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Introduction
Victim participation in prosecution is a critical component of the criljustice
system. Evidence shows that victim participation makes the justice sysism
effective, more just, and improves victim satisfaction with the criminacpisiystem
(Davis and Smith, 1994; Erez and Bienkowska, 1993; Hagan, 1982; Heinz and Kerstetter,
1979; Herrington et al., 1982; Kelly, 1984a; Lynch 1976; Schafer, 1976). Given that
victim participation has these substantial effects on the system,attiswhile to
identify the elements of the criminal justice process that encourage oudige victim
participation. This thesis uses procedural justice to examine the effeat§rof’
experiences with the criminal justice systemtheir participation in prosecution.
Specifically, this thesis seeks to determine whether victims’ interactvith the
police have an influence on victims’ participation in the criminal justiceesysand
whether the police have a stronger influence on victims’ decisions than other mefber
the criminal justice system. One reason that police behavior is believigdifwantly
influence victims is that the police are often the first criminal justaleetiolders to
interact with victims, usually during a time when victims are most vulnetagause
they are upset and scared. | posit that victims’ experiences with the grelise critical
and sensitive that they outweigh the influence that might arise from encowitecgher
stakeholders later in the criminal justice process. If victims have positeractions
with the police, these positive feelings may transfer toward the entirmaliustice
system and thus may encourage victims to participate in prosecution. On the other hand,
if victims have negative interactions with the police, they may become diserchattte

the process and want to avoid contact with the rest of the system.



This thesis is guided by procedural justice theory because it makes thetimannec
between people’s perceptions of procedural fairness, their feelings tdctadis and
their future behavior. This thesis also pushes the boundaries of current procetical |
research, by applying the theory to individuals and situations unexplored in existing
research. The fundamental principle of procedural justice is that when aathatt
individuals with procedural fairness, those individuals are more likely to behehe i
legitimacy of those authorities, experience satisfaction with themptaitmr decisions
and ultimately follow their rules (Paternoster et al., 1997; Sunshine and Tyler, 2003;
Tyler, 1990; Tyler et al., 2007). Procedural justice posits that a person’s level of
satisfaction with an authority figure can determine that person’s futbeioe (Lind et
al, 1993; McEwen and Maiman, 1984; Paternoster and his colleagues, 1997; Scaglion and
Condon, 1980; Sullivan et al., 1987; Sunshine and Tyler, 2003; Tyler, 1990). Although
the theory provides a useful framework for studying the connection between victim
satisfaction with police and their participation in prosecution, there is a suNxstant
difference between previous studies and this one. To date, instead of focusing on
victims, most procedural justice research has focused on offenders. Ipicaliyty
examined their experiences of police fairness on their feelings of stisfand future
law-abiding behavior. This analysis departs from this literature usiiog on the
perceptions of victims instead of offenders, and by exploring the connection betwee
satisfaction and behavior. To the best of my knowledge, no study has estimated the
relationship between satisfaction and participation in the prosecution process., In sum

this thesis expands upon existing procedural justice literature and atterappddre the



relationship between victims’ satisfaction with police and victims’ decigmns
participate in prosecution.

This research has direct policy implications. If victims’ satisfectvith police
indeed leads to greater participation, the reputation and efficacy ofitieal justice
system will benefit from focusing its attention on improving victims’ satisbn with
police. This can be accomplished through many avenues such as maintaining police
professionalism, meeting victims’ expectations, keeping victims informed, am@sntg
victims’ comfort levels (Bradl and Horvath, 1991; Coupe and Griffiths, 1999; Kelly,
1984b; O’'Grady et al, 1992; Wemmers, 1998). By using the information created by thi
research, the system can work to help the police fulfill victims’ needs in torékad to
more successful prosecution.

In order to best understand the effect that victims’ satisfaction with thee s
on their participation in the prosecution process, this thesis will first exglai
importance of victim participation to the criminal justice system. |thwéh outline the
factors that hinder and promote victim participation, the importance of the poitte, a

finally, discuss the existing research on procedural justice.

The Importance of Victim Participation in the Criminal Justice System

This section will delineate three reasons that it is important for vicbms
participate in the criminal justice system, including the creation of a mstréepgal
system, an increase in the overall effectiveness of the criminal jussiezrsyand the
improvement of victim satisfaction with the system. These three reasariesaly

related to each other and together illustrate the importance of victiroipaitn.



First, victim participation can lead to a criminal justice systemishaiore just.
A just system equally addresses the concerns of all three partiesrehidiierests in
the outcome of the case: the offender, the victim, and the State. Traditidmally, t
criminal justice system only addressed the concerns of the offender aratéhéwst in
1982, the Federal Government began an effort to focus on victim participation in the
criminal justice system, turning victims’ rights into a national issuesid®¥at Reagan
created the President’s Task Force on Victims of Crime in an attemgognree the
importance of the victim to the criminal justice system. According to tek Farce’s
report, prior to 1982 there was widespread failure to include victims in the piaices
criminal prosecution and the system’s stakeholders regularly treatedsvas pieces of
evidence, rather than as human beings with emotions. Until this point, the victien’'s
in the criminal justice system was undefined (Kilpatrick and Otto, 1987). After
reviewing relevant literature and conducting interviews, the PresidergksHaace
reported that in order to be a more just system, victims should have the opportunity to
participate in the criminal justice system and should be treated humangaiyngtten et
al., 1982).

In addition to making the criminal justice system more just, victim partioipa
helps the criminal justice system function more effectively. Victirasaarintegral part
of the system; without them, cases may go unreported to the police and ocoswviciyht
not be obtained (Herrington et al., 1982; Lynch 1976). Because victims aaltyfhe
primary witnesses to crimes, without their support prosecutors may find cudtitio
obtain guilty pleas and guilty verdicts. In a domestic violence court, Dawson and

Dinovitzer (2001) found that prosecutors with supportive victims are sevenrtiores



likely to proceed with prosecution. In addition to increasing guilty pleas and donsict
victim participation can make the system more efficient in several wRgsearch shows
that when victims participate, cases reach resolution faster, stakeholdeis fore
accurate picture of the crime, and offenders are more likely to be rédtakil{Davis and
Smith, 1994; Kelly, 1984a; Schafer, 1976).

Victim participation is also intertwined with victim satisfaction in apeuacal
relationship: satisfaction not only leads to participation—participatiors lead
satisfaction. Research has found that when victims participate in prefterheat
conferences, they are more likely to agree with prosecutors’ recommendaattbhave
attitudes that are more positive about the way their cases are handleth(Erez a
Bienkowska, 1993; Heinz and Kerstetter, 1979; Kelly, 1984a). Similarly, victims’
opinions of sentencing hearings improve when they attend court (Hagan, 1982).
Allowing and encouraging victims to participate in the criminal justiceeaysnakes a
more just system, increases overall effectiveness of the system, aasewxvictim

satisfaction with the system.

Why Victims Participate

Given the importance of victim participation to the criminal justice sysitem
useful to understand why victims participate in the criminal justice systéeeording to
existing literature, victims choose to participate in the system foy iffierent reasons,
including a desire for psychological healing and out of fear.

Victims often participate in the criminal justice system for psycho&ddiealing.

Part of the psychological trauma for victims results from feeling ovenmuirgy the



offenders. Participating in the system can help restore equity and empaives,vic
helping them heal (Gutheil et al., 2000; Kilpatrick and Otto, 1987). One way the criminal
justice system can empower victims is by requiring the offender to adomgadoing.
Some victims will participate in order to make the defendants aware of tinesnjhey
have caused, thus pulling defendants out of their denial of their wrongdoing. Another
reason victims participate is to feel less isolated in their victimizatVictims may feel
less isolated by bringing attention to a greater societal issue thdegheshould not be
ignored, such as domestic violence or sexual assault (Erez and Roberts, 2007; Gutheil e
al., 2000).

Victims also patrticipate in the criminal justice system because tkei il
protect them from subsequent victimizations by the same offender. When their
perpetrators are incarcerated, many victims feel safer. Although nattatiwiwant
punishment for the offenders, some do. In one research study, 167 victims out of 500
requested jail time or some harsh treatment for offenders (Erez and Tontodonato, 1990)
Other victims believe that they gain some protection by knowing whereofferiders
are. They want to know whether the offenders from their cases have betsdanes
whether the offenders are in custody or have bailed out of jail (Kelly, 1984a)selmces
victims may hope that by participating in the criminal justice system,dheaffect the
punishment of their offenders or at least be informed about where the offenders are and

therefore be less fearful.

Why Victims Do Not Participate



In addition to knowing why victims participate, it is equally important to know
the barriers to participation. Victims face many obstacles that hindep#récipation
in the criminal justice system. These barriers include: fear, lack of lagieof money,
lack of understanding of the process, lack of faith in the system, and mental health
concerns as a result of the victimization.

Related to the desire for protection that encourages some victims toppaetiol
criminal prosecution, fear often prevents victims from participating. iizttion is
generally a fear-inducing experience. Usually this fear outlastadltkent and can
become more intense during the criminal case. Research has shown that 50% of all
victims of violent crime fear some sort of retaliation for participatmgrosecution.

This fear reduces their probability of participating in prosecution by halfi¢l4 al.,

1990). In another study conducted by Davis and colleagues (1990), 94 victims out of 260
were threatened by defendants and 24 of these victims were threatened byntefenda

with weapons. Thirteen victims asked to drop the charges even without apparest threat
Fifty-seven percent of victims who were not threatened feared retaliation1&6 of

those who were not threatened indicated that if the defendant was not in jail, they would
be fearful. Those victims who were threatened were three times morddiklyp

charges. Davis and colleagues (1990) also found that most of the threats o¢dheed a
police station or at the scene of the crime, illustrating the important rolpdiad can

play in alleviating fear for a victim. Furthermore, this fear can be damgpersons

other than the defendant. One study reported that 28 out of 100 victims were threatened

by either defendants or defendants’ friends or families (Kelly, 1984a).



Loss of time and money are also barriers to participation. The entire pobeess
criminal case can take an incredible amount of time. Some victims canndttaffose
the time and the money required to participate. In a study of rape victiniisvict
reported that they lost significant amounts of work or vacation time while waiting i
court for their cases and in having to rearrange their schedules to accomohadaiiag
meetings. In addition, victims lost money by missing work, by traveling to,@ndtin
paying for childcare (Kelly, 1984a). In one study, 100 victims out of 386 lost between
two and three days of work for the court process. The total wait time for alctimasvi
was 495 hours, with the longest wait time recorded at over 8 hours (Knudten et al., 1976).
In addition to totally preventing participation, the time commitment required for
participation can cause victims to become emotionally numb, making them give up on
their cases (Gutheil et al., 2000). The drain of time, money, and emotions is enough to
prevent many victims from participating in the process.

Victims also may not participate because they are never presented with the
opportunity to participate or because they do not believe their participation will inave a
impact on the outcome of the court case. Victims have reported feeling as though they
have been excluded from the process and that they only have been included when their
participation benefits the State’s case. These victims felt as thougththdg kave
been recognized as the injured parties instead of the State (Kelly, 1984a)lsthiejt
confused by the court process and as a result were fearful when theydeoeiste
documents (Kelly, 1984a). The system also may fail altogether to notify vidiioos a

their opportunities to participate (Erez and Roberts, 2007; Howley and Dorris, 2007).



When victims do not know they can participate or they feel their participeties not
affect the outcome of cases, they are unlikely to participate.

Criminal victimization can cause mental health problems which may also
discourage victims from participating in the process. One study has showottinat
victims of violent crimes and of property crimes are more distressed than thoseave
never been victims. The criminal justice system itself can alsous#itize victims as it
is often necessary for victims to tell and retell their stories and facefisailants
(Gutheil et al., 2000). The list of symptoms resulting from the crime itselfhend t
criminal justice system is long. It includes: depression, anxiety, s@tati{the
physical manifestation of psychological stress), hostility, fearplsgness, anger,
frustration, headaches, an inability to concentrate, humiliation, loss -@osdiflence,
isolation, helplessness, nervous breakdowns, suicidal ideation, suicide attempts, sexual
dysfunction, and post traumatic stress disorder (Gutheil et al., 2000; Kilpatakk et
1985; Kilpatrick and Otto, 1987; Norris and Kaniasty, 1994). In addition, often cases can
last so long that victims lose the support of their friends and family. Those close to
victims of crime often tire of hearing about the crime over an extended perioceof tim
(Gutheil et al., 2000). When victims suffer from any of these symptoms, they may be
unable to participate or they may choose not to participate for fear of worsening the
symptoms (Kilpatrick and Otto, 1987). Given the importance of victim participation and
the incentives and barriers to victim participation, procedural justice is an appgopri
theory to guide research about what may encourage the incentives and ovaeome t

barriers to victim participation.



