverschaffing aan slachtoffers over de ontwikkelingen in hun zaak en het 

regelen van schadevergoeding tussen slachtoffers en daders. De uitvoering 

van de richtlijnen is echter niet optimaal. Politiemedewerkers zijn niet altijd 

op de hoogte van het bestaan van de richtlijnen en slachtoffers worden niet 

altijd conform de richtlijnen bejegend. Het openbaar ministerie slaagt er niet 

altijd in slachtoffers, conform hun wens, op de hoogte te houden van de ont-

wikkelingen in hun zaak en pogingen tot schadebemiddeling binnen het open-
baar ministerie komen niet vaak voor. Tegen deze achtergrond werd de onder-

havige studie ondernomen. 
Om de reacties van slachtoffers op hun ervaringen met politie en justitie beter 

te kunnen begrijpen, is gebruik gemaakt van een theoretisch kader: procedu-

rele rechtvaardigheid. Voor de procedurele rechtvaardigheid zijn twee model-

len onderzocht. Ten eerste het `self-interest'-model, dat gebaseerd is op de 
veronderstelling dat rechtvaardige procedures belangrijk worden geacht, om-

dat zij rechtvaardige uitkomsten genereren die, op lange termijn, de belangen 

van het individu bevorderen. Het tweede model is het `relational' model. Dit 
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model is gebaseerd op de veronderstelling dat de identiteit van het individu 
mede wordt gevormd door de sociale groepen waartoe hij/zij behoort. Volgens 
dit model zijn procedures belangrijk omdat zij informatie bevatten over het 
functioneren van de groep en over de status van het individu binnen de groep. 
Hoewel er belangrijke verschillen zijn tussen de twee modellen met betrek-
king tot de onderliggende psychologische processen die verondersteld wor-
den, voorspellen beide modellen dat de rechtvaardigheid van procedures en 
van het proces de attitudes en het gedrag beïnvloeden van diegenen die hier-
aan zijn onderworpen. Onrechtvaardige procedures worden beschouwd als 
een bedreiging voor loyaliteit binnen de groep en het voortbestaan ervan. 
De centrale vraagstelling in dit onderzoek is hoe de bejegening van slacht-
offers door politie, openbaar ministerie en rechtbank hun attitudes en gedrag 
beïnvloedt en hoe slachtoffers oordelen over de bejegening door deze auto-
riteiten. Drie algemene attitudes zijn onderzocht, te weten tevredenheid, 
vertrouwen en plichtsgevoel. Behalve deze attitudes is ook het effect van 
bejegening op het normovertredende gedrag (self-report) van het slachtoffer 
onderzocht. 
Om de gevolgen van de ervaringen van het slachtoffer terug te voeren naar de 
bejegening door autoriteiten, is gebruik gemaakt van een quasi-experimentele 
opzet. Het onderzoek is gebaseerd op een 'pretest-posttest design'. De data 
zijn gebaseerd op interviews met slachtoffers van misdrijven. De responden-
ten zijn tweemaal geïnterviewd: eerst direct nadat hun zaak bij het openbaar 
ministerie was binnengekomen, en opnieuw zo'n vijf maanden later. In totaal 
hebben 640 slachtoffers van criminaliteit meegewerkt aan het eerste interview 
en 435 respondenten aan beide interviews. 

Uit het onderzoek blijkt dat slachtoffers die door politie en openbaar minis-
terie conform de richtlijnen op de hoogte worden gesteld van de ontwikkelin-
gen in hun zaak, de bejegening vaker rechtvaardig vinden dan slachtoffers die 
niet werden geïnformeerd. Ook als het openbaar ministerie, conform de wens 
van het slachtoffer, schadevergoeding probeert te regelen, vinden slachtoffer 
de bejegening vaker rechtvaardig. 
Twee factoren kenmerken de percepties van het slachtoffer over procedurele 
rechtvaardigheid. Een factor is de neutraliteit van het besluitvormingsproces. 
Dit behoort vrij te zijn van vooroordelen en oneerlijkheid en het besluit 
zou gebaseerd moeten zijn op exacte informatie. De tweede factor is respect. 
Slachtoffers vinden dat zij op een beleefde en aandachtige wijze zouden 
moeten worden bejegend. Dit houdt onder andere in op de hoogte te worden 
gehouden van de ontwikkelingen in hun zaak. Wanneer autoriteiten de infor-
matiewens van het slachtoffer negeren, wordt dit door het slachtoffer geïnter- 
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preteerd als een gebrek aan interesse en dit heeft een negatieve invloed op het 
oordeel van het slachtoffer over de rechtvaardigheid van de bejegening. 