Police

A police officer is often the first person a victim interacts witleradt crime
occurs. This interaction occurs at a time when victims are fearful and vuinerabl
Because the interaction is the first interaction victims have and becauaeahis
important time, the police have a unique opportunity to shape victims’ perceptions about
the criminal justice system. Their behavior could either encourage victimgitipade
or discourage them from patrticipating. | posit that the interaction is so empdftat the
strength of victims’ first impressions with the system outweighs otheautiens that
victims have throughout the criminal justice process, including interactions wit
prosecutors. In fact, the interaction with the police may even determine hotira vic

views the rest of the stakeholders in the system.

Prior Research on Procedural Justice

Defining Procedural Justice

Procedural justice is defined as a paradigm in which individuals are treated wit
procedural fairness by authorities and are thus more likely to view theseiteegrasr
legitimate, be satisfied with them, accept their decisions, and to obey t(ledtaxnoster
et al., 1997; Sunshine and Tyler, 2003; Tyler, 1990; Tyler et al., 2007).

Procedural justice was first described by Thibaut and Walker (1975), who drew
from the fields of social psychology and law to assess the effects ofipratpistice
within the legal system. Specifically, they sought to determine whicleguooes within
the system were perceived as just. Their work formed the basis for crimgtshmi

study and define procedural justice. The primary components of procedur& fhatic

10



criminological research has focused on are defining procedural &ithesffects of
procedural fairness, and the effects of legitimacy and satisfactiom. sibsection of
this section focuses on a different aspect of the definition of procedured¢jwsith the

relevant portion bolded.

Defining Procedural Fairness

Procedural justice begins with fairnefgeople are treated fairly by
authorities, they will be more likely to be satisfied with them, view them as legiéma
accept their decisions, and follow the law (Paternoster et al., 1997; Sunshineamd Tyl
2003; Tyler, 1990; Tyler et al., 2007). Procedural fairness has been defined Ipjemulti
researchers using different terminology but similar concepts. For exanybtr (1990)
claimed that factors that influence a person’s perception of procedurakfaaree the
opportunity for individuals to state their cases, indications that authoritieyiageto be
fair, and the feeling of being treated with respect. Leventhal (1976, 19803sks Six
different components of procedural fairness that describe many of thesgaatiens
discussed by Tyler (1990): representation, consistency, impartiality aagcur
correctability, and ethicality. Due to the fact that Paternoster and heagoés (1997)
also use the six components described by Leventhal (1976, 1980) and Tyler’s (1990,
2010) ideas overlap, I will also discuss these six components.

“Representation” occurs when people believe that they had an opportunity to
participate in the process (Paternoster et al., 1997). Tyler (2010) ceflis &s “voice”
and adds that this participation should be meaningful. “Consistency” is present when

similar treatment is applied in two different situations: consistencthéparticular
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person and consistency between people. Consistency for a particular persen & w
person’s experience is consistent with the person’s expectations. €ongisétween
people occurs when a victim receives the same treatment as the offandiém a

receives the same treatment as another victim, or an offender receisamth&eatment

as another offender. This is one component that Tyler (1990, 2010) does not have an
analogue for. Next, “impartiality,” or as Tyler (2010) calls it, “nelityg is the

perception that authorities make decisions based on rules as opposed to theil persona
biases. “Accuracy” is perceived when a person thinks that the authoritesgoed
decisions; people see the authorities as trying to solve problems or do wilat. is ri
“Correctability” is a situation in which a person has some way to correct aprobl

arising with the authority. If a person has a problem with the decision that antguthori
makes, the person should be able to bring this problem to a superior. “Ethicadity” i
authority’s practice of treating the person with respect and politenesadmste

demeaning or treating the person as a stereotype. By treating a¢téisalty, the

authority conveys a sense of group membership to the individual. These six components
are what lead a person to judge a process as procedurally fair (Leyv&#6l1980;
Paternoster et al., 1997; Tyler, 1990, 2010). In addition to defining what procedural
fairness is, procedural justice provides an explanation for the effects of prcedur

fairness.

Effects of Procedural Fairness

According to the theory of procedural justice, the perception that authdrae

acted with procedural fairness, as illustrated by the presence of tlrgorents

12



defined abovedgads people to feel satisfaction with those authorities and perceive
those authorities as legitimatgPaternoster et al., 1997; Sunshine and Tyler, 2003;
Tyler, 1990; Tyler et al., 2007). Research has supported this definition of procedural
justice by finding that when offenders perceive that procedures are fairdefs’ overall
satisfaction with the process increases. Research has also found thate¢hisethc
fairness increases offenders’ estimations of the legitimacy otthergies (Casper et

al., 1988; Lind, 1982; Tyler, 1984; Tyler, 1990; Tyler et al. 1985; Tyler, Rasinski and
Griffin, 1986). Satisfaction and legitimacy, while slightly different, tsgd up together
and their causes will be discussed below.

Many research studies provide support for different components of procedural
fairness. Bradl and Horvath (1991) found that police professionalism, which
encompasses many of the components of procedural fairness, had the laegesheff
victim satisfaction, regardless of the type of crime committed aga@yictim. They
also found that when a victim perceived the process was fair, satisfaction teheed t
greater. Another study found support for procedural justice’s notion that the preéence
representation, consistency, and ethicality all lead to increased vattgfastion with
the criminal justice system. Coupe and Griffiths (1999) found that victimsfaszios
and expectations with the system were affected by police conduct. iSgbgithey
found that victims’ satisfaction depended on the actions of the officers and how often and
how much the victim was informed about the investigation process. In addition to police
officers’ actions, victim satisfaction also depended on the ultimate outcome of
prosecution and the manner in which this met victims’ expectations. The studies

mentioned above provide support for the idea that more than one of the six components
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of procedural fairness leads to satisfaction. In addition to these studiesard@nore
studies that find that one of the six components leads to satisfaction or views of
legitimacy.

There are several studies that found support for the idea that representation leads
to satisfaction. As discussed earlier, victim participation in the crijueaite system is
another way to increase victim satisfaction (Erez and Bienkowska, 1993; Heinz and
Kerstetter, 1979; Kelly, 1984a). Several researchers explored the sigogiof
allowing offenders to state their cases, finding increased satisfactiotheijustice
system regardless if the input was heard before or after the interactioauthbrities
(Folger, 1977; Hirschmann, 1970; Lind and Tyler; 1988; Lind et al., 1990). Similarly,
Casper et al (1988) found that if felony defendants had been treated respegtfully b
arresting officers and had an opportunity to speak with attorneys, they werdikaty
to state the process was procedurally fair, showing support for both represemation a
ethicality.

Other research providing evidence that ethicality leads to satisfaction tfoaind
receiving comfort led to satisfaction (Erez and Bienkowska, 1993; Heinz anetkes
1979; Kelly, 1984a). Ethicality is defined as not only being treated respgchiutlalso
giving a person a feeling of group membership. Many researchers have shiown tha
procedural fairness can also lead to feelings of group membership (LiAt/l@nd1988;
Paternoster et al., 1997; Tyler, 1990; Tyler and Lind, 1992; Wemmers, 1998). This
research shows that when treated fairly by authorities, people feel Ikbereof a
group, making them more likely to identify with the social order and to adhereup gr

norms. The emotions associated with fair treatment and feelings of group rskeimbe

14



are so strong that they even outweigh the impact of negative trial outctmaber

words, people will respond positively to fair procedures independent of the outcomes of
the cases in which they are involved (Lind and Tyler, 1988; Paternoster et al., 1997;
Tyler, 1990; Tyler and Lind, 1992; Wemmers, 1998). These studies all support the idea
that procedural fairness leads to increased satisfaction and perceitiethl@gi The

next step in the procedural justice process is the effect of this perceivaddegiand

increased satisfaction.

Effects of Perceived Legitimacy and Satisfaction

The last part of the procedural justice definition is accepting authoritieisioles
and obeying the law. Once a person has been treated fairly by authorities,stiat per
will be satisfied with them, view them as legitimatecept the decisions that they
make, and obey the law(Paternoster et al., 1997; Sunshine and Tyler, 2003; Tyler,
1990; Tyler et al., 2007).

The research supporting that perceived legitimacy and satisfaction lead to
acceptance of authorities’ decisions and compliance with the law includes sifidie
people who were involved in civil lawsuits, offenders, and ordinary citizens. To the best
of my knowledge, only two studies researched how fairness might lead peopiefb ac
legal decisions. These studies were conducted with data from civil lawsEggeral
courts and found that parties were more likely to accept the decisions thahade
when processes were considered fair, regardless of the outcomes (Lind et al, 1993;

McEwen and Maiman, 1984).
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On the other hand, there were several studies that researched how legfimacy
might lead people to obey the law. The earlier studies began by exploring heggali
by the police affected perceptions of the police in general (Scaglionambg, 1980;
Sullivan et al., 1987). Then Tyler (1990) researched the effect of perceiviatdegion
obeying the law with ordinary citizens. Paternoster and his colleagues (189919oked
at the effect of procedural fairness on obeying the law, but conducted thancheagth
domestic violence offenders. Finally Sunshine and Tyler (2003) further detinbate
effects of legitimacy by determining whether or not perceived tegdy led to
compliance with the law, cooperation with the police, and empowerment of the police.
Together, these studies lend strong support to procedural justice and will beedisouss
further detail below.

Two studies support the entire procedural justice process: following the path from
perceived fairness to satisfaction to compliance with the law. Thesesslin&ed
perceptions of the fairness of one police officer to perceptions of the policehadea
First, Scaglion and Condon (1980) surveyed 273 people in four different neighborhoods
in Pittsburgh. These neighborhoods included a low-income black neighborhood, a low-
income white neighborhood, a racially diverse but mainly black neighborhood, and a
white upper middle class neighborhood. This study aimed to determine the relptionshi
between the police and the community. The researchers conducted an interview in thre
parts. First, they gathered information about respondents’ attitudes towaalitee
Next, they gathered information about the type of interactions the respondentishhad w
the police; and finally, they gathered general socio-metric informationtahe

respondents. The results concluded that a respondent’s experience with an individual
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police officer was indicative of the respondent’s overall attitudes towanubliee. This
illustrates that the fairness of a person’s encounter with an individual offieetsathat
person’s opinion of the entire police force, which is evidence that supports procedural
justice.

Next, in 1987, Sullivan and his colleagues conducted research across different
neighborhoods. They chose five neighborhoods to study different age and ethnic group
attitudes towards the police. These neighborhoods included a community of upper
middle class black professionals, a government subsidized housing project ofdoveinc
blacks, a Cuban neighborhood, and an Anglo middle-class suburb. The researchers
interviewed 78 black adults, 103 Cuban adults, 38 Anglo adults, 190 black high school
students, 103 Cuban high school students, and 89 Anglo high school students. To
determine the respondents’ attitudes toward the police, they asked 30 questions with a
Likert-type response scale, and found that the most important factor determining
respondents’ attitude toward the police was a police officer's demeanor. Tinis aga
provides support for procedural justice. People who are treated fairly and regpbygtful
the police are more likely to have a positive attitude toward the police, showing support
for procedural justice.

Tyler (1990) focused more specifically on how legitimacy leads to law abiding
behavior. In Chicago, Tyler (1990) conducted a study in which 1,575 respondents were
interviewed by phone. A year later, there was a follow-up with 804 randomlyesklec
respondents. After determining which respondents had some interaction with ¢tlee poli
they were asked about their opinions of the police and the courts and whether or not they

complied with the law. With respect to legitimacy, Tyler (1990) found that pedye w

17



believed the law is legitimate and moral were more likely to obey the lgder (1990)
also found that people relied on: their perceptions of legitimacy, whether or not they had
a chance to state their case, and whether they had been treated withwhkepect
deciding to obey the law. These factors affected respondents’ decisions to diagy the
regardless of the outcome of the case.

Paternoster and his colleagues (1997) also explored the effect of legibmacy
law abiding behavior, but specifically studied domestic violence offenders. The data
were collected between April 1987 and August 1992 in Milwaukee. When police officers
responded to domestic violence calls, officers were given one of three randsigheds
treatment options: giving suspects warnings with no arrest, keeping suspecisiébr
period of time, or arresting suspects and keeping them in jail for a longer perimoe of ti
Paternoster and his colleagues (1997) found that when the police acted faidytderin
arrest, the suspects had significantly lower rates of recidivism indepeidbat
randomly assigned treatment options. In fact, this effect of proceduraéjustsc
stronger than the randomly assigned treatment option and was immune to changes in an
offender’s stake in conformity and length of time in detention.

Finally, Sunshine and Tyler (2003) also explored the effect of legitimacy, but
looked at its effect on three different outcomes: compliance with the law, cbopera
with the police, and empowerment of the police. The researchers conducted a survey
with 586 residents in New York City in the summers of 2001 and 2002 in which they
measured perceptions of the legitimacy of police action. To measure paTsayti
legitimacy, they asked questions such as, “you should accept the decisiongymade b

police, even if you think they are wrong” (p. 539) and recorded answers on ati/peert
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response scale. Next, they looked at how respondents reacted to their judgment of
legitimacy and measured responses according to self-reports of coraptianperation,

and empowerment. In the second wave of the study, Sunshine and Tyler (2003)
conducted telephone interviews with 1,653 residents and again looked at respondents’
view of legitimacy and the resulting compliance, cooperation, and empowerment. For
both parts of the study they weighted the respondents’ answers to account forrialases a
found that respondents’ view of police legitimacy had a stronger impact tharhany ot
variable and that legitimacy influenced their willingness to comply wigHadw, their
willingness to cooperate with the police, and their willingness to empower tlee.poli

Overall this study found support for the theory of procedural justice.

Procedural Justice Applied to Victims

The research discussed thus far has focused mainly on offenders largely due to the
fact that there is limited research on victims and procedural justice. Htmgxi
procedural justice research about victims focuses on victim satisfactidraws the
conclusion that victims’ experience with the police leads to victim aatieh with the
overall criminal justice system (Erez and Tontodonata, 1992; Scaglion and Condon,
1980; Sullivan et al. 1990; Wemmers, 1998). While this research informs the current
study by making the connection between experiences with the policetefacsan
with the overall criminal justice system, it fails to establish a lirtlwben victim
satisfaction with the police and victim participation in prosecution. Thestivds

attempt to determine whether this link exists.
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Generally, studies have found that procedural fairness by criminal justice
stakeholders leads to greater victim satisfaction with the crimirtedgus/stem as a
whole. Two studies focused specifically on victims and the effects of procedural
fairness. First, Erez and Tontodonata (1990) looked at 125 victims of felony cases in
Ohio between June 1985 and January 1988. They concluded that victims who were told
about the process of prosecution and who knew the extent to which they could affect the
process were more likely to accept the situation, even when the situation was
unfavorable. These findings provide support for procedural justice, illustratind tha
victims are informed about the process, or if they experience the repteseatal
consistency components of procedural fairness, they are more likely pi teee
outcome of the process.

Next, Wemmers (1998) studied felony victims’ attitudes toward legal auésorit
and concluded that victims’ experiences with the legal system affébetecttitudes
toward and support for that legal system. Between September 1992 and June 1994,
Wemmers interviewed 640 victims of felony crimes and found that when thosesvictim
were treated fairly by authorities, the victims were likely to have nmawaréble attitudes
toward the entire justice system, not just police officers. This study algaws support
for procedural justice by finding that procedural fairness leads to stitsfac

These studies show that procedural justice can be used as a framework for
studying the connection between victims’ satisfaction and victims’ gaation in
prosecution. For example, research suggests that if a victim’s inb@racth the police
is procedurally fair, the victim is more likely to be satisfied with the polidot only

that, according to other research on procedural justice, a victim who is datighehe
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police or the prosecutor will be likely to support the legitimacy and authafritye

police and prosecutor as well. As supported by Wemmers (1998), | posit that this support
for the police translates into support for the entire criminal justicersyahd will be
demonstrated by increased victim participation in prosecution, includirogviaty

through with the case and attending hearings.

Hypotheses

This thesis attempts to expand upon previous procedural justice research by
exploring the relationship between victim satisfaction with police and victiticipation
in prosecution. According to procedural justice, people who believe that a procass is fa
or are more satisfied with a process, are more likely to be complidntheitaw and
believe in its legitimacy. This research focuses on three differergarmants that might
encourage victim participation: procedural fairness, victim satisfactitnpoelice, and
victim satisfaction with prosecutors. These components may act on their own or

together. Therefore, this thesis tests these hypotheses:

Hypothesis 1Procedural fairness by the police will lead to greater victim partiopat
prosecution.
Hypothesis 2Victim satisfaction with the police will lead to greater victim papition
in prosecution.
Hypothesis 2aVictim satisfaction with the police is a result of procedural
fairness and therefore the strength of procedural fairness will decrkase w

victim satisfaction with the police is taken into account.
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Hypothesis 3Victim satisfaction with the prosecutor leads to victim participation in
prosecution

Hypothesis 4Victim satisfaction with the police has a weaker influence on victim
participation as the prosecution process progresses and victim satisfatttidmew

prosecutor becomes more important to victim participation in prosecution.

Methods
Data

The data for this thesis measures the responses of victims as plargefr study
conducted by the National Center for Victims of Crime (ICPSR Study No. 2467). The
original study focused on states’ protections of victims’ rights, coligcata from four
different states: two states strong in protection in victims’ rights and dt@ssiveak in
protection of victims’ rights. In order to determine which states were strahglaich
were weak, a legal analysis was conducted. The researchers wheddhectiata
looked at victims’ rights in all 50 states and rated them based on “the right toatiof,
the right to be present, the right to be heard, and the right to restitution’y(Bealt,
1995, p. 5). Two states were chosen from the top 25% of states and two states were
chosen from the bottom 25%. Once the states were chosen, the victims’ names and
contact information were gathered from departments of corrections andsvictim
compensation agencies; 2,245 victims with recent criminal justice expesiarere
located. Each victim reported the crime to the police and most had had extensive and
recent experiences with the criminal justice system. These victinescortacted and

asked if they or another household member had recently been a victim of a crime. A
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subset of respondents (29.6% or 665 respondents) answered “no” to this question. Of the
remaining 1,580 victims, interviews were conducted with 1,308 victims (83% of the
victims who were located and said that they or someone in their house was a victim).
The victims who participated in the survey were victims of physical d$2&9b),
robbery (24%), sexual assault (11%), other crimes (10%), or were relativesmide
victims (30%).

The interviews were conducted over the telephone by a survey researasifig
a computer-assisted telephone interviewing (CATI) system. Intemsdveen this firm
had experience conducting surveys with trauma victims, had received exteaisivig t
and were continually supervised throughout the interview process. The questions
included: when and where the crimes occurred, characteristics of the fgerpgetra
perpetrators’ use of force, the nature of the police response, the victim Sénatceere
available, the type of information given to the victims by the criminal justiseem, the
victims’ levels of participation in the criminal justice system, how thexasded, the
existence and nature of sentencing and restitution, the victims’ satisfacth different
components of the criminal justice system, and the effects of the crimies wicttims
(Byrne et al, 1999). Demographic questions were also asked about the age, race, sex,
education, and income of individual victims. The response options were Likert-type
scales and the interviews lasted on average 40.2 minutes. They were conducted betwe

April and October of 1995.

Strengths and Weaknesses
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One of the main strengths of this data is the use of CATI. CATI requires all the
guestions to be in the correct order and it allows the interviewers to enter tlleelctts
into the computer. The advantage of the direct entry of data is immediateatiotif of
problems with answer choices, which allows the interviewer to repeat thigoquds
addition to CATI, the interviewers had training and prior experience withtsensisues.
Questioning victims about sensitive information can be a difficult task. Phoneemtsrvi
conducted by interviewers trained in dealing with trauma victims is actigievay to
elicit responses to sensitive questions, second only to having victims answeEmguast
their own or in face-to-face interviews (Fowler, 2009). Another strendtieadata is
that there were a large number of victims of different types of cnvheswere from
different locations within the state.

There are several weaknesses with the data including state differsgleetion
bias, simultaneity bias and recollection bias. For confidentiality purposes téhsetia
omits the names of the states in which the victims reside. This is a web&pagse the
four states may not be representative of the rest of the country. For exdri@y are
four primarily rural states they will not represent urban states. Givefothagtates were
chosen, the data are most likely information from a mix of different typeatessbut it
is impossible to verify this. The data do report whether a respondent was framga str
or weak state, thus, the analysis controls for the strength or weaknestsitef &
protection of victims’ rights.

Selection bias could have occurred in three different ways. First, the respondents
who participated in the survey may be different than those who did not. The original

researchers were unable to locate all 2,245 victims for phone interviews. A factor

24



possibly contributing to the inability to locate victims could have been the tendency f
victims to move as a result of their victimizations (Dugan, 1999). It is edlgetiféicult

to find victims who have been previously victimized in their own homes. People who
were located could be substantially different from the victims who wer@ceateld, but
because data are unavailable for the victims who were not found, this heisaarable

to explore the differences.

The second source of potential selection bias concern is that the resporiaents w
claimed that no household members were victims of previous crimes might be different
from those who admitted victimization. Although all respondents were victims, 29.6% of
the sample stated that there were no crime victims living in the household. ighis m
have systematically excluded people who were victimized by household nsefrthely
were avoiding potential conflict. For example, if a domestic violence offemdevered
the phone, or was present in the room when the phone was answered, the respondent may
not have been forthright. Unfortunately, because no data are availallledenictims,
this thesis is unable to determine the nature of these differences.

The third source of potential selection bias is that the respondents who did
respond to the survey did not answer all of the questions. Some victims did not rate
satisfaction with the police or prosecutor and some victims did not have anippfidic
opportunities. By excluding these victims, the sample lost 453 cases. The sample
selection and ramifications will be discussed in more detail in the samptmnsec

The final weakness results from the retrospective data collectiorggtratieich
causes difficulties when drawing conclusions about causality becaaBestan victims

who might have faulty memories. The researchers from the original sppaye that
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the victims were all “fairly recent” victims (Byrne et al., 1999). Thestjoa in the

survey asks how long ago victimization occurred. The answer options were: “Within the
Past Year,” “1-2 Years Ago,” “2—-3 Years Ago,” “3 or More Years,” andriD

Know/Not Sure.” This causes two different problems: simultaneity bias aolieion

bias. Simultaneity bias is present in cases where the victims rated tiséacsan with

the police after their interactions with the criminal justice systene wemplete,

potentially causing their opinions of the police to be biased by other experiarsgdesass
interactions with the prosecutor or the outcome of the proceedings. Recollection bia
may be present because too much time has passed and the victims may have forgotte
whether they were satisfied with the police. Their memories could alsddthtreem to
refrain from answering the question, or to answer the question inaccuratatya |
sensitivity analysis comparing victims whose experiences werar2 ggo or less to

those whose experiences were two years ago or more. The substantive firdengsew
same. Therefore, | kept all the respondents in the same model and controlled for time

since incident.

Sample

In order to determine the final sample, the full data set went through several
reductions. The original data set consisted of 1,308 observations, and after the
reductions, this thesis’ sample consists of only 850 observations, a reduction of 35%.
First, because this thesis is concerned with victims’ satisfaction wittepanid
prosecutors, the respondents who did not rate their satisfaction with the police or

prosecutors were dropped (N=269). Next, because victims could only choose to
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participate if they had the opportunity to participate, respondents who werermg
opportunity to participate were dropped (N=184). Finally, five other respondergs wer
dropped for refusing to answer questions that are used as control variabled, 458ota
cases were dropped.

To determine if dropping these cases affects the generalizability didisista
multinomial regression was performed to analyze the difference betwetmalrsample
and each of these groups: 1) respondents who did not rate their satisfaction and who did
not have any participation opportunities, 2) respondents who rated their Satisfiact
did not have any opportunities, and 3) respondents who did not rate their satisfaction, but
did have at least one opportunigegTable 1). The final sample for this thesis was used
as a reference category for the multinomial regression. Because ordgdp®were
dropped for victims who did not answer control variable questions, the five cases are part
of the reference group. A multinomial regression was chosen for this analgsder to
more efficiently compare the final sample to the three different groups of resp@nde
While a logistic regression could have compared everyone not selected\adifdot
everyone selected, the multinomial regression allows this thesis to ex@atéférences

between all three types of respondents who were removed from the analysis.

[Insert Table 1 about Here]

The groups were compared on a number of different characteristics including:

race, sex, whether the offender was a stranger, whether a weapon was used in the

incident, education level, employment status, whether the relationship with thdesffe
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was a domestic relationship, whether the respondent was a victim, statenise offe
occurred in, age of the respondent, time since the incident, and whether the respondent
was injured in the incident. Table 1 shows all the significant results from theomoiil
regression. Those in the final sample are more likely than those who did not rate
satisfaction and did not have an opportunity to participate to be white, female, have a
known offender, have a weapon used in their crime, be employed, be a family noémber
a homicide victim, be from a state strong in protections of victims’ rights, and lanet
been injured in the incident.