De criteria die door slachtoffers worden gebruikt bij hun oordeelsvorming 
over de rechtvaardigheid van procedures, biedt inzicht in de functie van proce-
durele rechtvaardigheid. Uit het onderzoek blijkt dat de rechtvaardigheid van 
procedures ten dele afhankelijk is van de implicaties van de procedures voor 
de eigenwaarde van het individu. Rechtvaardigheid betekent een waardige 
en respectvolle bejegening. Dit komt overeen met de voorspellingen van het 
`relational' model. Volgens dit model is men in interacties met autoriteiten op 
zoek naar tekens die erop wijzen dat men een waardevol lid van de groep is. 
Er blijkt echter ook enige steun voor het `self-interest'-model, dat namelijk 
voorspelt dat slachtoffers zouden willen deelnemen aan het besluitvormings-
proces. Uit het onderzoek blijkt dat slachtoffers het op prijs stellen dat politie 
en justitie hen de gelegenheid biedt hun wensen omtrent informatieverschaf-
fing en schadevergoeding kenbaar te maken en appreciëren het wanneer de 
autoriteiten rekening houden met deze wensen. Volgens het 'self-interese-
model zou dit betekenen dat slachtoffers de uitkomst van hun zaak willen 
beïnvloeden. Misschien wil men de gelegenheid krijgen zijn wensen te uiten 
en dat politie en justitie rekening houden met deze wensen, omdat het bete-
kent dat hun zienswijze waardevol is. Dit kan worden beschouwd als de wens 
om met respect te worden bejegend, wat betekent dat deze bevindingen door 
het `relationar model kunnen worden verklaard. 

Wat de invloed van procedurele rechtvaardigheid op attitudes ten aanzien van 
autoriteiten betreft, blijkt uit het onderzoek dat, wanneer slachtoffers vinden 
dat zij rechtvaardig zijn bejegend, hun tevredenheid en vertrouwen in auto-
riteiten toeneemt. Onder de slachtoffers die van mening zijn dat zij niet recht-
vaardig door de politie en het openbaar ministerie zijn bejegend, is er een 
duidelijk afname in hun tevredenheid en vertrouwen gemeten in het tweede 
interview. Bovendien tonen de bevindingen aan dat het optreden door een 
organisatie, bijvoorbeeld de politie, gevolgen kan hebben voor de attitudes 
van het slachtoffer jegens andere organisaties. Indien de politie slachtoffers 
niet rechtvaardig bejegent, heeft dit niet alleen gevolgen voor de attitude van 
het slachtoffer jegens de politie, maar ook voor zijn/haar tevredenheid over 
en vertrouwen in het openbaar ministerie en de rechtbanken. 

Wat de slachtofferrichtlijnen betreft, heeft informatieverschaffing door politie 
en openbaar ministerie een positieve invloed op de tevredenheid van het 
slachtoffer en zijn vertrouwen in deze autoriteiten. Pogingen door autoriteiten 
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om de schade van het slachtoffer door de dader(s) te laten vergoeden, hebben 
geen significante impact op de attitude van het slachtoffer. Het aantal slacht-
offers dat aangeeft dat de politie of het openbaar ministerie geprobeerd heeft 
een schaderegeling te treffen, is echter zeer klein en toetsing van de signifi-
cantie is gevoelig voor de omvang van de steekproef. Bij zeer kleine steek-
proeven, zoals deze, is deze toetsing niet waardevol. Toch maakt het effect 
van informatieverschaffing op de tevredenheid en het vertrouwen van het 
slachtoffer duidelijk dat politie en openbaar ministerie direct invloed kunnen 
uitoefenen op de relatie tussen slachtoffers en strafrechtspleging. 

Ook is er gekeken naar de relatie tussen rechtvaardigheid van de bejegening 
door politie en justitie en het plichtsgevoel van het slachtoffer en zijn/haar 
(self-report) normovertredende gedrag. Procedurele rechtvaardigheid is niet 
direct, maar wel indirect van invloed op het plichtsgevoel en normovertreden-
de gedrag. Door attitudeveranderingen ten aanzien van autoriteiten beïnvloedt 
procedurele rechtvaardigheid het plichtsgevoel van het individu. Wanneer 
men zich minder verplicht voelt om zich aan de wet te houden, wordt dit weer-
spiegelt in zijn/haar normovertredende gedrag. Een verminderd plichtsgevoel 
wordt gevolgd door toenemend (self-report) normovertredend gedrag. 
Behalve het plichtsgevoel, zijn geslacht, leeftijd en de eigen opvattingen van 
het individu over goed en kwaad andere voorspellers van normconformerend 
gedrag. Mannen melden meer normovertredend gedrag dan vrouwen en oude-
re respondenten melden minder normovertredend gedrag dan jongeren. De 
verwachte pakkans is een slechte voorspeller van (self-report) gedrag en dit 
geldt ook voor afkeuring door anderen. Gedrag is sterk beïnvloedt door de 
morele opvattingen van het individu. Veranderingen in de opvattingen van het 
individu over goed en kwaad hangen sterk samen met veranderingen in zijn/ 
haar normovertredende gedrag. 

De bevindingen illustreren de belangrijke rol die justitiële autoriteiten spelen 
in de relatie tussen slachtoffers en strafrechtspleging. Slachtoffers van crimi-
naliteit ervaren vaak een breed scala van emoties naar aanleiding van hun 
victimisatie, waaronder angst, bezorgdheid, woede en depressie. Het is be-
langrijk dat autoriteiten zoals politie en openbaar ministerie slachtoffers met 
waardigheid en respect bejegenen. De richtlijnen bieden autoriteiten een effec-
tief middel om de bejegening van slachtoffers te verbeteren en, tegelijkertijd, 
om de attidudes van slachtoffers ten aanzien van hen te verbeteren. Door 
slachtoffers goed te behandelen kunnen autoriteiten het herstel van slacht-
offers positief beïnvloeden en daarmee voorkomen dat zij potentiële daders 
worden. 
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