Similarly, those in the final sample are more likely than those who rated their
satisfaction and did not have any opportunities to be white and female, have known the
offender, be a college graduate, be a family member of a homicide victinonia ktate
strong in protection in victims’ rights, and be younger. Finally, those responvdemts
did not rate their satisfaction, but did have at least one opportunity are fewer in number
and have fewer characteristics that are significant. For this group, thedmple is
more likely than these respondents to be a family member of a homicide victim, be
younger, and have been a victim of the crime more recently (less than theag@a
The sample reductions in this research have caused a number of significaenckie
between the characteristics of respondents in the sample and the entiré dBtésse
limits the generalizability of this study

The final sample selection was done after conducting a sensitivity analysis
between respondents who were victims of the crime and respondents who whre fami

members of homicide victims. This sensitivity analysis found differentasotinge

! Heckman'’s two-step correction may be an apprapfiatfor this selection bias, but this thesis widit be
conducting the correction (Bushway et al., 2007).
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results for the two groups. Therefore, | conducted the analyses for victiraraiiyl f
members separately. See Table 2 for a description of the finalized samgtethis
point on in this thesis, the entire sample will be referred to as respondetinss it

crime will be victims, and family members of homicide victims will be fgmmembers.

[Insert Table 2 about Here]

Dependent Variables: Participation Opportunities and Participaton Rate

Victim participation was not directly asked in the survey. Insteagonelents
who rated their satisfaction with police were asked about four different opp@suaiti
participate in the criminal justice system. These opportunities wemmneending the
defendant’s release on bond, attending the grand jury hearing, attending thersgntenc
hearing, and making a written or oral victim impact statement. Not abmdspts were
given all four opportunities to participatégeTable 3). For each opportunity that a
respondent had to participate, the interviewer asked whether or not the respondent did
participate. Answer options were “Yes,” “No,” “Not Sure/Don’t Know,” or “Unkmmoiv
For example, the question about the defendant’s release on bond was, “Did you actually
make a recommendation concerning the defendant’s release on bond?” The “Unknown”
answer is the result of a skip pattern. Respondents who answered “No” and “Not sure”
and those who were coded as “Unknown” were removed from the analysis for that
opportunity See Table 4 for a description of how many respondents had an opportunity

to participate in the various hearings.
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[Insert Tables 3 and 4 about Here]

In addition to examining the participation for each opportunity separately, this
thesis also explores respondents’ overall participation. To create a measueeatf
participation, this thesis combined the four participation opportunities to make one
participation variable: participation rate. The participation rate iathaber of times
each victim patrticipated divided by the number of opportunities the victim had ih whic

to participate. This resulted in a continuous outcome varidele~{gure 1).

[Insert Figure 1 about Here]

Independent Variables: Victim Satisfaction with Police and VictimSatisfaction with
the Prosecutor

In these data, to determine victim satisfaction with the police and the pasecut
respondents were asked a set of specific questions about their satisfatticarioiis
members of the criminal justice system: “Based on your experience catdashow
satisfied were you with [item]. Were you satisfied, somewhat satisfomewhat
dissatisfied, not at all satisfied with [item]?” Interviewers agiesgpondents about their
satisfaction with the police, the prosecutors, victim/witness staff, the juddg¢he
criminal justice system. The response was a Likert-type saimsfacale coded with the
four satisfaction responses and “Not Applicable” “Not Sure,” “Refused,” okfAdwn.”
“Unknown” is what this dataset uses for skip patterns. This question was skipped when

the respondent said that the suspect was never arrested or the respondent did not know
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whether the suspect was arrested. Because these respondents did not haveuaitypport
to participate in prosecution, | excluded them from the analysis. In addition, resgondent
that stated “Not Applicable,” “Not Sure,” and “Refused,” were dropped. Winde t
respondents who did not choose to answer this question could be different from those
who did, this study concerns levels of satisfaction, and it can only look at thasesvict

who rated their satisfaction. For this variable, | dropped 204 cases in which respondents
did not rate their satisfaction with police and 65 cases in which respondents did not rate
their satisfaction with the prosecuto&egdiscussion of sample reduction above). See

Table 5 for the frequency distribution of the variables.

[Insert Table 5 about Here]

Procedural Fairness Variables

In an attempt to explore the entire procedural justice process, | used pabcedur
fairness variables to represent the first part of the procedural jdsfiotion. The
procedural fairness variables correspond with the six components of procednesstai
representation, consistency, impartiality, accuracy, correctabilidyetmcality
(Leventhal, 1976, 1980; Paternoster et al., 1997; Tyler, 1990, 2010). The information
about the presence of procedural fairness variables comes from respoadgnes’s to
several questions that were asked about their opinions of the police. On the suseey, the
guestions (question 15) were asked before the questions about victims’ satisfaitti
police (question 62). The procedural fairness questions include: whether or not the

victim thought the police tried to be polite (ethicality), whether the poliemed to care
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about what happened (accuracy), whether they showed an interested in thé victims
feelings (ethicality), whether they were willing to talk about what hapgpe
(representation), whether they were interested in catching the offeadeusacy), and
whether they tried to gather all of the evidence (accur&sgliable 6). The data are
lacking questions related to the police for three components of proceduraldairnes
consistency, impartiality, and correctability. | coded each of the guoakfairness
variables as a dummy variable where “Yes"=1. | was unable to includesaimaed
procedural fairness of prosecutors because the survey lacked questioonsrésonded
to prosecutor procedural fairness. These variables will be referredR&¥S “

throughout this thesis.

[Insert Table 6 about Here]

Control Variables
In order to reduce the chances that the relationship between victimcsiatisfa
and victim participation is influenced by an omitted variable, | controlleddweral
other variables. While Paternoster et al. (1997) found that individual chartzxtetid
not change the effects of procedural justice, it is important to controlefse flactors due
to other researchers’ findings of the effects of individual charactsrisii specific pieces
of the procedural justice process. The individual characteristics | cedtfoll were:
race, sex, age, education, employment, and relationship to offender. The others/ariable
controlled for were whether or not a weapon was involved in the incident, how long ago

the crime occurred, whether the victim was from a state strong in proteatigicims’
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rights or a state weak in protections, and in the participation rate model, number of
opportunities.

There are several studies that explore the effect of race on attituded thes
police and the criminal justice system as a whole. One study found that the most
negative attitudes toward the police are held by racial minorities (Tewksbal.,
1998). Other studies do not have a directional finding, but instead claim only that race
has an influence on attitudes toward the criminal justice system in gdaeal 1984,
Jacob, 1971). When dealing with prosecutors, non-whites are significantly more likely
than whites to report having spoken with the prosecutor (Tewksbury et al., 1998). These
few studies show that there is reason to believe there may be differereg@®haace.
The original race variable was coded into categories of “White,” ¥8IdElispanic,”
“Asian,” and “Other.” Due to the fact that there are few Hispanic, AsidnCther
respondents, | combined all the non-white respondents into one group. | created a
dummy variable where “White” = 1.

Gender is another difference that may affect the levels of a victinsaséion
with the police. This research appears to be mixed. One study claimed thatdygénde
not affect the level of satisfaction (Bradl and Horvath, 1991). Tewksbury et al. @998)
the other hand focused on victims’ interactions with prosecutors and found thatsfemale
tend to rate prosecutors as acting in a sympathetic manner more thammaléhey also
found that female victims are more likely than male victims to be satisfied &ad ha
interactions with victim advocates. Given the contradictory nature of theséutvess
gender is also worth exploring to determine what, if any, effect it has emsict

participation in prosecution. This variable is a dummy variable where “Male” =
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Age was also studied by several different researchers. One study fouagkthat
does influence a victim’s attitude towards the criminal justice systeatk@Net al.,

1972). Bradl and Horvath (1991) looked at the effect of age on specific crimes. They
found that for serious cases, younger victims were less likely to be sdtisfredlder
victims. As with the other characteristics, Tewksbury et al (1998) looked at the
relationship with prosecutors. They found that older victims are more likely to be
satisfied and that younger victims are more likely to think that the prosesstelf-i
interested. Again, this research shows that there may in fact be andiéfemea victim’s
attitude toward the criminal justice system that is affected by arvictige. Age is a
continuous variable with a mean of 42.76, a maximum of 82, and a minimum of 12.
Because the research shows that being young or old may affectcsmtrstiifferently,
the relationship between age and participation may not be linear. For exagglaga
person may not participate often, then as that person ages, their participation may
increase until leveling off at a certain point or decreasing when that viediches a
certain age. For this reason, | also created a square term for age.

Education level is another variable that may affect the relationship betotiem
satisfaction with police and victim participation. One study conducted in Cémauh
that Canadians with less than a high school level education are less sati$fitoe wi
criminal justice system (Tufts, 2000). Education level is coded by the lastfyea
education the respondent completed. The lowest$St&de or Less,” and the highest is
“Graduate Degree.” For education, | created two dummy variables. Oneydsmm
where respondents with no high school diploma (“Drop Out”) = 1 and the other is where

those with at least a college degree (“At Least College Degrek”)
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Employed people may be less likely to participate in prosecution becauseghey a
unable to be absent from work to attend meetings or court hearings oraidemnable
to be reached during the day to provide input into a criminal case. This variable is coded
with: “Employed Full Time,” “Employed Part Time,” “Unemployed,” “Reettl,”

“Student,” “Keeping House,” “Disabled,” “Other,” and “Refused.” Those who chose not
to answer the question were dropped with the earlier sample selectionted aea

dummy variable where those people employed full time or part time (“Entleyk

Time” or “Employed Part Time”) = 1. While students also may have aatestr

schedule, there are a small number of students (N=28) and when examined seffsgately
substantive findings are the same.

The victim’s relationship with the offender was also included as a control
variable. One study that focused on domestic violence relationships found that whe
victims were assaulted by an intimate partner, they were lesg tikbe satisfied with
the people working within the criminal justice system and the criminal justgtem as a
whole (Byrne et al., 1999). Other reasons domestic violence victims may bendliffere
include: close relationships may be more likely to lead to witness targperctims may
be less or more likely to want the person punished than in cases where victims have no
previous ties to defendants, and victims may be more fearful of defendants. Thenquest
from the survey asked, “Did you know this person (or persons) who committed the crime
or was it a stranger?” If victims said they knew the person they were, 48kas this
person a relative, a friend, a co-worker or someone else?” The responses were:
“Relative,” “Boyfriend/Girlfriend,” “Friend,” “Co-worker,” “Neighbor,™Other,” “Not

Sure,” or “Refused to Answer.” | dropped the case where a victim refused teransw
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(N=1) and then | joined together “Relative” and “Boyfriend/Gidfird.” From these two
guestions | created two dummy variables: “Stranger” = 1 and
“Relative/Boyfriend/Girlfriend” = 1.

The seriousness of the incident will be judged by whether or not there was a
weapon used to commit the offense. When a weapon was used, a victim may have been
fearful to such a degree that the victim refused to participate in prosecution. Thenques
for weapon use was, “Did the person who committed the crime have a weapon, such as a
gun or a knife or something that was used as a weapon?” The answers for this question
were “Yes,” “No,” “Don’'t Know,” “Refused,” and “Unknown.” | created this domyp
variable with “Weapon” (having a weapon) = 1. | am only focusing on the people who
knew there was a weapon, because they most likely felt the most impac¢hé&iofear.

| also control for the length of time since the crime and the differencesdretw
states’ protection of victims’ rights. Length of time since the crimeangsestion that
asked, “How long ago did the crime occur?” The answers ranged from withintthe las
year to three or more years ago. | created a dummy variable where 6Fmneee years
ago” = 1. For state, | created a dummy variable where a state strong ctipnstef
victims’ rights (“Strong State”) = 1. Finally, in the final model thegpleres the effect of
victim satisfaction with the police on overall participation, | control for theberof

participation opportunities.

Statistical Models

For the primary analysis, | run a series of logistic regressioreath of the four

participation opportunities. At each participation opportunity three models areirat). F
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| run a logistic regression with the PFVs, then | adtim satisfaction with police, and
finally I add victim satisfaction with the prosecutors. The three modelde expressed
as:

Model 1 (Hypothesis 1): P(Participation=1)=f(PF|x)

Model 2 (Hypothesis 2): P(Participation=1)=f(respondent satisfaction withcpoli
antecdent|x)

Model 3 (Hypothesis 3): P(Participation=1)=f(respondent satisfaction withquotor,
respondent satisfaction with police, PE|x)

Conducting these three logistic regressions in sequence allows me to expdtner or
not the PFVs are working independently, or through police satisfaction and whether or
not satisfaction with police has a stronger effect on victim participationsdussfaction
with prosecutors. By conducting a logistic regression at each participatioriuopiyolr
can also judge whether, as hypothesis four proposes, prosecutor satisfacinasec
stronger than police satisfaction as the prosecution process progresses. Giben tha
police interaction is such an important interaction, it is likely that respdsaéisfaction
with the police will affect respondent satisfaction with the prosecutor. Ifihabnduct
one Tobit regression, with a lower limit of zero and an upper limit of one, to look at

overall participation using the participation rate. The Tobit model is useddseaa

2 This thesis does not include victim satisfactidthuhe prosecutor in a model on its own for twasens:
1) victim satisfaction with police predicts victisatisfaction with the prosecutor, therefore itésessary to
control for victim satisfaction with police in teodel that addresses victim satisfaction with the
prosecutor, and 2) when victim satisfaction witl filtosecutor is in a model without the other indeleat
variables, the results are only different at thetim impact statement and for participation rateféanily
members. Those two findings are significant whietim satisfaction with the prosecutor is includeith
the two other independent variables and insignifieghen it is in the model on its own.
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shown by the distribution in Figure 1, there are large numbers of zeros and ones,

illustrating censored dafa.

Results

Before reporting the primary results it is important to discuss thelatores
between the PFVs and respondent satisfaction with police. In order to explore all the
correlations, it was necessary to run a correlation matrix for familybmenand victims
for each hearing, with each matrix including those who had an opportunity to pagticipat
(SeeAppendix A). Each matrix showed that there is a high correlation between almost
all the variables. In order to correct for the high correlations, | atterafteattor
analysis, but when combined into one factor, all the unique aspects of each PFY¥ washe
out: individually, some of the PFVs were significant, but when they were combied int
one factor, the factor was no longer significant. Since it is useful to seefdrerdif
effects of each individual PFV on participation, for the purposes of this papegranly
PFV was used for each model. Instead of imposing the same PFV on all models, the
variable that demonstrated the most robust result was selected for each nmgodleus
following strategy: if one PFV was significant when all of the variableewncluded in
the model, that is the variable that was used. In each model, there was never more than
one significant PFV. If none of the PFVs were significant, variables rgareved one
at a time, starting with the least significant until the model was Iéftevily one PFV.

The results for this analysis will be presented with respect to each hypothes

Before discussing each Hypothesis separately, | will report on aibtiteol variables.

® The Cragg specification could be used in ordgrtwide a more general estimation for overall
participation, but thesis will not be using a Cramgdel (Smith and Brame, 2003).
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Following the control variables, | will discuss Hypothesis 1: whether ts RBRve a
direct effect on each participation opportunity and on overall participation., Neit
discuss Hypotheses 2 and 2a: whether respondent satisfaction with the police has an
effect on participation and if that effect weakens the effect of the PFVsllyFimaill
discuss Hypotheses 3 and 4: whether respondent satisfaction with the prosecutor
increases respondent participation in prosecution and whether that relationslipgerst
as the prosecution process progresses.

As shown by Table 4, by splitting the sample into two groups, victims and family
members, the sample for each participation opportunity is small. This smmgllessize
has low statistical power, potentially causing Type Il error. The fgeand group that is
most prone to Type Il errors is family members at the grand jury hearirk@jl=
Despite this potential problem, most variables of interest are either cigmibr far from

being significant, suggesting that Type Il errors are unlikely.

Control Variables

Tables 7-10 provide insight about the relationship between the control variables
and respondent participation in prosecution. Overall, the results of the control wariable
are as expected, supporting the choice of models for this thesis. All thecaignifi
control variables are in the expected direction except for one: for fammbers at the
grand jury hearing, if the offender was a stranger, the respondent was 3.7 (1ith@67) t
less likely to appear at the hearing (p=0.040, OR=0.267). The control variables that are
statistically significant are not consistently significant throughoairésults. “Dropout”

is the control variable that is statistically significant most ofteis dignificant at the
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bail/bond hearing for victims, at the victim impact statement for victims amdyf
members, and for overall participation. When “dropout” is significant, a person without a
high school diploma is less likely to participate. “Strong State” is anothi@ablathat is
significant numerous times, always in the expected direction; if the cricoered in a
state strong in protection of victims’ rights, the respondent is more likelytiocipate in
the process. “Strong State” is significant for family members for botgrtred jury
hearing and overall participation. For victims, “Strong State” is signifitca bail/bond
hearing, grand jury hearing, and overall participation rate. There arels=eral
variables that are statistically unrelated to participation includiregaad gender of the
respondent and whether a weapon was used in the incident. Now that the control
variables have been discussed, | will next discuss the results of each Hypothesi

individually.

Hypothesis 1
Hypothesis 1: Procedural fairness by the police will lead to greater victim participat

in prosecution (OR=>1).

Participation Opportunities for Individual Hearings

Tables 7 and 8 (Model 1) show the results for the logistic regressions using one
PFV as the independent variable for both family members and victims. Overall, t
effects of the PFVs on respondent participation in prosecution are mixed. Two of the
results significantly support the hypothesis, four of the results are nuliwanédgults are

significant in the opposite direction.
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Overall, for family members, one of the four participation opportunities is
positively affected by the PFV: sentencitf8g€Table 7). Notably, when respondents felt
the police were polite, a family member was six times more likely to goetsentencing
hearing (p=0.044). On the flip side, the only significant negative relationshipgidy fa
members is at the grand jury heariGgé€Table 8; OR=0.230, p=0.054). When a family
member feels as though the police tried to gather all the necessanyceyithey are 4.3
(1/0.230) times less likely to participate in the grand jury hearingtinvdchad an equal
split amongst the hearings: two PFVs were positively related to paritci@atd two
were negatively related to participation. Just as was true for fammpers, there was
one positive and one negative significant relationship between the PFV and paticipat
in prosecution. For victims, the bail/bond hearing did have the expected relati@eship (
Table 8). When the police were willing to talk to the victim about what happened, that
victim was three times more likely to attend the bail/bond hearing (p=0.004). The
negative relationship occurred at the grand jury hearing: when the police showed an
interest in the respondent’s feelings, the respondent was less likely tgpp#atic
(OR=0.374, p=0.028). Overall, the results for Hypothesis 1 for individual participation
opportunities are mixed, although the most significant relationship is in the ekpecte
direction: when a victim thought the police were willing to talk to them thahviaias

more likely to participate in the bail/bond hearing (p=0.004).

Participation Rate

Tables 9 and 10 show the Tobit regression results for the overall participation

rate. These results show some support for Hypothesis 1. For victims, the presence of
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PFV led to greater overall participation rat8géTable 10; p=0.074). If victims thought
the police gave them a chance to talk about what happened then they wer&ehote i
participate. On the other had, the results for family members, although xptntez
direction, are not approaching significaneéTable 9; p=0.423). In sum, the results for
overall participation for victims support Hypothesis 1 and individual participati
opportunities show mixed results. For all opportunities, when respondents thought the
police gave them a chance to talk, they always participated more. This subgette
representation portion of the procedural fairness definition may be the npastant

portion.

Hypotheses 2 and 2a

Hypothesis 2: Victim satisfaction with the police will lead to greater victirtiggaation

in prosecution.
Hypothesis 2a: Victim satisfaction with the police is a result of procedural
fairness and therefore the strength of procedural fairness will decrease when

victim satisfaction with the police is taken into account.

Participation Opportunities for Individual Hearings

Tables 7 and 8 (Model 2) show the results for the logistic regression with both a
PFV and respondent satisfaction with the police as independent variables. Hirst | w
report the results for Hypothesis 2. For family members and victims,ishene result
that significantly supports Hypothesis 2. The remaining seven results igreficant.

The significant result is at the bail/bond hearing for family membersn aliamily
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member is satisfied with the police, they are 1.3 times more likely to akterwhid/bond
hearing GeeTable 7; p=0.072). Of the insignificant results, there is one result
approaching significance: the bail/bond hearing for victi§ee{able 8; p=0.146). This
result is also in the expected direction suggesting that when a victim is atisfied
with the police, they are more likely to attend the bail/bond hearing. Thests resul
provide some support for Hypothesis 2.

Hypothesis 2a has mixed results: when respondent satisfaction with the police
was added, the effect of the PFVs strengthened in some cases and weakdrezd.in ot
For family members, the strength of the PFV only decreased in sigogi¢antwo
participation opportunities: sentencing and victim impact statement. Fongjd¢he
PFVs became less significant for three out of the four opportunities: bail/bonddheari
grand jury hearing, and victim impact statem&wddTables 8, Models 1 and 2). Overall,
the PFVs lost significance when respondent satisfaction with the policelded ia five
out of the eight participation opportunities, showing some support for the procedural

justice process. This is evidence that procedural fairness leads to satisfac

Participation Rate

Tables 9 and 10 (Model 2) show the Tobit regression results for the overall
participation rate with a PFV and respondent satisfaction with the polibe as t
independent variables. The relationship between respondent satisfaction withnmblice a
overall participation was not significant for family members (p=0.670) dinvic
(p=0.557). The PFVs for both family members and victims did decrease ificaigoe,
illustrating that victim satisfaction with police may in fact be workimgptigh the PFVs.

These results do not support Hypotheses 2, but do support Hypothesis 2a.
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Hypotheses 3 and 4

Hypothesis 3: Victim satisfaction with the prosecutor leads to victim participation i
prosecution.

Hypothesis 4: Victim satisfaction with the police has a weaker influence on victim
participation as the prosecution process progresses and victim satisfaction with the

prosecutor becomes more important to victim participation in prosecution.

Participation Opportunities for Individual Hearings

Tables 7 and 8 (Model 3) show the results for the logistic regression with three
independent variables: a PFV, respondent satisfaction with the police, and respondent
satisfaction with the prosecutor. The results show some support for Hypothéss 3:
significant results support Hypothesis 3 and the remaining eight results are not
significant. The two significant relationships are the victim impactstant for family
members (p=0.05) and the bail/bond hearing for victims (p=0.038). These results show
that when a family member is more satisfied with the prosecutor, they anmdstore
likely to provide a victim impact statement and when a victim is more sdtisfth the
prosecutor, they are 1.3 times more likely to appear at the bail/bond hearing. These
results illustrate that victim satisfaction with the prosecutor leadstdey participation.
Overall Hypothesis 3 has some support that increased satisfaction with treifmose
leads to greater participation in prosecution.

Figures 2 and 3 illustrate the results for Hypothesis 4. These figuréstkuhe

change in the effects of respondents’ satisfaction with the police and prosa@rtor
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hearings. The thicker lines show the change in the odds ratios over hearingslgd the
dotted lines illustrate the 95% confidence bounds. Since this hypothesis is cgmpari
coefficients from different models with different sample sizes, thetsesay be
misleading. For that reason, this thesis also compared the coefficientdferdbots

and family members who had all four opportunities (n=57) and found that both the effects
for respondent satisfaction with the police and the prosecutor decreaseanieg See
Appendix B). Because the sample is so small, it was necessary to keep victims and
family members together and to remove all of the control variables exdept Keeping
family members and victims together also may not be an accurate regtieseoit the
change of the effect of victim satisfaction with the police and prosecutcasdeeas the
sensitivity analysis and results demonstrate, these two groups atedffdéferently by
their satisfaction with the police and prosecutors. In addition, victim impaetrstat
could not be included because all the respondents who had an opportunity for a victim
impact statement participated. For these reasons, despite thadimsitatcomparing
different sample sizes, this thesis did also look at the change of the effastsifios and
family members. When looking at the results between the models with diffenguiesa
sizes, the results for Hypothesis 4 are mixed: family membetsesuport the
hypothesis and victim results do not support it. For family members, althouglatbere
no significant changes over time, the general patterns support the hypoBadiamily
members, the effect of the police does drop over hearings and the effect of doaijoros
increases over hearings showing support for Hypothe<ndthe other hand, for

victims, the effect of the police drops slightly, rises again, and then dropsdst dlra

same effect that is present at the bail/bond hearing, thus not supporting Hypotl#sis 4.
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the bail/bond hearing, a family member’s increased satisfaction with tloe palises

them to be 1.2 times more likely to attend the hearing. For a victim impehstd,
increased satisfaction causes a family member to be 1.1 times morédikalgicipate.

For victims, satisfaction with the prosecutor has a similar effest; the effect weakens;
next, it remains relatively constant; and finally it increases ag#nough in the opposite
direction. At the bail/bond hearing, a family member who is satisfied with dsequtor

is 1.3 timesmorelikely to attend the hearing. For the victim impact statement, a family
member who is satisfied with the prosecutor is 1.3 tiesedikely to participate. For
victims, the fluctuations of the effect of satisfaction with the prosecutor deuppbrt
Hypothesis 4. In sum, the results for family members do support Hypothesis 4, but the

results for victims do not support Hypothesis 4.

[Insert Figures 2 and 3 about Here]

Participation Rate

Tables 9 and 10 show the Tobit regression results for the overall particip&tion ra
with a PFV, respondent satisfaction with the police, and respondent satisfattidney
prosecutor as the independent variables. These results do not support Hypothesis 3. In
fact, for family members, increased satisfaction with the prosecutallydeads to less
participation (p=0.034). As a family member becomes more satisfied with the
prosecutor, they are 10.5 times less likely to participate. For victimgel#dt®nship

between victim satisfaction with the police and overall participation isdar f

* In addition, respondent satisfaction with the ®liloes predict respondent satisfaction with the
prosecutor, suggesting that the interaction amit¢tas with the police does affect their experienitk the
entire criminal justice system.
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significant (p=0.771), illustrating that victim satisfaction with the mohtay not affect
participation. With this evidence, there is no support for Hypothesis 3 for overall

participation.

Discussion

This thesis used procedural justice as a framework to explore the relationship
between victim satisfaction with the police and victim participation in progecuti
Although overall the results are mixed, there are some summary conclusiocrentba
taken from the data. This section will first discuss the significant findivaggefute the
hypotheses, next, explore the remaining significant findings, then, look at theitaore
and policy implications resulting from these findings, and finally, discustaliiomns and

future research.

Significant Results
Results that Refute the Hypotheses

Surprisingly, there are three different results that oppose the hypothieses.
family members and victims at the grand jury stage, procedural fairnese pglice
meant that they were less likely to appear at the hearing (Hypothesis &) fohlamily
members, increased satisfaction with the prosecutor was linked to less overall
participation (Hypothesis 3). One possible explanation for these surprising finsling
that if the family members and victims felt as though the police and proseceters w
doing everything they could to make a case against the offender, they may hive fel

was unnecessary to participate. Respondents may see their participatiatagantil
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and if they feel as though their participation is not essential or needed, theyinma
participate. Conversely, respondents who do not feel as though the police and
prosecutors are trying to make a case against the offender may be mor®likely

participate because they want to make sure the offender is processetiycorrec

Hypothesis 1: Procedural fairness by the police will lead to greater victim participat
in prosecution.

Tables 11 and 12 show the significant findings for family members and victims.
Hypothesis 1 is partially supported. When family members thought the police were
polite they were six times more likely to attend the sentencing hearingn Vidtiens
thought the police gave them an opportunity to talk they were three times moredikely
attend the bail/bond hearing and more likely to participate in the entire procebsof Bot
these results show support for procedural justice, with certain aspects afysabce
fairness leading to viewing the system as legitimate and obeying thexsyaites.

In addition to the support for Hypothesis 1, there are also significant results that
do not support Hypothesis 1. The following PFVs lead to less participation: 1) when a
family member thought that the police were interested in catching thelefférey
participated less often at the bail/bond hearing; 2) when a family member thioeight
police were trying to gather all the necessary evidence they werikédgdd participate
at the grand jury hearing; 3) when a victim felt as though the police showed art interes
their feelings, that victim was less likely to attend the grand jury tgearin

In addition to the explanation discussed above, victims may have different reasons

for not participating. Prior research found that the criminal case can provide
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psychological healing for a victim (Gutheil et al., 2000; Kilpatrick and Otto, 1987).

When the police show an interest in the victim’s feelings, it is possible that tbe pol

help with psychological healing making participation in the criminal casenklsessary

for a victim. Also, since the police had a negative effect on participation fofdootly
members and victims at the grand jury hearing, it is likely that there istsomepecial
about the grand jury hearing. For example, the police may actually discourage
respondents from attending the grand jury hearing. In sum, the significant sesuits

some support for Hypothesis 1, but also suggest that although procedural fairness does

affect participation, the effect is not always in the expected direction.

Hypothesis 2: Victim satisfaction with the police will lead to greater victimgyaation
in prosecution.

The significant results also show some support for Hypothesis 2. For family
members, as a respondent becomes more satisfied with the police, they ane oneré
likely to participate in the bail/bond hearing. Victims’ satisfaction withpiblece, on the
other hand, shows no support for Hypothesis 2. Victims’ satisfaction with the police is
never significantly related to victim participation in prosecution. This sugtedts
victims’ satisfaction with the police is not important enough to overcome therbahas

victims face when deciding to participate.

Hypothesis 2a: Victim satisfaction with the police is a result of procedural &srawed

therefore the strength of procedural fairness will decrease when victim satisfaath

the police is taken into account.
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There is mixed support for Hypothesis 2a. All of the significant PFVs lose
significance when respondent satisfaction with the police is added to the mosjet fex
police evidence at the grand jury hearing for family members. This Pte¥lly gains
significance. One reason this could be occurring is because of the highticorrela
between the PFV and respondent satisfaction with the police (0.5195). If respondents
were unable to distinguish between the PFV and satisfaction questions, they would be

measuring the same thing, and the results could be affected by the icorrelat

Hypothesis 3: Victim satisfaction with the prosecutor leads to victim participation i
prosecution

Hypothesis 3 has partial support. For family members, increased saiisfatti
the prosecutor leads to increased participation in the victim impact stat@isri.84).
For victims, increased satisfaction with the prosecutor leads to increasega@on in
the bail/bond hearing (OR=1.31). There is also one significant result that does not
support Hypothesis 3. For family members, increased satisfaction with theypoosec
leads to less overall participation. This finding is discussed above. These findings
suggest that respondent satisfaction with the prosecutor is important at somgsheari

some respondents.

Hypothesis 4: Victim satisfaction with the police has a weaker influence on victim

participation as the prosecution process progresses and victim satisfaction with the

prosecutor becomes more important to victim participation in prosecution.
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The results for Hypothesis 4 are mixed. As discussed in the results siion,
effects of the police and the prosecutor over hearing support Hypothesis 4 fgr famil
members, but not for victims. When focusing only on the significant results, it also
appears as though there is some support for Hypothesis 4. For family members,
satisfaction with the prosecutor is not a significant relationship until thenietpact
statement, suggesting that, as hypothesized, a family member’s satmsvaithi the
prosecutor is only important at the end of the process. On the other hand, the significant
results for victims appear to refute Hypothesis 4. Satisfaction with the ptoseconly
significant at the bail/bond hearing suggesting that satisfaction wigtrdlsecutor is only
important at the beginning of the prosecution process. One reason these results could be
occurring is because the involvement of police and prosecutors may vary byoase.
some cases, the police are involved throughout the entire process, working with the
victim to collect evidence and addressing safety concerns. In other cagesiaghenay
only be present at the arrest and at trial. The same may be true for a proskecsbome
cases, the prosecutor may have constant contact with a victim and in othéheases
prosecutor may not be in contact with the victim at all. If police and prosecutor
involvement varies with the case, the influence of victims’ satisfactidnti police
and prosecutor will not be consistent throughout the prosecution process, thus not
supporting Hypothesis 4.

In sum, the results for this thesis find limited support all of the hypotheses for
certain populations at certain hearings. This suggests that both the police and psosecutor
are important to victim participation, but that further research should be conducted to

determine what type of victim these interactions matter for and under what
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circumstances. Before further discussing future research, | willsfisghat impact these

results have on procedural justice and policy.

Theoretical Implications

The current research can not definitively expand procedural justice to include
victims and their participation in prosecution. | hypothesized that if a victilevbd the
police were procedurally fair, the victim would be satisfied with the pahes, would be
more likely to believe in the legitimacy of the entire system, accetetisions of the
system, and obey the systems’ rules (participation). There is evidenpeottedural
fairness leads to participation, but there is also evidence that procedmeddaiy the
police actually leads to less participation. Family members had one opponunitich
satisfaction with the police significantly led to participation: bail/bond hgarAlso, for
significant and insignificant relationships, in the majority of opportunitiesafoil
members and victims (five out of eight), the significance of the PFVs dedrebsa
respondent satisfaction with police was added. While this is not conclusive evidence
supporting procedural justice, this is enough evidence to show that procedural justice
may in fact be a process that works for victims in a similar fashion that it Works
offenders. Of particular note is that letting victims talk about what happensusis
significantly related to more participation. This suggests that the ezpation portion

of procedural fairness may be the most important portion for victims

Policy Implications
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The finding that most clearly leads to a policy implication is relationshpees
victims talking with the police about what happened and their participation in the
prosecution process. There is also evidence that the police are important for boih victi
and family members at all opportunities except for sentencing and the vigiewtim
statement. This illustrates that the actions of the police do affect victiioigeation in
prosecution. With this knowledge in hand, the police can work to have a positive effect
on participation. Further research needs to be conducted to delineate what behavior
matters when, for whom, and how, but the results strongly demonstrate that thes police’
actions do affect participation early in the prosecution process.

In addition, the results of this thesis illustrate that prosecutors’ acfiecs a
participation for both victims and family members. Again, more research needs to be
conducted to determine what direction this effect is and when it matters mogsesiile
show that family members’ satisfaction with the prosecutor at the victpadt
statement stage and victims’ satisfaction at the bail/bond hearing leads to more
participation. Using this data within a procedural justice framework may prosught
for prosecutors to work with these groups at these stages to increase panticipati

In sum, the results suggest that both the actions of the police and prosecutors
matter when trying to encourage victims to participate in the prosecution froces
Although the results are not clear about how the police and prosecutor matter, after
further research there may be more clear policy directions on what actionsi¢ckeapdl

prosecutors should take to encourage participation.

Limitations and Future Research
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There are four main limitations to this study: sample selection, saimele s
temporal ambiguity, and high correlations. When discussing these limitdtwiisalso

discuss how future research may be able to address the limitations.

Sample Selection and Sample Size

As discussed in the sample section, to answer the relevant questions for this
thesis, it was necessary to drop certain respondents from the analysis. The résponde
who were dropped were significantly different from those who were left imilgsas
on a number of characteristics including race, gender, and the state in whigmée ¢
occurred. These differences cause a sample selection problem and limit the
generalizability of the research. Unfortunately, because of theatitfes between the
respondents who were dropped from the analysis and those who remained, the results
from this thesis are only truly generalizable to victims with the sanraateaistics as the
sample selected.

Related to the issue of sample selection, the sample size for this themd.is s
Once the sample was split by hearing and into family members and victiresalse
groups had sample sizes less than 200. While this is not necessarily a problem, it does
have the potential for a Type Il error: some of the results that would haveidpa&nant
are not significant. Due to the small sample size, the results are morevatimeehan
they would be with a larger sample. The conclusion that the police and prosecutor do
matter does not change, but some of the results that were not significant magdrave b

significant with a larger sample size.
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Future research could attempt to solve sample selection and the small szenple s
by collecting more data and asking more questions. If there were a ldegtioaeof
people who rated their satisfaction and had opportunities to participate, thesanalysi
sample may not have been different on as many factors, causing the result®te be m
generalizable. Also, the larger sample would reduce Type |l erroddlhcen to
increasing the sample size, the researchers could ask more questionsroptee Sae
data only had four participation opportunities in which the respondents were asked about
opportunity to participate and actual participation. There are many morewppest
that a respondent could have participated in, but the data did not have the sequence of
guestions. With more questions about whether the respondent had the opportunity to
participate, fewer respondents would have been dropped for having no opportunities and
data could have been collected for other important stages. For example] thatvery
important participation opportunity both for the respondent and for the criminal justice
system. This data did not have information on whether the respondent was subpoenaed
for the trial. In sum, future research can increase the sample size amtl foorsample

selection by surveying more respondents and by asking the respondents more questions.

Temporal Ambiguity
Another limitation of this research is temporal ambiguity. Because theangest
about satisfaction with the police and prosecutor were asked after theatrwase
finished, the answers to the questions about satisfaction may have been biased by the
outcome of the case. Those respondents whose cases resulted in a favorable nganner ma

have felt more satisfied with the police and the prosecutor. Future researtiecgt a
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to address this issue by collecting longitudinal data. If the questions aboaet polic
satisfaction were asked immediately after the respondent’s interaath the police,

and the questions about participation were asked immediately after dicicjpghe
researchers would be more likely to get an unbiased account of the respondent’s
experience. Asking questions throughout the process may also address recoll@gtion bi
If respondents are asked about an experience right after the experianctedy¢bey are

less likely to provide inaccurate information.

High Correlation

The final limitation of this research is the high correlations between the &k/
the independent variables. As was discussed in the results section, due to the high
correlations only one PFV was used for each model. With this strategy, tlaschese
unable to test all the potential PFVs for victim satisfaction with policea wsult, this
thesis is only able to look at portions of procedural justice. Also, high correlateyns
cause a multicollinearity problem between the PFVs and the independent gariable
Again, this thesis attempted to avoid multicollinearity with the selection gfard PFV,
but respondents’ satisfaction with the police may still be measuring the saneptcasic
the PFV. Future research may be able to address the high correlation inysvoQvee,
researchers could question respondents directly after their interactiothevpolice.
This might help respondents distinguish the difference between a police offiagr bein
polite and allowing them to talk about the case. The second solution is to provide a more
detailed description of the PFVs in the questionnaire. Instead of only askeg/ittim

thought the police were polite, the questionnaire could also provide examples of what
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exactly what is meant by polite. That again might help the respondents different
between the different PFVs. By addressing these limitations, fut@arcbsshould be
able to delineate what affect the police and prosecutors have, who their beHaetsr af
and when that behavior has the largest effect. This detailed information willi@@vi
greater opportunity for theoretical and policy implications, providing morefgpe

directions about what the police and prosecutors can do to encourage victim participation.

Conclusion

Past procedural justice research has shown there is reason to believaithat vi
satisfaction with the police will lead to greater participation in pnosen. Although this
thesis falls short of providing conclusive support for this idea, it does find that both police
and prosecutors have an effect on victim participation in prosecution. To that end, this
research does suggest that procedural justice may in fact be working foisvi€tuture
research is needed to improve upon the limitations of this research in order tortetermi
when, for whom, and in what way police and prosecutors affect participation. Victim
participation is important to the criminal justice system for many reasolsling the
creation of a more just legal system, increasing the effectivenéss system, and
improving satisfaction with the criminal justice system as a whole. Giveéenittian
participation is an important piece of the criminal justice system, ibithwhile to
continue conducting research to determine what will help encourage participatisn. T

research provides a good starting point for future researchers to usei@s.a g
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Table 1: Multinomial Regression for Final Sample

Tables

Variable Coef. P>|z| e"b

White -0.437 0.014 0.646
Did Not Rate Male 0.634 0.000 1.886
Satisfaction Stranger 0.311 0.085 1.365
and Did Not Weapon -0.627 0.003 0.534
Have Any Employed -0.453 0.011 0.636
Participation | vjctim 0.701  0.001  2.016
Opportunities | gyong State -0.925 0000 0.396

Injured 0.484 0.022 1.623

N=222

Variable Coef. P>|z| e"b

White -0.436 0.021 0.647
Rated Male 0.323 0.070 1.382
ir?gst‘;‘i"‘;tl'\l%rt‘ Stranger 0349 0072  1.418
Have any C_ollgge -0.560 0.019 0.571
Participation | Victim 0.704 0.001 2.021
Opportunities Strong State -0.766 0.000 0.465

Age 0.016 0.016 1.016

N=184

Variable Coef. P>|z| e"b
Did Not Rate | yjjctjm 1180  0.005  3.254
Satisfaction
and Had at
Least One Age 0.019 0.090 1.019
Participation
Opportunity

Three 0.944 0.014 2.570

N=47

Reference Category is Final Sample for Thesis

58



Table 2: Description of Finalized Sample

Freg. Percent
Victim 334 39.29
Family Member 516 60.71
Total 850

Table 3: Respondents’ Number of Opportunities

Family Member Victim Total

Number of
Opportunities Freq. Percent | Freq.  Percent | Freq. Percent

1| 102 30.54 | 180 3488 | 282 33.18

2| 118 35.33 | 187 36.24 | 305 35.88

3 89 26.65 | 117 22.67 | 206 24.24

4 25 7.49 32 6.2 57 6.71

Total | 334 516 850
Table 4: Participation Opportunities
Family Member Victim Total

Participation Opportunity Freq. Percent | Freq. Percent | Freq. Percent
Bail/Bond Hearing 264 79.04 | 376 72.87 | 640 75.29
Grand Jury Hearing 102 30.54 | 205 39.73 | 307 36.12
Sentencing 134 40.12 | 164 31.78 | 298 35.06
Victim Impact Statement 205 61.38 | 288 55.81 | 493 58

Table 5: Independent Variables

Satisfaction With Police Satisfaction With Prosecutor

Family Member Victim | Family Member Victim
Not at all Satisfied 41 44 54 70
Somewhat Dissatisfied 35 37 23 56
Somewhat Satisfied 70 150 87 173
Very Satisfied 188 285 170 217
Total 334 516 334 516
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Table 6: Procedural Fairness Variables

Family

Members Victims
Police Tried to be Yes 293 464
Polite No 41 52
Police Cared about Yes 266 435
What Happened No 68 81
Police Showed an Yes 259 408
Interest in Feelings No 75 108
Police Willing to Talk Yes 233 431
about What Happened | No 101 85
Police Interested in Yes 292 447
Catching Offender No 42 69
Police Tried to Gather | Yes 272 435
All Evidence No 62 81
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Table 7: Odds Ratios and Standard Errors for Logistic Models Estimating
Participation for Family Members

Family Members

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Bail/Bond Hearing (n=264)
0.622 0.405* 0.423*
PF: Police Catch (0.260) (0.196) (0.207)
1.374* 1.526*
Sat. with Police (0.242) (0.296)
0.798
Sat. With Pros. (0.124)
1.371 1.299 1.305
White (0.445) (0.425) (0.430)
0.986 0.957 0.921
Male (0.365) (0.358) (0.347)
0.925 0.941 0.931
Age (0.068) (0.071) (0.071)
1.001 1.000 1.001
Agen2 (0.008) (0.008) (0.001)
0.746 0.746 1.294
Dropout (0.565) (0.566) (0.550)
0.877 0.865 0.773
College (.423) (0.421) (0.447)
0.896 0.864 0.890
Stranger (0.312) (0.304) (0.315)
0.940 0.874 0.910
Domestic Violence (0.391) (0.369) (0.386)
0.262 0.223 0.235
Weapon (0.278) (0.240) (0.252)
0.587 0.555* 0.567*
Employed (0.198) (0.190) (0.195)
0.832 0.824 0.854
Three (0.252) (0.253) (0.265)
1.568 1.575 1.614
State (0.477) (0.485) (0.500)
Grand Jury Hearing (n=102)
0.230* 0.134** 0.142**
PF: Police Evidence (0.175) (0.127) (0.136)
1.365 1.438
Sat. with Police (0.410) (0.470)
0.886
Sat. With Pros. (0.258)
0.970 0.907 0.874
White (0.522) (0.497) (0.486)
1.390 1.350 1.349

Male (0.887) (0.872) (0.865)



Age

Agen2

Dropout

College

Stranger

Domestic Violence
Weapon
Employed

Three

State

0.954
(0.140)

1.000
(0.002)

2.267
(0.334)

4.127
(3.899)

(0.176)
0.373
(0.262)
0.329
(0.353)
1.295
(0.676)
1.381
(0.677)
3.919%+
(2.074)

Sentencing Hearing (n=134)

PF: Police Polite
Sat. with Police
Sat. with Pros.
White

Male

Age

Agen2

Dropout

College
Stranger
Domestic Violence
Weapon
Employed

Three

6.053**
(5.421)

1.775
(1.279)
2.970
(2.837)
1.346%
(0.188)
0.997**
(0.002)
2.387
(0.421)
0.493
(0.443)
1.224
(1.085)
0.198*
(0.165)
1.404
(1.734)
0.867
(0.666)
1.385
(0.856)

0.967
(0.144)
1.000
(0.002)
1.993
(0.384)
4.390
(4.173)
0.264*
(0.170)
0.369
(0.261)
0.349
(0.385)
1.279
(0.670)
1.470
(0.731)
3.550%
(1.902)

5.859*

(5.623)
1.031

(0.338)

1.768
(1.275)
2.966
(2.830)
1.346*
(0.188)
0.997*
(0.002)
2.391
(0.421)
0.493
(0.443)
1.245
(1.126)
0.200*
(0.167)
1.392
(1.721)
0.876
(0.680)
1.372
(0.860)

0.961
(0.144)
1.000
(0.002)
1.842
(0.427)
4.331
(4.113)
0.267*
(0.172)
0.360
(0.256)
0.349
(0.382)
1.309
(0.692)
1.460
(0.727)
3.606*
(1.940)

6.005*
(5.899)
0.998
(0.424)
1.047
(0.406)
1.770
(1.276)
3.022
(2.929)
1.354%
(0.201)
0.997*
(0.002)
2.404
(0.418)
0.488
(0.441)
1.247
(1.128)
0.201*
(0.168)
1.398
(1.729)
0.870
(0.677)
1.363
(0.858)
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0.737 0.739 0.736
State (0.585) (0.587) (0.586)
Victim Impact Statement (n=174)
0.145 0.104 0.106
PF: Police Feeling (0.170) (0.145) (0.155)
1.224 0.845
Sat. with Police (0.556) (0.430)
1.845*
Sat. with Pros. (0.576)
2.111 2.017 2.705
White (1.448) (1.400) (1.984)
0.238 0.243 0.258
Male (0.214) (0.217) (0.239)
0.968 0.981 1.036
Age (0.131) (0.136) (0.155)
1.001 1.001 1.000
Agen2 (0.002) (0.002) (0.002)
0.211** 0.221* 0.203*
Dropout (3.692) (3.587) (4.043)
College+
0.489 0.481 0.541
Stranger (0.362) (0.359) (0.401)
1.22 1.153 1.854
Domestic Violence (1.196) (2.131) (1.978)
1.415 1.300 1.420
Weapon (1.699) (1.574) (1.766)
2.323 2.254 2.299
Employed (1.570) (1.535) (1.588)
0.121** 0.125** 0.093***
Three (0.101) (0.104) (0.083)
0.411 0.415 0.338
State (0.337) (0.344) (0.297)

+ Predicts success perfectly, college dropped, 31 obs not used

*Significant at the .10 level
**Significant at the .05 level

***Sjgnificant at the .01 Level
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Table 8: Odds Ratios and Standard Errors for Logistic Models Estimating

Participation for Victims

Victims
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Bail/Bond Hearing (n=376)
2.911%** 2.373** 2.451**
PF: Police Talk (1.069) (0.931) (0.965)
1.243 1.154
Sat. with Police (0.186) (0.178)
1.308**
Sat. with Pros. (0.170)
1.550 1512 1.491
White (0.496) (0.484) (0.481)
0.820 0.837 0.944
Male (0.211) (0.217) (0.252)
1.074 1.075 1.079
Age (0.056) (0.056) (0.057)
0.999 0.999 0.999
Agen2 (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
0.523* 0.530* 0.542*
Dropout (0.692) (0.690) (0.679)
0.784 0.815 0.769
College (0.219) (0.229) (0.218)
1.079 1.037 1.056
Stranger (0.284) (0.275) (0.281)
1171 1.258 1.330
Domestic Violence (0.427) (0.465) (0.496)
1.004 1.021 0.986
Weapon (0.238) (0.242) (0.236)
1.419 1.312 1.296
Employed (0.446) (0.421) (0.422)
1.163 1.167 1.143
Three (0.281) (0.283) (0.278)
1.836** 1.796** 1.804**
State (0.454) (0.446) (0.451)
Grand Jury Hearing (n=205)
0.374** 0.363** 0.364**
PF: Police Feeling (0.167) (0.175) (0.175)
1.033 1.036
Sat. with Police (0.200) (0.204)
0.988
Sat. with Pros. (0.158)
0.588 0.588 0.589
White (0.255) (0.255) (0.255)
0.647 0.648 0.647
Male (0.212) (0.212) (0.213)
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Age

Agen2

Dropout

College

Stranger

Domestic Violence
Weapon
Employed

Three

State

1.092
(0.078)
0.999
(0.001)
1.1778
(0.391)
1.123
(0.451)
1.188
(0.423)
0.739
(0.390)
1.022
(0.332)
1.109
(0.485)
1.796*
(0623)
2.885%+
(1.139)

Sentencing Hearing (n=164)

PF: Police Care
Sat. with Police
Sat. with Pros.
White

Male

Age

Agen2

Dropout
College
Stranger
Domestic Violence
Weapon
Employed

Three

0.522
(0.285)

0.775
(0.387)
0.68
(0.279)
1.019
(0.076)
1.000
(0.001)
0.564
(0.987)
1.613
(0.677)
1.132
(0.447)
0.640
(0.365)
1.722
(0.645)
0.441*
(0.202)
1.003
(0.373)

1.094
(0.079)
0.999
(0.001)
1.188
(0.390)
1.132
(0.457)
1.185
(0.422)
0.745
(0.395)
1.024
(0.333)
1.097
(0.485)
1.801*
(0.625)
2.856%+
(1.142)

0.412

(0.261)
1.219

(0.316)

0.795
(0.398)
0.703
(0.289)
1.024
(0.077)
1.000
(0.001)
0.559
(1.001)
1.656
(0.698)
1.142
(0.453)
0.682
(0.392)
1.764
(0.665)
0.422*
(0.196)
1.006
(0.374)

1.093
(0.080)
0.999
(0.001)
1.187
(0.391)
1.128
(0.459)
1.187
(0.424)
0.742
(0.396)
1.024
(0.333)
1.100
(0.488)
1.806*
(0.629)
2.863%+
(1.148)

0.411
(0.261)
1.225
(0.326)
0.981
(0.227)
0.793
(0.398)
0.703
(0.289)
1.025
(0.077)

1.000
(0.001)
0.557
(1.007)
1.658
(0.699)
1.145
(0.456)
0.678
(0.392)
1.761
(0.665)
0.421*
(0.196)
1.010
(0.378)

65



1.720 1.744 1.742
State (0.657) (0.670) (0.669)
Victim Impact Statement (n=288)

1.907 1.946 1.794

PF: Police Talk (1.146) (1.315) (1.233)

0.981 1.100

Sat. with Police (0.294) (0.349)

0.752

Sat. with Pros. (0.218)

2.146 2.160 2.273

White (1.124) (1.150) (1.225)

1.311 1.309 1.247

Male (0.710) (0.710) (0.680)

1.042 1.040 1.042

Age (0.102) (0.103) (0.104)

1.000 1.000 1.000

Agen2 (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
0.267** 0.266** 0.279**

Dropout (2.321) (2.346) (2.244)

0.601 0.601 0.627

College (0.342) (0.342) (0.357)

0.910 0.912 0.886

Stranger (0.499) (0.502) (0.489)

1.557 1.545 1.535

Domestic Violence (1.362) (1.365) (1.365)

0.822 0.823 0.888

Weapon (0.400) (0.400) (0.438)

1.138 1.144 1.187

Employed (0.747) (0.756) (0.790)

0.954 0.954 0.916

Three (0.477) (0.477) (0.461)

1.470 1.474 1574

State (0.730) (0.734) (0.792)

*Significant at the .10 level
**Significant at the .05 level
***Sjgnificant at the .01 Level
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Table 9: Coefficients and Standard Errors for Tobit Models Estimating
Participation Rate for Family Members

Participation Rate- Family Members

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
0.085 0.042 0.026
PF: Police Care (0.106) (0.147) (0.146)
0.024 0.073
Sat. with Police (0.056) (0.060)
-0.095**
Sat. with Pros. (0.045)
0.094 0.093 0.084
White (0.090) (0.090) (0.090)
-0.009 -0.012 -0.032
Male (0.104) (0.104) (0.104)
0.003 0.003 -0.001
Age (0.022) (0.022) (0.022)
0.000 0.000 0.000
Age’2 (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
-0.090 -0.091 -0.092
Dropout (0.117) (0.117) (0.116)
0.129 0.130 0.141
College (0.127) (0.127) (0.126)
-0.061 -0.063 -0.059
Stranger (0.098) (0.098) (0.097)
-0.039 -0.039 -0.053
Domestic Violence (0.119) (0.119) (0.118)
-0.085 -0.085 -0.089
Weapon (0.178) (0.178) (0.177)
0.015 0.015 0.012
Employed (0.100) (0.100) (0.099)
-0.113 -0.113 -0.110
Three (0.086) (0.086) (0.085)
0.239%** 0.238*** 0.241%**
State (0.091) (0.091) (0.090)
0.170%** 0.168*** 0.185%**
Opportunities (0.049) (0.050) (0.050)

N=334

76 left-censored obs at part. rate<=0
152 uncensored observations

106 right-censored obs at part. rate>=1
*Significant at the .10 level
**Significant at the .05 level
***Sjgnificant at the .01 Level



Table 10: Coefficients and Standard Errors for Tobit Models Estimating
Participation Rate for Victims

Participation Rate-Victims

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
0.211* 0.180 0.181
PF: Police Talk (0.118) (0.129) (0.129)
0.031 0.027
Sat. with Police (0.053) (0.055)
0.014
Sat. with Pros. (0.047)
0.001 0.000 0.001
White (0.114) (0.114) (0.114)
-0.117 -0.115 -0.111
Male (0.096) (0.096) (0.097)
0.039** 0.040** 0.040**
Age (0.018) (0.018) (0.018)
0.000** 0.000** 0.000**
Age’2 (0.000 (0.000) (0.000)
-0.233* 0.228* -0.228*
Dropout (0.130) (0.131) (0.131)
0.004 0.010 0.009
College (0.1207) (0.107) (0.107)
0.076 0.071 0.070
Stranger (0.100) (0.100) (0.100)
0.020 0.030 0.033
Domestic Violence (0.145) (0.146) (0.146)
0.043 0.044 0.042
Weapon (0.091) (0.091) (0.091)
-0.014 -0.022 -0.023
Employed (0.115) (0.115) (0.116)
0.099 0.099 0.099
Three (0.093) (0.092) (0.093)
0.326*** 0.322*** 0.320%**
State (0.096) (0.096) (0.096)
0.108** 0.106** 0.103**
Opportunities (0.049) (0.049) (0.051)

N=516

125 left-censored obs at part. rate<=0
194 uncensored observations

197 right-censored obs at part. rate>=1
*Significant at the .10 level
**Significant at the .05 level
***Sjgnificant at the .01 Level



Table 11: Significant Findings for Family Members: Odds Ratios and $indard
Errors for Participation Opportunities and Coefficients and Standard Errors for
Participation Rate

Family Members

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Bail/Bond Hearing (n=264)

. . 0.405* 0.423*
PF: Police Catch
(0.196) (0.207)
Sat. with Police 1.374% 1.526*
(0.242) (0.296)
Sat. With Pros.
Grand Jury Hearing (n=102)
. . . 0.230* 0.134** 0.142**
PF: Police Evidence
(0.175) (0.1227) (0.136)
Sat. with Police
Sat. With Pros.
Sentencing Hearing (n=134)
. . 6.053** 5.859* 6.005*
PF: Police Polite
! ! (5.421) (5.623) (5.899)
Sat. with Police
Sat. with Pros.
Victim Impact Statement (n=174)
PF: Police Feeling
Sat. with Police
. 1.845*
Sat. with Pros.
W (0.576)
Participation Rate (n=334)
PF: Police Care
Sat. with Police
. -0.095**
Sat. with Pros.
(0.045)

*Significant at the .10 level
**Significant at the .05 level
***Sjgnificant at the .01 Level



Table 12: Significant Findings for Victims: Odds Ratios and Standard Errors for

Participation Opportunities and Coefficients and Standard Errors for Participation

Rate
Victims
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Bail/Bond Hearing (n=376)
. 2.911%** 2.373** 2.451**
PF: Police Talk
! (1.069) (0931)  (0.965)
Sat. with Police
. 1.308**
Sat. with Pros.
(0.170)
Grand Jury Hearing (n=205)
PF: Police Feeling 0.374** 0.363** 0.364**
(0.167) (0.175) (0.175)

Sat. with Police

Sat. with Pros.

Sentencing Hearing (n=164)
PF: Police Care

Sat. with Police

Sat. with Pros.

Victim Impact Statement (n=288)
PF: Police Talk

Sat. with Police

Sat. with Pros.

Participation Rate (n=516)

PF: Police Talk 0.211*
(0.118)

Sat. with Police
Sat. with Pros.

*Significant at the .10 level
**Significant at the .05 level
***Sjgnificant at the .01 Level
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Figure 1: Dependent Variable: Participation Rate.
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Figure 2: Change in Family Member Satisfaction with the Police and therBsecutor
throughout the Prosecution Process
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Figure 3: Change in Victim Satisfaction with the Police and the Prosetaor
throughout the Prosecution Process
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Appendix A

Legend
Police Tried to be Polite
Police Cared about What Happened
Police Showed an Interest in Feelings
Police Willing to Talk about What Happened
Police Interested in Catching Offender
Police Tried to Gather All Evidence
Respondent Satisfaction with Police

~No ok WN PR

Table A.1: Correlation Matrix: Bail/Bond Hearing-Family Members (n=264)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1.000
0.511 1.000
0.442 0.723 1.000
0.353 0.456 0.582 1.000
0.393 0.431 0.419 0.354 1.000
0.423 0.575 0.598 0.431 0.577 1.000
0.440 0.696 0.689 0.443 0.423 0.632 1.000

~NOoO O~ WN P

Table A.2 Correlation Matrix: Bail/Bond Hearing-Victims (n=376)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1.000
0.607 1.000
0.500 0.719 1.000
0.358 0.478 0.510 1.000
0.437 0.590 0.512 0.362 1.000
0.231 0.456 0.406 0.360 0.526 1.000
0.406 0.582 0.502 0.419 0.565 0.460 1.000

~No o WN PR
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Table A.3: Correlation Matrix: Grand Jury Hearing-Family Members (n=102)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1.000
0.447 1.000
0.465 0.748 1.000
0.296 0.442 0.602 1.000
0.585 0.693 0.632 0.545 1.000
0.351 0.386 0.407 0.398 0.632 1.000
0.249 0.647 0.654 0.386 0.525 0.520 1.000

~NOoO s WN PR

Table A.4: Correlation Matrix: Grand Jury Hearing-Victims (n=205)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1.000

0.608 1.000

0.543 0.597 1.000

0.482 0.532 0.421 1.000

0.443 0.622 0.510 0.377 1.000

0.274 0.442 0.342 0.297 0.609 1.000

0.369 0.480 0.403 0.446 0.429 0.463 1.000

~No o b wN -

Table A.5: Correlation Matrix: Sentencing Hearing-Family Members (n=134)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1.000
0.492 1.000
0.542 0.809 1.000
0.315 0.511 0.573 1.000
0.491 0.342 0.382 0.299 1.000
0.524 0.512 0.684 0.551 0.512 1.000
0.311 0.569 0.621 0.409 0.231 0.638 1.000

~NOoO O~ WNPRE

Table A.6: Correlation Matrix: Sentencing Hearing-Victims (n=164)

1 2 3 4 5 6 I
1.000
0.605 1.000
0.469 0.563 1.000
0.512 0.578 0.581 1.000
0.459 0.620 0.642 0.518 1.000
0.203 0.409 0.385 0.266 0.489 1.000
0.410 0.503 0.551 0.396 0.633 0.458 1.000

~NoO o WNPRE




Table A.7: Correlation Matrix: Victim Impact Statement-Family Membe rs (n=174)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 1.000
2 0.586 1.000
3 0.512 0.762 1.000
4 0.356 0.472 0.559 1.000
5 0.421 0.418 0.459 0.340 1.000
6 0.460 0.537 0.558 0.424 0.562 1.000
7 0.474 0.672 0.718 0.431 0.368 0.573 1.000

Table A.8: Correlation Matrix: Victim Impact Statement-Victims (n =288)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

~No o WN PR

1.000

0.566 1.000

0.428 0.591 1.000

0.357 0.517 0.377 1.000

0.369 0.589 0.500 0.375 1.000

0.204 0.326 0.295 0.244 0.523 1.000

0.351 0.514 0.428 0.377 0.532 0.422 1.000

Table A.9: Correlation Matrix: Participation Rate-Family Members (n=334)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 1.000
2 0.513 1.000
3 0.455 0.761 1.000
4 0.350 0.477 0.583 1.000
5 0.409 0.436 0.424 0.360 1.000
6 0.385 0.524 0.537 0.423 0.539 1.000
7 0.430 0.708 0.693 0.435 0.427 0.578 1.000
Table A.10: Correlation Matrix: Participation Rate-Victims (n=516)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 1.000
2 0.581 1.000
3 0.477 0.655 1.000
4 0.389 0.469 0.478 1.000
5 0.379 0.551 0.498 0.347 1.000
6 0.210 0.414 0.367 0.297 0.519 1.000
7 0.408 0.555 0.483 0.394 0.534 0.441 1.000
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Appendix B

Figure B.1: Change in Respondent Satisfaction with the Police and thed3ecutor
throughout the Prosecution Process (n=57)
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